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abstract:� There is no consensus among exegetes on the reasons for God’s rejection of King Saul, even 
though he had previously been His chosen one. This motif remains one of the significant exegetical apo-
rias, comparable to Moses’ rejection or original sin. Based on a literary analysis of 1 Sam 1 – 2 Sam 5 and 
a comparative study of texts using the analogous motif of the rejection of the chosen one, this article aims 
to show that certain narrative parts of the Old Testament present a recurring ideological pattern. Its key 
feature is a significant broadening of the narrative context beyond the episode of a given character’s re-
jection. The application of a diachronic perspective of the historical–critical method also permits us to 
conclude that later redactors and commentators on the history of Israel most likely introduced the motif 
of the rejected chosen one. They sought to merge various biblical traditions into a unified historiographi-
cal and theological narrative, presenting the history of Israel as a dialogue between God and His people, 
who – both as a community and through their chosen representatives – did not always respond adequately 
to God’s call. According to the authors of the Enneateuch, the consequences of this unfaithfulness were 
the primary source of the chosen people’s failures.

keywords:� King Saul, rejection of King Saul, beginnings of the monarchy of Israel, motif of rejection of 
the chosen one, history of David’s rise

According to prevailing scholarly views, the Saul cycle is a prologue to the narrative of 
Israelite monarchism. It serves as an introduction to the history of David’s ascension to 
the throne of Israel (commonly known as the History of David’s Rise, or ‘HDR cycle’). 
The history of David and his dynasty clearly casts Saul as a secondary character, one who 
could easily be omitted, beginning the HDR cycle with Samuel’s anointing of the right-
ful candidate for the throne. The absence of Saul would have spared later redactors of the 
David narrative the need to explain the events surrounding the fate of the first anointed 
one and the accusations levelled against David for killing his predecessor’s family and allies. 
This leads to the conclusion that the literary character of Saul may have been based on 
a leader prototype, a legend that could not be ignored when creating David’s cycle, which 
claimed to be historical.1

1	 The inclusion of the problematic figure of Saul in the narrative about the origins of monarchy may indicate 
the need for writers to refer to the legend of the first king, who, in the opinion of posterity, played a significant 

https://www.kul.pl/
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Despite fairly sceptical, and in some cases even derisive, perceptions of Saul in 1 Sam, 
later commentators viewed him very differently. While 1 Chron 10 summarises the story 
contained in 1 Sam as follows: ‘So Saul died for his unfaithfulness; he was unfaithful to the 
LORD in that he did not keep the command of the LORD’ (1 Chron 10:13), later biblical 
and non-biblical authors tended to idealise historical figures of the past, including Saul.2

In 1 Sam, Saul is not portrayed in an unambiguously negative light either; he is a complex 
and multidimensional character: a criminal and a victim, a hero and a coward, filled with 
the Spirit of YHWH and the spirit of evil, a ruthless ruler and a man of conscience. Similar 
to an ancient tragedy, Saul’s drama intensifies as the narrative unfolds, moving from un-
faithfulness to God through a spiritual struggle with his own passions to a tragic finale. 
In the story as presented, it remains unclear why God anointed the wrong man as king, 
why He turned away from him, and why He did not show him as much mercy and patience 
as He later showed David and his descendants.

The answers provided by contemporary exegetes fall into three categories: (1) Saul was 
a plaything in the hands of an evil God; (2) the severity of his transgression was compara-
ble to the sin in Eden and was to be punished similarly; (3) his character was used only as 
a literary backdrop for the introduction of the true protagonist, David, into the narrative.

According to the first hypothesis, Saul’s life is a quirk of fate, and he is a victim of a capri-
cious, unpredictable God, who, without warning, switches from love to hatred, destroying 
His chosen one. The narrative unfolds the drama of a man whose charismatic gifts degrade 
into madness, thereby making Saul’s character multidimensional, and his fate (as well as 

role in establishing the monarchy. The legend of Saul points to the beginning of the transition of the emerg-
ing Israelite ethnos from primitive egalitarianism to a hierarchical society, although still perceived through 
the prism of an egalitarian epic. Extra-biblical historiographical data suggest that the stratification of archaic 
(proto-Israelite) society proceeded quite rapidly under the influence of external factors, including, presumably, 
the Philistine threat. However, the egalitarian epic continued to serve Israel for a long time as a means of self-
identification (A. Faust, Israel’s Ethnogenesis: Settlement, Interaction, Expansion and Resistance [Approaches to 
Anthropological Archaeology; London – New York: Routledge 2014] 92–107). In this epic, Saul was seen 
as the first king of Israel, chosen by the people, whose leadership required acceptance of the amphictyony of 
the tribes. His main task was to wage war against the hierarchical (and therefore better organised) society of 
the Philistines. If the assumption that Israelite monarchism emerged out of fear of the Philistine threat is valid 
(cf. Faust, Israel’s Ethnogenesis, 227–234), it would be difficult to present David as the first king and saviour 
of Israel from the Philistines, given his ‘Philistine’ past (cf. 1 Sam  27–30), especially since, according to I. Fin-
kelstein, 1 Sam 27 contains the earliest historical references to David (“Geographical and Historical Realities 
behind the Earliest Layer in the David Story,” SJOT 27/2 [2013] 149, https://doi.org/10.1080/09018328.2
013.839104). David’s rise to power occurred without any active role on the part of Israel’s egalitarian society, 
which passively accepted his rule as the new status quo.

2	 There is already a relatively positive mention of Saul’s times in 1 Macc 4:30, and Josephus outright glorifies 
the first king, presenting him to his readers as a talented strategist, an ancient hero full of virtues, who accepted 
his fate with dignity (Josephus, Ant. 6.4–14; L.H. Feldman, “Josephus’ View of Saul,” Saul in Story and Tradi-
tion [eds. C.S. Ehrlich – M.C. White] [FAT 47; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006] 214–244). In rabbinic litera-
ture, there is a tendency to justify Saul (H. Liss, “The Innocent King: Saul in Rabbinic Exegesis,” Saul in Story 
and Tradition [eds. C.S. Ehrlich – M.C. White] [FAT 47; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006] 250), and in one 
extreme view, his kingdom did not survive precisely because of the king’s impeccable origins and his excessive 
modesty (cf.  m.Yom 22b). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09018328.2013.839104
https://doi.org/10.1080/09018328.2013.839104
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the subsequent fate of his kingdom, Northern Israel) is worthy of a Greek tragedy.3 Saul 
is the ‘scapegoat’ of the nascent monarchy, persecuted by a ‘jealous’ God for the people’s 
rejection of His direct rule by choosing human leadership over themselves.4 The God 
who once supported Saul now begins to destroy him, sending upon the king an ‘evil spirit’, 
which, like the ‘lying spirit’ in 1 Kgs 22:22, leads Saul to defeat and death.5

The tragic hero is haunted by demonic forces from both within and without. We witness as Saul, driven 
by petty fears and jealousies, becomes a disintegrated personality, but most disturbing is the realization 
that the evil spirit which torments him and makes his plight even more desperate is the agent of none 
other than YHWH. In this acknowledgment of the root of Saul’s distress, we discover why Saul alone of 
biblical heroes attains a truly tragic stature…6

The second group of exegetes seeks to justify God’s decision to reject His first chosen 
one. Their research attempts to answer the following questions: Was Saul rejected because 
he proved to be too independent a leader, almost a rebel, disobedient to God?7 Or, con-
versely, was Saul too weak a leader and sought legitimacy for his authority primarily from 
his subjects?8 Lastly, was he perhaps an inept leader who proved incapable of making the 
right choices? Most researchers lean towards the opinion that Saul was unable to prop-
erly understand and carry out God’s will.9 Consequently, he was unable to comprehend 
the dual nature of his authority over Israel, as king of the people and as a subject of God.10 

3	 W.L. Humphreys, “The Tragedy of King Saul: A Study of the Structure of 1 Samuel 9–31,” JSOT 3/6 
(1978) 25, https://doi.org/10.1177/030908927800300603; W.L. Humphreys, “The Rise and Fall 
of King Saul: A Study of an Ancient Narrative Stratum in 1 Samuel,” JSOT 5/18 (1980) 75–76 , 80 
https://doi.org/10.1177/030908928000501806 ; W.L. Humphreys, “From Tragic Hero to Villain: 
A Study of the Figure of Saul and the Development of 1 Samuel,” JSOT 7/22 (1982) 96–101, https://
doi.org/10.1177/030908928200702210.

4	 D.M. Gunn, The Fate of King Saul: An Interpretation of a Biblical Story (JSOTSup 14; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press 1980) 123–131.

5	 R.J. Balfour, “Rejection Realized: Saul, the Evil Spirit and the Loss of Kingship,” JSOT 47/2 (2022) 206–222, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/03090892221116918.

6	 J.C. Exum, Tragedy and Biblical Narrative: Arrows of the Almighty (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 
1992) 40.

7	 S.-J. Kim, “Les limites de l’omniscience du narrateur dans 1 Sm 15,” RB 116/1 (2009) 19.
8	 C. Nolan, “The Rejection of Israel’s First King,” ITQ 73/3–4 (2008) 355–368, https://doi.org/ 

10.1177/0021140008095443.
9	 ‘The pathos of the Saul narrative is that he chose and he did not choose. What he chose had in fact already 

been chosen for him. Thus his death-warranting failure is not unlike the  “original sin ” of Adam, which is both 
choice and destiny’ (W. Brueggemann, First and Second Samuel [IBC; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox  
1990] 59). 

10	 Saul derives the legitimacy of his authority from his subjects, so the people share responsibility for the actions of 
their king. Therefore, God chooses a king ‘for himself ’ instead of a king ‘for the people’ (V.P. Long, The Reign 
and Rejection of King Saul: A Case for Literary and Theological Coherence [SBLDS 118; Atlanta, GA: Scholars 
Press 1989] 239–240). The people also begin to worship Saul as a deliverer rather than God, for which they 
will be punished along with Saul by defeat on the battlefield (R. Gilmour, Divine Violence in the Book of Samuel 
[New York: Oxford University Press 2021] 106–118).

https://doi.org/10.1177/030908927800300603
https://doi.org/10.1177/030908928000501806
https://doi.org/10.1177/030908928200702210
https://doi.org/10.1177/030908928200702210
https://doi.org/10.1177/03090892221116918
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021140008095443
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021140008095443
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The tragedy of his situation stemmed from being the first successor to the patriarchs and 
judges, spiritual authorities, to whom he did not measure up.11

The view that Saul played only a locum tenens role for David in 1 Sam 15ff presupposes 
that Saul’s character is not so much tragic as underdeveloped, as is often the case in the Bible 
with secondary and tertiary characters. In this case, the text of 1 Sam 15ff would refer not 
so much to the Saul cycle as to the HDR cycle, in which the heroic image of Saul was prob-
ably obscured by later, ‘pro-David’ redactions to create a concise narrative of the beginnings 
of the Davidic dynasty.12 In this way, the figure of an outstanding leader is transformed 
into a caricature of an imperious and arrogant despot (the complete opposite of David).13 
Saul’s character becomes similar to that of the judges of the previous era: combative, often 
thoughtless, overly confident, and prone to passing hasty and inequitable judgements. 
In the final version of the historical narrative of 1 Sam, the Saul cycle primarily serves to 
justify the legitimacy of David and his descendants’ claims to reign over Israel. Saul, on the 
other hand, is presented as a manifestly secondary character, serving merely as a backdrop 
for God’s true chosen one.14

11	 Y. Amit, “The Delicate Balance in the Image of Saul and Its Place in the Deuteronomistic History,” Saul 
in Story and Tradition (eds. C.S. Ehrlich – M.C. White) (FAT 47; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006) 74–75; 
Brueggemann, First and Second Samuel, 113–114. Humphreys believes that the tragic figure of Saul, who was 
unable to ‘listen’ to God, was the result of a certain reflection by prophetic circles (personified by Samuel) on 
the history of the fall of the Northern Kingdom (Humphreys, “From Tragic Hero to Villain,” 106–111).

12	 On the potential affiliation of 1 Sam 15 to the HDR cycle, see J.H. Grønbaek, Die Geschichte vom Aufstieg 
Davids (1. Sam. 15–2. Sam. 5). Tradition und Komposition (ATDan 10; Copenhagen: Munksgaard 1971) 
26–27; W. Dietrich – T. Naumann, “The David–Saul Narrative,” Reconsidering Israel and Judah: Recent 
Studies on the Deuteronomistic History (eds. G.N. Knoppers – J.G. McConville) (SBTS 8; Winona Lake, IN: 
Eisenbrauns 2000) 293–305.

13	 In 1 Sam 9–14, Saul and his son, despite the narrator’s somewhat sceptical attitude towards them, are still 
portrayed as protagonists; but, starting with 1 Sam 15, the narrative begins to contrast Saul with David to 
such an extent that the entire character of Saul in 1 Sam 15–31 seems to be a distorted mirror image of David: 
Saul’s height and outstanding physical attributes are contrasted with the small stature of the teenager David; 
the spirit of YHWH, which in the first part made Saul a protagonist, in the second part makes him a madman; 
his masterful command of weapons leads him to turn those weapons against David and ultimately against 
himself, while David needs only a sling to fight effectively; Saul’s tribe, the Benjaminites, are shown in Judg 
19 as a breeding ground for sadists (G. Mobley, “Glimpses of the Heroic Saul,” Saul in Story and Tradition 
[eds. C.S. Ehrlich – M.C. White] [FAT 47; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006] 80–85). Mobley suggests that 
the original ‘pro-Saul’ tradition also included a story about Saul’s victory over the Philistine governor in 
Gibeah, which survived only in the form of ridicule of the king’s prophetic powers. In this alleged story, Saul, 
like Ehud (also a Benjaminite!), disguised himself as a prophet, entered Gibeah, and murdered the governor 
and the Philistine garrison (cf. 1 Sam 10:1–10, which marks the beginning and development of the plot, fol-
lowed by later critical ‘anti-Saul’ additions, 1 Sam 10:11–12, after which the plot fails to develop further). 
The story’s potential conclusion could be inferred from 1 Sam 13:3–4, which mentions Saul’s victory over 
the Philistines at Gibeah (ibidem, 85–87).

14	 McKenzie allows that the story of Saul began in the first chapter of 1 Sam – with the account of his 
birth – an ancient legend similar to the story of Samson’s birth, which was later reworked into the story of 
Samuel’s birth. According to this legend, Saul was merely another deliverer of Israel (in 1 Sam 9:16 and 10:1, 
he is referred to as נָָגִִיד), filled, like other judges (Othniel, Samson), with the spirit of YHWH. A collection 
of legends about Saul, in which he was portrayed as a brave warrior (while his moral assessment was some-
what ambivalent), was at some point combined by a later redactor with the story of David, in which Saul plays 
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The disparity of opinions among exegetes regarding the reasons for God’s rejection of 
King Saul is attributable to the fact that, based on the canonical text of the Books of Samuel, 
it is impossible to determine unequivocally whether the legend of Saul takes on a dramatic 
tone only as a result of the successive re-evaluations of his character (as David’s unsuccessful 
predecessor), or whether his character was deliberately presented as ambiguous, and the 
message of the Saul cycle was consciously left open to the reader’s interpretation. Attempts 
to understand the history of Saul provoke rather bold, often highly subjective exegetical 
overinterpretations. The meanings that the exegete attributes to the text do not emerge 
from it with sufficient clarity and unambiguousness and are therefore not sufficiently con-
vincing for a wider audience.

The ‘understatement’ of Scripture cannot be explained in a sufficiently convincing 
manner, but this is certainly not the only understatement throughout the Old Testament 
concerning the fate of its characters, once chosen by God, who somehow suffered personal 
defeat. The case of Saul shows considerable stylistic similarity to other biblical stories in 
which a person or group of people previously chosen by God is ruthlessly rejected. This 
may indicate a pattern in which these stories were told, as well as a general motif of rejec-
tion of God’s chosen one, characteristic of certain redactors’ circles.

1. 	�Characteristic Features of the Motif of Rejection of the Chosen One, 
as Exemplified by the Case of Saul

Discussions about the existence of an original  ‘pro-Saul ’ tradition at the root of 1 Sam  have 
been going on for many years. Much research hinges on the assumption that Deuterono-
mistic redactors drew upon earlier material, existing in written or oral form, reflecting dif-
ferent traditions and different versions of historical events, in constructing their narrative.15 
Regardless of whether earlier legends about Saul were incorporated into the final narrative 
of 1 Sam (just as sagas about ‘saviours’ were incorporated into the Deuteronomistic narra-
tive of Judges) or served rather as auxiliary material, according to some researchers, traces of 
northern traditions can be found at the root of the Saul cycle, which appear in the text of 
1 Sam 9–14.16 In earlier northern Israelite traditions, Saul was most likely a heroic figure,17 

the role of the antagonist (S.L. McKenzie, “Saul in the Deuteronomistic History,” Saul in Story and Tradition 
[eds. C.S. Ehrlich – M.C. White] [FAT 47; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006] 59–61, 68–69).

15	 For an overview of positions on this issue, see N. Na’aman, “The Pre-Deuteronomistic Story of King Saul and 
Its Historical Significance,” CBQ 54/4 (1992) 639, footnote 4.

16	 See, for instance, T. Veijola, Die ewige Dynastie: David und die Entstehung seiner Dynastie nach der deutero-
nomistischen Darstellung (AASF B193; Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia 1975) 81–105; J.  Van Seters, 
In Search of History: Historiography in the Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (New Haven,  CT – 
London: Yale University Press 1983) 254–258; Na’aman, “The Pre-Deuteronomistic Story of King Saul and 
Its Historical Significance,” 640–649.

17	 Na’aman, “The Pre-Deuteronomistic Story of King Saul and Its Historical Significance,” 638–658; O. Sergi, 
“Saul, David, and the Formation of the Israelite Monarchy: Revisiting the Historical and Literary Context of 
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whose image changes in the course of the narrative, such that from 1 Sam 15 onwards, the 
king is seen almost exclusively in a negative light.

The thesis about the extensive redaction of Saul’s cycle is supported by the fact that there 
are three references to Saul’s death in the Books of Samuel. In the passage of 1 Sam 14:47–51, 
known as ‘Saul’s Obituary’,18 we see a summary of his quite successful reign, which is usually 
given at the end of a narrative about a protagonist.19 Such a summary is open-ended and 
usually leads to a narrative about the heirs (in Saul’s case, his three sons, 1 Sam 14:49), 
whose deaths are not mentioned in 1 Sam 14. In 1 Sam 31, Saul’s death is explicitly men-
tioned. More than that, Saul perishes along with all his sons, listed in 1 Sam 14:49, which, 
according to the tradition attested in 1 Sam 14:47–52 → 1 Sam 31, marks the end of the 
dynasty and the beginning of a new period in the history of Israel.20 This chapter presents 
two competing accounts of the fate of the king and his sons’ bodies: according to the first 
(1 Sam 31:8–10), Saul’s remains are desecrated and hung on the wall of Beth-Shean; ac-
cording to the second (possibly alternative) version, the inhabitants of Jabesh bury the king 
and his sons with great reverence in Gilead (1 Sam 31:11–13). However, both endings 
indicate that the dynasty’s history has come to an end, as signified by the shameful fate of 
God’s anointed one in the first case and the loss of territory in the second, resulting in the 
burial of the deceased members of the dynasty from Gibeah beyond the Jordan.

The motif of the king’s death is developed in the second account of the battle at Mount 
Gilboa (2 Sam 1), where Saul, devastated by defeat, attempts to commit suicide, and 
his own squire, an Amalekite, the eternal enemy of Israel (Exod 17:14, 16; Num 24:20;  
Deut 25:17–19), and a representative of the nation defeated by Saul in 1 Sam 15, delivers 
the coup de grâce. In this scene, the person of the king is also subjected to desacralisation. 

1 Samuel 9–2 Samuel 5,” Saul, Benjamin and the Emergence of Monarchy in Israel: Biblical and Archaeological 
Perspectives (eds. J.J. Krause – O. Sergi – K. Weingart) (AIL 40; Atlanta, GA: SBL 2020) 66–69.

18	 This could have been the end of the narrative based on the original pre-Deuteronomistic tradition. Na’aman 
sees traces of such a tradition in 1 Sam 9:1–8, 10–14, 18–19, 22–27; 10:2–6a, 7, 9–10aα, 14–16a, 27b; 
11:1–11:15; 13:2–7a, 15b–18, 23; 14:1, 4–18, 20–31, 36a, 37–38, 39b–43, 45–46 (Na’aman, “The Pre-
Deuteronomistic Story of King Saul and Its Historical Significance,” 647–648).

19	 Cf. Judg 8:29–32; 10:1–5; 12:7–15; 1 Kgs 14:19–20, 31; 15:7–8, 23–24, etc.
20	 This refers to Saul’s offspring with his only wife, Ahinoam, who in 1 Sam 14:50 appears as אִִשָָּׁה [‘wife’] 

(as opposed to Rizpah, who is referred to as ׁפִִּלֶֶגֶֶש [‘concubine’] in 2 Sam 3:7; 21:11). 1 Sam mentions five 
children of Ahinoam: Jonathan, Ishvi, Malchishua, and daughters Merab and Michal. Rizpah was the mother 
of Armoni and Mephibosheth (2 Sam 21:8). It is not known who Ish-Bosheth’s mother was (according to 
1 Chr, he was called Ishbaal), but since his first appearance in the narrative is connected with the first mention 
of Rizpah, because of whom Ish-Bosheth dared to confront his sponsor Abner (2 Sam 3:6–11), it can be sug-
gested that in this scene the son intercedes for his mother, whom Abner had taken as a wife, trying to make her 
son king. The children of concubines (‎פִִּילַַגְְשִִׁים) are not favoured in the Old Testament: Abraham sends away 
all the sons of his concubines from himself and his heir Isaac; Timna, the concubine of Esau’s son, gave birth to 
Amalek, Israel’s eternal enemy (Gen 36:12); Abimelech was the son of a concubine (Judg 8); in 1 Chr 3:1–9, 
the list of David’s children does not include the names of the sons of פִִּילַַגְְשִִׁים. The status of the sons of concu-
bines was similar to the later status of mamzer (מַַמְְזֵֵר), i.e., a socially disadvantaged person due to their illegiti-
mate birth. Possibly for this reason (and not because of the commonly accepted view that the word בַַּעַַל, which 
appears in the Old Testament in various meanings approx. 90 times, should be avoided), the two better-known 
sons of Rizpah were given names containing the noun בֹֹּשֶֶׁת (‘shame’).
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When the Amalekite removes the royal insignia from him, the reader is referred to the 
beginning of this tragedy, i.e., 1 Sam 15, where the key to understanding Saul’s tragic fate 
can be found.21

The double narrative of Saul’s rejection, like the double narrative of the death of the 
Saulid dynasty, should have dispelled any doubts about the succession to the throne of 
Israel. To this end, the authors of 1 Sam 13:15 invoke the figure of Samuel, the highest 
moral and religious authority of Saul’s time, to doubly reject the first chosen one and point 
to another.22 The redactors of this narrative, who had access to diaries that mentioned Saul, 
were not concerned with historical truth about him, but with apologetics for the Davidic 
dynasty in response to the claims of the Saulids.23

The ‘pro-David’ redaction paints Saul as a controversial figure from the onset. On the 
one hand, he is a brave warrior, tall and with impressive organisational skills, a statesman 
and loyal ally, a leader who never lost a war, even against a much stronger enemy (the Phil-
istines). In addition, he is the father of the famous Jonathan, a brave warrior and a born 
leader. On the other hand, Saul is disparaged from the very beginning, and doubts about 
him arise immediately upon his election (Samuel’s hesitation, mockery of Saul’s religiosity, 
and the distrust of the tribes of Israel towards him) and intensify as the narrative progress-
es.24 Starting with 1 Sam 16:14, Saul is perceived as mentally ill or possessed. God not only 
rejects Saul in 1 Sam 15:1–16:3, but actually sets out to destroy him, sending an evil spirit 
upon him that drives the king to a state close to bipolar disorder – his actions are inconsist-
ent, and his mental state is disturbed by conflicting emotions.

The text of 1 Sam provides two alternative scenes of Saul’s rejection, probably from 
different redactions, which describe the same event in different ways.25 The first scene 
(1 Sam 13:7b–15) seems to be a later addition to a battle report that ends, despite Samuel’s 
démarche, with Saul’s military success. The second (1 Sam 15) recounts the war Samuel 
directly provoked against the Amalekites in a territory apparently not under Saul’s control, 
a reference to Moses’ testament, which speaks of eternal enmity between Israel and Amalek. 
The war with the Philistines in 1 Sam 13–14 fits well into the narrative and historical 

21	 H. Bezzel, “The Numerous Deaths of King Saul,” Is Samuel among the Deuteronomists? Current Views 
on the Place of Samuel in a Deuteronomistic History (eds. C. Edenburg – J. Pakkala) (AIL 16; Atlanta, GA: 
SBL 2013) 341.

22	 Most likely, the first ending of the narrative about Samuel was in 1 Sam 12, containing the classic ‘farewell 
speech’ (cf. Gen 49; Deut 31–33; Josh 23–24), after which references to Samuel’s death appear again in 
1 Sam 25:1 and 28:3.

23	 P.K. McCarter, Jr., “The Apology of David,” JBL 99/4 (1980) 489–504, https://doi.org/10.2307/3265189; 
Y. Amit, Hidden Polemics in Biblical Narrative (BibInt 25; Leiden: Brill 2000) 169–188; B.J.M. Johnson, 
“An Unapologetic Apology: The David Story as a Complex Response to Monarchy,” The Book of Samuel 
and Its Response to Monarchy (eds. S. Kipfer – J.M. Hutton) (BWANT 228; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 2021) 
225–242 etc.

24	 Similarly, a hint of depreciation can be traced in relation to Saul’s heir, Jonathan (cf. 1 Sam 14:29–45; 18:4; 
20:30; 23:7).

25	 For more on parallels between 1 Sam 13–14 and 1 Sam 15, see S.S. Yonick, “The Rejection of Saul: A Study of 
Sources,” AJBA 1/4 (1971) 30–40.

https://doi.org/10.2307/3265189
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context of the story of Saul, while the war with Amalek lacks such context (here, it is more 
about the narrative context of the HDR cycle). The mention of Gilgal in the story of the 
war with the Philistines could be justified by the strategy of waging manoeuvre warfare 
against a stronger enemy, but considering 1 Sam 13:16, it appears that Saul’s army did not 
retreat eastward at all. In the story of the war with Amalek, Saul easily defeats a weaker 
enemy, so his retreat to Gilgal makes no sense from a military perspective (it has more to 
do with religious meaning). Whereas in the account of the war with the Philistines, the 
Gilgal and Samuel motifs are blind, in the story of the war with Amalek, they become 
central. This, in turn, leads to the conclusion that the passage in 1 Sam 13:7b–15 was not 
part of the original narrative about Saul’s war with the Philistines at all but is an elabora-
tion of the Samuel and Gilgal motifs, which appear in the story of 1 Sam 15. Without 
verses 7b–15, 1 Sam 13 is a classic ‘battle report’, whereas 1 Sam 15 is not; it is a separate 
narrative, similar to the beginning of an aetiological myth, in this case, the myth of the 
establishment of the Davidic dynasty.

In the two accounts of Saul’s sin, the nature of this transgression is described dif-
ferently. In 1 Sam 13:7b–15, Saul’s actions are seen as a violation of the command-
ments: ‘You have done foolishly ; you have not kept the commandment of the Lord’ 
-which places the entire story in a legal per ,(‎, 1 Sam 13:13bcנִִסְְכָָּלְְתָָּ לֹאֹ שָָׁמַַרְְתָָּ אֶֶת־מִִצְְוַַת יְְהוָָה)
spective. The transgression of the Lord’s commandments מִִצְְוַַת יְְהוָָה (this is the only occur-
rence of the noun מִִצְְוָָה in the Books of Samuel) was an act of usurping priestly authority, 
which, as a foolish act (סכל) on Saul’s part (cf. 1 Sam 26:21), could have been a harbin-
ger (and perhaps the cause) of his future madness (1 Sam 16:15–16; 18:10; 19:23–24). 
Notably, David, his sons, and his courtiers later performed priestly duties without any 
objection from God (cf. 2 Sam 8:18; 20:26). 

The justification for Saul’s rejection in 1 Sam 15 is based on the idea of the monarch’s 
obedience to God’s guidance. God’s will, which Saul disregarded, was to execute judge-
ment on the Amalekites (Exod 17:14–16; Num 24:20; Deut 25:17–19), which was classi-
fied as הָָרַַע בְְּעֵֵינֵֵי יְְהוָָה‎ (1 Sam 15:19) and is a typical Deuteronomistic assessment of the evil 
conduct of the kings of Israel and Judah towards God.26

This indicates that the scene of Saul’s rejection, described in 1 Sam 15, may be earlier 
than 1 Sam 13:7b–15.27 The passage in 1 Sam 13:7b–15, which is incomprehensible 
outside the context of 1 Sam 15ff (the HDR cycle), anticipates and reinforces the gravity of 
Saul’s accusation in the HDR context. This includes not only the monarch’s disobedience 
to God, typical of Deuteronomistic theology (which, in light of the history of the idola-
trous kings who followed him, seems unconvincing), but also sacrilege, an offence so grave 
that it causes irreversible consequences.

26	 Yonick, “The Rejection of Saul,” 48.
27	 Cf. B.C. Birch, The Rise of the Israelite Monarchy: The Growth and Development of I Samuel 7–15 (SBLDS 27; 

Missoula, MT: Scholars Press 1976) 74; A.F. Campbell, 1 Samuel (FOTL 7; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 
2003) 141–142.
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Just as in 1 Sam 15:10–35, the scene of Saul’s rejection in 1 Sam 13:7–15 is also pre-
sented in a concentric structure. The focal point in both cases is Samuel’s conversation 
with Saul, in which the king admits his guilt but fails to secure forgiveness. In 1 Sam 15, 
the accusation is phrased as a question, ‘Why then did you not obey the voice of the Lord?’ 
 Whereas in 1 Sam 13, the climax is the dramatic .(‎, 1 Sam 15:19aלָָמָָּה לֹאֹ־שָָׁמַַעְְתָָּ בְְּקוֹל יְְהוָָה)
cry, ‘What have you done?’ (ָָמֶֶה עָָשִִׂית‎, 1 Sam 13:11b), which means that the judgement has 
already been passed, and any explanation is pointless.

Based on Saul’s case, it is possible to identify certain literary elements that appear to be 
common to other stories featuring the motif of the rejected chosen one:
(1)	The rejection is directed towards a specific person or group, previously chosen by God 

in some way.
(2)	The offence committed by the chosen one is vaguely defined and appears to be dispro-

portionate to the punishment imposed.
(3)	The judgement is always irreversible (or the suspension of the punishment is postponed 

indefinitely).
(4) The use of rhetorical emphasis in the form of a question: מה)־אזת( עשׂית, uttered by the 

judge (God, or person judging in the name of God) as an expression of horror at the ir-
reversibility of the judgement of the perpetrator.

(5)	The judgement of the chosen one causes a certain narrative dissonance with the previ-
ous content of the narrative.

(6)	The judgement is the beginning of the following narrative, becoming a literary bridge 
between narratives.

(7)	The motif of the rejection of the chosen one appears in later redactions of the texts. 
Usually, it has a much broader narrative context than the initial narrative about the 
chosen one.

As we shall see below, these literary elements also appear (in whole or in large part) in 
other narratives of similar content, which may suggest the existence of a narrative model 
specific to certain literary circles, whose toolkit included the motif of the ‘rejected chosen 
one’ as a means of conveying certain supplementary messages assumed by the writers who 
used this model.

2. 	The Case of Moses

There are clear parallels between the narratives of Saul’s rejection and Moses’ rejection. 
Moses is God’s chosen one, who also faces accusations resulting in irreversible punishment 
for an unspecified sin in the event at Massah and Meribah (Num 20:1–13), which consists 
in the fact that Moses and Aaron, despite all their merits and efforts, will not enter the 
Promised Land.
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The traditions of Massah and Meribah, which appear in many books of the Old Tes-
tament (Exodus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Psalms, Nehemiah), 
evaluate the event of bringing water out of the rock in two ways: (1) it was a testimony 
to God’s omnipotence and goodness (Ps 78:15–16; 105:41; 114:8; Isa 43:20; Neh 9:15, 
20); (2) it was part of the accusation against the people who failed the test of faith 
(Exod 17:1–7; Deut 6:16; 9:22; Ps 95:8–9). Moses himself, in Deut 6:16 and 9:22, did 
not count himself among the transgressors, saying to the people that they had sinned. In 
Moses’ Final Blessing on Israel (Deut 33), he even glorifies the tribe of Levi (to which he be-
longed), calling it   ‎ָאִִישׁ חֲֲסִִידֶֶך (Deut 33:8), which ‘contended’ (ריב) with God at Massah and 
Meribah.28 However, the tradition attested in Num 20; 27:12–14; Deut 1:37; 3:26–27; 
32:48–52; and Ps 106:32–33 indicates that Moses and Aaron also failed the test ‘at the 
waters of Meribah’, although it is impossible to identify a specific act that would have made 
them unworthy of entering the Promised Land in these texts. The texts of Num 20:12,24 
and Deut 1:37; 3:26–27 suggest that Moses was condemned as a result of collective re-
sponsibility as a failed leader of the rebels, while in Num 27:14 God tells Moses and Aaron 
they are punished ‘because you rebelled against my word […] You did not show my holiness 
before their [the rebellious people’s] eyes at the waters’ [by giving them water]. Finally, the 
text of Ps 106:32–33 indicates that misfortune befell Moses because of the people, ‘for 
they made his spirit bitter, and he spoke words that were rash.’ Did collective responsi-
bility, disobedience to orders, or rash words contribute to the greatest prophet of Israel 
(Deut 34:10–12) being deemed unworthy of entering the Promised Land?

In examining texts containing the motif of Massah and Meribah in terms of the history 
of tradition, Garton concludes that traces of at least five redactions can be seen in the 
Hebrew Bible, in which this event was gradually reinterpreted: from the archaic myth 
of the miracle of bringing water out of a rock in the desert to a bidirectional development 
of the meaning of the event, with the emphasis shifting to Israel, which failed the test (in 
the ‘non-P’ traditions),29 and to the leaders of Israel, Moses and Aaron, who also failed 
to rise to the challenge (in the P* source and ‘post-P’ traditions).30 The combination of 
the motif of Massah and Meribah with the motif of the spies (i.e., the sin of the people, 

28	 The very fact of combining the motifs of wrestling with God and blessing the wrestler into a single narra-
tive recalls the scene of Jacob wrestling with God at Penuel (Gen 32:25–32). References to the Levites’ role 
in bringing down the worship of the golden calf (Exod 32:25–35 || Deut 33:9) clearly show that the author 
of Deut 33:8–11 starts to establish the priestly tribe of the Levites in the same way that Jacob’s wrestling at 
Penuel initiates the establishment of the chosen people, Israel, who are ‘wrestling with God’ (Gen 32:29).

29	 The earliest traditions concerning Massah and Meribah may have merely testified to the test to which God 
subjected His people, which in the subsequent development of the tradition became a paradigmatic disaster 
(Deut 6:16), a model of the unfaithful behaviour of the people towards God (similar to the cases of the golden 
calf or the sin of the spies) (R.E. Garton, Mirages in the Desert: The Tradition-Historical Developments of 
the Story of Massah-Meribah [BZAW 492; Berlin – Boston, MA: De Gruyter 2017] 52–83).

30	 P* source are ‘pro-priestly’ traditions which (like the later ‘post-P’ traditions) were centred on priestly leaders of 
the people. One of them, expressed in Deut 33, glorifies the Aaronids, while another, attested in Deut 32:51, 
blames Moses and Aaron for the sins of the people and attempts to legally justify why they were not allowed 
to enter the Promised Land (Garton, Mirages in the Desert, 84–135). The Greek and Aramaic translations 
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resulting in the condemnation of an entire generation and the emergence of new leaders of 
Israel: Caleb and Joshua, Num 13–14) led to Moses and his brother Aaron being identified 
with the generation that should have departed.31 In his betrayal (מעל), Moses was com-
pared to Achan (Deut 32:51 – Josh 7:1), thus identifying the leaders of Israel (glorified 
in Deut 33:8–11 as those who withstood the test)32 with the whole people, with the ‘sons 
of rebellion’ (בְְנֵֵי־מְְרִִי‎, Num 17:25), and the ‘rebellious’ (הַַמֹֹּרִִים, Num 20:10). Moses points 
out rebellion (מְְרִִי) to the people as their main sin (Deut 31:27), which will be the cause 
of all the disasters of Israel and Judah. It is also the reason why King Saul is rejected: ‘For 
rebellion (מְְרִִי) is no less a sin than divination, and stubbornness is like iniquity and idolatry. 
Because you have rejected the word of the Lord, He has also rejected you from being king’ 
(1 Sam 15:23).33

Frankel indicates the main types of responses to the question of Moses’ guilt or fate: 
deliberate concealment of uncomfortable facts from the prophet’s life; Moses’ gestures 
or words, reminiscent of magical practices; attributing divine miracles to himself; Moses’ 
anger towards the people; and Moses’s disobedience in literally following God’s instructions 
in performing the ritual of bringing water out of the rock.34 None of them is defensible.35 
Frankel’s latest hypothesis about the non-literal execution of God’s commands links Moses’ 
sin with that of the first parents: God puts Moses and Aaron in a situation that is beyond 
their capabilities, and as a result of their inept actions, a kind of ‘original sin ’ is committed.36 

of Deut 32:51 testify to an attempt to soften the judgement of Moses, which indicates that even for ancient 
translators, the fate of Moses was a serious theological difficulty.

31	 Garton, Mirages in the Desert, 152–155, 213–218, 234–235. When assessing the character of Aaron, it is 
worth mentioning separately the occurrence in the Pentateuch of a certain anti-Aaron polemic, independent 
of the motif of Massah and Meribah, contained, among others, in the scene with the golden calf (Exod 32) and 
in the scene of jealousy towards Moses (Num 12), contrasting Aaron with Moses.

32	 Deut 33:8 indicates that Levi is ָאִִישׁ חֲֲסִִידֶֶך ‎because he withstood the test at Massah and Meribah, comparing this 
act to the pacification of rebels (Exod 32:25–29 || Deut 33:9), as a result of which the Levites became a priestly 
tribe. Ancient Greek translations of this text (as well as Latin and Aramaic ones) avoid mentioning the topo-
nyms מַַסָָּה and מְְרִִיבָָה (rendered as πεῖρα and ἀντιλογία) to harmonise with Deut 32:51 and Num 20:13 and 
give the passage in Deut 33:8–11 an eschatological tone (J.W. van Henten – S. Castelli, “Massah and Meribah 
Re-interpreted: Biblical Accounts, Judith, and Josephus,” The Early Reception of the Torah [eds. K. De Troyer 
et al.] [DCLS 39; Berlin – Boston, MA: De Gruyter 2020] 25–28).

33	 Deut 31:27 and 1 Sam 15:23 are the only verses in the Deuteronomistic work in which the noun מְְרִִי appears. 
Most occurrences (16 out of 23) are found in Ezekiel, most often in the phrase בֵֵּית מְְרִִי (in Isa 30:9, עַַם מְְרִִי), 
which suggests that מְְרִִי is not an epithet specific to Deuteronomistic vocabulary to refer to the chosen people. 
The verb מרה, from which the noun מְְרִִי is derived, appears in Deuteronomy to refer to the people’s rebellion 
against God (8 occurrences), and with the same meaning in Josh 1:18 and 1 Sam 12:14–15. In Numbers, 
it appears only in the context of Massah and Meribah (Num 20:10, 24; 27:14).

34	 D. Frankel, The Murmuring Stories of the Priestly School: A Retrieval of Ancient Sacerdotal Lore (VTSup 89; 
Leiden: Brill 2002) 265–284.

35	 Garton, Mirages in the Desert, 209–218.
36	 Although the striking of the rock with the staff is frequently presumed to constitute the improper action, 

biblical exegetes typically regard in identifying the true sin committed by Moses in the Meribah incident as 
residing primarily in his spoken words rather than in the physical act involving the staff, which corresponds 
to Ps 106:32–33 and can be referred to both Num 20:10 and Exod 17:4, where Moses’ weeping could have 
been perceived as rebellion against God (C. Houtman, Exodus. II. Chapters 7:14–19:25 [HCOT; Kampen: 
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Tentative attempts to reflect on the strange fate of Moses were most likely made by 
later writers who were compiling a coherent historical biblical narrative. Perhaps the funda-
mental theological difficulty in later centuries of biblical history was the absence of Moses’ 
tomb, the location of which was unknown, whereas the tomb of Aaron (his companion 
in misfortune) was well known (Mount Hor, identified with Jabal Hārūn near Petra).37 It 
is possible that the sanctuary, built around Moses’ tomb, existed at Mount Nebo and was 
destroyed in the 9th century by the Moabites (as evidenced by the Mesha Stele), a fact that 
the Israelites preferred not to mention, just as other difficult events in Israel’s history were 
paved over.38

As is evident, the stories of Saul’s and Moses’ rejection share many literary features: 
God’s chosen ones commit an unspecified sin that has fatal, albeit not immediate, con-
sequences for both of them. In both cases, the sin cannot be atoned for. The rejection of 
Moses does not directly open the following narrative (the Book of Joshua), but the names 
of Moses’ successors, Caleb and Joshua, are already mentioned. The dissonance in the nar-
rative about Moses can be explained by the fact that later redactions, who accused the pro-
tagonists, viewed these events in a broader historical context, as the alleged sanctuary and 
tomb of Moses at Mount Nebo suffered the same fate as the Northern Kingdom. Seeking 
blame on the part of the person who provoked divine punishment by committing a sin was 
more a matter of theodicy. It must have been a grave, unforgivable sin that has irreversible 
consequences. From this perspective, Saul, the first king and embodiment of the Northern 
Kingdom of Israel, was solely responsible for his downfall, as were his successors, and they 
alone bear the blame for the collapse of the monarchy of the great sanctuaries of Ephraim. 
Likewise, Moses alone was to blame for his story ending at the summit of Mount Nebo.

3.	  The Case of Bochim

The scene of God’s judgement upon Israel at Bochim (the so-called ‘Weeping at 
Bochim’, Judg 2:1–5) appears to be one example of the motif of rejection of the chosen one: 
Israel is the chosen nation; although punishment for apostasy from God had already been 
announced in the Testament of Joshua ( Josh 23) and preceded by a description of the failed 
conquest ( Judg 1) as an argument for the accusation, the very definition of the accusation is 
not clearly specified; the judgement seems to be unconditional and irreversible, contrasting 

Kok 1996] 363). Particular attention should be drawn to Rashi’s interpretation, which holds that the re-
quirement to ‘show [His] holiness’ in the sight of the Israelites (Num 20:12) consisted in eliciting water from 
the rock by verbal command alone. Since the chosen ones did not rise to the occasion, God revealed His ho-
liness by punishing them (Rashi di Troyes, Commento ai Numeri: Prefazione e traduzione di Luigi Cattani 
[Genova – Milano: Marietti 2009] 181–182).

37	 A location known at least since the time of Josephus, cf. Josephus, Ant. 4.4.7.
38	 M. Dijkstra, “El the God of Israel-Israel the People of YHWH: On the Origins of Ancient Israelite Yahwism,” 

Only One God? Monotheism in Ancient Israel and the Veneration of the Goddess Asherah (eds. B. Becking et al.) 
(BibSem 77; London – New York: Sheffield Academic Press 2001) 98–102.
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sharply with the previous optimistic narrative, built according to the exitus–reditus pattern 
(Gen – Josh);39 the passage in Judg 2:1–5 inaugurates another, more pessimistic narrative 
about the fall of the age of kings ( Judg – 2 Kgs); Judg 2:1–5 is clearly a later redactional 
addition.40

The irreversibility of the judgement prompts the Weeping at Bochim: Bochim is iden-
tified with Bethel, which, like the entire Northern Kingdom of ten tribes, will be lost; 
despite attempts to convert the people, the period of prosperity will always be short-lived 
and will never repeat the era of the ‘wars of YHWH’ of the times of Moses and Joshua; 
Israel will never conquer the entire Promised Land as listed in Josh 13–21 and Judg 1; Israel 
will never again have a universally accepted leader who will be a model of faithfulness to 
God and at the same time enjoy God’s unfailing support.41

God’s withdrawal from His promise to drive out the foreign peoples from Canaan 
(Exod 23:27–31) was allegedly caused by Israel’s unfaithfulness to the Mosaic cov-
enant, according to which Israel was not permitted to coexist with pagans in any form 
(Exod 23:31–33; 34:12–16). The ‘negatives Besitzverzeichnis’42 in Judg 1 recounts the 
rather meagre results of the conquest of the Promised Land, with numerous examples of 
abandoning that conquest in favour of coexistence with the enemy. The scene of Weeping 
at Bochim closes the first introduction to Judges with the words of the Angel: אָָמַַרְְתִִּי  וְְגַַם 
) לֹאֹ־אֲֲגָָרֵֵשׁ אוֹתָָם מִִפְְּנֵֵיכֶֶם Judg 2:3a–b), which appear to be both a judgement and an explana-
tion for the failure of the conquest (not) accomplished earlier. It remains unclear at what 
point God ceases to help the tribes of Jacob.43 If the accusation is based on the ‘negatives 
Besitzverzeichnis’ given in Judg 1, the question arises as to why Judah, who is successful, 
and the smaller tribes, who have no opportunity to conquer, are being punished. In the 
Angel’s rhetorical question, עֲֲשִִׂיתֶֶם ) ‎מַַה־זֹּאֹת  Judg 2:2d–e), which is the central element of 
the concentric structure of the scene of Weeping at Bochim,44 there is no direct reference to 

39	 V. Komarnytskyy, “Giuda per primo”: Il ruolo della tribù di Giuda nell’epoca premonarchica secondo il libro dei 
Giudici (Kraków: Wydawnictwo Paweł Trzopek 2024) 252–253.

40	 G.F. Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark 1895) 56; R. Smend, 
“Das Gesetz und die Völker: Ein Beitrag zur deuteronomistischen Redaktionsgeschichte,” Probleme biblis-
cher Theologie: Gerhard von Rad zum 70. Geburtstag ( ed. H.W. Wolff ) (München: Kaiser 1971) 506–507; 
J.A. Soggin, Judges:  A Commentary, 2 ed. (OTL; London: SCM  1987) 31; Komarnytskyy, “Giuda per primo”, 
349–350, 366–369.

41	 David was not sinless and experienced two civil wars, while Josiah, despite his faithfulness to God, died in war.
42	 For background information on this issue, see F. Volkmar, “Das ‘negative Besitzverzeichnis’ in Judicum 1,” 

Gott und Mensch im Dialog. Festschrift für Otto Kaiser zum  80. Geburtstag (ed. M. Witte) (BZAW  2/345; 
Berlin – New York: De Gruyter 2004) 375–389; M. Rake, “Juda wird aufsteigen!”. Untersuchungen zum 
ersten Kapitel des Richterbuches (BZAW 367; Berlin – New York: De Gruyter 2006) 21–34; K. van Bekkum, 
“Coexistence as Guilt: Iron I Memories in Judges 1,” The Ancient Near East in the 12th–10th Centuries BCE: 
Culture and  History: Proceedings of the International Conference Held at the University of  Haifa, 2–5 May, 2010 
(eds. G. Galil et al.) (AOAT 392; Münster: Ugarit-Verlag 2012) 525–548.

43	 A. van der Kooij, “‘And I Also Said’: A New Interpretation of Judges II 3,” VT 45/3 (1995) 294−306; 
Komarnytskyy, “Giuda per primo”, 76−77, footnote 198.

44	 Komarnytskyy, “Giuda per primo”, 85.
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a specific act, but rather to a broader narrative context that goes far beyond the framework 
of the Judges narrative.

The later author of Judg 2:1–5 makes the scene of theophany at Bochim a turning point 
in the entire narrative of the Enneateuch, in which the heroic metanarrative of the  Exodus–
Eisodus takes on a pessimistic tone. The Book of Judges serves as an introduction to the 
difficult history of Israel, marked by unfaithfulness to God and culminating in the degra-
dation and fall of both kingdoms: Israel and Judah. In this way, the redactor resolves the 
fundamental difficulty of combining the previous metanarrative (Exod – Josh), in which 
God, as promised, fights on behalf of the people, with the following one ( Judg 2:6ff ), in 
which wars become real and the small and divided nation of Israel begins to lose and suffer 
persecution in the land once promised to them by God.

By using the formula מה)־אזת( עשׂית, typical of the motif of rejection of the chosen one, 
the redactor signals that from this moment on, the context changes for the protagonist 
of the narrative (Israel, as well as Adam and Eve, Cain and, later, Saul45) due to their guilt, 
which will ultimately lead to ruin. In the case of Israel, this will be the loss of the Promised 
Land, as the people chose to disregard God’s commandments. God’s promise to the patri-
archs will not be fulfilled because their descendants are unwilling to accept this gift. After 
the scene of Weeping at Bochim, the situation of the tribes of Israel inhabiting the Promised 
Land will always tend to deteriorate, and no short-lived conversions of their leaders will 
change this trend.

The depiction of God’s judgement at Bochim is very close to the scene of judgement 
in Eden: an unspecified sin leads to irreversible punishment that lasts until eschatological 
times. Like our first parents, Israel is left to fend for itself in a hostile environment, relying 
on sporadic help from God and on the mercy or displeasure of a stronger enemy. The land, 
once ‘promised’ as ‘flowing with milk and honey’ (an image of Eden), has become an arena 
of survival. In both Bochim and Eden, human beings themselves are to blame for disregard-
ing God’s prohibition.

Thus, the scene of God’s judgement of Israel at Bochim contains all the aforementioned 
characteristics of the motif of rejection of the chosen one. However, in individual cases, 
certain features may come across as allusions far removed from the motif ’s immediate 
context, as seen in the story of Achan.

4. 	The Case of Achan

With certain limitations, the motif of the rejected chosen one can also be identified in 
the story of Achan ( Josh 7). At first glance, the case of Achan bears little resemblance to the 
story of rejected chosen ones, primarily because he is not explicitly presented as God’s 

45	 The connection between the three scenes – Saul’s sacrifice, original sin, and Cain’s deed – is signalled by the oc-
currence in all cases of the phrase: ָָמֶֶה עָָשִִׂית (1 Sam 13:11) – מַַה־זֹּאֹת עָָשִִׂית (Gen 3:13) – ָָמֶֶה עָָשִִׂית (Gen 4:10).
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chosen one. An additional difference between Achan and the model of the rejected chosen 
one is that Achan’s transgression seems evident. Also, the judgement on Achan and his 
family does not cause any noticeable narrative dissonance with the previous content, nor 
does it serve as a literary bridge to the immediate continuation of the narrative. Neverthe-
less, let us move on to discuss this event.

Achan is presented as the ‘son of Carmi, son of Zabdi, son of Zerah, of the tribe 
of Judah’, that is, as a specific representative of the tribe that will be chosen in David 
as the royal tribe (Gen 49:8–10; 2 Sam 2:4; 19:13). In Josh 7, God chooses (לכד, pos-
sibly by lot) Achan, just as in 1 Sam 10:20–21, God chooses (לכד) the first king, Saul.46 
Achan’s guilt seems obvious as evidenced by the items he took from the cursed city  
(‎אַַדֶֶּרֶֶת שִִׁנְְעָָר אַַחַַת טוֹבָָה וּמָָתַַאיִִם שְְׁקָָלִִים כֶֶּסֶֶף וּלְְשׁוֹן זָָהָָב, Josh 7:21). At the same time, however, 
Rahab and her entire family from Jericho escaped the curse by Joshua’s own order 
( Josh 6:17, 25). In other stories, there are also cases where חֵֵרֶֶם was employed with sig-
nificant exceptions (cf. Josh 11:10–14; Judg 21:9–12). The fate of Achan has similari-
ties with that of Saul, as both are accused of breaking the rules of חֵֵרֶֶם and were killed 
along with their families.

The situation in which חֵֵרֶֶם is applied to fellow countrymen is not typical of the Deuter-
onomistic narrative, whose redactors often include texts describing agreements and com-
promises between the heroes of Israel and representatives of neighbouring peoples. This 
situation, in turn, is typical of Priestly source texts, in which the chosen people are figured 
as a temple in which nothing impure is allowed.47 Joshua’s wars have more in common with 
liturgy than with ‘battle reports’; Joshua’s victories are God’s eschatological triumph over 
evil, in which the people play a secondary role. Ordinary warfare, with its casualties on 
both sides, unpredictable outcomes and poor results (the wars of the Judges and subsequent 
eras), is a sign that God no longer goes out with Israelite armies (Ps 44:10; 60:12 || 108:12), 
because the people have ceased to deserve it, having lost their ritual purity. Achan’s keeping 
of items taken from the cursed city, symbols of power48 – insignia that entitled the owner to 
exercise power on behalf of other gods was perceived as a betrayal of the covenant, which, 
according to the Law, should be punished.49

Joshua’s question, ָָעָָשִִׂית  is an element of judgement according to the Law, whose ,מֶֶה 
verdict is irreversible, that admits of no forgiveness, just as was the case with Saul. In both 
cases, we can only guess at the reasons for such severity. According to priestly traditions, the 
perpetrator who brought impurity upon the entire people should be ruthlessly ‘cut off from 
the congregation of Israel’,50 but this is not explicitly stated in Josh 7.

46	 In the scene of David’s election, the verb בחר is used.
47	 The allegorical figure of the priest Phinehas (Num 25:7–13 || Ps 106:30; Num 31:6–16; Josh 22; Judg 20:28) 

symbolises God’s vigilance over the holiness of the people (Komarnytskyy, “Giuda per primo”, 162–163).
48	 D.M. Stec, “The Mantle Hidden by Achan,” VT 41/3 (1991) 356–359, https://doi.org/10.2307/1519078; 

D. Baldi, Giosuè (LSB; Torino: Marietti 1952) 60.
49	 See, for instance, Exod 22:19; 23:32–33; 34:15; Num 25; Deut 6:14–15; 11:16–17.
50	 See, for instance, Gen 17:14; Exod 12:15, 19; 31:14; Lev 7:20–27; 19:8; 22:3; 20:2, 27; 24:16; Num 9:13; 

15:30; 19:13, 20; Deut 13:6; 17:7; 19:19; 21:21; 22:21, 24; 24:7.

https://doi.org/10.2307/1519078
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The following hypothesis is plausible: the case of Achan, like that of Saul (in its canoni-
cal form), bears witness to the later priestly polemic against monarchism. The idea present-
ed here is that any chosen one who is not rooted in obedience to the Law will eventually 
become a typical pagan despot, leading Israel into sin. In the allegorical figure of Achan, the 
embodiment of the tribe of Judah’s claim to the throne, the desire for such power is legally 
condemned. The cry ָָעָָשִִׂית  is addressed not to Achan but to the kings of the tribe of מֶֶה 
Judah; it is a cry into the distant future, contrasting with the positive, heroic narrative of the 
Book of Joshua. In this way, the redactors of the Book of Joshua foreshadowed the igno-
minious end of the famous conquest of the Promised Land.

5. 	�The Motif of the Rejection of the Chosen One par Excellence:  
Sin in Eden

The second creation account (Gen 2:4ff ), which contains the story of the expulsion of 
humans from Eden, is a text that allows for many interpretations depending on which motif 
is considered the main one. The most debated motif among commentators is that of ‘origi-
nal sin’. It results in the unconditional expulsion of the first parents from the Garden of 
Eden and condemns them and their descendants to live in a hostile world. The justifica-
tion for such a harsh judgement, as in Saul’s cycle, in the scene at the waters of Meribah or 
Weeping at Bochim, is virtually ignored, and the reader can only guess why Adam and Eve’s 
actions led to such disastrous consequences for all of humanity.51

The scene of the fall of the first parents contrasts sharply with the sublime narrative of 
the preceding first creation account (Gen 1:1–2:3), but it is a perfect introduction to the fol-
lowing narrative of the spiritual history of humanity. The most plausible hypothesis appears 
to be that Gen 2:4bff is earlier than Gen 1:1–2:3, and that Gen 2:4bff originally did not 
contain the pericope with the scene of judgement (Gen 3:1–19, 22–24).52 Neither the first 

51	 In the ongoing debate, one of the extreme opinions is the accusation that God uses so-called black pedagogy 
(‘die schwarze Pädagogik’, see A. Miller, Evas Erwachen. Über die Auflösung emotionaler Blindheit [Frankfurt 
am Main: Suhrkamp 2001] 7), an attitude resulting from the ill will of the educator, expressed in the joy of 
the suffering of the child, whom the educator has made intelligent and inquisitive, while at the same time limit-
ing the child’s development. A disproportionately harsh punishment for an act that is consistent with the pupil’s 
nature, as well as a ban on autonomy and development, appears to be a malicious trap set by a narcissistic edu-
cator (W. Sandler, “Hat Gott dem Menschen eine Falle gestellt? Theologie des Sündenfalls und Sündenfall 
der Theologie,” ZKT 129/2–3 [2007] 438). In the context of the first creation account (Gen 1:1–2:3), ac-
cording to which God made humankind ‘good’ and ‘in Our image, according to Our likeness’, some consider 
the prohibition of knowing good and evil to be similar to the actions of a despot who demands humility and 
cannot tolerate competition. From this perspective, the very situation in which God placed the forbidden fruit 
in the garden in the presence of naive humans and left them alone with an intelligent tempter speaks against 
the Creator (ibidem, 437–458).

52	 The earlier text of Gen 2:4b – Gen 11 may have been the original anthropogenic myth about the creation 
of the world, the origin of life, humankind, numerous nations, languages, cities, and the emergence of crafts, 
art, and occupations, which relates Gen 2:3 – Gen 11 to earlier cosmological and anthropogenic myths of 
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creation account nor the original narrative of the second creation account, which does not 
include the pericope of the fall of the first parents and the judgement passed on them, 
assumed the possibility of a transition from the ideal state of the Creator’s garden to the 
present state, nor could it explain the origin and nature of evil.53 The story in Gen 3:1–19, 
22–24 explains this difficulty in a way that shows humankind, through its own fault, found 
itself outside the goodness of creation. The motif of human guilt (embodied in the ‘origi-
nal sin’ of the first parents) explains the transition from being ‘good’ (Gen 1:31) to being 
‘corrupt’ (Gen 6:11–12), a transition marked by the formulaic phrase ‘מה)־אזת( עשׂית’.

The narrative in Gen 3:1–19, 22–24 contains a whole range of ambiguities and under-
statements. Missing, among other things, is a clarification of why humans were forbidden 
to desire knowledge of good and evil. Additionally, one gets the impression that the author 
cannot decide who to blame for this transgression and, more broadly, for the very existence 
of evil: God, for creating humankind with a propensity for evil? The serpent, an intelligent 
manipulator who easily persuades naive people to perform certain undefined but strictly 
forbidden acts? Or, finally, humankind itself ?54

The message about the fall of humankind, justifying the transition from the goodness 
of creation to the misery of human existence, seemed so important that it was incorpo-
rated into the story of creation, despite the many narrative tensions and contradictions that 
arose in its wake. In the context of Gen 1:1–2:3, the story in Gen 3:1–19, 22–24 serves 

Mesopotamia and Egypt (C. Levin, “Das verlorene Paradies [Genesis 2–3],” Gottes Wahrnehmungen. 
Helmut Utzschneider zum 60. Geburtstag [eds. S. Gehrig – S. Seiler] [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 2009] 85–90). 
The story of Gen 3:1–19, 22–24 was probably compiled by later redactors, as evidenced by the fact that 
verses Gen 3:20–21; 4:1ff seem to be a continuation of Gen 2:22 (Levin, “Das verlorene Paradies,” 86–88). 
For the possible redactional history of Gen 2:4b–11, including Gen 3:1–19, 22–24, see J. Lemański, Księga 
Rodzaju. I. Rozdziały 1–11 (NKB.ST 1/1; Częstochowa: Święty Paweł 2013) 199–206.

53	 The sinfulness of humans in the original anthropogenic myth could be explained by the fact that the univer-
sal ‘inclination of the human heart is evil’ – יֵֵצֶֶר הַַרַַע‎ (cf. Gen 6:5; 8:21, Deut 31:21; Ps 103:14), which first 
manifested in Cain and prompted God to destroy almost all bearers of this יֵֵצֶֶר. According to this supposed 
narrative (an opinion shared by many ancient Jewish commentators), it was only in Cain that evil appeared 
(M.S. Smith, “Before Human Sin and Evil: Desire and Fear in the Garden of God,” CBQ 80/2 [2018] 219). 
Rabbinic anthropology uses the term יֵֵצֶֶר הַַרַַע to describe humankind’s innate tendency towards evil, which 
God observes with horror throughout human history (cf. Gen 6:5; 8:21; Deut 31:21; Ps 103:14) ( J. Cook, 
“The Origin of the Tradition of the יצר הטוב and יצר הרע,” JSJ 38/1 [2007] 80–91; I. Rosen-Zvi, Demonic 
Desires: Yetzer Hara and the Problem of Evil in Late Antiquity [ Divinations: Rereading Late Ancient Re-
ligion; Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press 2011] 14–35, 44–86; M.T. Brand, Evil Within 
and Without: The Source of Sin and Its Nature as Portrayed in Second Temple Literature [ JAJSup 9; Göt-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2013] 37–147).

54	 In one version, the account in Gen 3:1–19, 22–24 shifts part of the responsibility for the origin of evil from 
humankind, who (especially in contrast to the priestly account of creation, Gen 1:1–2:3) began to reveal in-
exhaustible sources of evil, to a mysterious serpent, which is a kind of divine punishment, similar to the spirit 
of evil sent by God to torment Saul (יְְהוָָה מֵֵאֵֵת   ‎, 1 Sam 16:14) (cf. R. Hinschberger, “Une Lectureרוּחַַ־רָָעָָה 
synchronique de Gn 2–3,” RevScRel 63/1–2 [1989] 2–6; Levin, “Das verlorene Paradies,” 93–94). However, 
the cry directed at the woman, ‘What is this that you have done?’, points to human guilt: vague, metaphysical, 
and so deep that it proved capable of corrupting human nature, making it prone to evil and forcing God to 
limit the duration of human life (Gen 6:3).
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as a literary bridge between the cosmogonic (or anthropogenic) myth and the history of 
the patriarchs and, more broadly, the Law of Moses. The Garden of Eden is an image of the 
entire created world,55 which arises from the original wilderness, chaos, unsuitable for life 
(Gen 1:2 || 2:5). Humankind was originally separated from evil in the world because it 
was created good (Gen 1:31). Presenting God as the one who ‘separates’56 one reality from 
another leads to the idea of dividing the works of creation into clean and unclean, even 
though all of them exist equally in the world God created. Eating the fruit of the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil is, for unknown reasons, forbidden. Not knowing the reasons 
for the prohibition can be interpreted as a sign of innocence. Learning about evil makes 
a human being lose their innocence and become ‘unclean’, somehow violating the divine 
harmony of creation.57 According to this interpretation, it is only after losing their spiritual 
innocence that humans begin to reproduce (Gen 3:20; 4:1ff ), that is, they incur physio
logical uncleanness, which is now inevitable (cf. Lev 12; 15; 18). After the fall of the first 
parents, the main goal of the chosen (separated) people is to achieve that original cleanness 
of soul by keeping the commandments of God, ‘who distinguishes between the sacred and 
the secular, between light and dark, between Israel and the [other] nations.’58

Comparing the story of original sin with that of Saul’s rejection, there is the same 
pattern in both accounts: (1) Adam created by God to reign in Eden vs Saul chosen by 
God to reign over Israel; (2) in both cases, the guilt of the accused is ambiguous, and the 
punishment seems disproportionate to the offence; (3) the irreversibility of the judgement: 
humanity, represented by Adam and Eve, must remain in a corrupt world for an unspecified 
length of time; Saul will not receive forgiveness despite all his efforts until the end of his 
life; (4) the emphasis of מה)־אזת( עשׂית in both cases conveys the horror (disappointment? 
frustration?) of the judge (God/Samuel) in the face of transgression; (5) narrative disso-
nance: the good of creation ends in its corruption vs God’s chosen one, the victorious king, 
is rejected and perishes; (6) the starting point of the subsequent narrative: in the case of the 
Eden scene, the story of God’s chosen people, singled out from sinful humanity; in the case 
of the Saul narrative, the rise of a new king and the establishment of his dynasty; (7) the 
elements mentioned point both to the broader narrative context of stories containing the 
motif of rejection and to their later origin in relation to the core narrative.

55	 Contained in the passage from Gen 2:8–14, with the possible exception of Gen 2:9bβ (ע ֽ וָָ�רָֽ טוֹב  הַַדַַּעַַת   ,(וְְעֵֵץ 
which belongs to the tradition of 3:1–19, 22–24 or later (Levin, “Das verlorene Paradies,” 87).

56	 The verb בדל, used to describe God’s act of separation of creation, appears five times in Genesis and only in 
Gen. 1.

57	 Of course, the authors did not intend the sin of the first parents to consist in the consumption of the fruit, 
however forbidden it may have been. The consumption of the forbidden fruit was merely a metaphor for 
the voluntary pursuit of evil, which changes the human soul, something that humans consciously and uncon-
sciously avoid and protect their children from doing. Eating the forbidden fruit is a symbol of knowledge that 
kills – the antithesis not of holiness, but of innocence, which cannot be regained. A person who has known 
evil becomes tainted by that knowledge, as a result of which the person’s soul becomes ‘unclean’ (cf. Gen 6:5; 
8:21; Deut 31:21e; Ps 103:14; Matt 7:11; Luke 6:45, etc.).

58	 From the prayer at the end of the Sabbath in the Havdalah (‘Separation’) ceremony.



Viktor Komarnytskyy  ·  The Rejected Chosen One: The Motif of King Saul’s Rejecti 417

6. 	The Narrative Context of the Motif of Saul’s Rejection

An important feature of all the above-mentioned cases is that the meaning of texts in which 
the motif of rejection of the chosen one appears can only be inferred in a broader narrative 
context, sometimes going far beyond the immediate context of these passages. The motif of 
Saul’s rejection introduces the reader to the narrative of the era of the kings and, in a sense, 
employs the mise-en-abîme technique to foreshadow its tragic end.

Whereas in 2 Sam the ‘Nathan oracle’ (2 Sam 7:4–16) – the promise given to the house of 
David – remains as yet unquestioned and inviolable, in the Books of Kings the motif of the 
inevitable downfall of both Israel and Judah on account of the sins of their leaders already 
clearly resonates.59 From this perspective, the king’s faithfulness to his covenant with God 
was of decisive importance in the historical assessment of the king. However, according to 
the Deuteronomistic narrative, the faithfulness or unfaithfulness of the later kings of Israel 
and Judah did not have immediate consequences for their reign.60 In the Deuteronomis-
tic history of Israel, only in the case of Saul does God ‘regret’ His choice of king.61 God’s 
‘regret’, expressing His disappointment with human beings, is always followed by radical 
intervention on His part: the creation of humankind ends with God’s regret (Gen 6:6–7) 
and, as a result, with the almost universal destruction of all creation; the unfaithfulness 
of the people in the wilderness causes God’s regret (Exod 32:12, 14) and, as a result, con-
demns the entire generation of Israelites to a senseless wandering until the end of their days. 
The same is true of God’s regret over the choice of Saul (1 Sam 15:11, 29, 35), for whom 
God’s ‘withdrawal’ from him means abandoning the culprit to his evil inclinations and to 
the mercy and disfavour of those around him, without the right to appeal to God’s help.

The motif of God’s regret lends dramatic intensity to the narrative, as if we were dealing 
with a kind of false start of an era (in Saul’s case, the false start of the monarchy), a sort of 
internal conflict within God, who must struggle with human weakness and corruption, 
just as the gods of the Mesopotamian epic of the flood fought among themselves.62 Sonnet 

59	 Explaining the fall of the kingdom by the sins of the kings was appropriate for the authors of 1–2 Kgs, who, 
aware of the historical perspective of the Jerusalem monarchy, departed from the theology of the eternal reign 
of the house of David, making the survival of the dynasty conditional on the monarch’s loyalty (M. Garsiel, 
“The Book of Samuel: Its Composition, Structure and Significance as a Historiographical Source,” JHebS 10 
[2010] 10–12, https://doi.org/10.5508/jhs.2010.v10.a5).

60	 F.H. Polak, “Conceptions of the Past and Sociocultural Grounding in the Books of Samuel,” History, Memory, 
Hebrew Scriptures: A Festschrift for Ehud Ben Zvi (eds. I.D. Wilson – D. Edelman) (Winona Lake, IN: Ei-
senbrauns 2015) 118. In the Deuteronomistic history, it is difficult to speak of a clear correlation between 
the monarch’s faithfulness and his fate. For example, Josiah, the reformer king, was killed by Pharaoh Necho 
II (2 Kgs 23:29), while the idolater Jeroboam II (2 Kgs 14:23–29) was the most effective leader and, perhaps, 
the prototype of David in terms of the territories attributed to him (I. Finkelstein, “Northern Royal Traditions 
in the Bible and the Ideology of a ‘United Monarchy’ Ruled from Samaria,” Stones, Tablets, and Scrolls: Periods of 
the Formation of the Bible [eds. P. Dubovský – F. Giuntoli] [ArchB 3; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2020] 122–126).

61	 In this case and all the cases mentioned below, the verb חנם in the Nifal form is used to describe God’s ‘regret’.
62	 J.-P. Sonnet, “God’s Repentance and ‘False Starts’ in Biblical History (Genesis 6–9; Exodus 32–34; 1 Samuel 15 

and 2 Samuel 7),” Congress Volume: Ljubljana 2007 (ed. A. Lemaire) (VTSup 133; Leiden – Boston, MA: Brill 
2010) 490–494, https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004179776.i-640.107.

https://doi.org/10.5508/jhs.2010.v10.a5
https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004179776.i-640.107
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notes a common feature between the epic of the flood and the rejection of the first anoint-
ed one: in both cases, rejection leads to the establishment of a new, ‘eternal covenant’ with 
the successors of the condemned (Noah and David, respectively), which also extends to 
their descendants.63 God, as it were, changes His position towards human sinfulness, not 
applying the same criteria of judgement to descendants and not allowing a second rejec-
tion.64 This is clearly seen in the example of Saul, from whom God ‘withdrew (וסר) His 
favour’, just as He had once left Samson (מֵֵעָָלָָיו סָָר   Judg 16:20), but to David, God ,יְְהוָָה 
vows that although He will punish his transgressions and those of his descendants, His 
grace ‘will never be taken away’ (‎לֹאֹ־יָָסוּר) from David, just as He took it away (הֲֲסִִרֹֹתִִי) from 
Saul (2 Sam 7:14–15).65

However, in the unfolding of the HDR cycle, David begins to be portrayed not as the 
successor to the rejected Saul, an alternative option to a failed choice, but as God’s only true 
chosen one.66 The results of these redactional efforts include numerous narrative inaccura-
cies, primarily in the form of double accounts of the same event. Starting with 1 Sam 16, 
there are two portrayals of David, the protagonist: as a brilliant courtier and commander of 
Saul’s army and as a naive teenage shepherd.67 Considering the presence of double accounts 
in David’s cycle and their absence in 1 Sam 7–14, it can be presumed that the occurrence of 
double accounts in texts containing the motif of Saul’s rejection is literarily dependent on 
the history of the HDR cycle’s redaction. This dependence may indicate that the descrip-
tions of Saul’s rejection and the portrayals of David are part of two different redactions, 
gradually deepening the theological significance of David’s election while simultaneously 
depreciating Saul’s character.

One purpose of using the motif of the rejected chosen one is to create a literary bridge 
between narratives by introducing a new protagonist. The scene of Saul’s second rejection 
is literarily related to a whole series of other scenes that also dealt with the ruthless rejec-
tion of the culprit: (1) the test at the waters of Meribah; (2) the punishment of Achan; 
(3) the judgement at Bochim. In each of these scenes, there is a glimpse of the ‘shadow 
of David’, a providential figure who restores the course of events in accordance with 
God’s plan.

63	 Sonnet, “God’s Repentance and ‘False Starts’ in Biblical History,” 471–474.
64	 J. Jeremias, Die Reue Gottes. Aspekte alttestamentlicher Gottesvorstellung (BThSt 31; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-

kirchener 1997) 27, 36–37, 135, 155.
65	 The verb וסר in the subordinate clauses of 2 Sam 7:15 is used in the Hifil form (‎הֲֲסִִרֹֹתִִי), which should be trans-

lated as ‘I took away [grace]/[Saul]’ or ‘I caused [favour] to depart from Saul’ or ‘I caused [Saul] to depart from 
you.’ In this passage, it is important to note the lexical parallelism based on the verb וסר, indicating that what 
happened to Saul will not happen to David.

66	 This is well illustrated in 1 Chron 28:4: David justifies his leadership, saying: ‘the Lord God of Israel chose 
me from all my ancestral house to be king over Israel forever; for He chose Judah as leader, and in the house of 
Judah my father’s house, and among my father’s sons He took delight in making me king over all Israel.’ From 
this perspective, Saul, as a Benjaminite, had no part in God’s choice of Judah as the royal tribe.

67	 For an overview of scholarly positions on this issue, see J. Van Seters, The Biblical Saga of King David (Winona 
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns 2009) 3–39.
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In comparison with the scene at the waters of Meribah (1), Saul and his warriors 
repeat the story of a rebellious people and their submissive leader (Moses), who ‘did 
not show [God’s] holiness’ before Israel (Num 20:12; 27:14). In the scene of rebellion 
 Saul’s passive involvement results in him being deemed ,(‎, 1 Sam 15:23, cf. Deut 31:27מְְרִִי)
an unworthy leader, just as Moses had been before him. The rejection of the previous leader 
calls for the appointment of a new one: Joshua was appointed leader of Israel in place of 
Moses, and David was chosen as king of Israel in place of Saul.

Despite their significant differences, Moses and Saul share many qualities. They are 
imperfect chosen ones who are unable to tame the passions of the people they rule, do 
not always rise to the occasion, and gradually lose credibility (the waters of Meribah, the 
scene with the spies [Num 13–14], broken oaths [1 Sam 14:24–45], and surrendering 
to the expectations of the people [1 Sam 15:9]). Neither of them accomplished the full 
conquest of the Promised Land, and both were buried outside its borders; their burial 
sites were forgotten, and their descendants were lost in the mists of time. David, however, 
like Joshua, accomplishes the work of the eisodus and dies, like Joshua, ‘advanced in years’ 
בַַּיָָּמִִים) בָָּא   in the Promised Land, leaving behind a great legacy and a testament of 68(זָָקֵֵן 
faithfulness to God ( Josh 23–24; 1 Kgs 2:1–10).

Achan’s sin (2) involves claiming the right to power modelled on the royal power prac-
tised by the Canaanites. King Saul also becomes too ‘secular’ a king, placing his hope only 
in his own strength, resorting to any means necessary, not refraining from threats and the 
murder of innocents, and ultimately turning to fortune-tellers. Saul’s house is destroyed by 
the hand (or with the consent) of David,69 as is the house of Achan, which was ruthlessly 
cursed by Joshua.

The scene of Weeping at Bochim (3) has the closest correlation with 1 Sam 15, and just 
as the reason for Israel’s rejection was the sin of agreeing to coexist with foreign nations, so 
the reason for Saul’s rejection was leaving the Amalekites alive, in fact, consenting to their 
presence in the south of the Promised Land. The pattern of rejection is the same in both 
cases: being left without divine assistance, resulting in both Israel and Saul experiencing 
what it means to be abandoned by God. After the scene at Bochim, Israel was left to fend 
for itself in a hostile pagan world, while Saul was left alone with the problems of a ruler and 
constant threats, which ultimately drove him mad. The Book of Judges ends with the scene 
of the degradation of Saul’s tribe, which is opposed by David’s tribe ( Judg 20:18), while 
1 Sam 15 begins the story of Saul’s degradation, to which David is opposed.

In the process of creating the image of David as the king par excellence (a pious shepherd 
who was chosen for his ‘heart’ [1 Sam 16:7] and who set a living example of a humble and 
just shepherd of the chosen people throughout his life), over time, there was apparently 

68	 The syntagma בַַּיָָּמִִים בָָּא   is used only in relation to Abraham (Gen 24:1), Joshua (Josh 13:1; 23:1), and זָָקֵֵן 
David (1 Kgs 1:1).

69	 V. Komarnytskyy, “‘Who Is David and Who Is – the Son of Jesse?’. The Interpretation of the Figure of 
King David in the Development of Old Testament Theology,” BA 15/2 (2025) 184–185, 194, https://
doi.org/10.31743/ba.17464.

https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17464
https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17464
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a need to create a greater contrast between Saul and David by emphasising the former’s 
guilt. Therefore, in the first rejection, Saul is accused not only of rebelling against God’s 
will in waging war but also of sacrilege. The dramatic cry ‘‎ָָמֶֶה עָָשִִׂית’ addressed by the prophet 
to Saul refers the reader to the scene in the Garden of Eden (1 Sam 13:11 → Gen 3:13) and 
to the commission of a forbidden act, which incurs a guilt similar to ‘original sin’. Simi-
larly, Saul’s offering in 1 Sam 13:7b–15 was ritually forbidden and, like Cain’s offering, 
was not accepted.70 The passage in 1 Sam 13:7b–15 points to the usurpation of priestly 
authority by someone who treats religion instrumentally, as a means to achieve political 
goals. Thus, Saul is presented as the prototype of all the wicked kings of Israel and Judah 
who, for political reasons, introduced idolatrous cults into the temples, leading to the 
ruin of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah. David, on the other hand, appears as the right-
eous shepherd of God’s people, the protector of the Ark of the Covenant and of proper 
worship, a symbol of messianic hope, and a providential figure who will restore Israel to 
its former glory.

Conclusion

The schematic nature of the motif of rejecting the chosen one may indicate that, in all 
instances of its occurrence, it is either a single redaction (a single scribal school) or several 
successive redactions, re-evaluating history and creating a single concise narrative from in-
dividual traditions, in which each subsequent story is a direct continuation of the previous 
one. In this context, the defeat that befalls the protagonist is, in most cases, a literary device 
that connects independent narratives by introducing artificial premises that lead to a plot 
twist. In this model, the scene of original sin serves to explain how humankind, created 
as ‘good’ (Gen 1:27–31), acquires a propensity for evil, which leads the world created by 
God to its current (miserable) condition and God Himself to the necessity of choosing 
one nation from among sinful humanity. Moses’ sin at the waters of Meribah explains his 
absence and that of his descendants in the history of Israel after entering the Promised 
Land. In turn, Israel’s sin of disobedience explains the transition from the era of ‘YHWH’s 
wars’ under the leadership of Moses and Joshua to a state of affairs in which only ruins 
remained of the monarchy and the temple and of the chosen people – ‘the remnant of 
Judah’, the surviving descendants of Jacob, living as subjects in the land once promised to 
their father.

The motif of rejecting the chosen one arises from re-evaluating history to understand 
the cause-and-effect relationships between times of glory and times of decline, times of 
heroes and times of fugitives. Introducing this motif into the story of a specific person 
convinces the reader that the characters themselves were responsible for what happened 
to them, even though God’s prior choice did not foresee their personal catastrophe. 

70	 See footnote 45.
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The history of perpetually changing, inconstant relations between God and humanity is 
perceived by writers who use the motif of rejection of the chosen one as a history of be-
trayals and apostasies by those whom God had previously chosen. The exclamation ‘What 
have you done?’ emphatically expresses God’s disappointment in yet another of His chosen 
ones. As a consequence of employing this motif, the fate of the chosen-yet-rejected figure 
becomes a tragedy, just as the entire history of humanity, and in particular the history of 
Israel, is presented in tragic tones by later writers. The Israelite story arises from the trag-
edies of individuals, once the chosen ones, who, rebelling against God, force Him to inter-
vene, building a new future in which there is no place for the apostate.

Post-exilic reflection on the fate of Israel particularly encouraged attempts to understand 
the meaning of the history of the chosen people, who had suffered a serious civilisational 
defeat, including the questioning of their fundamental theological premises. The search for 
guilt – their own and that of their ancestors – combined with resentment towards neigh-
bouring nations,71 led later writers to harsher reflections, focusing on themes of religious 
rigour and separation from other nations. The era of the kings, which ended in a terrible 
defeat for both kingdoms, was also judged harshly. And if the figure of King David, taking 
on eschatological characteristics in the Persian era, became a symbol of a golden age for the 
humiliated nation, Saul, the first king, began to be seen not only as the opposite of David 
but also as an embodiment of all the weaknesses of the monarchy: from unfaithfulness to 
the covenant of the patriarchs (1 Sam 15) to unfaithfulness to the commandments of the 
Law (1 Sam 13:7b–15), which 1 Chron 10:13 summarises as מַַעַַל (‘unfaithfulness’).

It can be argued that the story of Saul’s rejection is, to some extent, a consequence of 
his role as David’s opposite. The motif of the rejected chosen one in the case of Saul creates 
a literary bridge that justifies David’s claims. The narrative tension plays out between the 
actual first king and the pretender to the throne (a contrast the scene of Saul’s rejection in 
1 Sam 15 is designed to establish), but as the narrative progresses, David emerges as the 
eschatological model of the shepherd of the chosen people. Accordingly, the reasons for 
rejecting Saul – as David’s opposite – are re-evaluated and reinforced (1 Sam 13:7b–15). 
For later generations, Saul becomes the ‘anti-symbol’ of messianic expectations. In other 
words, Saul becomes an allegory of the monarchy’s weaknesses that led to the defeat of the 
kingdoms of Israel and Judah. This way, the motif of Saul’s rejection transcends the context 
of David’s story, becoming a vehicle for a more general message about the danger of power 
that replaces God’s power and about the danger of disregarding God’s will and His law, 
especially when a person, social group, or nation has been chosen by God.

In summary, the conclusion can be drawn that the image of Saul in the Deuteronomistic 
history of Israel was indeed modified in accordance with the assumptions of Judean mo-
narchical ideology, but it is not a product of that ideology. At the heart of 1 Sam lies the 

71	 According to post-exilic writers, these nations directly contributed to the fall of Jerusalem, among other things 
(J.M. Tebes, “La memoria colectiva judía sobre Edom y su rol en la formación de la identidad nacional judía en 
la antigüedad,” AntOr 14 [2016] 65–90).
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independent story of a leader from the tribe of Benjamin, to which later redactors applied 
a literary device allowing them to transition from the story of the hero to the story of his 
downfall, and thus from a positive tale of the chosen one to a narrative of the defeat he 
caused. A broader examination of the biblical text reveals that the motif of the rejection 
of the chosen one was used not only as a direct literary bridge between successive stories, 
which – without sufficient explanation – could introduce too much narrative dissonance, 
but also as a way of introducing certain allegorical characters (e.g., the case of Achan), 
intended to show the reader a broader perspective of the history of Israel, in which the 
difficulties of later times are already foreshadowed in the fates of the heroes of the past. 
Similarly, the double rejection of Saul – in its final version – serves not so much to justify 
the claims of David’s clan to usurp power, but rather to reflect on the responsibility of the 
chosen one before God and His people.
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Jerome was right in saying about the Book of Obadiah, ‘Quanto brevius est, tanto diffi-
cilius’1 because although it is the shortest book of the Old Testament, its 21 verses contain 
enough complexities to keep exegetes busy to this day.2 One of the first problems is the 

1	 Hieronymus, Commentarius in Abdiam (PL XXV, col. 1100).
2	 Cf. L.C. Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, and Micah (NICOT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 

1976) 129; P.R. Raabe, Obadiah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (A B 24D; 
New York: Doubleday 1996) 3–4; H.-J. Fabry, Habakuk/Obadja (HThKAT; Freiburg – Basel – Wien: 
Herder 2018) 135–136. One of the key issues concerning the book is its dating, see, for example, 
J. Renkema, “Data Relevant to the Dating of the Prophecy of Obadiah,” Past, Present, Future: The Deu-
teronomistic History and the Prophets (eds. J.C. de Moor – H.F.  Van Rooy) (Leiden –  Boston, MA – Köln: 
Brill 2000) 251–262; C.B. Riding, “Dating Obadiah to 801 BC,” RTR 80/3 (2021) 189–217. Another 
challenge is establishing the relationship between Jeremiah and Obadiah, see, for example, G.M. Kochheis-
er, The Relationship between Obadiah and Jeremiah 49 (Diss. Grace Theological Seminary; Winona  Lake, 
IN 1978); G.S. Ogden, “Prophetic Oracles against Foreign Nations and Psalms of Communal Lament: 
The Relationship of Psalm 137 to Jeremiah 49:7–22 and Obadiah,” JSOT 24/7 (1982) 89–97, https://
doi.org/10.1177/030908928200702406; J. Jeremias, “Zur Theologie Obadjas. Die Auslegungen von 
Jer 49,7–16 durch Obadja,” Studien zum Dodekapropheton II. Gesammelte Aufsätze zu Joel, Obadja, Jona, 
Micha und Nahum (eds. J. Gärtner – F. Hartenstein) (FAT 133; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2019) 167–178. 
Individual passages also pose many challenges, such as Obad 7; cf. J.D. Prince, “The Word ‎וזמר in Obadiah 7,” 
JBL 16 (1897) 176–177; P.K. McCarter, “Obadiah 7 and the Fall of Edom,” BASOR 221 (1976) 87–91, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1356088; G.I. Davies, “A New Solution to a Crux in Obadiah 7,” VT 27/4 (1977) 
484–487, https://doi.org/10.1163/156853377X00348; J.D. Nogalski, “Obadiah 7: Textual Corruption or 
Politically Charged Metaphor?,” ZAW 110 (1998) 67–71.
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name of the prophet, which does not seem to be an issue at first glance. Given the book 
begins with the words ‎חֲֲזוֹן עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה, the prophet’s name should be עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה. Since both ancient 
versions and modern translations give different versions of his name, this article aims to 
determine the most likely name of the author of the Book of Obadiah.

The first part presents the status textus, starting with the Hebrew texts, followed by 
the Greek and Latin versions. In addition, we examine how the name of this prophet was 
recorded in Church documents. The second part presents efforts to understand the origins 
and essence of textual differences. The final section contains perspectives and suggestions 
regarding the use of the name of the author of the Book of Obadiah.

1. 	Status Textus

1.1. Hebrew Texts
Most biblical manuscripts state that the prophet’s name was עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה. Forty-four manu-
scripts contain the version ‎עובדיה, which stems from the difference in scriptio plena / scrip-
tio defectiva spelling. Conversely, MS 145 contains the longer variant of the name ּ3.עֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו 
The longer variant most likely results from the fact that there are two forms of the same 
(or similar) name in the Bible. The shorter form עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה occurs 11 times (1 Chron 3:21; 
7:3; 8:38; 9:16, 44; 12:10; 2 Chron 17:7; Ezra 8:9; Neh 10:6; 12:25; Obad 1:1). 
The longer form ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו occurs eight times (1 Chron 18:3 [2x], 4–7, 16; 1 Chron 27:19; 
2 Chron 34:12).

As regards variations in relation to B19A codex,4 the following observations can be 
made concerning the transmission of both forms of the name in all the above occurrences:
(1) The shorter form (עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה):

– Ezra 8:9: 17 MSS (including 2 printed editions) contain the version 5.עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה

– Neh 10:6: 11 MSS contain the version 6.עובדיה

– Neh 12:25: 3 MSS contain the version עובדיה‎, 1 MS (K93) omits 7.עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה

– 1 Chron 3:21: 6 MSS contain 1 ;עובדיה MS (K172) contains 8.עבד יה

– 1 Chron 7:3: 23 MSS (including 2 printed editions) contain  ועובדיה instead of 9.ועבדיה

3	 Cf. B. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum; cum variis lectionibus (Oxonii: e typographeo Claren-
doniano 1780) II, 269. This manuscript, also known as Argentoratensis 1, dates from 1281 and is housed in 
Strasbourg; cf. B. Kennicott (ed.), Dissertatio generalis in Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum cum variis lectionibus 
ex codicibus manuscriptis et impressis (Brunovici: Impensis Orphanotrophei 1783) 82.

4	 The Leningrad Codex (Latin: Codex Leningradensis), dated from 1008/1009, used as a reference, is usually 
referred to as the MT. It is housed in the National Library of Russia in Saint Petersburg.

5	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 617.
6	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 636.
7	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 640.
8	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 648.
9	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 654.
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– 1 Chron. 8:38: 9 MSS contain  ועובדיה instead of 10.ועבדיה

– 1 Chron 9:16: 8 MSS contain  ועובדיה instead of 11.ועבדיה

– 1 Chron 9:44: 10 MSS contain  ועובדיה instead of 12.ועבדיה

– 1 Chron 12:10: 9 MSS contain 13.עובדיה

–  2 Chron 17:7: instead of ּוְְעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו‎ 1 MS (K17) contains עובדיה‎לו, and 1 MS (K207) 
contains עבדיהו‎14.לו

(2) The longer form (ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו):
– 1 Kgs 18:3 [first occurrence]: 19 MSS (including 4 printed editions) contain ‎ 15.עובדיהו

– �1 Kgs 18:3 [second occurrence]: 10 MSS (including 3 printed editions) contain 
16.ועבדיה MS (K240) contains 1 ;ועובדיהו

–  1 Kgs 18:4: 15 MSS (including 2 printed editions) contain עובדיהו‎; 1 MS (K225) 
contains 17.עבדיה

–  1 Kgs 18:5: 17 MSS (including 3 printed editions) contain עובדיהו;⁩‎ 1 MS (K202) 
instead of ּאֶֶל־עֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו contains 18.לעובדיהו

–  1 Kgs 18:6: 13 MSS (including 3 printed editions) contain והידבועו;⁩‎ 1 MS (K93) 
contains עובדיהו instead of ּ19.וְְעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו

– 1 Kgs 18:7: 14 MSS (including 3 printed editions) contain 20.עובדיהו

– 1 Kgs 18:16: 13 MSS (including 3 prints) contain   21.עובדיהו

– 1 Chron 27:19: 10 MSS contain  22.עובדיהו

– 2 Chron 34:12: 10 MSS contain  23.ועובדיהו

The above data lead to the following conclusions:
(1) the most common variant applies to the scriptio plena / scriptio defectiva spelling;
(2) only in one case (apart from K145 in Obad 1:1) was the shorter form replaced by the 

longer one (K207 in 2 Chron 17:7);
(3) only in two cases was the longer form replaced by an even longer one (K240 in 1 Kgs 18:3 

and K93 in 1 Kgs 18:6);

10	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 658.
11	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 659.
12	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 660.
13	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 663. According to Kennicott, Chron 12:9, not Chron 

12:10.
14	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 701.
15	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum; cum variis lectionibus (Oxonii: e typographeo Clarendoni-

ano 1776) I, 635.
16	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 635.
17	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 635.
18	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 635.
19	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 635.
20	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 635.
21	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, I, 636.
22	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 681.
23	 Cf. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, II, 722.
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(4) the copyists were aware of the existence of two forms of the name and consistently 
transmitted both, attributing the shorter name, עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה, to the author of the Book of 
Obadiah.

As far as the Qumran Caves Scrolls are concerned, none conveys the full text of Obad 1:1. 
4QXIIg gives only the beginning of the name, which editors interpreted as the shorter form 
 ,The scriptio plena version of the name, relatively typical for Qumran scrolls 24.(וזחן עובדיה)
is noteworthy. In addition, we find four instances of the name used in other passages:  
 ⁩[·· עו]⁩ב֯֯דיֹֹ[‎ ··] (4Q382 2:4), ⁧ה ··]⁩‎⁩עוב[דׄׄיהׄׄ ,‎ ··] (4Q382 1:4)⁩עו[בׄׄדׄׄיֹֹהׄׄ ‎ (4Q380 2:8),25 תהלה ⁩לעבדיה
(4Q382 4:1).26 The fragmentariness of the manuscripts does not allow for far-reaching 
conclusions to be drawn. However, it appears that these surviving passages suggest that the 
shorter form of the name was preferred, i.e. the one found in Obad 1:1.

As for extra-biblical and extra-literary evidence in Qumran, two forms are attested, 
as in the Bible: the longer עבדיהו (e.g. stone bowl from the 8th century, seals dated from 
the 9th to the 4th century, Nos 26, 32, 34, 35, 70, 738, ostraca from Kuntillet Ajrud 13, 
Arad 104 from the 7th/6th century, Meṣad Ḥashavyahu 37 from the 7th century, and 
from the Judean Hills 49 from the 7th century),27 and the shorter עבדיה (Bull of 125228 
and Cowley 82 from the 3rd century29). Additionally, the form עבדיו is known (e.g., from 
the Samaria Ostracon 502 from the 8th century).30 As far as one can tell from the few 

24	 Cf. R.E. Fuller (ed.), “The Twelve,” Qumran Cave 4. X. The Prophets (eds. E. Urlich et al.) (DJD 15; Oxford: 
Clarendon  1997) 308; B. Ego et al., Minor Prophets (BQ 3B; Leiden –  Boston, MA: Brill 2005) 72.

25	 4Q380 is a non-canonical psalm from the Persian or early Hellenistic period, dated to 100–75 BC; 
cf. E.M. Schuller (ed.), Non-Canonical Psalms from Qumran: A Pseudepigraphic Collection (HSS 28; Atlanta, 
GA: Scholars Press 1986) 248;  Schuller (ed.), “4Q380 and 4Q381: Non-Canonical Psalms from Qumran,” 
The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (eds. D. Dimant – U. Rappaport) (STDJ 10; Leiden – New 
York –  Köln – Jerusalem: Brill – Hebrew University 1992) 92;  Schuller (ed.), “Qumran Pseudepigraphic 
Psalms (4Q380 and 4Q381),” The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with English Transla-
tions. IVA. Pseudepigraphic and Non-Masoretic Psalms and Prayers (eds. J.H. Charlesworth et al.) (PTSDSSP; 
Tübingen – Louisville, KY: Mohr Siebeck – Westminster John Knox 1997) 2.4–5;  Schuller (ed.), “Non-Ca-
nonical Psalms,” Qumran Cave 4. VI. Poetical and Liturgical Texts. Part 1 (eds. E. Eshel et al.) (DJD 11; Oxford: 
Clarendon  1998) 75–172.

26	 The three remaining passages come from a paraphrase of the Books of Kings, dating from ‘the last third of the 
first century BCE’; cf. S. Olyan, “4Qpap paraKings et al. (Pls. XXXVIII–XLI),” Qumran Cave 4. VIII. Para-
biblical Texts. Part 1 (eds. H. Attridge et al.) (DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon  1994) 363–416.

27	 Cf. D. Diringer, Le iscrizioni antico-ebraiche palestinesi raccolte e illustrate (Firenze: Le Monnier 1934) 185–186, 
191–195, 230–231; Z. Meshel – C. Meyers, “The Name of God in the Wilderness of Zin,” BiblArch 39/1 
(1976) 9–10, https://doi.org/10.2307/3209411; R. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy and 
Prosopography (OLA 28; Leuven:  Peeters 1988) 278, 282, 284–285, 289, 313, 322, 324, 326; S.L. Gogel, 
A Grammar of Epigraphic Hebrew ( SBL RBS 23; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1989) 359; TDA C3.4,6; 
C3A.28,98–99.115; D8.5,5; D8.6,1, D21.8,1; DCH, VI, 230–31.

28	 Although some also interpret the longer form here, cf. DCH, VI, 230–231.
29	 Cf. Gogel, A Grammar of Epigraphic Hebrew, 359; TDA D1.17,2.
30	 Cf. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy and Prosopography, 279–280; DCH, VI, 230.

https://doi.org/10.2307/3209411
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non-biblical pieces of evidence available, it appears that the longer form was better known 
and older than the shorter one.31

1.2. Targum
The targum renders the name of the prophet עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה in Obad 1:1 as עובדיה. However, it 
is not consistent in other instances. In 1 Chron 7:3, it is עבדי. In Chron 8:38; 9:16, 34; 
12:10 and 2 Chron 17:7, there is עבדיה, which is also used as a translation of the longer 
form in 2 Chron 34:12. The longer form is rendered as עובדיה in 1 Kgs 18:3, 4, 7, 16. 
The spelling עובדיא is recorded in 1 Kgs 18:3, 5, 6. The longer form is found only in 
1 Chron 27:19: ‎עובדיהו.

The above data suggest that the targums tended to omit the longer form of the name 
and to use scriptio plena, which in turn would suggest that the Masoretic vocalisation is 
consistent with the targumic spelling.

1.3. Greek Texts
As regards Greek translations and transcriptions of the name of the author of the Book of 
Obadiah, I refer to the findings of Barbara Strzałkowska’s research:

The name Obadiah, and consequently also the title of the book, in the Greek version has two princi-
pal versions in different manuscripts: ὅρασις Αβδιου or ὅρασις Οβδιου, and even (the rarest) o [ὅρασις 
Αβδειου]. The ‘Greek-like’ form ὅρασις Αβδιου is to be found in the manuscripts: S, A, 22, 26, 36, 
40, 42, 49, 51, 62, 68, 86, 87, 91, 95, 97, 114, 147, 153,185, 198, 228, 238, 239, 310, 311 and it is 
present in the writings of Athanasius and Eusebius of Caesarea (and to this form the codices 86, 233, 
534 and 764 also add Αβδιου προφητου – ‘Obadiah the prophet’). The form ὅρασις Οβδιου is particu-
larly important in Codex B32. The spelling ὅρασις Αβδειου is present as a correction in the Codex B, 
as a form in the Codex 251 and in the writings of the Cyril of Alexandria. Two manuscripts from 
10th/11th c. (numbered as 48 and 763) give a simple title Αβδιας (in nom.). None of the ancient 
versions translate the name according to its Hebrew meaning (‘worshipper of Yahweh’, ‘servant of 
Yahweh’), but they try to reflect the way it sounds.33

However, for a broader picture, it is worth examining how ancient Greek translations 
render the names עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה and ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו in other biblical passages. The analysis results are pre-
sented in the Table 1 below and in the footnotes.

31	 However, Zadok points out that in the biblical text, the longer form occurs from the times of Josiah (621 BC) 
onwards, and the shorter form from the times of Saul to the 5th century. According to him, it is impossible to 
place the author of the Book of Obadiah in a specific period, cf. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthro-
ponymy and Prosopography, 57, 183, 226, 239, 242, 246, 265, 268, 274, 276.

32	 Variant B can also be read as Οβδειου, cf. https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1209. The reading Οβδειου 
is also found in A. Maius, Vetus et Novum Testamentum ex antiquissimo Codice Vaticano (Romae – Lipsiae: 
Spithöver – Steinacker 1857) III, 470.

33	 Cf. B. Strzałkowska, “The Book of Obadiah in the Septuagint,” ColT 91/5 (2021) 87, https://doi.org/ 
10.21697/ct.2021.91.5.03.

https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1209
https://doi.org/10.21697/ct.2021.91.5.03
https://doi.org/10.21697/ct.2021.91.5.03
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Table 1. Ancient Greek translations of עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה and ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו

MT verse
(The shorter form)  עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה

MT verse
 (The longer form)  עֹֹבַַדְְיָָהוּ

LXX LXX

Obad 1:1 Αβδιου/Οβδ(ε)ιου 1 Kgs 18:3 [2x] Αβδιου 

1 Chron 3:21 Αβδια34 1 Kgs 18:4 Αβδιου

1 Chron 7:3 Οβδια35 1 Kgs 18:5 Αβδιου

1 Chron 8:38 Αβδια36 1 Kgs 18:6 Αβδιου

1 Chron 9:16 Αβδια37 1 Kgs 18:7 Αβδιου [2x]

1 Chron 9:44 Αβδια38 1 Kgs 18:16 Αβδιου

1 Chron 12:10 Αβδια39 1 Chron 27:19 Αβδιου

2 Chron 17:7 Αβδια40 2 Chron 34:12 Αβδιας41

Ezra 8:9 Αβαδια42

Neh 10:6 Αβδια43

Neh 12:15 x44

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above data:
(1) The Greek manuscripts of the LXX contain over 20 variants of the name עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה: Αβδιας, 

Αβδια, Αβδεια, Αβδειας, Αβδι, Αβεια, Αβια, Αβιαν, Αβδιου, Аδιας, Αδιαν; Αυδια, Αυδιας, 
Αυδιαν, Αυδιου; Οβδια, Οβδιας, Οβδειου, Οβδηα, Οφδια; Μειβδεια.

(2) Even if most of these variants are rejected as resulting from copyists’ errors, it is worth 
noting the uncertainty regarding the pronunciation of the first vowel of the name (‘o’ or ‘a’).

34	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B), αβδι (b), οβδιας (bye2), αβια (g). Cf. A.E. Brooke – N. McLean – H.St.J. Thack-
eray (eds.), The Old Testament in Greek according to the Text of Codex Vaticanus. II. The Later Historical Books. 
Part 3: I and II Chronicles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1932) 401.

35	 Possible variants: μειβδεια (B), οβδια (ANacehin), οβδηα (g), αβδια (bmc2e2), αβδιας (y), αυδιου (р), αβδιου 
(rell), cf. Brooke – McLean –  Thackeray (eds.), The Old Testament in Greek , II, 415.

36	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B), cf. Brooke – McLean – Thackeray (eds.), The Old Testament in Greek, II, 422.
37	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B), αυδια (dp), οβδια (ANacfhimn), οβδιας (gA), οφδια (e), αβια (e2), cf. Brooke – 

McLean –  Thackeray (eds.), The Old Testament in Greek, II, 424.
38	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B), αβδιας (djmqtalz), αυδιας (р), аδιας (t*), cf. Brooke – McLean – Thackeray (eds.), 

The Old Testament in Greek, II, 426.
39	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B), αβδι (Nh), αβια (a), cf. Brooke – McLean – Thackeray (eds.), The Old Testament 

in Greek, II, 432–433.
40	 Possible variants: αβδια (71), αυδιαν (106´,158), αβιαν (B), αβεια (127), αδιαν (55), cf. R. Hanhart (ed.), Par-

alipomenon liber II (Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academ iae Scientiarum Gottein-
gensis editum 7/2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2014) 241.

41	 Possible variants: αβδειας (55), αβδια (Bc,b2) αβδεια (B*), αυδιας (106´; Compl), cf. Hanhart (ed.), Paralipome-
non liber II, 397.

42	 Possible variants: αβαδιας (248–381, Compl), αβδια (74, 731, Ald), αβδιου (93–108), cf. R. Hanhart (ed.), 
Esdrae liber II (Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academ iae Scientiarum Gotteingensis 
editum 8/2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1993) 118.

43	 Possible variants: αβδεια (B,S), αβδιας (94–121 58), αβδειας (93), αβιας (19–108), αβδιου (381), αυδιας (44), 
αυδια (106–107), cf. Hanhart (ed.), Esdrae liber II, 214.

44	 Possible variants: αβδειας (-διας 19); οβδιας (S(mg)), cf. Hanhart (ed.), Esdrae liber II, 234.
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(3) The most common rendering of עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה (in the critical edition) was Αβδια, once Οβδια 
and once Αβαδια.45

(4) The most common rendering of ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו was Αβδιου and once Αβδιας.
(5) The translation of עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה in Obad 1:11 as Αβδιου instead of Αβδια, Αβαδια, or Οβδια is 

quite surprising. This may have resulted either from identifying the shorter version of 
the name with the longer one, or from interpreting it as the genitive of Αβδια or Αβδιας.

The variation in the suffixes of the name could have resulted from the fact that some 
people inflected the name, while others did not. The form Αβδιου would seem to be the 
genitive of Αβδιας.46 However, the use of this name in 1 Kgs 18 shows that Αβδιου was 
also interpreted as indeclinable: nom. Αβδιου ἐπορεύθη (1 Kgs 18:6), gen. ὁ τοῦ Αβδιου 
(1 Kgs 27:19), acc. τὸν Αβδιου (1 Kgs 18:3).47

1.4. Latin Translations
The analysis of the Latin translations focuses on three editions of the Latin texts and their 
variants. As with the Greek versions, discussion is limited to those passages where the  Mas-
oretic Text (MT) offers two versions עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה and ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו (see Table 2).

Table 2. Latin translations of עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה and ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו

MT verse

(The shorter form)  עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה

Biblia Sacra48 Vulgate49 New Vulgate50

Obad 1:1 Abdias51 Abdias Abdias

1 Chron 3:21 Abdia52 Obdia Abdia

1 Chron 7:3 Obadia53 Obadia Obadia

45	 The form τὸν Αβδιαν (2 Chron 17:7) is interpreted as the accusative of Αβδια.
46	 This is what BibleWorks 10 suggests in Obad 1:1 and 2 Chron 34:12, while in other cases it interprets Αβδιου 

as a nominative.
47	 Cf. H. Schmoll – H. Utzschneider (eds.), “Abdiu.Obadja,” Septuaginta Deutsch. Erläuterungen und Kommen-

tare zum griechischen Alten Testament. II. Psalmen bis Daniel (eds. M. Karrer – W. Kraus) (Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft 2011) 2388.

48	 Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Biblia Sacra iuxta latinam Vulgatam versionem (Romae: Typis 
Poly glottis Vaticanis 1926–1995) 1–17.

49	 R. Weber – R. Gryson, Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam Versionem, 5 ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesell-
schaft 2007).

50	 Nova Vulgata Bibliorum Sacrorum, 2 ed. (Roma: Libreria Editrice Vaticana 1986).
51	 Possible variants: inicpit Abdias, incipit liber Abdiae, incipit Abias, Abdia, visio Abdie, Abdias, Abdie, cf. Monachi 

Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber duodecim Prophetarum ex interpretatione Sancti Hieronymi cum prae-
fationibus et variis capitulorum seriebus (BSILV 17; Roma: Libreria Editrice Vaticanis 1987) 157. The name is 
rendered the same in Vetus Latina, cf. P. Sabatier (ed.), Bibliorum Sacrorum latinae versiones antiquae seu Vetus 
Italica (Remis:  ex Typis Reginaldi Florentain 1743) II, 933.

52	 Possible variants: Obdia, Hobdia, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum dierum ex 
interpretatione Sancti Hieronymi cum praefationibus et duplici capitulorum series (BSILV 7; Roma:  Typis Poly-
glottis Vaticanis 1948) 47.

53	 Possible variants: Obazia, Hobadia, Madia, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum 
dierum, 70.
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MT verse

(The shorter form)  עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה

Biblia Sacra Vulgate New Vulgate

1 Chron 8:38 Abadia54 Abadia Obdia

1 Chron 9:16 Obdia55 Obdia Abdia

1 Chron 9:44 Obdia56 Obdia Obdia

1 Chron 12:10 Obdias57 Obdias Abdias

2 Chron 17:7 Obdia58 Obdia Abdia

Ezra 8:9 Obedia 59 Obedia Abdia

Neh 10:6  
[= 2 Ezra 10:5]

Obdias60 Obdias Abdias

Neh 12:25 
[=2 Ezra 12:25] 

Obedia61 Obedia Abdia

MT verse

(The longer form)  עֹֹבַַדְְיָָהוּ

Biblia Sacra Vulgate New Vulgate

1 Kgs 18:3 [2x] Abdias62 Abdias Abdias

1 Kgs 18:4 none none none

1 Kgs 18:5 Abdias Abdias Abdias

1 Kgs 18:6 Abdias Abdias Abdias

1 Kgs 18:7 Abdias Abdias Abdias

1 Kgs 18:16 Abdias Abdias Abdias

1 Chron 27:19 Abdias63 Abdias Abdias

2 Chron 34:12 Abdias64 Abdias Abdias

54	 Possible variants: Abadiae, obdia, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum dierum, 81.
55	 Possible variants: Hobdia, Obdias, Odia, Abdia, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum 

dierum, 84.
56	 Possible variants: Abadia, Abdia, Obdi, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum 

dierum, 88.
57	 Possible variants: Hobdias, Obdies, Abdias, Addias, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verbo-

rum dierum, 100.
58	 Possible variants: Hobdia, Abdia, Obdia, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum dierum 

ex interpretatione Sancti Hieronymi cum praefationibus et duplici capitulorum serie (BSILV 7; Roma:  Typis Poly-
glottis Vaticanis 1948) 232.

59	 Possible variants: Oboedia, Hobedia, Abedia, Obeddia, Obetdia, Obethdia, Obechdia, Obedias, Ediedia, 
cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Libri Ezrae, Tobiae, Iudith ex interpretatione Sancti Hieronymi 
cum praefationibus et variis capitolorum seriebus (BSILV 8; Roma:  Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis 1950) 58.

60	 Possible variants: Odias, Abdias, Addias, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Libri Ezrae, Tobiae, 
Iudith, 124.

61	 Possible variants: Oboedia, Obediam, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Libri Ezrae, Tobiae, 
Iudith, 140.

62	 Strikingly, there are no other variants available in 1 Kgs 18 for the name Abdias, cf. Monachi Abbatiae Sancti 
Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Malachim ex interpretatione Sancti Hieronymi cum variis capitulorum seriebus (BSILV 6; 
Roma:  Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis 1945) 175–177.

63	 Possible variants: Habdias, with some MSS using filius Abdie instead of filius Abdiae, cf. Monachi Abbatiae 
Sancti Hieronymi (ed.), Liber Verborum dierum, 162.

64	 Possible variants: Obdias, cf. Liber Verborum dierum, 309.
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The following conclusions can be drawn from the above data:
(1) Latin manuscripts have over 20 variants of the name עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה: Abdias, Abdia, Abadia, 

Abedia, Addias, Obadia, Obdias, Obdies, Obdia, Obdi, Obedia, Oboedia, Obediam, 
Obeddia, Obazia, Obetdia, Obethdia, Obechdia, Obedias, Odias, Hobdia, or Hobedia 
(as in Codex Cavensis, 9th century), Ediedi.

(2) Even if most of these variants are rejected as resulting from copyists’ errors, it is worth 
noting, first and foremost, the uncertainty regarding the pronunciation of the first 
vowel of the name (‘o’ or ‘a’) and whether or not a vowel should be inserted between 
‘b’ and ‘d’.

(3)  The most common rendering of עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה (in critical editions) was Abdias, Abdia, Abadia, 
Obdias, Obdia, Obadia, Obedia.

(4) Latin translations consistently render ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו as Abdias.
(5) It is quite surprising to find different translations of the same name in the same book, 

especially in the New Vulgate.
(6) �As in Greek, the variation in the suffixes of the name could have resulted from the fact 

that some people inflected the name, while others did not.

1.5. Church History and Documents
The Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) lists 37 instances of the use of the name Abdias, 
which was interpreted either as inflected (Ἀβδιος, ‑οῦ, ὁ or Ἀβδιός, ‑οῦ, ὁ) or as uninflected 
(ὁ Ἀβδιού or ὁ Ἀβδιοῦ).65 It occurs in the following variants:
(1) Ἀβδίᾳ (1x): Socrates Scholasticus.
(2) Ἀβδίας (5x): Gregory of Nazianzus, Athanasius, John Chrysostom, Procopius, Gregory 

the Monk.
(3) Ἀβδίου (5x): Cyril of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Theodoret.
(4) Ἀβδιού (6): John Chrysostom, Theodoret, Cyril of Alexandria, John of Damascus.
(5) �Ἀβδιοῦ (18x): Epiphanius, Athanasius, John Chrysostom, Theodoret, Procopius, 

Gregory the Monk, Symeon Logothetes.
(6) Αὐδιού (2x): Michael Choniates.

Interestingly, despite the occurrence of variants beginning with the vowel ‘o’ in the 
manuscripts, TLG does not provide examples of the spelling Οβδιαs, Οβδια, or Οβδειου. 
The name Οβδιου was used three times (Ephrem the Syrian, 4th century, and Nicetas Seides 
and Euthymios Malakes, both 12th century). This would signify the consolidation of the 
vowel ‘a’ as the first letter of the name Abdias.

The name Abdia(s) first appears in official Church documents in the 5th century in the 
Gelasian Decree (Abdiae liber unus).66 The name was mentioned again during the Council 

65	 Cf. Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, https://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/.
66	 According to Enchiridion Biblicum (EB) 26, which dates this document to 492–496. Denzinger considers 

this text to be the Decree of Damasus and dates it to the time of the Council of Rome of 382, cf. H. Denzinger , 

https://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/
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of Florence in 1442, which gives the name of the book in the nominative case: Abdia (EB 47). 
The Council of Trent refers to the same book in 1546 as Abdias (EB 58). For the fourth and 
last time, the prophet’s name was mentioned by Pope Benedict XV in his encyclical Spiritus 
Paraclitus, published in 1920 on the occasion of the 1500th anniversary of Saint Jerome’s 
death. In the Latin text, the pope uses the name in the accusative (Abdiam prophetam), 
which may in fact suggest that the name is interpreted as both Abdias and Abdia.

While it appears that only a few Church documents support the pronunciation of the 
name beginning with the vowel ‘a’, it is quite surprising that some editions of the Bible also 
use the Latin name ‘Obadias’ (as in Robert Holmes – James Parsons67 or Frederick Field68) 
or ‘Obadia’ (as in Benjamin Kennicott ,69 for example).70

2. The Origin of Variations

While the differences in modern languages most likely result from following either the 
Hebrew version or the LXX and Vulgate, let us attempt to ascertain where they originated 
or could have originated. The differences in the transmission of the name in the ancient 
versions, for as we have seen, from the Hebrew point of view, there is little doubt that the 
prophet’s name was עבדיה, and that there was another name in the Bible recorded as עבדיהו.

The commonly accepted hypothesis is that the name עבדיה is a shortened71 and later72 
form of the name עבדיהו. Both biblical and extra-biblical sources indicate that there was 

Enchiridion symbolorum definitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum. Edizione bilingue sulla 
40ma edizione, 5 ed. (ed. P. Hünermann) (Bologna: EDB 2009) 179.

67	 Cf. R. Holmes – J. Parsons (eds.), Vetus Testamentum graecum cum variis lectionibus (Oxford: e typographeo 
Clarendoniano 1827) IV, ad locum Obad 1:1.

68	 Cf. F. Field, Origenis hexaplorum quae supersunt; sive veterum interpretum graecorum in totum Vetus Testamen-
tum fragmenta. II. Jobus-Malachias, Auctarium et Indice (Oxford:  e typographeo Clarendoniano 1875) 981.

69	 Cf. B. Kennicott (ed.), Vetus Testamentum hebraicum; cum variis lectionibus (Oxonii: e typographeo Clarendo-
niano 1780) II, 269.

70	 Furthermore, it is worth noting that the pronunciation of the first vowel of the name עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה or ּעֹֹבַַדְְיָָהו, estab-
lished in Greek and Latin translations, is disregarded in modern languages. In English or German, readers have 
little doubt that the name begins with the vowel ‘o’ (‘Obadiah’ – NRS, NIV, NAB; ‘Obadjas’ – EIN, HRD, 
ZUR). The same is true of Portuguese: ‘Obadias’ (ARA), Swedish: ‘Obadjas’ and ‘Obadja’ (S00), and Danish: 
‘Obadia’ and ‘Obadias’ (D92). In Italian and Spanish, the name begins with ‘a’ (‘Abdia’ – CEI, IEP; ‘Abdías’ – 
Reina-Valera), while French and Polish translations use either the ‘a’ or ‘o’ pronunciation depending on the case 
(‘Abdias’ for the shorter form of the name and ‘Obadyahu’ or ‘Ovadyahou’ for the longer form – FBJ, TOB), 
‘Abdiasz’ – BWP, BP, BEkum, and ‘Obadiasz’ (NBG). This is particularly interesting in the case of the Polish 
Millennium Bible translation, which renders the shorter form עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה as ‘Abdiasz’ only in Obad 1:1, while in all 
other instances it uses ‘Obadiasz’, thus reflecting the longer form. Similar variability occurs in Czech, where 
this name is rendered as ‘Abdiáš’ in Obad 1:1 and as ‘Obadjáš’ in other instances (CEP), in Russian (RUSV: 
‘Авдия’ or ‘Овадия’), and in Slovak (SSV: ‘Abdiáš’ or ‘Obadiáš’).

71	 Cf. C.P. Caspari, Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten des Alten Bundes. Der Prophet Obadja (Leipzig: Beyer 
1842) 1; A. Deissler, “Abdias,” Les petits prophètes (eds. A. Deissler – M. Delcor) (La Sainte Bible 8/1; Paris: 
Letouzey et Ané 1961) 245;  Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, and Micah, 136; Raabe, Obadiah, 96; 
Fabry, Habakuk/Obadja, 340.

72	 Cf. C.F. Keil, The Twelve Minor Prophets (Edinburgh: Clark 1887) I, 337. Also HALOT, BDB, ad vocem.
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a time when both forms were used simultaneously.73 Furthermore, the name עבדיה in 
1 Chron 9:16 is sometimes identified with the name‎ עַַבְְדָָּא in 1 Kgs 4:6 and Neh 11:17.74 
According to Zadok, this is one of many examples of the same person having two names, 
although he also suggests that it was most likely the Chronicler who changed the non-
theophoric name‎ עַַבְְדָָּא to the theophoric 75.עבדיה Theoretically, one could posit that first 
came the name עַַבְְדָָּא, from which עבדיהו was formed, and then the shortened version עבדיה. 
However, it appears that the frequency of theophoric names and the fact that both forms 
of the name Obadiah are found in different books referring to different characters, rather 
discredit this hypothesis. Even if עַַבְְדָָּא is another version of the name עבדיה, there is no in-
dication that the two names could not have been used independently.

While it can be argued that of the three names עַַבְְדָָּא ,עבדיה and עבדיהו, the author of the 
Book of Obadiah is almost indisputably named עבדיה, and the consonantal spelling is also 
 almost indisputable, the question arises whether the Masoretic vocalisation ‎עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה is correct 
or merely acceptable, and this largely depends on the etymology of the name.

When it comes to the etymology, vocalisation, and pronunciation of the name עבדיה, 
exegetes have suggested several possible solutions:
(1) The name עבדיה is derived from the ptc. עֹֹבֵֵד (or ‎עוֹבֵֵד) meaning ‘he who serves/wor-

ships/honours Yahweh.’76

(2) The name עבדיה is derived from a participle. However, it is a rare form of the construct 
state qōtal עֹֹבַַד. The meaning of the name is as in point 1. A similar form is found in 
Deut 32:38: 77.אֹֹבַַד

73	 Zevit demonstrated that while names with the theophoric -yhw are typical of the period before the Babylonian 
exile, names with -yh, which emerged in the 9th–8th centuries BC, are found in both the pre-exilic and post-
exilic periods. The short form freely alternated with the long form in Judah from the 7th century to the early 
post-exilic period. Then it became dominant in the post-exilic period, cf. Z. Zevit, “A Chapter in the History 
of Israelite Personal Names,” BASOR 250 (1983) 1–16, https://doi.org/10.2307/1356602.

74	 Cf. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy and Prosopography, 274. See also BDB and HALOT, 
ad lemma עַַבְְדָָּא.

75	 Cf. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy and Prosopography, 10,154. Cf. also the two versions 
of the name Jeremiah: יִִרְְמְְיָָה ( Jer 27:1; 28:5, 6, 10–12, 15; 29:1 and 103( ּיִִרְְמְְיָָהו x in the Book of Jeremiah, 
e.g. Jer 26:20, 24; 29:29, 30). According to J.R. Lundbom, ‘The difference is probably something like “Jer-
emiah” and “Jeremy”’ (Jeremiah 1–20: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary [AB 21A; New 
York: Doubleday 1999] 223). This is also the case with the name Zephaniah: ּצְְפַַנְְיָָהו‎ (2 Kgs 25:18; Jer 37:3) 
and צְְפַַנְְיָָה ( Jer 21:1; Zeph 1:1; Zech 6:10).

76	 Cf. J. Knabenbauer – M. Hagen (eds.), Commentarius in Prophetas minores: Pars prior sex priores prophetas 
complectens (CSS. Sectio altera: Commentarii in Vet. Testamentum 24; Paris: Lethielleux 1924) 411; Caspari, 
Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten, 1.

77	 Cf. GKC §50e; P.G. Rinaldi, I profeti minori. II. Osea – Gioele – Abdia – Giona (LSB; Torino – Roma: Ma-
rietti 1959) 176. According to Block, both theophoric forms consist of the verb עָָבַַד, but the author does not 
elaborate on his thesis; see D.I. Block, Obadiah: The Kingship Belongs to YHWH (HMS; Grand Rapids, MI: 
Zondervan 2013) 28.

https://doi.org/10.2307/1356602
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(3) The name should be vocalised as Abadiah (in the same way as the similar name האֵֵל  עֲֲׂשָׂ
in 2 Sam 2:18). However, the theophoric element would not be so much the object as 
the subject of the verb עבד used in the perfect tense in the sense of ‘Yahweh has served’.78

(4) The name עבדיה is derived from the noun עֶֶבֶֶד and means ‘servant of Yahweh’. This is how 
the LXX and the Vulgate interpreted the name, hence the pronunciation of the name 
starting with ‘a’. The same applies to the names Abdiel (Chron 5:15) and Abdi (Chron 
6:29).79 Some believe that the LXX version is more correct, which is most likely based 
on the Hebrew ‘Abdijjāh or Abdiah.80 Commentators usually differentiate between the 
two versions, claiming that the Hebrew name means ‘worshipper of Yahweh’, while the 
Greek means ‘servant of Yahweh’.81

(5) It is unclear whether the verbal or nominal form is historically more justified.82 Accord-
ing to Zadok, the Masoretic vocalisation appears to be of secondary importance.83

(6) We do not know the exact pronunciation of the name.84 The Masoretes pronounced the 
name with an ‘o’ (Obadiah[u]).85 The same applies to the Babylonian Masorah.86 This 
form seems more accurate for two reasons. First, the Palestinian Jews most likely pre-
served a more faithful pronunciation of the name than the Alexandrian Jews. Second, 

78	 Cf. A.J. Braver, “The Name Obadiah: Its Punctuation and Explanation,” BetM 18/3 (1972) 418–419. This 
proposal has not been accepted. H.W. Wolff argues as follows: ‘What speaks decisively against this proposal is 
that it would be quite unusual to find Yahweh as the subject of עבד, “work” (in contrast to עשׂה, “make or do”), 
and that Gk and Vg in their vocalization were not thinking of a perfect (in which case the second vowel of the 
verb would have to have been preserved, as in the case of Ἀσαηλ and Asahel in 2 Sam. 2:18ff.) They were think-
ing of the abbreviated form of the noun עֶֶבֶֶד (“servant” of Yahweh), which coincides with the meaning of the 
Masoretic vocalization’ (Wolff, Obadiah and Jonah: A Commentary  [Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Publishing 
House 1986 ] 44 ). Similarly, Fabry, Habakuk/Obadja, 341.

79	 Cf. Deissler, “Abdias,” 245.
80	 Cf. G.W. Wade, The Books of the Prophets Micah, Obadiah, Joel and Jonah (WC; London: Methuen 1925) 

XXXII–XXXIII; J. Theis, “Der Prophet Abdias,” Die zwölf kleinen Propheten. I. Osee, Joel, Amos, Abdias, 
Jonas, Michäas (eds. J. Lippl – J. Theis) (Bonn: Hanstein 1937) 148.

81	 Cf. Caspari, Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten, 1; Knabenbauer – Hagen, Commentarius in Prophe-
tas minores, 411; Rinaldi, I profeti minori, II, 176; J.D.W. Watts, Obadiah: A Critical Exegetical Commen-
tary ( Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1969) 43. D. Stuart, Hosea-Jonah (WBC 31; Waco, TX: Word Books 
1987) 406: ‘The two options reflect perhaps bi-forms of the same name, comparable to Bert and Burt or Beth 
and Betty’; All en, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, and Micah, 136; Raabe, Obadiah, 96; G. Savoca, Abdia-
Naum-Abacuc-Sofonia. Nuova versione, introduzione e commento (I libri biblici. Primo Testamento 18; Milano: 
Paoline 2006) 26. Caspari believed that all forms are based on עֶֶבֶֶד as the first component of the composition, of 
which only two traces can be found in the Masoretic text: עַַבְְדָָּא ⁩‎ (1 Kgs 4:6; Neh 11:7) and עַַבְְדִִּי ⁩‎ (1 Chron 6:29; 
2 Chron 29:12; Ezra 10:2 ), cf. Caspari, Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten, 1–2.

82	 Cf. A. Van Hoonacker, Les Douze Petits Prophètes: traduits et commentès (EBib; Paris: Librairie Victor Lecof-
fre – Gabalda et Compagnie 1908) 298.

83	 Cf. Zadok, The Pre-Hellenistic Israelite Anthroponymy and Prosopography, 59.
84	 Cf. U. Struppe, Die Bücher Obadja, Jona (NSKAT 24/1; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk 1996) 13; Fabry, 

Habakuk/Obadja, 340.
85	 Cf. Caspari, Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten, 1, nota 1; C.-A. Keller, “Abdias,” Osée. Joël, Abdias, Jonas. 

Amos, 3 ed. (eds. J. Edmond – C.-A. Keller – S. Amsler) (CAT 11a; Genève: Labor et Fides 1992) 252.
86	 Cf. Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus, quoted in: https://archive.org/details/CodexBabylonicusPetropolita-

nusSt.PetersburgRussianNationalLibraryEvr.I.B3/page/n393/mode/2up [p. 195b].

https://archive.org/details/CodexBabylonicusPetropolitanusSt.PetersburgRussianNationalLibraryEvr.I.B3/page/n393/mode/2up
https://archive.org/details/CodexBabylonicusPetropolitanusSt.PetersburgRussianNationalLibraryEvr.I.B3/page/n393/mode/2up
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the translators of the LXX may have associated the name with the more familiar word 
87.עֹֹבֵֵד than with the less familiar, but not unfamiliar to the Masoretes, participle עֶֶבֶֶד

(7) One could put forward another hypothesis. The replacement of the vowel ‘ā’ with ‘ō’ is 
a fairly well-known phenomenon in Old Canaanite, Proto-Semitic, Aramaic, and other 
languages and dialects.88 Although this phenomenon occurred at an early stage in the 
development of Hebrew (archaic biblical language, or, at most, pre-exilic), it is possible 
that in the case of proper names, the tradition preserved the double pronunciation. The 
difference in pronunciation would result not so much from the different etymology of 
the word as from the evolution of the language. The MT and LXX would therefore 
bear witness to two different pronunciations of the name עבדיה, with the vocalization of 
the LXX being considered closer to the original.89

In summary, first, it is certain that the etymology of the name is related to the semantic 
field of ‘serving and worshipping Yahweh’. Second, although we are unable to determine the 
correct vocalisation of the name עבדיה, we should nevertheless give preference to the Maso-
retic vocalisation as more appropriate.90 This conclusion does not mean that the original 
form of the name עבדיה could not have been the longer version עבדיהו, nor that the pro-
nunciation could not have changed over time. Instead, it is more accurate to say that while 
Palestinian Jews called the prophet Obadiah, under the influence of the LXX translation, 

87	 Cf. Caspari, Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Propheten, 2. Of the 374 instances of the word ‘*עבדי’ in the 
MT, which have the same first four vowels as in the name עֹֹבַַדְְיָָה, apart from the name of the prophet, 
only 11 times does the word begin with the vowel ‘holem’ (עֹֹבְְדִִים – Num 18:21, 2 Kgs 17:33,41; 
 ‎ 2 Kgs 10:19, 21, 23; Ps 97:7; Isa 19:9; 30:24). The double pronunciation⁩ – עֹֹבְְדֵֵי ;‎2 Kgs 10:19⁩ – עֹֹבְְדָָיו
(e.g., כָָּל־עֹֹבְְדֵֵי פֶֶסֶֶל‎ in Ps 97:7 and כָָּל־עַַבְְדֵֵי יְְהוָָה‎ in Ps 134:1) is evidence that we are dealing with either the 
participle of the verb עבד (‘serving’) or the noun עֶֶבֶֶד (‘servant’).

88	 Cf. J-M §6i.k; H. Bauer – P. Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebräischen Sprache des Alten Testamen-
tes. I. Einleitung. Schriftlehre. Laut- und Formenlehre mit einem Beitrag (§§ 6–9) von Paul Kahle und einem 
Anhang: Verbparadigmen ( Halle: Max Niemeyer  1922; reprint Hildesheim: Olms 1965) 192; E.Y. Kutscher, 
A History of the Hebrew Language ( Leiden – Jerusalem: Brill – Hebrew University 1982) 23–24; A. Sáenz-
Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1993; reprint 2000) 68.

89	 The LXX does not generally find it difficult to vocalize with ‘o’ where the MT has ‘a’; cf. Οδολλαμ 
in Josh 12:15 for עֲֲדֻֻלָּּם, Οδολλαμίτην in Gen 38:1 for מִִּי  ,see also G. Lisowsky ;עַַּזָּן or Οζα in Num 34:26 for ,עֲֲדֻֻלָּ
Die Transkription der hebräischen Eigennamen des Pentateuch in der Septuaginta (Diss. Universitaet Basel; 
Basel 1940) 85–95.

90	 J. Lam and D. Pardee write: ‘We have no direct access to the orthographic conventions of biblical manuscripts 
from the pre-exilic period. Instead, we rely primarily on the various Masoretic orthographic traditions (espe-
cially the Tiberian), which involved a set of diacritics for recording an oral tradition for synagogue reading 
superimposed on a received consonantal text. Any claims regarding the artificiality of the Tiberian Masoretic 
vocalization are greatly exaggerated. This is not to say that the Masoretic tradition is not without errors, but to 
assert, with James Barr, that “the [Masoretic] vocalization is historical evidence just as other aspects of the text 
are” (1968: 221), representing the pronunciation of the text as the Tiberian Masoretes heard it. Though it is 
not artificial, it does, however, represent an oral tradition far removed in time (well over a millennium) from 
the composition of the biblical texts themselves’ (“Standard/Classical Biblical Hebrew,” A Handbook of Biblical 
Hebrew. I. Periods, Corpora, and Reading Traditions [eds. W. Randall Garr – S.E. Fassberg] [Winona Lake, IN: 
Eisenbrauns 2016] 3).
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the prophet’s name was changed to begin with the vowel ‘a’. The preference for the Palestin-
ian Jews’ pronunciation over that of Alexandria would be, in a sense, discretionary (as with 
the canon).

Prospects and Conclusion

Given the current state of knowledge, access to manuscripts and studies, it appears that we 
are unable to reach a consensus on the name עבדיה that would satisfy all parties. Neverthe-
less, in light of the findings of the research, I would be inclined to make three suggestions:
(1) Differentiate between the longer and shorter versions of the name in the translation, 

if permitted by the target language.91

(2) Do not use two different names in the translation where the Hebrew text uses the same 
name.92

(3) Introduce vocalisation that follows the Masoretic vocalization (if the translation is 
based on the MT), i.e. the name should begin with the vowel ‘o’ and not ‘a’.

Of course, despite our best intentions, it may turn out that even if we agreed on 
a common spelling of the name of the author of the shortest book of the Old Testament, 
this would ultimately not guarantee uniform pronunciation, the best example of which is 
the word ‘euro’. Therefore, we are likely to be left with the polyphony inherited and pre-
served over the centuries in the Hebrew name עבדיה.
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abstract:� This paper presents an analysis of the literary structure of 1 En. 72:8–32, particularly its for-
mulaic clauses used to express the monthly movement of the sun in its gates. One can distinguish two types 
of such schematic clauses, each describing a different phenomenon related to the movement of the sun 
within a 364-day year. The first type relates to the rising and setting of the sun in its gates and its nightly 
return to the east. The other concerns the changing duration of day and night based on the early form of 
Babylonian schematic astronomy. The focus is on the first type of the schematic clauses. Additionally, an 
interpretation of 1 En. 72:33–34, in which the ancient redactor comments on the relationship between the 
motion of the sun and the duration of day and night as two topics with recourse to two sets of formulaic 
clauses (vv. 8–32), has been included. Finally, this paper reflects on how these two sets were combined into 
one unit. 

keywords:� astronomy of 1  Enoch 72, the 364-day year, literary structure of 1 En. 72:8–32, movement of 
the sun, Enūma Anu Enlil XIV Table C

The arithmetical astronomy of the Aramaic Astronomical Book (4Q208–4Q211) and 
chapters 72–82 of 1 En. describe the motion of the sun, moon, and stars. They constitute 
the Jewish ‘science of the sky’, its earliest attestation being 4Q208, a manuscript dated to 
the early second century BCE. These Qumran manuscripts contain a calculation of lunar 
visibility periods (4Q208–4Q209), where the smallest unit of time is the fraction of 
0.5/7 (1/14) used for the nychthemeron (night and day combined), to measure the daily 
change in the duration of the four lunar visibility periods within the monthly scheme of 
29/30 days. In the two Aramaic manuscripts, the formulaic clauses with fraction notations 
also express the illumination of the lunar disc as well as the rising and setting of the moon 
in six gates located on the eastern and western horizons.1 The calculation determines the 
lunar month based on numerical schemes rather than on actual observation. The origin of 
the whole calculation goes back to Mesopotamian schematic astronomy, especially Table B, 
presented on Tablet XIV of the astrological series Enūma Anu  Enlil (EAE).2

1	 For the edition and analysis of the content of the Aramaic Astronomical Book (4Q208–4Q211), see 
H. Drawnel, The Aramaic Astronomical Book (4Q208–4Q211) from Qumran: Text, Translation, and Com-
mentary (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2011).

2	 For the explanation of this dependence, see H. Drawnel, “Moon Computation in the Aramaic Astronomical 
Book,” RevQ 23/1 (2007) 3–41; H. Drawnel, The Aramaic Astronomical Book, 307–310.
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The description of the movement of the sun in a 364-day year stands at the beginning 
of the Ethiopic astronomical book and has been preserved only in the Ethiopic version. 
However, the literary analysis of 1 En. 72:8–32 shows features that can also be found 
in 4Q208–4Q209, used to construct the solar year within the structure of 12 months, 
i.e. an approximation of the astronomical solar year (365.25 days). Similarly to the lunar 
calculation, formulaic clauses with embedded numbers occur in 1 En. 72, but since they 
describe the motion of another celestial body and different time periods, their content and 
numbers used differ from those found in 4Q208–4Q209.

The first astronomical information in 1 En. 72:8–32 concerns the monthly motion 
of the sun in its gates within the twelve months making up the 364-day year, while the 
other information contained in each month’s description relates to the monthly change 
in the duration of the nychthemeron. The Ethiopic text formally distinguishes between 
these two types of information by beginning the numerical data about the duration of the 
nychthemeron in a month with the recurring expression ‘on that day’. Thus, it is relatively 
easy to divide each section dedicated to the solar month in 1 En. 72:8–32 into two seg-
ments: the movement of the sun in its gates (Part 1) and the duration of the nychthemer-
on (Part 2).3 The latter usually consists of two statements, one indicating the relationship 
between the duration of day/night in relation to night/day (see Table 1, e.g.,  v. 20a), and 
the former – the duration of day and night measured in ‘parts’ (see Table 1, e.g.,  v. 20b).

In my earlier study, I analysed the duration of the nychthemeron within the structure 
of each month in 1 En. 72: 8–32,4 i.e. additional formulaic clauses about the solstices and 
equinoxes,5 and the insertion of v. 27, which substitutes the information about the move-
ment of the sun in month 10.6 Here the clauses measuring the monthly change in the du-
ration of day and night are modelled, with some modification, after the clauses used for 
the same purpose in Table C of Tablet XIV of the Enūma Anu Enlil astrological series. 
EAE XIV Table C measures the duration of day and night twice a month on the day of 
the full moon and the day of the new moon, and the duration of the nychthemeron is six 
minas, equal to 360 shekels. The ideal year consists of 360 days, and the interval of monthly 
change is 20 shekels, as in other texts belonging to the early form of Babylonian schematic 
astronomy.7 

3	 For a detailed analysis of the structure of the year and the month in 1 En. 72:8–32, see H. Drawnel, 
“The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses in 1 En. 72:8–32,” DSD 32/1 (2025) 48–52, https://
doi.org/10.1163/15685179-bja10056. The translation of 1 En. 72 in this paper follows J.C. VanderKam, 
“1 Enoch 72–82: The Book of the Luminaries,” 1 Enoch 2: A Critical Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, 
Chapters 37–82 (eds. G.W.E. Nickelsburg – J.C. VanderKam) (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2012) 
416–417, with the adjustments resulting from the proposed analyses.

4	 Drawnel, “The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses,” sections 2.3–3.
5	 See Drawnel, “The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses,” section 4.
6	 See Drawnel, “The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses,” section 5.
7	 For introductory notes on the early form of Babylonian schematic astronomy, see H. Drawnel, “Early Baby-

lonian Astronomy and the Duration of the Nychthemeron in 1 En. 72:8–32,” RevQ 36/2 (2024)  231–247 
(233–239).

https://doi.org/10.1163/15685179-bja10056
https://doi.org/10.1163/15685179-bja10056
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By dividing the nychthemeron into 18 parts in the structure of each month, the author/
redactor abandoned the sexagesimal system of the nychthemeron division. The division 
into 18 parts, each representing 1/18 of the nychthemeron as a monthly change factor, 
is inherent in the Babylonian measurements based on the mina/shekel weight units. In ad-
dition, some clauses contain the fraction of 1/9 as a monthly change factor in the ratio of 
day to night. This factor, not yet explained in modern scholarship, can also be deduced 
from the numerical relationship in EAE XIV Table C.8

In the present study, I intend to examine the form and content of the clauses concern-
ing the movement of the sun in the sky as described in 1 En. 72:8–32. Since they refer to 
sunrise, sunset, and the return of the sun to the north during the night, they are formally 
different from the clauses depicting the duration of day and night in Part 2 of the structure 
of each month in the text in question. The distinctive element of the solar movement is the 
passage of the sun through six gates located on the eastern and western horizons.

Scholars point to a possible Mesopotamian origin for the two sets of six gates on  
the eastern and western horizons for the rising and setting of the celestial bodies  
in 1 En. 72:8–32.9 However, the origin of the clauses containing the information about 

8	 For the explanation of the two monthly change factors in 1 En. 72:8–32, as well as their meaning and origin, 
see H. Drawnel, “Time Intervals in 1 En. 72:8–32,” BA 15/4 (2025) 671–688, https://doi.org/10.31743/
ba.17380. This is the first study in modern scholarship that demonstrates the reliance of the author/redactor 
of 1 En. 72:8–32 on the early form of Babylonian astronomy, preceding that of the MUL.APIN astronomi-
cal-astrological compendium.

9	 For the systematic description of the gate system in 1 En. 72 and its unlikely relationship to the Babylonian 
astronomical-astrological compendium MUL.APIN, see J. Ben-Dov, Head of All Years: Astronomy and Calen-
dars at Qumran in their Ancient Context (STDJ 78; Leiden: Brill 2008) 184–189; cf. M. Albani, Astronomie 
und Schöpfungsglaube. Untersuchungen zum astronomischen Henochbuch (WMANT 68; Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener 1994) 200–208; E.  Ratzon, “The Gates Cosmology of the Astronomical Book of Enoch,” 
DSD 22/1 (2015) 97–98, https://doi.org/10.1163/15685179-12341336. In this study, we do not attempt 
to explain the origin of the gate system in relation to the position of the sun on the horizon at sunrise and 
sunset. Concerning this question, see O. Neugebauer, “Notes on Ethiopic Astronomy,” Or 33 (1964) 49–71, 
esp. 51–58. Eshbal Ratzon explains the gate system in 1 En. 72 and 4Q208–4Q209 frag. 22 as based on the 
zodiac invented in Mesopotamia around the fifth century BCE. She claims that the sources mentioned divide 
the horizon into six arcs parallel to the zodiacal signs, and taking the Aramaic word חרתיה (4Q209 7 III, 2, 5) of 
disputed meaning as ‘openings’ for the sun, classifies them as dissections of each arc (read ‘gate’) into 30 degrees; 
see Ratzon, “The Gates Cosmology of the Astronomical Book of Enoch,” 99–108. Since the meaning of the 
Aramaic term is not necessarily the one suggested by Ratzon (cf. E.M. Cook, Dictionary of Qumran Aramaic 
[Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns 2015] 91, ‘groove, course’), her interpretation must be taken cum grano salis. 
Moreover, nowhere do the Aramaic manuscripts and chapter 72 of 1 En. speak of ‘the openings’ as being 30 
in number, or of their being ‘degrees’ of each zodiacal signs. From the point of view of the literary structure, 
the two clauses in 4Q209 7 III, 2 and 5 disrupt the regular pattern of the lunar calculation, and as such, they 
represent a secondary attempt to synchronise the movement of the sun during the night (4Q209 7 III, 1 and 5, 
‘during this night’), not during the day. We still need to understand why the Aramaic author speaks of the 
nightly movement of the sun – perhaps in 1 En. 72:8–32 the first day of the month begins with a sunset. From 
this perspective, Ratzon’s interpretation of the Aramaic infinitive מלתא, ‘to come’ (4Q209 7 III, 2 and 5), as ‘to 
enter’ (she cites here the Hebrew באו) meaning ‘to set’, could be considered. Otherwise, the infinitive expresses 
the coming of the sun in its nightly journey to the successive gate from which it emerges, as the next verb פמלק, 
‘to go out’, shows. In fact, in some places in vv. 8–32, Part 1, the verb ‘to return’ is followed by ‘and enters’, which 
clearly indicates sunrise, cf. months II, 11b; III, 13b; IV, 15b; XI, b (= v. 29a); cf. also Drawnel, The Aramaic 

https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17380
https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17380
https://doi.org/10.1163/15685179-12341336
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the movement of the sun in its gates, being relatively simple in form and content, cannot 
be derived from Babylonian schematic astronomy.

The author/redactor of 1 En. 72: 8–32 contextualised the changing duration of day and 
night (Part 2 of the structure of each month) within the monthly scheme of 30 or 31 days 
at solstices and equinoxes in the annual cycle of the sun’s motion. His purpose was to 
create a schematic year of 364 days since the closing clause, 1 En. 72:32, specifically states: 
‘The year shall be 364 days.’ As other scholars have demonstrated, the scheme underlying 
this chapter is that of a 360-day Babylonian schematic year, which is consistent with the 
measurements of the changing duration of day and night contained in the Enochic chap-
ter.10 The addition of one day to the solsticial (VI, XII) and equinoctial (III, IX) months 
alters the pattern in question. The schematic year of 364 days, never attested in Babylonian 
sources, was created by the Enochic author/redactor or adopted from his Aramaic sources, 
which are not known to us today.11

In the following sections, I will discuss the literary structure of 1 En. 72:8–32, focusing 
on the description of each month. First, I will examine schematic clauses occurring in Part 1 
and their variations. Next, I will consider the relationships between Part 1 and Part 2 in 
vv. 8–32. Finally, the relationship between the motion of the sun and the duration of day 
and night in 1 En. 72:33–34 will be interpreted. It should be noted that the Ethiopic text 
locates the rising points of the sun on the horizon line, and there are no explicit relation-
ships to the zodiacal position of the sun in the sky.12

Astronomical Book, 300, n. 147. In 4Q208–209, the typical expression for the setting of the moon is ערב ועל 
‘it sets and enters’ (e.g.,, 4Q209 7 III, 1 and 5), also with the sun as the subject; see 4Q209 35, 2.

10	 See J.C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition (CBQMS 16; Washington, DC: 
The Catholic Biblical Association of America 1984) 33–51.

11	 See J. Steele, “Babylonian Astronomy and Enoch: Some Comments from the Perspective of the History of 
Babylonian Astronomy,” The Aramaic Books of Enoch and Related Literature from Qumran: Proceedings of the 
International Online Conference Organized by the Center for the Study of Second Temple Judaism of the John Paul 
II Catholic University of Lublin, in Cooperation with Enoch Seminar, 20–22 October 2020 (ed. H. Drawnel) 
(JSJSup 216; Leiden: Brill 2024) 116–123. Steele convincingly demonstrated that neither the MUL.APIN 
compendium nor any other source in ancient Babylonian astronomy bears witness to a 364-day year. This con-
firms the argument of Johannes Koch against that of Wayne Horowitz and Jonathan Ben-Dov, who pointed 
to MUL.APIN II ii 9–19 (‘ten additional days’) as speaking about the 364-day year, see J. Koch, “AO 6478, 
MUL.APIN und das 364 Tage-Jahr,” NABU 4 (1996) 97–99; J. Koch, “Kannte man in Mesopotamien das 
364 Tage-Jahr wirklich seit dem 7. Jahrhundert v. Chr?,” NABU 4 (1997) 109–112; J. Koch, “Ein für allemal: 
Das antike Mesopotamien kannte kein 364 Tage-Jahr,” NABU 4 (1998) 112–114; W. Horowitz, “The 360 
and 364 Day Year in Ancient Mesopotamia,” JANES 24/1 (1996) 35–44; W. Horowitz, “The 364 Day Year 
in Mesopotamia, Again,” NABU 2 (1998) 49–51; J. Ben-Dov – W. Horowitz, “The 364-Day Year in Mesopo-
tamia and Qumran,” Meghillot 1 (2003) 3–26.

12	 J.C. Fincke, W. Horowitz, and E. Ratzon have recently published the Late Babylonian cuneiform tablet BM 
76829, which reads numerical values (obv. 30; 20; 10; [0] 10 20 30) assigned to the zodiacal signs; the very 
fragmentary reverse associates two zodiacal signs with different numbers (29; 1); see J.C. Fincke – W. Horow-
itz – E. Ratzon, “BM 76829: A Small Astronomical Fragment with Important Implications for the Late 
Babylonian Astronomy and the Astronomical Book of Enoch,” Arch. Hist. Exact Sci. 75/2 (2021) 349–368. 
The editors interpreted the obverse numbers as designating the monthly rising points of the sun on the 
horizon; the reverse numbers relate days or intervals of days to zodiacal signs. According to Eshbal Ratzon, 
in the first case, the data point to the division of the eastern horizon into six sections, a predecessor of the ‘gates’ 
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1.	 The Structure of the Month – Part 1

The narrator of 1 En. 72 presents its content as ‘the law of the sun’, consisting of sunrise 
in the east and sunset in the west (v. 2). He adds essential information: in the eastern 
horizon and the western horizon, there are six gates for the sun, moon, and stars, with many 
windows on the left and right side of these gates (v. 3). Then he focuses on the sun, the great 
luminary, its shape, fire, and the chariot on which it rides, as well as its circular motion and 
return to the eastern gates through the north (v. 4). His brief introduction emphasises the 
importance of the gates in describing the motion of all the celestial luminaries and the sun’s 
privileged position in this celestial hierarchy. The narrator does not mention the monthly 
change in the duration of day and night discussed in Part 2 of the structure of the month, as 
if this subject were not of primary importance. 

After the introduction (vv. 2–4), the narrator continues with an extended presenta-
tion of the first month of the solar year (vv. 5–6), concentrating on the size of the fourth 
gate through which the sun emerges and on the twelve windows in the gate that radiate 
heat. Since neither of these items appears in the rest of the chapter, they are probably used 
to emphasise the importance of the beginning of the schematic year. Finally, he presents 
the successive months from v. 8 through v. 32. He closes the chapter with a note on the 
relationship between the sun’s movement in the gates and the duration of day and night 
(vv. 33–34), as well as with a summary of the first law concerning the sun and its regular 
motion (vv. 35–37).

The literary pattern for Part 1 is implied at the very beginning of the chapter: ‘the 
luminary, whose emergence is through the gates of heaven in the east, and its setting is 
through the gates of heaven in the west’ (v. 2). Almost the same phrase is repeated at 
the beginning of v. 3, explaining that the gates are used not only by the sun but also by 
the moon and the stars. The prominent position of the sun among the heavenly bodies 
is stated at the beginning of v. 4: ‘The first to emerge is the great luminary.’ Finally, the 
introduction (vv. 6–7a) to the entire description of the sun’s motion and the duration 
of day and night (vv. 8–32) focuses on month 1, emphasizing the importance of gate 4 
(ḫoḫt ʿabiyy, ‘great gate’13). In the introduction, there is no mention of Part 2 of the struc-
ture of the month, which is devoted to the changing length of day and night, suggesting 
the significance of Part 1 (the sun’s motion in its gates) to the narrator who intended to 
create a year composed of 364 days (v. 32c). On the other hand, the repetition of the infor-
mation about sunrise and sunset in a given gate (sections 1A and 1B of Part 1) is, strictly 

in 1 En. 72 and 4Q208–4Q209; the numbers on the reverse follow the same principle as in 4Q318 (correlation 
of the zodiac signs with dates) or in 4Q208–4Q209 frag. 22 (pp. 361–366). Since the numerical schemes in 
BM 76829 remain incomplete, their interpretation in the light of Enoch’s astronomy and 4Q318, proposed by 
Ratzon, must remain hypothetical.

13	 The adjective ‘great’ relates to its importance rather than to its size – this is the gate that stands at the beginning 
of the schematic year; all the gates are supposed to have the same size. For other opinions and possible Mesopo-
tamian background, see Albani, Astronomie und Schöpfungsglaube, 46, n. 14 and 156–157.
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speaking, unnecessary to convey the very details of the sun’s movement in the sky. Instead, 
the importance of the gates in the eastern and western horizons for the narrator, a propo-
nent of horizon-based astronomy, is stressed.

Part 1 is a literary whole, and its division into two sections proposed in this paper is 
to some extent artificial. It begins with the introduction of the main subject under discus-
sion (the sun), which remains the implied subject of the following clauses in the rest of the 
section. Section 1A of Part 1 concludes the description of the previous month by mention-
ing the sunrise and sunset in a gate (e.g., v. 11a, gate 4) already mentioned at the beginning 
of the preceding month (Part 1B; e.g., 8[b], gate 4). The sunrise mentioned in section 1B 
marks the beginning of the new month in the following gate. At the same time, the immedi-
ately preceding clause, ‘it returns to the east’, denotes the nocturnal journey of the sun, thus 
creating the link between the presence of the sun in the sky during the day in the preceding 
and following months. The literary pattern is inherent in the text, but in some cases, it has 
been modified or even eliminated. 

Table 1. The movement of the sun (Part 1)  
and duration of the nychthemeron (Part 2) in 1 En. 72:8–32

Verse Section Movement of the sun and duration of the nychthemeron

[From month XII (gate 3) to] month I (gate 4)

Part 1: Duration of day and night

[1A] [——————————]

8[b] 1B When the sun rises in the sky,
it emerges through that fourth gate for thirty mornings, 
and it accurately goes down in the fourth gate on the west side of the sky.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

10a 2A On that day the daytime is double amount longer than the nighttime – one-ninth;

10b 2B the daytime is exactly ten parts, and the nighttime exactly eight parts.

From month I (gate 4) to month II (gate 5)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

11a 1A The sun emerges from that fourth gate and sets through the fourth (gate).

11b 1B It returns [to the east and enters] the fifth gate in the east for thirty mornings and it 
emerges from it (gate 5) and sets through the fifth gate.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

12a 2A Then the daytime is longer by two parts;

12b 2B the daytime is eleven parts, while the nighttime grows shorter and is seven parts.

[From month II (gate 5)] to month III (gate 6)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

— [1A] [——————————]

13b 1B It returns to the east and enters the sixth (gate). It emerges and sets through the sixth gate 
for thirty-one days because of its sign.
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Verse Section Movement of the sun and duration of the nychthemeron

Part 2: Duration of day and night

14a 2A During that day the daytime is longer than the nighttime: the daytime is double the 
nighttime;

14b 2B the daytime is twelve parts, while the nighttime grows shorter and is six parts.

[From month III (gate 6)] to month IV (gate 6)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

— [1A]  [————————— —]

15b 1B The sun returns to the east and enters the sixth gate.
It rises from it and sets for thirty days.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

16a 2A When the thirty days are completed, daytime decreases one part exactly;

16b 2B the daytime is eleven parts and the nighttime seven parts.

From month IV (gate 6) to month V (gate 5)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

17a 1A The sun goes forth from the west from that sixth gate.

17b 1B It goes to the east and rises in the fifth gate for thirty mornings.
It again sets in the west, in the fifth gate in the west.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

18a 2A On that day the daytime decreases by two parts;

18b 2B the daytime is ten parts and the nighttime – eight parts.

From month V (gate 5) to month VI (gate 4)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

19a 1A The sun emerges from that fifth gate and sets through the fifth gate in the west.

19b 1B [It returns to the east and] It rises through the fourth gate because of its sign – in the 
fourth gate in the east – thirty-one mornings and sets in the west.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

20a 2A On that day the daytime is equal to the nighttime, it is the same;

20b 2B the nighttime is nine parts and daytime nine parts as well.

From month VI (gate [4]) to month VII (gate 3)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

21a 1A The sun emerges from that gate and sets in the west.

21b 1B It returns to the east and emerges through the third gate for thirty mornings and sets in 
the west through the third gate.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

22a 2A On that day the nighttime is longer than the daytime;

22c 2B the nighttime is ten parts exactly and the daytime eight parts.

From month VII (gate 3) to month VIII (gate 2)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

23a 1A The sun emerges from that third gate and sets through the third gate in the west.

23b 1B It returns to the east and emerges through the second gate in the east for thirty mornings;
in the same way it sets through the second gate in the west side of the sky.
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Verse Section Movement of the sun and duration of the nychthemeron

Part 2: Duration of day and night

[24a] [2A]  [——————————————————————————— —]

24b 2B On that day the nighttime is eleven parts and the daytime seven parts.

From month VIII (gate 2) to month IX (gate 1)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

25a 1A The sun emerges on that day from that second gate and sets in the west through the 
second gate.

25b 1B It returns to the east [and emerges] in the first gate for thirty-one mornings 
and sets through the first gate in the west of the sky.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

26a 2A On that day the nighttime is longer and is double the daytime;

26b 2B the nighttime is twelve parts exactly and the daytime six parts.

[From month IX (gate 1) to month X (gate 1)]

Part 1: Movement of the sun

27 [1A] [———————————] (Instead of month X, the following insertion is made: 
change in the motion of the sun: from gate 1 to 6 along the eastern horizon; see Table 2)

27 [1B] [———————————]

Part 2: Duration of day and night

28a 2A On that day the nighttime decreases in its length one-ninth (in relation to the daytime), 
that is, one part (in relation to the preceding month);

28b 2B the nighttime was eleven parts and the daytime – seven parts.

[From month X (gate 1)] to month XI (gate 2)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

— [1A] [———————————]

29a 1Bα The sun returned [to the east] and entered the second gate on the east

29b [––]  – it returns upon those starting points of its  own –

29c 1Bβ for thirty days it rises and sets.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

30a 2A On that day the nighttime decreases in its length;

30b 2B the nighttime is ten parts and the daytime eight parts.

From month XI [gate 2] to month XII (gate 3)

Part 1: Movement of the sun

31a 1A On that day the sun emerges from that gate (gate 2) and sets in the  west.

31b 1B It returns to the east and rises through the third gate for thirty-one mornings and sets in 
the west side of the sky.

Part 2: Duration of day and night

32a 2A On that day the nighttime decreases and is nine parts, and the daytime is nine parts.

32b 2B Daytime is equal to the nighttime.
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The successive solar months are not numbered, but the flow of the narrative, the gate 
number, and the duration of day and night in Part 2 make it clear that the listing begins 
with the first month of the schematic year. In the case of the months containing the solstices 
(VI, XII) and equinoxes (III, IX), Part 2 serves as a reliable guide. Month I, which marks 
the beginning of the year, was not preceded by Section 1A; since month XII ends the whole 
account, the author/redactor omits Section 1A at the beginning of month I (v. 8), which 
would complete the literary pattern and introduce month I and the beginning of a new 
annual cycle. He is interested in something other than the repetition of the annual motion 
of the sun in the gates on the horizon. Increasing the number of days in a month to 31 on 
solstices and equinoxes, he introduces an innovation concerning the chapter, thus creating 
his 364-day year (cf. 1 En. 72:32c). The same seems to be true for the syntagm ‘because of 
its sign’, which is reported irregularly (months III, VI, XII) in an unspecified connection 
with the same four cardinal days of the year.

Table 2. The movement of the sun (Part 1) in 1 En. 72:8–32

Verse Section Movement of the sun

[From month XII (gate 3) to ] month I (gate 4)

[1A] [——————————]

8[b] 1B When the sun rises in the sky,
it emerges through that fourth gate for thirty mornings,
and it accurately goes down in the fourth gate on the west side of the sky.

From month I (gate 4) to month II (gate 5)

11a 1A The sun emerges from that fourth gate and sets through the fourth (gate).

11b 1B It returns [to the east and enters] the fifth gate in the east for thirty mornings and it 
emerges from it (gate 5) and sets through the fifth gate.

[From month II (gate 5)] to month III (gate 6)

— [1A] [——————————]

13b 1B It returns to the east and enters the sixth (gate). It emerges and sets through the sixth 
gate for thirty-one days because of its sign.

[From month III (gate 6)] to month IV (gate 6)

— [1A] ——————————

15b 1B The sun returns to the east and enters the sixth gate.
It rises from it and sets for thirty days.

From month IV (gate 6) to month V (gate 5)

17a 1A The sun goes forth from the west from that sixth gate.

17b 1B It goes to the east and rises in the fifth gate for thirty mornings.
It again sets in the west, in the fifth gate in the west.

From month V (gate 5) to month VI (gate 4)

19a 1A The sun emerges from that fifth gate and sets through the fifth gate in the west.

19b 1B [It returns to the east and] It rises through the fourth gate because of its sign – in the 
fourth gate in the east – thirty-one mornings and sets in the west.
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Verse Section Movement of the sun

From month VI (gate [4]) to month VII (gate 3)

21a 1A The sun emerges from that gate and sets in the west.

21b 1B It returns to the east and emerges through the third gate for thirty mornings and sets in 
the west through the third gate.

From month VII (gate 3) to month VIII (gate 2)

23a 1A The sun emerges from that third gate and sets through the third gate in the west.

23b 1B It returns to the east and emerges through the second gate in the east for thirty 
mornings;
in the same way it sets through the second gate in the west side of the sky.

From month VIII (gate 2) to month IX (gate 1)

25a 1A The sun emerges on that day from that second gate and sets in the west through the 
second gate.

25b 1B It returns to the east [and emerges] in the first gate for thirty-one mornings 
and sets through the first gate in the west of the sky.

[From month IX (gate 1) to month X (gate 1)]

(27) [1A] [———————————]
(Instead of passage “month IX – month X”, an insertion occurs: “The sun has complet-
ed its starting points” [ʾarʾǝstihu], it goes around (yaʿawwǝd) again on those starting 
points of its own [zǝkku ʾarʾǝstihu] ).

(27) [1B] [———————————] (Second part of the insertion: “and enters each gate for 
thirty mornings and sets in the west opposite it.”)

[From month X (gate 1)] to month XI (gate 2)

— [1A] [———————————]

29a 1Bα The sun returned [to the east] and entered the second gate on the east

29b [––]  – it returns upon those starting points of its  own –

29c 1Bβ for thirty days it rises and sets.

From month XI [gate 2] to month XII (gate 3)

31a 1A On that day the sun emerges from that gate (gate 2) and sets in the  west.

31b 1B It returns to the east and rises through the third gate for thirty-one mornings and sets in 
the west side of the sky.

Several factors have disrupted the literary structure of Part 1. The secondary insertion 
of v. 27, devoted to the change of the sun’s motion on the eastern horizon, caused the omis-
sion of Part 1, which would have described the transition from month IX to X (end of 
month IX, beginning of month X, gate 1). Consequently, after the inserted v. 27,14 v. 28 
immediately begins with the duration of night and daytime. The omission of Part 1A at the 
end of month X (sunrise and sunset in gate 1) was probably caused by the same insertion. 
Moreover, the same v. 27 disrupted the literary pattern in 1B in v. 29 (sunrise and sunset in 
gate 2) by adding a clause borrowed from the inserted verse: ‘it returns upon those starting 
points of its own’ (v. 29b; cf. v. 27b). 

14	 Cf. section 2.2 in this study.
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The redactional activity in vv. 8–32 is also detectable in the addition of the modified 
solstice formulas, which are related to Part 2 in the structure of the month (vv. 9 and 15a); 
in the case of v. 15a, the addition affects Section 1A of Part 1 in month III.15 The solstice 
formula in v. 9 was inserted between Section 1B of Part 1 in v. 8 and the measurement of 
the duration of day and night in v. 10 (Part 2). The solstice formula of v. 22b was inserted 
between the statement of the duration of nighttime in relation to daytime (v. 22a) and the 
measurement of the duration of night and day (v. 22c).16 Since these two modifications and 
expansions of the literary pattern in vv. 9 and 22 are related to Part 2 of the structure of 
vv. 8–32, the disruption of the pattern does not directly affect Part 1. However, in one case, 
the redactor modified Section 1A of Part 1 in month III (v. 15a) to introduce an additional 
solstice formula: ‘The sun rises so that the day becomes shorter and the night longer.’ Only 
the reference to sunrise remains from the original form of the verse: ‘The sun rises [in that 
fifth gate and sets in the west through the fourth  gate ]’ (v. 15a).

2. Schematic Clauses in Part 1 

Part 1 can be interpreted as a unit describing the sun’s movement in the gates and its nightly 
return to the east. Although most schematic clauses that make up the whole unit preserve 
the same structure and repetitive vocabulary, there are many divergences from the pattern, 
mainly related to redactional activity. Section 1A concludes the description of the month, 
while Section 1B marks the beginning of the next month, noting the movement of the sun 
in the next gate. The clause ‘it returns to the east’ briefly records the sun’s nocturnal journey 
before its rising in the next gate, thus introducing the information about the following 
month. The inner division of the narrative can, therefore, be presented in the following 
manner:

1A. Emerging and Setting in the Xth gate
I. The sun emerges from the Xth gate
II. and sets through the Xth gate in the west;
1B. Nocturnal Travel, Emerging and Setting in the Yth gate
III. it returns to the east
IV. and enters/rises/emerges from the Yth gate for 30/31 mornings (because of its sign),
V. and sets through the Yth gate in the west (western side of the sky).

15	 Verse 9: ‘During those days, day becomes longer than day, and night becomes shorter than night up till thirty 
days’; v. 15a: ‘The sun rises so that the day becomes shorter and the night longer.’ The solstice formulas are 
inserted in the text after the information about the summer and winter solstice to inform the reader about the 
change in the duration of day and night between the two solstices. For the identification of the formulas in vv. 
8–32 of 1 En. 72 and the comparison with the early form of Babylonian schematic astronomy, see Drawnel, 
“The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses,” section 4.

16	 Verse 22: ‘Night becomes longer than night, day becomes shorter than day up till thirty days.’
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The clause ‘it returns to the east’, always beginning with the coordinating conjunction 
wa-, does not break the syntactic continuity between Sections 1A and 1B, but themat-
ically and structurally, it links the movement of the sun in one gate with the rising of 
the sun in the next gate, i.e. in the new month. Therefore, its assignment to Section 1B 
is conventional but not arbitrary. Whenever there are some disturbances in the literary 
structure, the clause opens Section 1B of Part 1, e.g.,  Section 1A was omitted after v. 12 
(from month II to III), and Section 1B begins with the clause: ‘it returns to the east.’ 
The same phenomenon occurs in v. 15b, which constitutes Section 1B (month IV), with 
Section 1A (v. 15a, month III) reworked into a solstice formula. The redactor of the text 
must have understood the clause about the night journey of the sun to belong to the fol-
lowing context, which speaks of the sunrise in the next gate. Considering the structure 
of the whole unit, the clause ‘it returns to the east’ stands in the centre, preceded and 
followed by the sequence: sunrise–sunset. The second reference to sunrise in clause IV 
is stylistically more variegated, with three different verbs expressing sunrise and the in-
formation about the number of days in a month. The latter results from the fact that the 
clause introduces a new month. It is also worthwhile to note that the author/redactor was 
anxious to note the number of the gate on the eastern and western horizons in clauses I–II 
and IV–V. Thus, the information provided in these clauses denotes the place and moment 
of sunrise and sunset without any interest in the sun’s travel in the daily sky between 
sunrise and sunset.

2.1. Nocturnal Travel – Section 1B, Clause III
The clause ‘it returns to the east’ is well preserved in the structure of the month, except for 
month I (v. 8), which begins the entire section. Its omission in v. 19b (month VI, gate 4) 
probably results from the redactional expansion of the equinoctial month’s description 
(‘because of its sign’) and the repetition of ‘in the fourth gate’ (omitted in mss. 2080 and 
Eth. II). Moreover, the regular verb yǝwaṣṣǝʾ, ‘it emerges’ (v. 19b), has been replaced by yǝśar-
rǝq, ‘it rises’ (cf. 17b; 31b). The second omission of the clause in month XI is caused by 
the insertion of another material in v. 27. In month XI (v. 29a), the verb is in the perfect 
tense (gabʾa), which is unusual. The verse contains a second use of the same verb, but in 
the regular imperfect, a borrowing from v. 27 and applied to month XI: ‘it returns upon 
(yǝgabbǝʾ diba) those starting points of its own’ (v. 29b).

Table 3. The sun’s return to the east (clause III)

Month, verse Text

[I, b ——————— ]. 

II, 11b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ) [to the east and enters] (wǝsta) the fifth gate in  (wǝsta) the east for 
thirty mornings.

III, 13b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ) to the east and enters the sixth (gate).
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Month, verse Text

IV, 15b The sun returns (yǝgabbǝʾ ba-) to the east and enters the sixth gate.

V, 17b It goes (yaḥawwǝr) to the east.

[VI,19b  ————————].

VII, 21b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ ba-) to the east.

VIII, 23b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ wǝsta) to the east.

IX, 25b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ ba-) to the east.

[X, (v. 27)  ———————].

XI, b (v. 29a) The sun returned (gabʾa) [to the east] and entered the second gate in (wǝsta) the east.

(XI, 29b  – it returns upon [yǝgabbǝʾ diba] those starting points of its own – ).

XII, 31b It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ ba-) to the east.

In some cases, the clause is followed by additional information about the sun entering 
the gate before sunrise: ‘and enters the xth gate’ (II, v. 11b; III, v. 13; IV, v. 15b; XI, v. 29a). 
The addition is perhaps redactional and is related to the idea of a gate on the horizon that 
the sun must enter before it emerges in the sky (cf. 72:5). In the case of month II (v. 11b), 
the text is faulty: ‘It returns (yǝgabbǝʾ) [to the east and enters] (wǝsta) the fifth gate.’ The verb 
‘to go’ instead of ‘to return’ occurs once: ‘It goes (yaḥawwǝr)’ ( v. 17b); it is a stylistic varia-
tion introduced under the influence of v. 5: ‘in order to reach (yǝḥor) the east.’

In v. 5, the narrator comments upon the nocturnal travel of the sun more extensively:

The wind blows the chariot where it rises, 
and the sun sets and returns through the north (yǝgabbǝʾ ʾǝnta masʿ) 
in order to reach (yǝḥor) the east. 
It is guided (yǝtmarrāḥ) so that it enters (yǝbāʾ) that gate 
and gives light in the firmament.

Aside from the wind blowing the sun’s chariot, two elements are missing from vv. 8–32: 
the return of the sun to the east through the north, and the sun being guided in this noc-
turnal journey. Both are consistent with the general understanding of the movement of 
the heavenly vessels in the sky elsewhere in the Astronomical Book. The first is attested in 
4Q209 23, 6–7 + 4Q210 1 II, 2a+b+c 16b–18 (77: 3): ‘[And the north (they call) North], 
because in it all the vessels (ערבי) of the sky hide (נפצין) and gather (מתכסנין/מתכסין) and 
revolve (חסרין), and go (לזאין) to the east of the sky (מלדחני שמיא).’ The sun being guided 
in its nightly journey, a second point missing from vv. 8–32, recalls the ‘law of the stars’ 
in 82:9–20, which lists the ‘leaders’ (marāḥǝyān) of the stars. The only connection of this 
section with the sun in chapter 72 is the division of the year into seasons, months, and 364 
days; in vv. 8–32, the sun is not ‘guided’ by any entity. Having in mind v. 5, the author/
editor interpreted vv. 8–32 from a broader perspective, adding information about the sun’s 
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motion from various sources. The sun’s return to the east through the northern region is 
a statement characteristic of horizon-based and naked-eye astronomy.

The text of 4Q209 7 III, 1–2 and 5–6 speaks of the night journey to the east. It is worth 
noting that its literary pattern differs from that found in 1 En. 72:8–32: ‘During this night 
the sun complet[es] the passage of all its paths that are in the first gate, and it begins again17 
to travel, and rise in its paths (ll. 1–2) [...] During this night the sun begins again to travel 
in [its] pa[ths, and to rise] in them (ll. 5–6).’ The text has been inserted into the literary 
pattern and information about periods of lunar visibility in the lunar month.18 In ll. 1–2, 
it marks the end of the solar month in which the sun stood in gate 1 and the return of the 
sun to its paths (night 8 of the lunar month); the second clause stresses the sun’s movement 
in its paths.19 From this perspective, it is related to 1 En. 72:27, which mentions the change 
in the movement of the sun on the eastern horizon at the winter solstice and the beginning 
of the sun’s travel to the north. The Aramaic verses 1–2 speak about the completion of the 
solar paths in gate 1, but they remain silent about the next gate to which the sun passes. 
The information about the beginning of the sun’s movement in vv. 5–6 (night 9 of the lunar 
month, lunar gate 5) suggests the start of the solar month, but again, the number of the gate 
for the sun, whether gate 1 (month X) or gate 2 (month XI) is not given.20

2.2. The Sun Emerges – Sections 1A and 1B, Clauses I and IV
The rising of the sun in a gate is mentioned twice, at the end of a month (1A, clause I) 
and at the beginning of the following (1B, clause IV). In the second case, it is preceded by 
information about the sun’s nightly journey (cf. section 2.1) and followed by a short clause 
about its setting (cf. section 2.3). The sun as the subject of Part 1 (1A+1B) appears in the 
first opening clause and is not repeated in the following text.

17	 The two insertions contain the Aramaic infinitive מלתב, ‘to return’, which complements the paratactically con-
nected verb and should be rendered adverbially ‘again’: ‘and (the sun) begins to come again and to emerge in 
its paths’ (l. 2); ‘the sun begins to come again in [its] paths,’ see T. Muraoka, A Grammar of Qumran Aramaic 
(ANES 38; Leuven: Peeters 2011) 180, § 56b; Ratzon, “The Gates Cosmology of the Astronomical Book of 
Enoch,” 102, translates the infinitive as ‘to return’, which does not seem to be a correct rendering.

18	 Drawnel, The Aramaic Astronomical Book, 298–300.
19	 J.T. Milik (The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave 4: With the Collaboration of Matthew Black 

[Oxford: Clarendon 1976] 281, 283) overinterprets 4Q209 7 III, 1–2, when he states that according to vv. 
1–2 the sun completes its course in gate 1 and then begins to travel again in gate 1: ‘it begins again to go and 
to come out through these sections (i.e. , of the first gate).’ The second part of his interpretation is inadequate: 
the Aramaic text is silent about the second gate number; the stress is on the solar paths, that is, on the solar 
movement, and the beginning of the new month for the sun is marked in 4Q209 7 III 5–6 with the stress laid 
again on the solar pahts: ‘During this night the sun begins again to travel in [its] pa[ths, and to rise] in them’; 
note Milik’s addition to the translation of the text: ‘(i.e. of the first gate)’. 

20	 Citing 1 En. 72:25–27, Milik (The Books of Enoch, 283) interprets 4Q209 7 III, 1–2 as indicating the passage 
from month 9 to month 10 (from gate 1 to gate 1). He overlooks the fact that the Aramaic text is closer to 
1 En. 72:27, which is an insertion that speaks about the circular movement of the sun on its starting points. 
Moreover, if the Aramaic text talks about the passage from one gate to the other, it does not mention the gate 
to which it passes, so more than one interpretation is possible.



Henryk Drawnel  ·  The Solar Month in 1 En. 72:8–3 459

The verb ‘it emerges’ (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ) is usually followed by the preposition ʾ ǝm ‘from’ (I, v. 11a; 
II, v. 11a; IV, v. 17a; IV, v. 17a; V, v. 19a; VI, v. 21a; VII, v. 23a; VIII, v. 25a; XI, v. 31a) 
or ba- ‘through’ (I, v. 6; III, v. 13; VII, v. 21b; IX, v. 25b); ʾǝnta ‘through, by way of ’ (I, v. 6, 
8b; IX, v. 25b); wǝsta ‘in’ (VIII, v. 23b). The most frequently used syntagm – ‘emerges 
from’ (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝm) – faithfully renders the Aramaic פנק מן attested in 4Q208–4Q209, 
e.g., 4Q209 7 II, 10, of the moon that exits the gate. However, in most cases, the Aramaic 
lacks the prepositional phrase, and the gate is only implied, e.g., 4Q209 2 II, 10; 5, 5; 7 II, 
4, etc. The insertion of the sun into the lunar calculation in 4Q209 7 III, 2, 5 uses the verb 
in the infinitive with the preposition -ב, ‘to emerge in its paths’ (פמלק בחרתיה). In the Ethi-
opic text, the preposition ba- renders the Aramaic -ב as in the case of the east wind, which 
emerges through/in the second gate in 4Q210 1 II 1, 5; the Ethiopic ʾǝnta and wǝsta prob-
ably go back to the same Aramaic preposition.

The verb waṣʾa, ‘to come out, emerge’, indicates the moment of sunrise in a particular 
section of the horizon conceptualised in this text and elsewhere as ‘gates’. The insertion in 
v. 27 is more precise, speaking of the ‘rising points’ in each gate. Although the verb waṣʾa, ‘to 
exit’, is synonymous with the verb śarqa, ‘to rise’, in this context, the difference is significant 
and noted by the author/redactor of 1 En. 72: ‘When the sun rises (yǝśarrǝq) in the sky, 
it emerges through (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝnta) that fourth gate’ (I, v. 8). However, here the verb śarqa, 
‘to rise’, (Aramaic דחנ)21 in some cases substitutes the verb waṣʾa, ‘to exit’: ‘it rises through’ 
(yǝśarrǝq ba-; V, v. 17b; VI, v. 19b; XII, v. 31b) or ‘from’ (ʾǝmǝnnehā; IV, v. 15b) a gate. 
The substitution is probably due to the stylistic diversity of the text intended by its author 
or to a later intervention of its Aramaic redactor.

Table 4. The rising of the sun (clauses I and IV)

Month, verse Clauses I and IV

From month XII (gate 3) to] month I (gate 4)

[XII, a —————————— gate 3].

I, 8[b] When the sun rises in (yǝśarrǝq ʾǝm) the sky, it emerges through (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝnta) that fourth 
gate for thirty mornings .

From month I (gate 4) to month II (gate 5)

I, 11a The sun emerges from (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝm-) that fourth gate.

II, 11b and it emerges from it (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝmmǝnehā) (gate 5).

[From month II (gate 5)] to month III (gate 6)

[II, a ——————————, gate 5].

III, 13b It emerges (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ) and sets through (ba-) the sixth gate for thirty-one days because of its sign.

21	 The primary meaning of the Aramaic דחנ is ‘to shine’ (of a heavenly body), hence ‘to rise’. 
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Month, verse Clauses I and IV

[From month III (gate 6)] to month IV (gate 6)

[III, a ——————, gate 6].

IV, 15b It rises from it (yǝśarrǝq ʾǝmǝnnehā) (gate 6).

From month IV (gate 6) to month V (gate 5)

IV, 17a The sun goes forth from the west (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝmenna mǝʿrāb) from that sixth gate.

V, 17b and rises in (yǝśarrǝq ba-) the fifth gate for thirty mornings.

From month V (gate 5) to month VI (gate 4)

V, 19a The sun emerges from (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ … ʾǝm-) that fifth gate.

VI, 19b It rises through (yǝśarrǝq ba-) the fourth gate because of its sign – in the fourth gate in (ba-)  
the east – thirty-one mornings.

From month VI (gate [4]) to month VII (gate 3)

VI, 21a The sun emerges from (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝm-) that gate [gate 4].

VII, 21b and emerges through (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ba-) the third gate for thirty mornings.

From month VII (gate 3) to month VIII (gate 2)

VII, 23a The sun emerges from (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝm-) that third gate.

VIII, 23b and emerges through (﻿yǝwaṣṣǝʾ wǝsta) the second gate in (ʾǝm-) the east for thirty mornings.

From month VIII (gate 2) to month IX (gate 1)

VIII, 25a The sun emerges (﻿yǝwaṣṣǝʾ) on that day from (ʾǝm-) that second gate

IX, 25b [and emerges] in (ba-) the first gate for thirty-one mornings.

[From month IX (gate 1) to month X (gate 1)]

[IX, a (27) —————————— gate 1].

[X, b (27) —————————— gate 1].

[From month X (gate 1)] to month XI (gate 2)

[X, a —————————— gate 1].

XI, b (29c) for thirty days it rises (yǝśarrǝq) (gate 2).

From month XI [gate 2] to month XII (gate 3)

XI, 31a On that day the sun emerges (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝm) from that gate (gate 2).

XII, 31b and rises through (yǝśarrǝq ba-) the third gate for thirty-one mornings.

In most instances, the Ethiopic verb waṣʾa, ‘to exit, emerge’, is followed by the preposi-
tion ʾǝm, ‘from (the gate)’ (I, v. 11a; II, v. 11b; IV, v. 17a; V, v. 19a; VI, v. 21a; VII, v. 23a; 
VIII, v. 25a; XI, v. 31a). In these cases, the underlying Aramaic phrase is פנק מן, found in 
the description of the motion of the moon in the six gates in 4Q208–4Q209, cf. 4Q209 
7 II, 10. The Ethiopic verb is also followed by ba- (III, v. 13b; VII, v. 21b; [IX, v. 25b]), 
which goes back to the Aramaic -פנק ב, cf. the exit of the winds through the gates in 4Q210 
1 II, 4, 7, and 9; the Ethiopic westa ‘in, through’ (VIII, v. 23b) and ʾǝnta (I, v. 8) may go back 
to the same preposition. 
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There are several irregularities in the analysed text. The insertion of v. 27 (the sun 
returns to the north) into the texture of the schematic clauses caused a major disruption 
in the literary structure of the chapter.22 The entire unit describing the sun’s stay in gate 1 
(IX, 2A and X, 2B) was cut, along with the concluding part of month X (1A). In addi-
tion, the verbs in v. 29a (XI, 1B) were changed to the past tense. The redactor added 
a clause (v. 29b) about the rising points of the sun, modelled on v. 27. The clauses in VIII, 
v. 25a and XI, v. 31a use the adverbial ba-yǝʾǝti ʿǝlat, ‘on that day’, a redactional addition 
from 2A that was erroneously inserted in Part 1. The adverb of time in Part 2 connects the 
information about the relation of day and night with Part 1, the movement of the sun in 
its gates. In IX, v. 25b the verb ‘to emerge’ has been omitted: ‘it returns to the east’ [and 
emerges] in (ba-) the first gate for thirty-one mornings. Finally, in IV, v. 17a, the sun is 
said to ‘emerge from the west (yǝwaṣṣǝʾ ʾǝmenna mǝʿrāb) from this sixth gate’. Unless the 
adverbial syntagm ‘from the west’ refers to the nocturnal movement of the sun from west 
to east (cf. the following ‘it goes to the east’), which is unlikely, its use in this part of the 
literary structure is unusual and out of place. Its current position in the structure of the 
clause must have been caused by the omission of the syntagm ‘and sets’, cf. e.g., v. 19a (1A).

The information about the sunrise in the following gates (clause IV) is supplemented 
by the information about the stay of the sun in a gate, either for 30 days (I, v. 8[b]; V, v. 17b; 
VII, v. 21b; VIII, v. 23b; XI, [b] [v. 29c]) or for 31 days (III, v. 13b, VI, v. 19b; IX, v. 25b; 
XII, v. 31b), the latter being supplemented by the phrase ‘because of its sign’ (III, v. 13b; 
VI, v. 19b; [IX, v. 25b]). The number of days in a month is given only in Section 1B, which 
stands at the beginning of each month. Thus, Section B of Part 1 seems to be more impor-
tant for the flow of the narrative than Section 1A, which closes the month and initiates the 
process of transmission to the next gate. The omission of the number of days in the month 
in X, [b] along with the entire month X results from the artificial insertion of v. 27 into 
the structure of the chapter.

Section 1A (sunrise and sunset in an  Xth gate; clauses I and II) concludes the descrip-
tion of the month with its measurement of the duration of daytime and night. At the same 
time, it opens Part 1 of the structure, which is devoted to the monthly movement of the 
sun. It always begins with the same subject (‘the sun’) and notes the sun’s rising from a gate 
and its setting in the same gate (I, v. 11a; IV, v. 17a; V, v. 19a; VI, v. 21a; VII, v. 23a; VIII, 
v. 25a; XI, v. 31a). It was omitted in II, [a] (gate 5); III, [a] (gate 6); IX, [a] (gate 1) (v. 27); 
X, [a] (gate 1). 

While Section 1B is well preserved in the Ethiopic text, the omission of Section 1A 
is more frequent. Since this section repeats the information found in Section 1B, its 
inadvertent omission is more likely; this seems to be the case in II, [a] and X, [a]. In the 
case of III, [a], the schematic clause has been transformed into a solstice formula: 
‘The sun rises (so that the daytime becomes shorter and the night longer)’ (v. 15a). 

22	 For the discussion concerning the insertion of v. 27 into the structure of chapter 72, see Drawnel, “The Literary 
Structure and Schematic Clauses,” section 5.
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The omission of IX, [a] is due to the secondary insertion of v. 27 into the literary struc-
ture of vv. 8–32.

2.3. The Setting of the Sun – Sections 1A and 1B, Clauses II and V
The information about the setting of the sun in the gate is the second formulaic clause in 
Sections 1A and 1B of Part 1 in the pattern of the month in vv. 8–32. Its omission in II, [a]; 
III, [a]; IX, [a]; X, [a]; XI, [a] (clause II) is caused by the factors listed for the omission of 
Section 1A in § 2.2. The omission of the sunset in IV, v. 17a (‘The sun goes forth from the 
west’) is due to the revision of the first clause with the noun ‘the west’, erroneously placed 
in the clause that should speak of the sunrise. The reference to the gate was omitted in IV, 
v. 15b and XI, [b] (v. 29a+c), and the contributing factor may have been the presence of the 
gate number in the additional clause ‘and enters the xth gate’, which is part of the nocturnal 
journey of the sun (cf. 2.1).

The phrase mǝʿrāba samāy, lit. ‘west of the sky’ (I, v. 8[b]; XII, v. 31b; VIII, v. 23b), 
denotes the western part of the horizon, where the six gates, in which the sun sets, are 
located. Its Aramaic retroversion שמיא   antithetically corresponds to the preserved מערב
Aramaic syntagm for the eastern part of the horizon in the plural, 4) מדחני שמיאQ209 23, 6; 
1 En. 77:3) or in the singular מדחנ שמיא (4Q210 1 II 2b, 17; 1 En. 77:3). The phrase ʾǝnta 
mǝʿrāb, ‘in the west’, lit. ‘in the direction of the west’, in v. 17b and v. 19a, indicates the loca-
tion of the gate on the western horizon, just as in ʾǝnta mǝʿrāba samāy (I, v. 8[b]).

Table 5. The setting of the sun (clauses II and V)

Month, verse Clauses II and V

From month XII (gate 3) to] month I (gate 4)

[XII, a —————————— gate 3].

I, 8[b] […] and it accurately goes down in the fourth gate on the west side of the sky (ʾǝnta mǝʿrāba 
samāy).

From month I (gate 4) to month II (gate 5)

I, 11a […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the fourth (gate).

II, 11b […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb wǝsta) the fifth gate.

[From month II (gate 5)] to month III (gate 6)

[II, a ————————— gate 5].

III, 13b […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the sixth gate for thirty-one days because of its sign.

[From month III (gate 6)] to month IV (gate 6)

[III, a ————————— gate 6].

IV, 15b […] and sets (yaʿārrǝb) for thirty days [gate 6].

From month IV (gate 6) to month V (gate 5)

[IV, 17a ————————— gate 6].

V, 17b It again sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west, in the fifth gate in the west (ʾǝnta mǝʿrāb).
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Month, verse Clauses II and V

From month V (gate 5) to month VI (gate 4)

V, 19a […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the fifth gate in the west (ʾǝnta mǝʿrāb).

VI, 19b […] and sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west.

From month VI (gate [4]) to month VII (gate 3)

VI, 21a […] and sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west.

VII, 21b […] and sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west through the third gate.

From month VII (gate 3) to month VIII (gate 2)

VII, 23a […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the third gate in the west.

VIII, 23b […] in the same way it sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the second gate in the west side of the sky 
(ba- mǝʿrāba samāy).

From month VIII (gate 2) to month IX (gate 1)

VIII, 25a […] and sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west through the second gate.

IX, 25b […] and sets through (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the first gate in the west side of the sky (ba- mǝʿrāba samāy).

[From month IX (gate 1) to month X (gate 1)]

[IX, a (v. 27) ————————— gate 1].

[X, b (v. 27) ————————— gate 1].

[From month X (gate 1)] to month XI (gate 2)

[X, a ————————— gate 1].

XI, b (v. 29a+c) […] and sets (yaʿārrǝb) (gate 2).

From month XI [gate 2] to month XII (gate 3)

XI, 31a […] sets in (yaʿārrǝb ba-) the west [gate 2].

XII, 31b […] and sets in the west side of the sky (yaʿārrǝb ba- mǝʿrāba samāy) (gate 3).

3. 	�The Separation of Daytime and Night and the Course 
of the Sun

The concluding part of chapter 72 (vv. 33–34) begins with a comment on the relationship 
between the changing length of day and night (Part 2 of the structure of the month) and 
the motion of the sun in the sky (Part 1 of the structure of the month). Since Neugebauer’s 
comments on these two verses, scholars have interpreted v. 33 as formulating a general rule 
pointing to the course of the sun in its gates as the cause of the changing length of day and 
night. However, it is not at all certain that the course of the sun in v. 34 refers to its rising in 
the gates. The two verses are as follows:
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The length of the day and of the night and the shortness of the day and of the night – they are separated 
(yǝtlellay) by23 the course of the sun. For this purpose ( baʾǝntiʾahu),24 it grows25 more distant (yǝnawwǝḫ)26 
(from the horizon) day by day and night by night, and27 it grows nearer (yǝqarrǝb) (the horizon) (day by 
day and night by night)  (vv. 33–34 ).

In the first sentence, it is said that the sun’s course is instrumental in dividing the length 
and shortness of day and night. The sentence indirectly summarises vv. 8–32, where the 
sun’s course caused the change in the duration of daytime and night. The same function is 
attributed to the sun in an Akkadian hymn to Šamaš, in which the sun is described as the 
one ‘who shortens the days and lengthens the nights’.28 However, the verb ‘to divide’ and, 
consequently, ‘to separate’, introduces a different perspective not found in the calculation 
of the duration of daytime and night based on an arithmetical pattern. The Lt verb lelaya, 
‘to be divided’, in v. 33 indicates that the Jewish redactor of chapter 72 rooted his remarks in 
the Genesis account of creation, where the function of the ‘luminaries’ (mǝʾōrō ṯ) is the sep-
aration (lǝha ḇdîl) between the day and the night (Gen 1:14) and between light and dark-
ness (Gen 1:18; cf. Gen 1:4).29 The perspective in v. 33 has shifted to the sun only and the 
subject of the division are two antithetical and abstract concepts related to, but not iden-
tical with, the measurement of the duration of day and night in Part 2B of the structure of 
the month in vv. 8–32. These two abstract concepts, ‘length’ and ‘shortness’, do not express 
the dynamic process of time measurement (Part 2B) but rather the result of that process. 

Thus, the entire sentence in v. 33 interprets the role of the sun in vv. 8–32 with recourse 
to the terminology rooted in the creation of the heavenly lights, especially in Gen 1:14: ‘Let 
there be lights in the firmament of the heaven to separate the day from the night’ (RSV). 

23	 A. Dillmann, Das Buch Henoch (Leipzig: Vogel 1853) 44, ‘through (Ger. durch) the course of the sun’. 
The preposition ba- may have a causative meaning here, cf. causa efficiens in A. Dillmann, Lexicon linguae aethi-
opicae cum indice latino (Leipzig: Weigel 1865; reprint New York: Ungar 1955) 477; the second interpretation 
of the preposition expresses the norm according to which (κατά) the division takes places; ibidem, 477. Since 
the course of the sun causes the division of the day and night as well as the change in their length, the causative 
meaning is preferable.

24	 Lit. ‘for the purpose of it.’ The pronominal suffix -hu attached to baʾǝntiʾa- anaphorically refers to the division 
caused by the course of the sun in the preceding verse; note the singular wǝʾǝtu yǝtlellay; cf. W. Leslau, Com-
parative Dictionary of Ge‘ez (Classical Ethiopic): Ge‘ez-English / English-Ge‘ez with an Index of the Semitic Roots 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2006) 32–33. The whole syntagm cannot be rendered causally, ‘for this reason’, for 
the separation between the duration of day and night in v. 33 is the result, not the cause , of the changing solar 
altitude mentioned in v. 34.

25	 The subject of the verb is the course of the sun from the preceding clause.
26	 In most occurrences in chapter 72, the Ethiopic verb noḫa denotes the duration of the day or night, ‘to be, 

become long, longer’ (vv. 9, 10a, 12a, 14a; vv. 22a, 26a); here, however, as a counterpart to qarba, it means ‘to 
be high, to grow distant’, a meaning well attested in Gǝʿǝz, cf. Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of Ge‘ez, 409.

27	 Read the conjunction wa- with mss. g, 2080(marg), T9, q, m.
28	 Wilfred G. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature (Oxford: Clarendon 1960) 137, l. 180. 
29	 See A. Schellenberg, “‘And God Separated the Light from the Darkness’ (Gen 1,4): On the Role of Borders in 

the Priestly Texts of the Pentateuch,” Borders: Terminologies, Ideologies, and Performances (ed. A. Weissenried-
er) (WUNT 1/366; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2016) 23–41.
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The redactor of 1 En. 72 does not mention the actual units of time characteristic of Part 2B 
of the structure of the month (18 ‘parts’) but focuses on the separation process between 
the length and shortness of day and night caused by the sun. In doing so, he goes one step 
further than the biblical text in Gen 1:14, which establishes time units (day and night) 
but says nothing about how they are measured. Since the sun also moves during the night 
(cf. section 2.1), it determines the duration of the night (measured in vv. 8–32, Part 2B), 
so that the function of the moon as the lesser luminary ruling over the night in Gen 1:18 
is not present here – the law of the moon in 1 En. 73:1–3 emphasises the dependence of 
the moon on the light it receives from the sun; thus, the moon is subordinate to the sun, 
in marked contrast to the Mesopotamian tradition.30 

Therefore, the clause in v. 33 does not denote ‘the variability of the length of daylight 
and night caused by the variability of the sun’s positions in the gates’, as explained by Otto 
Neugebauer.31 He translates the Lt imperfect yǝtlellay as ‘to vary’, a meaning never attested 
for the verb lelaya.32 Moreover, there is no trace of the gate system in v. 33, and the Ethiopic 
clause does not denote any time measurement proper to vv. 8–32.

Likewise, the Ethiopic clause in v. 34 does not speak of the movement of the sun in its 
gate, i.e. the changing rising amplitude of the sun, as Neugebauer suggests. Rather, it refers 
to the course of the sun in the sky, not to its rising in the gates on the eastern  horizon . 
The redactor of the literary framework for vv. 8–32 discusses here the changing altitude of 
the sun in the sky during the year, which can only refer to the change in the daily elevation 
of the sun in relation to the horizon plane, reaching its maximum on the day of the summer 
solstice and its minimum on the day of the winter solstice. This is a simple way of dealing 
with the daily upper culmination of the sun as it crosses the meridian.33 The redactor cor-

30	 For the paradigm shift in chapter 72 of 1 En., see Steele, “Babylonian Astronomy and Enoch,” 123–125.
31	 O. Neugebauer, “Appendix A. The ‘Astronomical’ Chapters of the Ethiopic Book of Enoch (72–82): With 

Additional Notes on the Aramaic Fragments by Matthew Black,” M. Black, The Book of Enoch or I Enoch: 
A New English Edition with Commentary and Textual Notes (SVTP 7; Leiden: Brill 1985) 391. His comments 
on vv. 33–35 are correct astronomically but go against the plain meaning of the Ethiopic verb: ‘The variability 
of the length of daylight and night is caused by the variability of the sun’s positions in the gates (cf. verse 27), 
i.e. by the changing rising amplitude, as is indeed the case’ (p. 395).

32	 Cf. Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of Ge‘ez, 314. Since Dillmann’s translation and commentary until Neuge-
bauer, scholars have correctly translated the Ethiopic verb, ‘they are distinguished (lit. separated)’; the transla-
tion is based on Dillmann; see Dillmann, Das Buch Henoch, 44, ‘werden sie verschieden’, footnote 1: ‘eigentlich: 
geschieden, getrennt’; cf. also p. 226 of the same commentary.

33	 The author of chapter 72 does not make any reference to the use of the gnomon as a way of measuring solar 
elevation angle, and the schematic division of the nychthemeron into 18 intervals modelled on Babylonian 
schematic astronomy is based on an arithmetical pattern rather than gnomon measurements. MUL.APIN II 
ii 21–II ii 42 contains a scheme that relates the length of the shadow cast by a vertical gnomon with the time 
measured after sunrise or before sunset for different months of the year, cf. H. Hunger – J. Steele, The Babylo-
nian Astronomical Compendium MUL.APIN (SWAMW; London – New York: Routledge 2019) 216–219. 
The MUL.APIN scheme, however, does not bear at all on the interpretation of 1 En. 72:33–34. For the pres-
ence of an artifact at Qumran that may be identified as a gnomon, see M. Albani – U. Glessmer, “Un instru-
ment de mesures astronomiques à Qumrân,” RB 104 (1997) 88–115; P. Tavardon, “Un complexe scientifique 
à Qumrân: Le disque de pierre, les clepsydres et les mišmarot,” Hokhmat Sopher: Mélanges offerts au Profes-
seur Émile Puech en l’honneur de son quatre-vingtième anniversaire (eds. J.-S. Rey – M. Staszak) ( EBib NS 88; 
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relates the solar altitude with the course of the sun, which causes the division between the 
length and shortness of daytime and night, as noted in v. 33. Indeed, the sun’s altitude in-
creases from the winter solstice to the summer solstice, and the opposite happens from the 
summer solstice to the winter solstice.34 The elliptical clause expresses this second part of 
the schematic year in v. 34: ‘and it grows nearer (day by day and night by night)’. 

Modern translators of these two clauses omit the conjunction wa- in the second clause 
before the verb yǝqarrǝb (v. 34) and translate the verb as ‘it grows shorter’; hence ‘its course 
grows longer day by day and night by night it grows shorter.’35 However, the verb qarba does 
not mean ‘to be, to become short’ (temporal sense) but ‘to draw near, to approach’ (spatial 
sense).36 The astronomical principle resulting from the temporal understanding of the verb 
qarba is untenable in this context, for the implied change in the length of daytime and night 
would be valid for half a year only, from the winter solstice to the summer solstice and not 
for the whole schematic year. 

4. Combining Two Different Literary Structures

The analyses presented demonstrate the formulaic and repetitive language used in Part 1 
of the structure of the month, found in 1 En. 72:8–32. The formulaic clauses describe the 
regular motion of the sun in the twelve-month period, with one month as the basic unit of 
time. In constructing Part 1 of the structure of the month, the redactor intended to express 
the basic elements in the monthly motion of the sun: rising, setting, and nightly return to 
the east. He was not interested in the diurnal travel of the sun in the sky but in the moment 
of the rising and setting to explain the creation of a month composed of 30 or 31 days. 
The emphasis in the narrative is laid on the passage of the sun from one month to the next – 
this is the reason for including a short clause about the nightly journey of the sun and its 

Leuven: Peeters 2021) 283–324. At Qumran, Tavardon also identified remains of four jars with outlets at the 
 bottom that might have served as a sand clock, a more precise form of time measurement, as he claims, than the 
water clock commonly assumed to be used for time measurements in Mesopotamia.

34	 Concerning vv. 33–35, Neugebauer (“‘Astronomical’ Chapters,” 395), claims that ‘the variability of the length 
of daylight and night is caused by the variability of the sun’s position in the gates (cf. v. 27), i.e., by the changing 
rising amplitude, as is indeed the case.’ However, he does not explain how his claim relates to the text of v. 34 
but translates the verb yǝqarrǝb as ‘(becomes) shorter’, which changes the meaning of the verse; cf. Leslau, Com-
parative Dictionary of Ge‘ez, 409.

35	 VanderKam translates the sentence as proposed in this study (“1 Enoch 72–82: The Book of the Luminaries,” 
427). The non-inclusion of the correct version in his translation on p. 417 probably results from the influence of 
Neugebauer’s interpretation of vv. 33–35 on the American scholar. Dillmann translates the imperfect ﻿yǝqar-rǝb 
in the second part of the sentence as follows: ‘its nightly course (becomes) shorter nightly’ (‘ihr Nachtlauf nächt-
lich kürzer’) (Das Buch Henoch, 44); yet in note 2, he adds a comment on the verb qarba: ‘literally “closer,” that is, 
in the spatial sense’ (‘wörtlich: “näher,” nämlich räumlich’). His explanation contradicts his proposed translation, 
but his intuition about the spatial dimension of the sun’s course expressed by the Ethiopic verb is correct. 

36	 The verb qarba never denotes a time period in ancient Ethiopic; see Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of 
Ge‘ez, 440.
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‘emerging’ in the east. Section 1A, which concludes the previous month with its calculation 
of the duration of daytime and nighttime, serves the same literary purpose. It informs about 
the movement of the sun in a gate at the end of a month, while Section 1B continues with 
the passage of the sun to the next gate where it rises and sets in the next month. Neither the 
name nor the number of the following month is listed, as they seem irrelevant to the author 
of the text.

The concept of the ‘gate’ on the eastern and western horizon as the place of the sunset 
and sunrise is paramount in the presentation of the solar month. The number of days the 
sun spends in a ‘gate’ (whether 30 or 31 at solstices and equinoxes) constitutes the basic 
unit of time – the solar month. With a few exceptions, the gate and its number are repeated 
twice in Sections 1A and 1B, each containing the gate number corresponding to the follow-
ing month. The emphasis on the gates in the narrative proves that the rising and setting of 
the sun were essential to the author/redactor of 1 En. 72:8–32. 

The literary relationship between Part 1 and Part 2 is unusual – Part 1 does not intro-
duce the content of Part 2, and Part 2 is distinct from Part 1. The temporal phrase bawǝʾǝtu 
ʿelat, ‘on that day’, (72:10a, 14b, 18a, 20a, 22a, 24b, 26a, 28a, 30a, 32), which begins Part 2 
of the structure of the month, links Section 1B (sunrise and sunset in gate x) with Part 2.37 
However, the usual translation ‘on that day’ has no antecedent in the preceding context 
in Section 1B, which speaks of the number of days in a month, not of any particular day; 
consequently, the reader does not know what day of the month the text of Part 2A refers 
to. The reader must infer that the temporal phrase denotes the last day of the month when 
the measurement of the duration of daytime and night in Section 2B takes place. 

In Section 2B, the form of the schematic clauses, as well as the division of the nych-
themeron into 18 ‘parts’, reflect their cuneiform predecessors in EAE XIV Table C, which 
measures the same time periods on days 15 and 30 of the schematic month composed of 
30 days in the 360-day year.38 The measurements are taken twice a month, on the full 
moon and new moon days. Both the schematic clauses in Section 2A of vv. 8–32 and the 
division of the nychthemeron into 18 ‘parts’ derive from the early form of Babylonian 
astronomy, of which EAE XIV Table C is an important example.39 Table C does not 
discuss the rising or setting of the sun, and the month always has 30 days, so the 360-day 
year widely used in cuneiform sources underlies the entire calculation. Although there are 

37	 The Ethiopic clause reminds the reader of the astronomical diaries in cuneiform literature published by Sachs 
and Hunger, cf. A.J. Sachs – H. Hunger, Astronomical Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia. I. Diaries from 
652 B.C. to 262 B.C. ( DÖAW 195; Wien: Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 1988). The cu-
neiform phrase ūmu šū (log. U4 BI), ‘on that day’, is found there in connection with the measurements of the 
heavenly bodies during daily observations; cf. J. Hackl – J. Oelsner, “The Descendants of the Sîn-lēqi-unnīnī 
during the Late Achaemenid and Early Hellenistic Periods – A Family of Priests, Scribes and Scholars and 
Their Archival and Learned Texts,” JANEH 8/1–2 (2021) 55–56.

38	 For the edition of the whole Tablet XIV of the Enūma Anu Enlil series, see F.N.H. Al-Rawi – A.R. George, 
“Enūma Anu Enlil XIV and Other Early Astronomical Tables,” AfO 38/39 (1991/1992) 52–73.

39	 For the discussion of the relationship between the formulaic clauses in Part 2B (vv. 8–32) and EAE XIV 
Table C, see Drawnel, “The Literary Structure and Schematic Clauses,” section 3.2.
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traces of the same 360-day year in 1 En. 72:8–32,40 it is unlikely that EAE XIV Table C 
gave rise to Part 1 of the structure of the month in the Enochic chapter. Another liter-
ary stratum related to the gate system must have influenced the literary formation of 
the description of the sun’s movement through its gates in Part 1 of the month structure 
in vv. 8–32.

Although the system of the six gates – arcs for the rising and setting of the sun on the 
eastern and western horizons – may derive from the Babylonian paths of Anu, Enlil, and 
Ea,41 the schematic clauses in the order and form present in Part 1 of the month structure 
in vv. 8–32 are not attested in Babylonian astronomy/astrology. They may be examples 
of scribal astronomical literature produced by scribes writing in Aramaic. Whether these 
scribes were of Jewish origin is an open question – cuneiform sources from the Late Babylo-
nian period and later are silent on the involvement of the Jewish scribes in the astronomical 
matters in Babylonia. It is more likely that some Jewish scribes, well versed in Aramaic lan-
guage and literature, adopted this type of astronomical literature for their own needs, in the 
case of chapter 72, to create a 364-day year. For the final redactor of the chapter, this is the 
primary purpose of vv. 8–32, as stated in v. 32c, an addition of the literary pattern of v. 32: 
‘and the year is exactly 364 days’. Thus, the perspective shifts from the purely astronomical 
interest in the ‘law of the sun’ at the beginning of the chapter (v. 2), as well as the interest 
in the gates (vv. 2–3) and the movement of the sun during the day and night (vv. 4–8 and 
35–37), to the creation of the year composed of 364 days. Moreover, there is no reference 
or allusion to the division of the nychthemeron and the measurement of the duration of day 
and night in vv. 2–7 and 35–37, which is another indication of the lack of interest in this 
kind of astronomical knowledge.

The redactor of 1 En. 72 was aware of two separate, though related, types of astro-
nomical information formulated in two different kinds of schematic clauses: the monthly 
motion of the sun in its gates (Part 1) and the changing duration of day and night described 
by a changing numerical pattern ( Part 2B). Nonetheless, in vv. 33–34, which conclude 
vv. 8–32, he introduced yet another theme concerning the division of the length and short-
ness of daytime and night by the sun’s course, based on the changing altitude of the sun in 
the sky during the year. He did not mention the temporal relationship between daytime 
and night attested in 2A of the structure. Also, it is highly doubtful that he understood the 
significance of the division of the nychthemeron into 18 parts and the Babylonian origin of 
the times intervals.42 The allusion in v. 33 to Gen 1:14 and 18 shows his attempt to explain 
the length and shortness of daytime and night against the background of Gen 1.

40	 The zigzag function in vv. 8–32, a linear pattern for the length of daytime and night, ignores the epagome-
nal days, which implies a 360-day year, see Neugebauer, “‘Astronomical’ Chapters,” 394; see also 1 En. 82:11: 
‘the 360 heads of thousands’ who separate the days.

41	 See notes 9 and 12 in this study.
42	 See Drawnel, “Time Intervals in 1 En. 72:8–32,” sections 1 and 2. 
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abstract:� This article examines the phrase ‘come and see’ in the Gospel of John, highlighting its role in 
the Johannine narrative as a key expression of divine revelation. It argues that the meaning of this phrase 
in John can be illuminated by its use in the Palestinian Targums, where it functions as a call to deeper in-
sight into salvation history. By analysing the similarities between the Targumic and Johannine usage, the 
study reveals how the phrase invites the reader to surpass ordinary understanding and perceive the deeper, 
theological significance of the revealed person or event. The article contributes to a fuller understanding of 
the narrative and theological function of ‘come and see’ in the Fourth Gospel.
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The Johannine narrative of the calling of the first disciples begins with a pivotal question 
posed by Jesus: ‘What are you looking for?’ ( John 1:38). The disciples respond with an 
inquiry about Jesus’ dwelling: ‘Rabbi, where are you staying?’. Jesus invites them with the 
words: ‘Come and see’ (ἔρχεσθε καὶ ὄψεσθε; John 1:39). Though seemingly simple, this 
expression carries profound theological significance within the Gospel of John.

The phrase ‘come and see’ appears five times in the New Testament in various forms.1 
In Matt 28:6, the angel invites the women at the tomb to see the place where Jesus was 
laid, using the expression ‘ come, see’ (δεῦτε ἴδετε) – the only occurrence of the phrase in the 
Synoptic Gospels. The remaining four instances appear in the Gospel of John in slightly 
different grammatical forms. It is found once as the collocation of present plural imperative 
ἔρχομαι and future plural indicative ὁράω (John 1:39 – ἔρχεσθε καὶ ὄψεσθε).2 On two occa-
sions, the phrase consists of two singular imperatives, where the first verb is in the present 
imperative and the second is in the aorist form (1:46; 11:34 – ἔρχου καὶ ἴδε), and one time 
as the adverbial phrase (4:29 – δεῦτε ἴδετε). Despite different grammatical forms the four 

1	 The translation depends on the grammatical form used in the individual text. When the phrase contains the 
conjunction καί, the expression will be translated as ‘come and see’. When the phrase appears as an asyndetic 
construction, it will be translated as ‘come, see’.

2	 Thus 𝔓 5 vid.66.75, B, C*, L, Ws, Ψc, 083, ƒ1, 33. 579, samss. However, in several manuscripts, the second verb ὄψεσθε 
is changed to the plural imperative aorist of the verb ὁράω (ἴδετε). This version appears in: ℵ, A, C3, K, N, P, Γ, 
Δ, Θ, ƒ13, 565. 700. 892. 1241. 1424, 𝔐 latt, bo.
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occurrences of this phrase seem to be thematically linked: John 1:39 ( Jesus invites Bap-
tist’s two disciples), John 1:46 (Philip invites Nathanael), John 4:29 (the Samaritan woman 
invites her villagers), and John 11:34 (the villagers of Bethany invite Jesus).

While numerous insightful interpretations have been offered regarding the phrase 
‘come and see’, the aim of this study is not to provide a comprehensive exegetical treat-
ment of each passage, nor to exhaustively explore the rich theological motifs of ‘coming 
to Jesus’ or ‘seeing’ within the Johannine tradition.3 Rather, in light of the well-established 
relationship between Johannine literature and the Palestinian Targums, this article seeks 
to examine how Targumic traditions might illuminate the meaning and function of the 
phrase ‘come and see’ in the Fourth Gospel.4 The aim, therefore, is to investigate a potential 
convergences between the Fourth Gospel and the Targumic tradition that might reflect 
a common early Jewish tradition.

This article does not imply that the Johannine narrative borrows from the Targums. 
Following the approach of scholars such as Keener, I intend to use the Targumic literature 
‘as one useful strand of evidence by which we seek to reconstruct the broader cultural 
and social milieu of early Judaism,’ believing that ‘notable commonalities probably reflect 
a common source in early Judaism or at times in the generally Pharisaic movement of 
scholars that coalesced into rabbinic Judaism.’5 As Chilton notes, ‘Targums should be 
combed for early material (even if expressed in the language of a later age) which might 
illuminate the N.T.’; however, ‘the optimistic assumption that the Targums predate 
the N.T. may lead us seriously astray.’6 This caution reminds us that while the Targums 
can offer valuable insights, we must be mindful of the complex relationship between these 

3	 According to Brown, ‘coming’ and ‘seeing’ are used by the author of the Fourth Gospel as a way of describ-
ing faith. Cf. R.E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (I–XII): Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AB 29; 
Garden City, NY: Doubleday 1966) I, 79. Tung Chiew Ha agrees asserting that ‘each time, the seeing leads to 
believing and following’ highlighting that the phrase ‘come and see’ carries the meaning of a call or invitation 
to become a disciple of Jesus. See T.C. Ha, Biblical Narrative Learning: Teaching Adequate Faith in the Gospel of 
John (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock 2015) 115.

4	 The Fourth Gospel shows many points of contact with the Palestinian Targums. Many of these are discussed 
in M. McNamara, Targum and Testament Revisited: Aramaic Paraphrases of the Hebrew Bible. A Light on the 
New Testament, 2 ed. (Grand Rapids, MI – Cambridge: Eerdmans 2010). The expression ‘come and see’ is 
mentioned by the author among other theological concepts and linguistic expressions shared by the Targums 
and the Fourth Gospel. Further studies in this field include: J. Luzzáraga, “Fondo targúmico del cuarto evan-
gelio,” EstEcl 49 (1974) 251–263; G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (StPB 4; 
Leiden: Brill 1973) 223–225; F. Manns, “Traditions targumiques en Jean 2,1–11,” Marianum 45/130 (1983) 
297–305; F. Manns,  “Traditions targumiques en Jean 10,1–30,” RevScRel 60/3–4 (1986) 135–157. For a com-
prehensive summary of the Palestinian Jewish context of the Fourth Gospel, see also C.S. Keener, The Gospel of 
John : A Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson 2003) I, 180–194.

5	 Keener, The Gospel of John, I, 187. On the issue of the relationship between the Targumic literature and the 
Fourth Gospel, see also C.E. Morrison, “The ‘Hour of Distress’ in Targum Neofiti and the ‘Hour’ in the Gospel 
of John,” CBQ 67/4 (2005) 591; G.D. Kirchhevel, “The Children of God and the Glory That John 1:14 Saw,” 
BBR 6/1 (1996) 87–93.

6	 B. Chilton, “John XII 34 and Targum Isaiah LII 13,” NovT 22/2 (1980) 178.
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texts and the New Testament, avoiding overly simplistic assumptions about their chrono-
logical precedence.

This article will proceed in three steps. First, I will outline the status quaestionis by pre-
senting key scholarly interpretations of the phrase over time. Second, I will briefly explore 
the Jewish background of the expression ‘come and see,’ focusing on its occurrences in the 
Hebrew Bible and the Palestinian Targums.7 Third, drawing on the findings of my previous 
article, ‘The Formula “Come, See” in the Palestinian Targums’, I will propose a set of po-
tential convergences between the Fourth Gospel and the Palestinian Targumic tradition.8

1.	� Key Interpretations of the Phrase ‘Come and See’  
in the Gospel according to John

The range of interpretations of the phrase ‘come and see’ in the Fourth Gospel is broad, 
extending from views that dismiss it as theologically insignificant to those that draw far-
reaching conclusions regarding its theological and narrative meaning.

Some scholars believe that the expression ‘come and see’ has no specific technical sense 
and should only be understood in the context of Johannine themes. Raymond Brown sug-
gests that the themes of ‘coming’ and ‘seeing’ are a part of Johannine faith descriptions.9 
Rudolf Schnackenburg, in his analysis of the phrase, views it as an invitation ‘couched in 
commonplace terms’.10 He argues that its deeper meaning is associated with the second verb 
ὄψεσθε, which can evoke the promise given to Nathanael (1:50) and to all disciples (1:51).11 
Hermann Leberecht Strack and Paul Billerbeck, in their Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 
aus Talmud und Midrash claim that this ‘extraordinarily frequent phrase […] is used to draw 
attention to something new, important, or difficult.’12

Leon Morris, commenting on John 1:39, asserts that: 

This invitation implies more than that they should see for themselves the place where he was lodging; it 
is an invitation to visit him. It led to their staying with him that day and probably means that they spent 
the night with him.13 

7	 Using the notion ‘the Palestinian Targums’ I refer to TNeof and TPs-J
8	 T. Mazurek, “The Formula ‘Come, See’ in the Palestinian Targums,” VV 42/4 (2024) 1017–1038, https:// 

doi.org/0.31743/vv.17475.
9	 Cf. Brown, John, I, 79.
10	 R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John. I. Introduction and Commentary on Chapters 1–4 (New 

York: Crossroad 1980) 309.
11	 Cf. Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, I, 309.
12	 This is my translation of: ‘Diese ungemein häufige Wendung […] dient dazu, um auf etwas Neues, Wichtiges, 

Schwieriges, Anerkanntes im Voraus aufmerksam zu machen.’ H.L. Strack – P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum 
Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrash. II. Das Evangelium nach Markus, Lukas und Johannes und die 
Apostelgeschichte (München: Beck 1924) 371.

13	 L. Morris, The Gospel according to John (NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1995) 138.

https://doi.org/10.31743/vv.17475
https://doi.org/10.31743/vv.17475
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Thomas Weinandy goes further, asserting that Jesus was ‘not simply going to show them the 
structure wherein he hangs his cloak. He [was] going to lead them to where they [could] 
truly observe he [abode] […] with his heavenly Father as the Father’s Son.’14

Robert Lightfoot, in his commentary, does not pay much attention to this phrase. 
However, he does see the thematic relationship between two occurrences of ‘come and see’ 
in chapter 1, with this appearing in chapter 11, suggesting that the reader should recognise 
the contrast between Jesus’ invitation to humanity to behold the source of light and life, 
and the invitation made by humans to Jesus to witness the realm of darkness and death.15 
Brown, however, evaluates this opinion as an overreading, which ‘goes beyond the evange-
list’s intent.’16

More recent research, such as that of Peter Judge, proposes to interpret the exam-
ined phrase as a Christological invitation that introduces and progressively deepens the 
disciples’ understanding of Jesus’ identity. According to Judge, the formula ‘come and 
see’ in the Fourth Gospel serves as a narrative and theological device, inviting char-
acters – and by extension, the readers – into a transformative encounter with Christ. 
He asserts that ‘as the disciples respond to Jesus’ invitation and remain with him it is 
intimated that they are invited into a similar relationship with Jesus as he had with the 
Father and the Spirit.’17 

Toan Do, however, building on recent studies on ethics in John, questions whether 
Christology alone provides a sufficient response to the ‘come and see’ invitation. He argues 
that John 1, with its strong Christological emphasis, significantly shaped the understanding 
of the ‘come and see’ formula. According to Do, the four occurrences of the phrase ‘come 
and see’ are not just examples of ‘John’s stylistic repetition and variation.’18 He proposes 
an ethical interpretation, arguing ‘that the invitation would only be fulfilled by an ethic 
of love in keeping Jesus’ command ( John 14:15; 1 John 3:11, 23; 4:11).’19 Sherri Brown 
concurs with this view, highlighting that the verses where ‘come and see’ appears align with 
other passages on discipleship in the Gospel. She suggests that ‘Johannine discipleship is 
not solely a call to interior spirituality (but) rather […] a challenge to participate in […] 

14	 T.G. Weinandy, Jesus Becoming Jesus. II. A Theological Interpretation of the Gospel of John: Prologue and the Book 
of Signs (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press 2021) 70.

15	 Cf. R.H. Lightfoot, St. John’s Gospel: A Commentary (ed. C.F. Evans) (Oxford Paperbacks 5; Oxford: Claren-
don 1956; reprint London: Oxford University Press 1960) 223.

16	 Brown, John, I, 426.
17	 P.J. Judge, “Come and See: The First Disciples and Christology in the Fourth Gospel,” Studies in the Gospel 

of John and Its Christology: Festschrift Gilbert van Belle (eds. J. Verheyden  et al.) (BETL 265; Leuven: 
Peeters 2014) 68–69.

18	 T. Do, “The Johannine Request to ‘Come and See’ and an Ethic of Love,” Johannine Ethics: The Moral World of 
the Gospel and Epistles of John (eds. S. Brown – C.W. Skinner) (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2017) 184. On the 
repetition in the Gospel according to John, see G. van Belle – M. Labahn – P. Maritz, Repetitions and Variations 
in the Fourth Gospel: Styles, Text, Interpretation (BETL 223; Leuven: Peeters 2009).

19	 Do, “The Johannine Request to ‘Come and See’ and an Ethic of Love,” 180.
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a life of concrete action through believing in God and receiving, believing in, loving, and 
abiding with others in this world.’20

Most recently, an insightful ecclesiological and missiological interpretation has been 
proposed by Michael McDowell. In his article, he emphasised that the ‘come and see’ pas-
sages reveal a model of Christian engagement with the world, where the church, while 
grounded in its internal identity, is open and welcoming to those outside. McDowell sug-
gests that the ‘come and see’ invitation encourages an active participation in the world, 
highlighting a missionary aspect that is intrinsic to Johannine discipleship, encouraging 
believers to invite others into the transformative experience of encountering Christ.21

There are those who see the possible influences of broader Jewish literature. Among 
them is Charles Barrett, who asserts, ‘The phrase is common in rabbinic literature, but 
probably has no special significance [in the Fourth Gospel].’22 John Bernard notes that 
the phrase ‘come, see’ can be found in Talmudic literature as a common formula of au-
thoritative invitation, although he admits that this parallel is not necessarily applicable to 
the simple phrase in the Gospel of John. However, Bernard claims that, from a theological 
perspective, ‘This is the method of discovery which Jesus commended to the first inquirers, 
and it is still the method by which He is revealed.’23 Craig Keener recognises the parallel 
between the phrase in 1:46 and 4:29, but sees no relation between 11:34 and the other 
three occurrences.24 He claims that the phrase ‘was probably already idiomatic in the 
LXX.’25 Keener searches for the literary context of the phrase in the vast rabbinic literature, 
where the idiom is applied to ‘examples (“ come and see the humility of so-and-so,” “ come 
see how God loves Israel”), and especially to examples in Scripture.’ In his interpretation, it 
is understood to mean ‘ come reflect on,’ and it is considered similar to the rabbinic phrase 
‘come and hear’ found in the Babylonian Talmud, which is typically used in relation to 
halakhic discussions.26 The invitation reflects the distinctive Johannine understanding of 
knowledge, where a disciple of Jesus is not only familiar with the written Torah but also has 
a personal encounter with God.27

Even if he does not deal directly with the phrase in question, Domingo Muñoz León, 
discussing the possible points of intersection between the Targums and the discourse of the 
bread of life ( John 6), proposes several terminological insights. Basing his argument on 
the terminology drawn from the Targums to the Prophets, he highlights the equivalence 

20	 S. Brown, Come and See: Discipleship in the Gospel of John (BSCBA 6; New York: Paulist Press 2022) 107–108.
21	 M.T. McDowell, “An Insider’s Church for Outsiders: The Johannine ‘Come and See’ Passages and Christian 

Engagement with the World,” Religions 13/9 (2022) 1–14.
22	 C.K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text, 

2 ed. (London: SPCK 1978) 181.
23	 J.H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John (New York: Scribner’s 

Sons 1929) I, 56.
24	 C.S. Keener, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (Peabody, MI: Hendrickson 2003) II, 846.
25	 Keener, The Gospel of John, I, 471.
26	 Cf. Keener, The Gospel of John, I, 471.
27	 Cf. Keener, The Gospel of John, I, 485.
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between ‘coming’ and ‘believing’, which reflects a parallel synonymous structure found 
in Isa 55:1, 3. In this passage, the invitation from God to ‘come’ is understood as an invi-
tation to ‘receive his teaching’ or to ‘believe’.28 This conceptual overlap suggests that the 
phrase ‘come and see’ in the Gospel of John could echo Targumic theological insights, 
where ‘coming’ implies an active reception of divine teaching and belief.

While the aforementioned authors focus on the meaning of the phrase ‘come and see’ 
within the Gospel of John, this article aims to explore potential connections with the 
broader Aramaic literature circulating in Palestine during the Second Temple Period. Spe-
cifically, I will examine how the phrase may resonate with similar expression found in the 
Palestinian Targums, to uncover any shared interpretative or theological patterns that might 
deepen our understanding of the Johannine text. By investigating these possible links, this 
study seeks to offer a more comprehensive view of the phrase’s significance within both the 
Gospel of John and its wider Jewish literary context.

2.	� Jewish Context of the Phrase ‘Come and See’

2.1. ‘Come and See’ in the Hebrew Bible

Before examining the possible points of connection between the use of the phrase in the 
Palestinian Targums and in the Fourth Gospel, it is necessary first to consider its occur-
rences in the Hebrew Bible as the most immediate literary and theological source for the 
author of the Fourth Gospel.

The phrase ‘come and see’ never appears in the Pentateuch. Outside the Pentateuch, 
the Hebrew expression לכו ורוא occurs on three occasions:29 in 2 Kgs 6:13, where the king 
of Aram sends his officials to capture Elisha: ‘Go and find out where he is, so I can send 
men and seize him’ (אוקחהו אושחל  האו  איכה  ורוא   in 2 Kgs 7:14, where the king of 30;(לכו 
Israel sends two horsemen to verify whether the Aramean army has indeed fled Samaria: 
‘So they took two mounted men, and the king sent them after the Aramean army with the 
command (וישחל הלמך חארי נחמה ארם מאלר), “Go and see” (לכו ורוא),’31 and in Psalm 66:5, 
where the psalmist invites all the earth to praise God: ‘Come and see what God has done’ 
32.(לכו ורוא פמעולת לאהים)

28	 Cf. D. Muñoz León, “El sustrato targúmico del Discurso del Pan de Vida. Nuevas aportaciones: La equiva-
lencia ‘venir’ = ‘aprender/creer’ (Jn 6, 35.37.45) y la conexión ‘vida eterna’ y ‘resurrección’ (Jn 6, 40.54),” 
EstBib 36/3–4 (1977) 221–223.

29	 Additionally, in LXX, the Greek phrase δεῦτε ἴδετε also appears in Psalm 45:9 (MT 46:9), where it translates 
the Hebrew לכו וזח. TOnq renders this phrase as: זאיול ומחן.

30	 TOnq 2 Kgs 6:13: איזיול וזחו איכא האו אושחל אודברניה.
31	 TOnq 2 Kgs 7:14: ושחל למכא בתר משרית ארם מלימר איזיול וזחו.
32	 TOnq Ps 66:5: ‎ זאיול ומחון עובדי לאהא.
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In the first two instances from 2 Kgs, the phrase does not appear to carry any particular 
theological significance, functioning simply as an instruction for physical movement and 
the act of observing. Only in Psalm 66:5 might the phrase be understood as bearing a rev-
elatory character, as it invites the audience to witness the mighty works of God. Given the 
limited comparative material, discerning a deeper theological meaning of the phrase ‘come 
and see’ would be difficult if based solely on the Hebrew text of the Bible.

2.2. ‘Come and See’ in the Palestinian Targums
In the Palestinian Targums, the phrase ‘come and see’ surprisingly appears within the non-
translational (i.e., expansive or interpretative) portions of the Aramaic rendering of the 
Hebrew Bible (TNeof /  TPs-J Gen 22:10; 28:12; Num 21:6), where ‘we can observe the the-
ology of targum at work.’33 In these contexts, the phrase appears to go beyond a mere call 
to observe and instead takes on a theological and revelatory function, often serving as an 
invitation to perceive divine truths or realities hidden within the biblical narrative.

In my previous article, ‘The Formula “Come, See” in the Palestinian Targums’, I identi-
fied several recurring features in the Targums’ usage of the phrase ‘come, see’. The research 
enabled me to identify five aspects common to each use of the phrase ‘come, see’ in the Pal-
estinian Targums: (1) the phrase introduces the revelation; (2) it always appears at a crucial 
moment in salvation history where a proper understanding of the event is required; (3) the 
point of departure for the revelation is a common person and their actions; (4) the purpose 
of the revelation is to guide the receiver to a deeper level of perception; and (5) the narrative 
function of the phrase ‘come, see’ is to direct the reader’s attention to the true meaning of 
the event.34

These characteristics may offer a valuable framework for understanding the significance 
of the phrase in the Gospel of John. Building on those conclusions, the present study exam-
ines how the use of similar expressions in the Targums can shed light on the Gospel’s nar-
rative, enriching our understanding of the invitation to ‘come and see’ and its theological 
implications within the Johannine context. The discussion below will consider the possible 
function of this phrase in the Gospel of John. By applying key aspects drawn from its usage 
in the Palestinian Targums, the study aims to demonstrate how Targumic tradition inter-
sects with the New Testament, offering a deeper insight into the narrative and theological 
structure of the Fourth Gospel.

33	 Morrison, “The ‘Hour of Distress’,” 592. Particular attention is given to the non-translational passages in the 
Palestinian Targums, as it is in these sections –  where the text goes beyond direct translation –  that, as Bernstein 
observes, the theology of the Targum becomes most evident. Cf. M. J. Bernstein, “The ‘Righteous’ and the 
‘Wicked’ in the Aramaic Version of Psalms,   JAB 3/1–2 (2001) 5–26.

34	 Cf. Mazurek, “The Formula ‘Come, See’ in the Palestinian Targums,” 1036.
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3.	� Instances of ‘Come and See’ in John’s Gospel and Targumic 
Intertextuality

The expression ‘come and see’ appears exclusively in the Book of Signs, which, according 
to Brown, is addressed to those at the beginning of the way of faith.35 He convincingly 
explains:

During the public ministry, as described in the Book of Signs, Jesus’ words and deeds were addressed to 
a wide audience, provoking a crisis of faith – some believed and some refused to believe. The Book of 
Glory, however, is addressed to the restricted audience of those who believed.36

If this is the case, the phrase ‘come and see’ is employed to achieve a very specific aim – to 
lead the reader to faith in Jesus. Given the theological purpose of the Book of Signs, the use 
of the phrase ‘come and see’ cannot be accidental, and its revelatory function becomes even 
more evident and theologically meaningful.

The narrative of the Fourth Gospel presents a gradual deepening of insight into Jesus’ 
true identity. Each occurrence of the phrase ‘come and see’ functions as a gateway to rev-
elation, inviting the recipient to more fully recognise who Jesus is. In three of the four in-
stances (1:39; 1:46; 4:29), the phrase encourages individuals to encounter Jesus personally. 
The fourth instance (11:34), however, is distinct: here, the invitation is addressed to Jesus 
himself, asking him to come and see the place where Lazarus was laid.

Because this final usage differs in both direction and function, this study will focus on 
the first three, where the phrase is directed toward a person and serves to lead them into 
a deeper understanding of Jesus’ identity and mission.37

3.1. John 1:39
The phrase ‘come and see’ first appears in the dialogue between Jesus and the two disciples 
of John the Baptist ( John 1:35–39). The meeting between Jesus and his first disciples is the 
result of the testimony given by John the Baptist. The narrator emphasises that the disciples 
followed Jesus after hearing John’s words. Their interest in Jesus was sparked by the Baptist’s 
teaching. Therefore, in seeking to understand the use of the phrase ‘come and see’, one must 
consider the content of John the Baptist’s testimony, as he was the first to recognise in Jesus 
of Nazareth the long-awaited Messiah.

35	 The phrase ‘come and see’ appears in John 1:39, 46; 4:29; 11:34. Brown divides the Gospel into four main 
sections: 1:1–18 – The Prologue; 1:19–12:50 – The Book of Signs; 13:1–20:31 – The Book of Glory; 
21:1–25 – The Epilogue (cf. Brown, John, cxxxviii). This division serves the overarching purpose of John’s 
Gospel, which is stated by the author at the conclusion of the third part: ‘but these are written so that you may 
believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God’ (20:31).

36	 R.E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (XIII–XXI): Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AB 29A; Garden 
City, NY: Doubleday 1970) II, 541.

37	 Cf. Lightfoot, St. John’s Gospel, 223.
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3.1.1. ‘Come and See’ Introduces a Revelation

In John 1:19–36, the narrator introduces Jesus’ ministry as one who had previously been 
revealed to John the Baptist. From the outset, the reader is immersed in the context of rev-
elation. Jesus is presented as someone who must be revealed to individuals and recognised 
by them. Several elements indicate the revelatory nature of this passage.

The passage’s revelatory character is emphasised by the formula of revelation that John 
uses on several occasions. Brown, following Michel de Goedt, notes that the pattern in 
which the messenger of God sees a person, says ‘ look!’ and provides a description of the 
person’s mission is a common feature in John’s Gospel.38 Additionally, the vocabulary used 
in the passage underscores its revelatory nature. The narrator employs verbs that describe 
the acts of seeing, hearing, and knowing: βλέπω (1:29), ἐμβλέπω (1:36, 42), ὁράω (1:33, 
34, 39), οἶδα (1:33), θεάομαι (1:32, 38), ἀκούω (1:37, 40).

The revelatory mission of John the Baptist is explicitly expressed when he says: ‘I myself 
did not know him, but for this purpose (διὰ τοῦτο) I came baptizing with water, that he 
might be revealed to Israel (ἵνα φανερωθῇ τῷ Ἰσραήλ)’ (1:31). John the Baptist recognises the 
specific purpose of his mission. His baptising is to ensure that Jesus could be manifested to 
Israel. John fulfils his mission, and through his testimony, Jesus begins his revelation, start-
ing with two of John’s disciples, who are invited to experience staying with him. This first 
phase of revelation is introduced with the phrase ‘come and see’.

According to Yves Simoens, the phrase τῇ ἐπαύριον (the next day), which appears in 
verses 29, 35, and 43, does not simply refer to a time span but carries revelatory signifi-
cance: ‘It suggests a defined time with an apocalyptic character. When the end comes, every 
moment is crucial.’39 To support this, Simoens cites Exod 9:6, where ‘the next day’ marks 
the fulfilment of God’s announcement with the fifth plague. The repeated use of ‘the next 
day’ closely connects John the Baptist’s testimony (1:19–34) with the following narrative 
(1:35–50), which unfolds as a chain reaction drawing his disciples to Jesus.

John’s testimony should be understood as the fulfilment of the promise in John 1:7: 
‘that all might believe through him.’ What was revealed to John is now being disclosed to 
a wider audience, beginning with two of his disciples. These two, in turn, become instru-
ments of revelation for others. Much like the use of the phrase ‘come, see’ in the Targums, its 
appearance here serves to introduce a moment of revelation at a decisive point in salvation 
history – when Jesus, at the outset of his public ministry, begins to call his first disciples.

3.1.2. The Revelation Given to John the Baptist

The Johannine revelation of Jesus unfolds progressively. John the Baptist serves as the first 
spokesperson for the mystery of Jesus, recognising him through divine revelation.40 He tes-

38	 Other examples of this pattern appear in John 1:35–37; 47–51; 19:24–27. Cf. Brown, John, I, 58.
39	 This is my own translation of: ‘è suggerito un tempo definito, a carattere apocalittico. Quando sopraggiunge 

la fine, ogni attimo è importante.’ Y. Simoens, Secondo Giovanni. Una traduzione e un’interpretazione (Testi 
e commenti; Bologna: EDB 2000) 186.

40	 Cf. Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, I, 395. 
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tifies to the vision he received, stating, ‘I saw the Spirit descend from heaven like a dove, and 
it remained on him’ (1:32), as well as the words he heard, ‘He who sent me to baptize in 
water said to me […]” (1:33). Through this revelation, John identifies Jesus under the fol-
lowing titles: the Lamb of God (1:29), the pre-existent One (1:30), the vehicle of the Spirit 
(1:32–34), and the Son of God (1:34). This revelation, granted to John, differs from that 
given to the first disciples, as it carries a more supernatural character.

There is ongoing scholarly debate about the significance of the titles that John assigns 
to Jesus.41 While this is not the central focus of the present study, one title warrants atten-
tion: ‘the Lamb of God’ (ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ θεοῦ; 1:29, 36), as it resonates with the themes found 
in Targumic literature.42 In the first reference, this title is immediately linked with Jesus’ 
mission: ‘who takes away the sin of the world’ (1:29). John’s declaration, ‘Behold the Lamb 
of God,’ may evoke the Targum Neofiti’s account of Abraham and Isaac’s conversation in 
Gen 22. When Isaac asks, ‘Where is the lamb for the burnt offering?’ (TNeof Gen 22:7), 
Abraham responds, ‘From before the Lord has he prepared for himself a lamb for the 
burnt offering; otherwise, you will be the lamb for the burnt offering’ (את האו מארא דעלתא; 
TNeof Gen 22:8). In this context, Jesus is presented as the new Isaac, the sacrificial lamb 
who will be offered by his father on the cross.

Moreover, a further parallel can be found between the Akedah (the binding of Isaac) 
and the sacrifice of Jesus.43 In TNeof Gen 22:10, the Bath Qol refers to Abraham and Isaac 
as ‘two individuals who are in my world’ (דבעמלי  using the same term applied to ,(יחידיין 
Adam in TNeof Gen 3:22 to emphasise the original likeness between God and humanity.44 
This comparison underscores the restoration of communion between God and humanity 
through sacrifice. The sacrifice of Abraham and Isaac, referred to as the sacrificial lamb 
 ,prefigures the ultimate sacrifice of Jesus, the Lamb of God (ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ θεοῦ) ,(מארא דעלתא)
who ‘takes away the sin of the world’ (1:29).45 In this way, the unfulfilled sacrifice of Isaac 

41	 For developed and extensive overview on this question, see C.W. Skinner, “Another Look at ‘the Lamb of God’,” 
BSac 161 (2004) 89–104; Weinandy, Jesus Becoming Jesus, II, 56–64; R.B. Edwards, Discovering John: Content, 
Interpretation, Reception (DBT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2015) 73–85.

42	 Braun argues that in Jewish tradition the Passover lamb was associated with Isaac’s binding, whose merit was 
believed to save Israel in times of distress. John’s identification of Jesus as the Lamb of God presupposes this 
tradition and presents Jesus as the true Isaac, whose voluntary death definitively removes sin. Cf. F.-M. Braun, 
“Le sacrifice d’Isaac dans le quatrième évangile d’après le Targum,” NRTh 101/4 (1979) 491–492.

43	 According to Manns, John’s Gospel reflects a deeply Jewish hermeneutic, rooted in Targumic tradition, oral 
interpretation, and liturgical memory, rather than a purely Hellenistic or Septuagintal exegesis. Cf. F. Manns, 
“‘Pour que l’Écriture s’accomplît’. Vers une rétroversion araméenne,” EstBib 66 (2008) 429–444.

44	 In Jewish tradition, the Bath Qol (literally ‘daughter of a voice’) is a post-prophetic phenomenon understood 
as a divine echo or mysterious voice from heaven, often equated with or functioning alongside the Holy Spirit 
and the Dibbura/Dibbera (Word of God). As McNamara explains, following the cessation of classical proph-
ecy, the Bath Qol served as a rare means through which heaven communicated with earth (cf. t.Soṭah 13:2). 
It appears frequently in rabbinic literature and the Targums as a heavenly affirmation or revelatory voice. 
Cf. M. McNamara, Targum and Testament Revisited, 174.

45	 The parallel becomes even clearer in the account of Jesus’ arrest. John is the only Evangelist to mention that 
Jesus was bound in the garden where he was apprehended (John 18:12), a clear allusion to the binding of Isaac 
in Gen 22.
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finds its completion in the sacrifice of Jesus, who restores the lost communion between 
humanity and God.

3.1.3. Character of the ‘Come and See’ Revelation

John’s testimony, ‘ behold the Lamb of God’ (1:36), is heard by two of his disciples. On this 
occasion, John the Baptist takes on the role of the Bath Qol in Targumic tradition, revealing 
divine mysteries. Brown observes that while the Synoptic Gospels describe the theophany 
and divine testimony from heaven – ‘ this is my beloved Son’ (Matt 3:17) – in John’s Gospel, 
God’s revelation is mediated through the person of the Baptist.46

The revelation begins with an ordinary person, Jesus, whose appearance initially does 
not seem extraordinary. John sees Jesus and discloses the truth that transcends ordinary 
comprehension. After hearing John’s testimony, the two disciples, attracted by his words, 
follow Jesus (1:37).47 Jesus then asks them, ‘ what are you looking for?’ (τί ζητεῖτε; 1:38). 
In response, they address him as ‘rabbi’. Despite John’s proclamation, they address Jesus 
simply as ‘rabbi’, indicating that, up to this point, they do not see anything supernatural in 
him. The use of the term ‘rabbi’ reflects a deliberate narrative choice in the Fourth Gospel. 
The title ‘rabbi’ is used almost exclusively in the Book of Signs, while from chapter 13 
onward, in the Book of Glory, the disciples refer to Jesus as ‘Kyrios’ (Lord).48 This distribu-
tion of titles suggests that the Gospel seeks to capture the disciples’ growing understanding 
of who Jesus is. Therefore, at the moment the phrase ‘come and see’ is first spoken, the 
disciples do not yet perceive Jesus as anything more than a teacher. They are drawn to him 
by John’s testimony but must experience more before they can declare, ‘We have found the 
Messiah’ (1:41).

Similar to the Targums, the starting point for the revelation in this passage is the or-
dinary nature of the person and his actions. In TNeof Gen 22:10, the Bath Qol invites the 
reader to ‘come, see’ Abraham and Isaac. In TNeof Gen 28:12, the angels urge each other 
to ‘come, see’ Jacob. Similarly, in TNeof Num 21:6, the Bath Qol directs the reader’s atten-
tion to the Israelites with the phrase ‘come, see’. In John’s Gospel, Jesus takes on the role 
of the Bath Qol, revealing divine mysteries. The narrator introduces Jesus in the Prologue 
as the Logos (1:1) that reveals God’s mysteries and serves as the ultimate interpreter of the 
divine will, taking on the role once held by the Bath Qol in Targumic tradition.49

46	 Cf. Brown, John, I, 66.
47	 Schnackenburg suggests that the act of following Jesus, by the disciples, has both a literal dimension and 

a deeper, spiritual significance. The second means ‘follow as a disciple’ (1:44; 8:12; 10:4, 27; 12:26; 21:19, 
20, 22). Cf. Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, I, 427.

48	 The title appears again, in a slightly different form, in John 20:16, where Mary Magdalene addresses Jesus as 
ῥαββουνί (Rabbouni), meaning ‘my teacher’.

49	 On the possible influence of the Targumic Memra of the Lord on the Johannine Logos, see M. McNamara, 
“Logos of the Fourth Gospel and Memra of the Palestinian Targum (Ex 12:42),” ExpTim 79 (1968) 115–117; 
B. Chilton, “Typologies of Memra and the Fourth Gospel,” Judaic Approaches to the Gospels (Atlanta, GA: 
Scholars Press 1994) 177–201; B. Chilton, “Typologies of Memra and the Fourth Gospel,” Textual and 
Contextual Studies in the Pentateuchal Targums (ed. P.V.M. Flesher) (SFSHJ 55; Atlanta, GA: Scholars 
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When the disciples ask Jesus, ‘Where are you staying?’ (ποῦ μένεις; 1:38), he invites 
them to ‘come and see’. The Gospel does not specify what they saw, but it must have been 
something transformative, as immediately after this encounter, they change how they 
address him, calling him ‘Messiah’ (1:41).50 They find confirmation of John the Baptist’s 
testimony and gain a deeper understanding of who Jesus truly is.51 Adam Kubiś sees in 
this dialogue an invitation addressed to the disciples as representatives of Israel ‘to enter 
into communion with God.’ Just as Jacob beheld the face of God, so the disciples are sum-
moned to abide with Jesus and to experience a renewed encounter with the divine pres-
ence – a transformative intimacy that marks the beginning of their identity as the reconsti-
tuted people of God.52

Similar to the Targumic accounts, the phrase ‘come and see’ introduces a revelation 
that leads to a deeper understanding of earthly reality. The disciples initially see Jesus as 
a mere man, addressed as ‘rabbi’, but after spending time with him, they recognise in him 
the Messiah. The narrative of the first disciples’ call continues with their testimony, which 
in turn leads to further calls, the next of which is Nathanael’s.

3.2. John 1:46
The second instance of the phrase ‘come and see’ appears in the story of Nathanael’s en-
counter with Jesus ( John 1:43–51). In this passage, the reader is led through a chain of 
testimonies about Jesus. Following the testimony of John the Baptist, two of his disciples, 
having heard his words, follow Jesus and come to recognise his Messiahship. They, in turn, 
take on the responsibility of bearing witness to Jesus. Andrew, one of John the Baptist’s 
disciples, finds his brother Simon and brings him to the Messiah (1:41). Later, Jesus himself 
calls Philip, who then encourages Nathanael to ‘come and see’ him (1:45).

Press 1992) 89–100; J.L. Ronning, “The Targum of Isaiah and the Johannine Literature,” WTJ 69/2 (2007) 
247–278; J. Coutts, “‘My Father’s Name’: A Survey of Research on the Use of onoma with Respect to the 
Father in the Fourth Gospel,” CurBR 15/2 (2017) 248–260, https://doi.org/10.1177/1476993X15602148; 
C. Grappe, “Les deux anges de Jean 20,12. Signes de la présence mystérieuse du Logos (à la lumière du 
targum d’Ex 25,22)?,” RHPR 89/2 (2009) 215–233, https://doi.org/10.3406/rhpr.2009.1390; M.S. Wróbel, 
“The Gospel according to St. John in the Light of Targum Neofiti 1 to the Book of Genesis,” BPTh 9/4 (2016) 
115–130, https://doi.org/10.12775/BPTh.2016.037; M. Wróbel, “Ideological and Intertextual Relations 
between the Targum Isaiah and the Gospel of John,” ColT 93/1 (2023) 85–102, https://doi.org/10.21697/
ct.2023.93.1.04.

50	 Alu claims that ‘by staying with Jesus, the two potential disciples changed their status’ and ‘began to be witness-
es to the life of Jesus.’ A.R. Dimas Pele Alu, “‘Whom Are You Seeking?’ in the Fourth Gospel,” Sacra Scripta 
18/1 (2020) 111–112.

51	 R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. G.R. Beasley-Murray – R.W.N. Hoare – J.K. Riches) 
(Philadelphia, MA:  Westminster Press 1971) 100.

52	 Cf. A. Kubiś, “The Tenth Hour in John 1:39: From Narrative Detail to Eschatological Symbol,” BA 15/3 
(2025) 475–518, https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.18549.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1476993X15602148
https://doi.org/10.3406/rhpr.2009.1390
https://doi.org/10.12775/BPTh.2016.037
https://doi.org/10.21697/ct.2023.93.1.04
https://doi.org/10.21697/ct.2023.93.1.04
https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.18549
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3.2.1. ‘Come and See’ Introduces a Revelation

From the very beginning of this episode, the narrator connects it to the preceding verses 
by using the note of time: τῇ ἐπαύριον (1:43). As was mentioned before, this notion can 
carry a revelatory aspect of fulfilment. This note of time is the last in a series (1:29, 35, 43), 
all dealing with the calling of the disciples. According to Barrett, all these incidents cul-
minate in 2:11, where the narrator concludes, ‘[ Jesus] manifested his glory. And his dis-
ciples believed in him.’53 Thus, each of the revelatory incidents introduced by τῇ ἐπαύριον 
culminates in ‘on the third day’ (τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ; 2:1), when Jesus performs his first sign 
at Cana, revealing his glory. Similar to the previous instance, the revelatory character is 
emphasised through vocabulary such as the ‘Look’ formula (1:47) and specific verbs like ‘to 
see’ (ὁράω; 1:46, 47, 48, 50, 51) and ‘to know’ (γινώσκω; 1:48).

The addressee of the phrase ‘come and see’ in this instance is Nathanael, a disciple men-
tioned only in the Gospel of John.54 Scholars have debated Nathanael’s identity, with some 
suggesting that he might be the same person as Simon the Cananean (Mark 3:18; Matt 10:4), 
or possibly Bartholomew or Matthew.55 Some scholars suggest that Nathanael holds sym-
bolic significance. In this narrative, he serves as a symbolic figure who is invited to gain 
deeper insight into Jesus, despite his initial doubts. The deliberate introduction of a mys-
terious character, such as Nathanael, invites the reader to engage with the narrative more 
personally, as seen with the unnamed disciple in 1:37–42.56

Following Philip’s testimony, Nathanael expresses scepticism with his question, ‘ can an-
ything good come from Nazareth?’ (1:46). This question underscores the ordinary reality 
that the phrase ‘come and see’ introduces – despite hearing that Jesus is the Messiah, Natha-
nael does not expect anything extraordinary. However, when Nathanael accepts the invita-
tion and approaches Jesus, his understanding is deepened.57 In this case, the phrase ‘come 
and see’ invites him to move beyond his scepticism and recognise the true nature of Jesus.

53	 Cf. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John, 189.
54	 Nathanael does not appear in any of the synoptic list of the Twelve: Matt 10:2–4; Mark 3:16–19; Luke 6:13–16.
55	 A detailed summary on this topic is found in: Brown, John, I, 82.
56	 Similar technique might be recognised regarding the disciple whom Jesus loved (13:23–26; 19:25–27; 

20:2–10; 21:7, 20–23, 24) and another disciple (18:15–16; 20:2–10). According to Schwankl, ‘the disciple 
whom Jesus loved’ and ‘another disciple’ is the same character. Cf. O. Schwankl, “»Kommt, und ihr werdet 
sehen«. Aspekte der Jüngerberufung im Johannesevangelium,” Erinnerung an Jesus: Kontinuität und Diskon-
tinuität in der neutestamentlichen überlieferung (eds. U. Busse – M. Reichardt – M. Theobald) (BBB 166; 
Göttingen: V&R unipress – Bonn University Press 2011)  437. 

57	 Before Jesus reveals himself to Nathanael, he describes him as ‘an Israelite in whom there is no deceit’ (Ἰσραηλίτης 
ἐν ᾧ δόλος οὐκ ἔστιν; 1:47). Commentators have noted a possible comparison with Jacob, the first person to bear 
the name Israel (Gen 35:10). See J.P. Heil, The Gospel of John: Worship for Divine Life Eternal (Eugene, OR: 
Cascade Books 2015) 23; N.R. Peterson, The Gospel of John and the Sociology of Light: Language and Charac-
terization in the Fourth Gospel (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock 2008) 31.



The Biblical Annals 16/3 (2026)484

3.2.2. Character of the ‘Come and See’ Revelation

As presented in my previous article, the phrase ‘come and see’ appears at crucial moments 
in salvation history, and this occasion is no exception.58 According to the Fourth Gospel, 
Nathanael is the last to join the group of Jesus’ disciples. The narrator thus begins and 
concludes the process of Jesus calling his disciples using the same phrase ‘come and see’. 
This structure forms an inclusio, embracing the entirety of the calling stories. The calling of 
Nathanael is pivotal because it marks the completion of Jesus’ formation of his inner circle 
of disciples. It also represents the fulfilment of the mission of John the Baptist, who came 
‘in order that He might be manifested to Israel’ (1:31). Therefore, like in the Targums, the 
phrase ‘come and see’ signals a revelation or manifestation to Israel.

To better understand the nature of this ‘come and see’ revelation, it is necessary to 
examine the titles by which Philip introduces Jesus to Nathanael. He declares, ‘We have 
found him of whom Moses in the Law and also the prophets wrote, Jesus of Nazareth, the 
son of Joseph’ (1:45). Two aspects should be noted here. First, there is the supernatural 
dimension: Jesus, as Philip presents him, is the one announced by the Old Testament, the 
promised one.59 The second aspect, however, highlights the natural reality of Jesus: he is 
from Nazareth and the son of Joseph. These two titles together present Jesus as an ordinary 
man, with his birthplace and earthly father, while also revealing him as the supernatural 
figure foretold by the prophets. This duality mirrors the character of the ‘come and see’ 
revelation in the Targums, where the revelatory voice points to an ordinary person whose 
actions are intertwined with salvation history.

Nathanael, however, focuses on the earthly aspect of this introduction and responds 
with scepticism: ‘Can anything good come from Nazareth?’ (1:46). This question echoes 
doubts that might arise when considering figures like Jacob: Can anything good come 
from Jacob – the one who stole the birthright and deceived his father? In the Targums, 
the phrase ‘come, see’ is used to dispel such doubts by offering divine testimony about 
Jacob, referring to him as ‘a pious man whose image is affixed on the throne of glory’ 
(TNeof Gen 28:12). Even if Jacob’s actions could be interpreted as morally ambiguous, the 
Targumic narrative ensures that the reader is not confused but clearly recognises his high 
moral standing. Just as the angels invite one another to contemplate Jacob and his image 
engraved on the throne of glory, so too, in John 1:46, Nathanael is invited by Philip to 
recognise in Jesus not merely an ordinary man from Nazareth, but the Messiah foretold 
by Moses and the prophets. Both invitations – ‘come and see’ in TNeof Gen 28:12 and 
in John 1:46 – encourage the recipient to look beyond appearances and gain a deeper un-
derstanding of the visible reality.

Jesus responds to Nathanael’s approach with a mysterious declaration: ‘I saw you under 
the fig tree’ (1:48). This statement profoundly impacts Nathanael, who then proclaims, 

58	 Cf. Mazurek, “The Formula ‘Come, See’,” 1036.
59	 Bultmann claims that the phrase: ‘[the one] of whom Moses in the Law and also the prophets wrote’ is only 

the paraphrase of previous ‘Messiah’ which was an appellative under which Andrew recognised Jesus. Cf. Bult-
mann, The Gospel of John, 103.
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‘Rabbi, you are the Son of God; you are the king of Israel’ (1:49). While no explanation 
fully accounts for why the sight of Nathanael under the fig tree provokes such a dramatic 
confession, the important point here is that Nathanael sees an ordinary man in Jesus, hears 
ordinary words from him, and yet is drawn into a revelation that brings him to a deeper 
understanding of the visible reality. As asserted by Moloney, 

to claim that he is ‘son of Joseph’, ‘from Nazareth’, […] is to miss the essential point about Jesus. But this 
is something that Nathanael will discover as he responds to Philip’s repetition of Jesus’ invitation to the 
former disciples of the Baptist: ‘Come and see’.60

Through this revelation, Nathanael no longer sees Jesus as merely the man from Naza-
reth, the son of Joseph, but as the Son of God and the king of Israel. He accepts ‘the as-
sertion of v. 45 which at first he had received with incredulity.’61 He sees ‘worldly data 
and facts that anyone can observe […] but [he sees] more than any eye in the world. This 
“seeing more” is called “faith”.’62 The expression ‘come and see’ has fulfilled its purpose by 
inviting Nathanael to see beyond the ordinary and recognise Jesus for who he truly is and 
believe in him.

Furthermore, Jesus promises Nathanael and the other disciples a future vision intro-
duced by the solemn phrase: ‘Truly, truly I tell you, you will see’ (1:51).63 Worth noting is 
the fact that the narrator changes the person from second singular (ὄψῃ; 1:50) to second 
plural (ὄψεσθε; 1:51). Assuming the symbolic interpretation of Nathanael, the plural form 
ὄψεσθε could be addressed to every disciple of all time or perhaps especially to those who 
come from Israel. As the last who joined the group of Jesus’ disciples, Nathanael represents 
the fullness of Jesus’ disciples called from Israel and invited to recognise the man Jesus as the 
expected Messiah. This narrative technique also involves the reader, who, by this plural 
form, becomes an addressee of the promise.

Jesus announces that they will see: ‘the sky opened and the angels of God ascending 
and descending upon the Son of Man’ (1:51). This is commonly understood as a reference 
to Jacob’s vision in Gen 28:12, where Jacob saw a ladder stretching from earth to heaven, 
with angels ascending and descending on it. However, the Hebrew text is ambiguous here. 
The noun ‘ladder’ in Hebrew (לסם) is masculine, creating uncertainty about whether the 
Hebrew term בו (Gen 28:12) refers to Jacob or the ladder.64 The Targumic expansion elimi-

60	 F.J. Moloney, “The First Days of Jesus and the Role of the Disciples: A Study of John 1:19–5,” ABR 65 
(2017) 74.

61	 Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John, 155.
62	 This is my translation of: ‘weltliche Daten und Fakten, die jeder beobachten kann. Aber […] [er seht] als jedes Auge 

der »Welt«. Dieses »Mehr-Sehen« heißt »Glauben«’. Schwankl, “»Kommt, und ihr werdet sehen«,” 439.
63	 This introductory formula occurs twenty times in the Gospel of John. Barrett argues that: ‘The origin of the 

characteristic New Testament use of ἀμήν to introduce a statement […] is obscure.’  (Barrett, The Gospel according 
to St. John, 155 ).But it is clear that this phrase is employed in order to give emphasis to a solemn pronouncement.

64	 Cf. J.E. Fossum, “The Son of Man’s Alter Ego: John 1.51, Targumic Tradition and Jewish Mysticism,” The Image 
of the Invisible God: Essays on the Influence of Jewish Mysticism on Early Christianity (NTOA 30; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1995) 135–151.
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nates this ambiguity, ensuring that the reader understands that the angels were ascending 
and descending in order to see Jacob:

Then he dreamed and behold, a ladder was fixed in the earth, and its top was reaching to the heavens. 
And behold, the angels […] went up to proclaim to the angels on high saying, ‘Come, see the pious man 
whose image is affixed on the throne of glory, whom you were desiring to see’. And behold, angels from 
before the Lord were ascending and descending and looking at him (חנותין לסקין  ייי  קדם  מן  אלמכין   והא 
.(TNeof Gen 28:12 ;סמותכלין בה

In light of the Targumic expansion, Jesus – as the Son of Man – appears to take the place 
of Jacob as presented in TNeof Gen 28:12.65 Just as Jacob’s image is ‘affixed on the throne of 
glory’, Jesus becomes the new connection between heaven and earth. As Brown puts it, 
‘Jesus as Son of Man has become the locus of divine glory, the point of contact between 
heaven and earth. The disciples are promised figuratively that they will come to see this.’66 
The phrase ‘come and see’ thus functions as an invitation to recognise in Jesus the previ-
ously ‘unseen ladder, now suddenly visible, through which God will join heaven and earth. 
Similarly, in the Targumic expansion in Gen 28:12 Jacob becomes the link between heaven 
and earth.’67

The second instance of ‘come and see’, spoken by Philip, a disciple of Jesus functions as 
an invitation to observe Jesus – the man on earth – in order to gain a deeper understand-
ing of who he truly is. Similarly, in the Targumic expansions, the phrase ‘come, see’ intro-
duces a moment of revelation that guides the recipient toward a deeper comprehension of 
visible reality. Both the Targumic ‘come, see’ and the Johannine ‘come and see’ once again 
invite the audience to move beyond earthly appearances and to adopt a divine perspective 
on what is seen on earth.

3.3. John 4:29
The phrase ‘come and see’ introduces the progression in the understanding of who Jesus 
truly is. The first instance is followed by Andrew’s confession: ‘we have found the Messiah’ 
(1:41), and the second leads to Nathanael’s proclamation: ‘ you are the Son of God;  you are 
the king of Israel’ (1:49). After these two episodes, which symbolise the revelation of Jesus 

65	 Schwankl in this regard asserts: ‘Dieser Traum erneuert und erfüllt sich in Jesus, dem neuen, wahren Jakob, 
dem Stammvater des neuen Israel, der den »wahren Israeliten« in seine Nachfolge ruft. Er ist »die Tür« (Joh 
10,9) und der wahre Tempel (vgl. 2,19.21); er ist das Tor des Himmels, das den Suchenden offensteht, und das 
Haus Gottes (Bet-El), in dem sie ihre Bleibe finden (vgl. Gen 28,17.19).’ Schwankl, “»Kommt, und ihr werdet 
sehen«,” 436.

66	 Brown, John, I, 91. See also: C. Rowland, “John 1:51, Jewish Apocalyptic and Targumic Tradition,” NTS 30/4 
(1984) 498–507, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0028688500013205.

67	 T. Gardner, John in the Company of Poets: The Gospel in Literary Imagination (SCL 6; Waco, TX: Baylor Uni-
versity Press 2011) 32. See also Fossum, “The Son of Man’s Alter Ego,” 137. Sherri Brown in this regard asserts, 
‘the Son of Man is the new ladder and gateway to heaven, and he will be the new communication of God in and 
to the world.’ S. Brown, Gift upon Gift: Covenant through Word in the Gospel of John (PTMS 144; Eugene, OR: 
Pickwick 2010) 105.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0028688500013205
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to Israel, the narrator directs his readers to Samaria, where he uses the expression ‘come, see’ 
for the third time.68

The entire account of the meeting between Jesus and the Samaritan woman is one of the 
most detailed in the Gospel of John, consisting of two sections: 4:1–30, 39–42, where Jesus 
converses with the Samaritan woman and meets the Samaritans, and 4:31–38, where 
Jesus speaks with his disciples. The phrase ‘come, see’ appears in the first section (4:29), 
spoken by the Samaritan woman, who has already realised that Jesus is the Messiah.

3.3.1. ‘Come, see’ Introduces a Revelation

Similarly to its usage in Targumic literature, the phrase ‘come, see’ is not primarily a call 
for physical movement or observation, but rather an invitation to engage with and uncover 
the deeper, divine meaning embedded in visible, earthly reality. The entire narrative is in-
troduced by the verb of necessity, ἔδει (4:4), which should be understood not as indicating 
geographical compulsion, but rather as expressing a theological necessity.69 Thus, the nar-
rator introduces the reader to the deliberate will of Jesus, leaving no room for coincidence. 
Everything that happens at Jacob’s well is part of a divine plan. This becomes clearer after 
the first words of the conversation, in which Jesus is presented as the one who takes the 
initiative. It is worth noting that this was also the case in the previous passages.70 The revela-
tion always begins with God’s initiative, and in each instance, Jesus starts the conversation, 
leading his interlocutors to a deeper comprehension of visible reality.

The revelatory nature of the meeting with the Samaritan woman is supported by 
a similar dynamic: the person who meets Jesus is initially convinced that he is an ordi-
nary man (‘Are you greater than our father Jacob?’; 4:12),71 and then, after the conversa-
tion, the interlocutor reaches a deeper understanding of Jesus (‘Could this possibly be the 
Messiah?’; 4:29). The person gives testimony and encourages others to approach Jesus 
(‘Come, see someone who has told me everything that I have ever done’; 4:29), and others 
come to believe (‘Through his own word many more came to faith’; 4:41). This structure 
aligns with the structure in John 1:35–51.

Just as in the account of the calling of the first two disciples (1:35–39), one of whom 
remains unnamed, the Samaritan woman is also unnamed. Brown proposes that such 
characters are ‘a certain extent foils used by the evangelist to permit Jesus to unfold his 

68	 The Greek form of this phrase in John 4:29 is an adverbial phrase: δεῦτε ἴδετε. Thus, it will be translated as 
‘come, see’ without the conjunction ‘and’.

69	 Brown suggests that Jesus ‘could have gone north through the valley and then up into Galilee through the Bath-
shan gap, avoiding Samaria.’ Brown, John, I, 169.

70	 Jesus is the first who asks two disciples: ‘what are you looking for?’ (1:38). He begins the conversation with 
Nathanael saying: ‘There, truly, is an Israelite in whom there is no deception’ (1:47). In 4:7 again, Jesus begins 
the conversation disclosing that his presence at Jacob’s well is not coincidental.

71	 Here we have an echo of the Jacob’s account from the TNeof Gen 28:10 where the fifth miracle of Jacob is de-
scribed as follows: ‘our father Jacob raised the stone from above the mouth of the well, the well overflowed and 
came up to its mouth, and was overflowing for twenty years – all the days that he dwelt in Haran.’
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revelation.’72 The reader, who ultimately is invited to believe in Jesus (20:31), is encour-
aged to take the place of the unnamed disciple (1:35–40), Nathanael (1:45–51), the 
Samaritan woman (4:4–42), and to progress from understanding Jesus as ‘rabbi’ (1:38) 
through ‘Messiah’ (1:41), ‘Son of God’ and ‘king of Israel’ (1:49), to ‘Savi our of the world’ 
who gives life (4:42).

The universal character of the purpose of this narrative is confirmed by the use of the 
second-person plural in 4:21 (προσκυνήσετε τῷ πατρί). Barrett offers two possible inter-
pretations of this plural form. The first possibility suggests that the Samaritans are the ad-
dressees of this proclamation. The second possibility is that the plural form refers to John’s 
readers, the future Christians.73

Moreover, as in previous instances, the author of the Gospel of John employs vocabu-
lary that emphasises the revelatory character. Notable words and phrases include: to know 
(οἶδα; 4:10, 22, 25, 42), to see (θεωρέω; 4:19), I am (ἐγώ εἰμι; 4:26), to believe (πιστεύω; 
4:39, 41, 42), and to hear (ἀκούω; 4:42).

3.3.2. Character of the ‘Come and See’ Revelation

Before the Samaritan woman can become the Bath Qol for the townspeople, she must first 
make her way to understand Jesus’ deeper significance. The story begins when the woman 
comes to the well at a time when she does not expect to find anyone there. She is surprised 
not only by the presence of the stranger but also by his request: ‘Give me a drink’ (4:7). Her 
astonishment is evident, and she does not indicate any expectation that she would meet 
someone special. This marks the beginning of a rich and theologically significant conversa-
tion in which Jesus reveals himself.

The text employs a well-known technique in the Gospel of John – misunderstanding.74 
The first misunderstanding concerns Jesus, who, in his appearance, is simply ‘a thirsty and 
helpless traveler’,75 but in reality, he is the Son of God offering the living water. The second 
misunderstanding is related to the living water itself (ὕδωρ ζῶν; 4:10). The Samaritan 
woman takes it to mean running water from a spring, but Jesus refers to it as God’s gift, 
which leads to eternal life.76 Through the ordinary thirst for water, the Samaritan woman, 
illuminated by Jesus, eventually discovers Jesus’ deeper desire to be the giver of living water.

The fact that Jesus points to the earthly reality of water reveals its deeper meaning and 
further supports the idea of ‘come, see’ as a revelation. The Samaritan woman is invited 
by Jesus not only to observe the earthly reality but also to comprehend its profounder 

72	 To this list he adds also: Nicodemus (ch. 3), the paralytic (ch. 5), and the blind man (ch. 10). Cf. Brown, 
John, I, 176.

73	 Cf. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John, 198.
74	 For the discussion about misunderstanding in the Gospel of John and about other characteristics in Johannine 

style, see Brown, John, cxxxv-xxxxvi; Brown, Gift upon Gift, 96.
75	 Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John, 195.
76	 The parallels of this notion can be found in Jer 2:13 where God calls himself: πηγὴ ὕδατος ζωῆς and Jer 17:13 

where the prophet calls God: πηγὴ ζωῆς. It is less plausible that Jesus makes an allusion to these passages since 
the Samaritans did not accept the prophetical books of the Old Testament.
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meaning. The technique of misunderstanding shows clearly that there is a real relationship 
between natural human life and divine revelation.77 This process comes to a climax in the 
Samaritan woman’s ‘come, see’ invitation. She has grasped Jesus’ deeper significance, and 
now, like the angels in TNeof Gen 28:12, she invites others to do the same.

The process of gaining a deeper comprehension of Jesus is visible through the titles she 
associates with him. The most frequent title the Samaritan woman uses for Jesus is κύριε 
(4:11, 15, 19), which means both ‘Sir’ and ‘Lord’. The most probable meaning intended 
by the woman is ‘Sir’, given that she uses this title from the beginning of their meeting. 
As the conversation develops, she gains a deeper insight into Jesus and calls him a ‘prophet’ 
(προφήτης; 4:19), ‘a man who told me all the things I have done’ (ἄνθρωπον ὃς εἶπέν μοι 
πάντα ὅσα ἐποίησα; 4:29), and finally the ‘Messiah’ (χριστός; 4:29).

The title ‘prophet’ seems to be a simple reaction to Jesus’ supernatural knowledge of her 
past life. The title ‘Messiah’ is part of a hesitant question, introduced by the interrogative 
particle μήτι, which, in this case, seems to imply an affirmative answer.78 Friedrich Blass and 
Robert Debrunner suggest translating this phrase as ‘that must be the Messiah,’ or at least, 
‘perhaps this is the Messiah.’79 Through this statement, the Samaritan woman reveals that 
she has received the revelation, recognising Jesus as the Messiah.

Her question, ‘Are you greater than our father Jacob?’ (4:12), evokes the patriarch Jacob, 
a more developed character in the Targumic version of Gen 28:12. In the light of the fea-
tures under which Jacob is recognised by the angels of the Lord (‘the pious man whose 
image is affixed on the throne of glory, whom the angels desired to see’), the woman’s ques-
tion acquires a special meaning. It seems impossible to be greater than Jacob, who is claimed 
to be present in heaven through his image on the throne. However, after her conversation 
with Jesus, the woman leaves her water jar – the reason she came to the well – and discloses 
that Jesus fulfilled her deeper desires beyond her thirst. Thus, she recognises that Jesus is 
truly greater than Jacob. In her eyes, Jesus, once an ordinary man, becomes the prophet, 
the Messiah, even greater than Jacob.

The Samaritan woman takes on the role of the Bath Qol in TNeof Gen 22:10 and the 
angels from TNeof Gen 28:12, inviting her fellow citizens: ‘Come, see (δεῦτε ἴδετε) the man 
(ἄνθρωπον) who has told me everything that I have ever done! Could this possibly be 

77	 Bultmann describes the relationship between natural human life and the revelation of God writing as follows: 
‘This relationship consists in the fact that whereas human life is false and inauthentic, the revelation bestows 
true, authentic life. For the false points to the true, the inauthentic to the authentic. The very fact that man 
mistakes what is inauthentic for what is authentic, what is temporary for what is final, shows that he has some 
knowledge of what is authentic and final. He knows what the revelation means, inasmuch as he attributes an 
importance to earthly things which can only properly be attributed to the revelation.’ Bultmann, The Gospel of 
John, 182.

78	 Toan Do does not agree with this statement asserting that ‘the woman raises doubt about her knowledge of 
Jesus and expects that the townspeople would agree with her suspicion that Jesus was not the Messiah.’ Do, 
“The Johannine Request to ‘Come and See’ and an Ethic of Love,” 189.

79	 Even though μήτι is commonly classified as a negative particle, it can imply also an affirmative answer. John 4:29 
is one such case. Cf. F.W. Blass – A. Debrunner – R.W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and 
Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press 1961) § 4272.
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the Messiah (ὁ χριστός)?’ (4:29). She, having already gained a deeper understanding 
of the person of Jesus, now encourages others to gain a similar experience, becoming for 
them the witnesses of God’s revelation. In her testimony, a visible dynamism is expressed 
that was previously seen in each of the ‘come, see’ passages.

The townspeople are invited to see the man (ἄνθρωπον). As in the Targums, the reality 
that is the object of the revelation belongs to the earthly plane. Similarly to TNeof Gen 22:10, 
28:12, and TNeof Num 21:9, the introductory ‘come, see’ focuses attention on a specific 
person and his actions. However, the purpose of this seeing is to reach a deeper truth about 
this person.80 The second part of the Samaritan woman’s testimony reveals the intended 
goal of their coming and seeing: to recognise in Jesus the expected Messiah. Just like the Sa-
maritan woman, who saw the ordinary man but recognised in him the Messiah, the towns-
people too are about to discover that the man Jesus is the Messiah. Once again, the phrase 
‘come, see’ functions as an introduction to the revelation.

In John 4:42, the narrator summarises the impact of the meeting with Jesus on the 
townspeople: ‘It is no longer because of what you said that we believe, for we have heard for 
ourselves’ (4:42).81 The last sentence of this verse is even stronger because they admit, ‘we 
know (οἴδαμεν) that this One is indeed the Saviour of the world’ (4:42).82 It is worth noting 
that these phrases hint at the technical meaning of the ‘come, see’ expression. The Samari-
tans come to believe in Jesus not because they merely saw him, but because they heard him, 
and this is emphasised three times.83 Thus, the phrase ‘come, see’ cannot be interpreted as 
a literal encouragement to physically see the person of Jesus, but rather as an invitation to 
enter into the revelation that provides a deeper insight into his person.

Once again, the phrase ‘come, see’ introduces the revelation of a particular character. 
This time, the Samaritans are invited to observe and hear Jesus, who appears as an ordinary 
man, yet they are encouraged to surpass the visible reality in order to reach a deeper insight 
and understand something beyond their normal comprehension. Ultimately, they profess 

80	 This process is called by D’Sa a ‘dhvani- dimension’ of the reality. He asserts: ‘To be able to see things from 
the dhvani-standpoint, one must first recognize that the eyes are blind, and it is the heart with which one sees.’ 
This is my translation of: ‘Um nun die Dinge vom dhvani-Standpunkt her betrachten zu können, muß man 
zunächts erkennen, »daß die Augen blind sind und es da Herz ist, mit dem man sieht«.” F. D’Sa, “Sehen – 
Glauben – Innewohnen. Joh 1 als hermeneutisches Modell,” Wir werden bei ihm wohnen. Das Johannesevange-
lium in indischer Deutung  (ed. G. Soares-Prabhu) (TDW 6; Freiburg: Herder 1984) 108.

81	 Commenting on this passage Levine notices that the Samaritan women couldn’t be of ‘ill repute’, ass claimed 
by numerous of interpretations, since the villagers left Sychar and went to see Jesus because she had told 
them ‘Come, see.’ Cf. A.-J. Levine, The Gospel of John: A Beginner’s Guide to the Way, the Truth, and the Life 
(Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press 2024) 31. For a view that challenges the assumption of the woman’s immoral 
character, see C.M. Conway, John and the Johannine Letters ( CBS; Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press 2017) 64.

82	 Bultmann rightly notices that: ‘A man must recognize the Revealer when he encounters him in tangible form 
[… ]. Such recognition is a recognition in spite of appearances; it must overcome the offence of the σάρξ.’ 
Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 180–181.

83	 ‘ἐπίστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν τῶν Σαμαριτῶν διὰ τὸν λόγον τῆς γυναικός’ (4:39); ‘πολλῷ πλείους ἐπίστευσαν διὰ τὸν λόγον 
αὐτοῦ’ (4:41); ‘οὐκέτι διὰ τὴν σὴν λαλιὰν πιστεύομεν, αὐτοὶ γὰρ ἀκηκόαμεν’ (4:42). Three times, faith is connected 
with the words of the Samaritan woman or Jesus.
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their faith, saying to the woman: ‘This One is indeed the Saviour of the world’ (4:42).84 
Similarly, in the Targums, where the phrase ‘come, see’ appears at crucial moments in sal-
vation history, when proper comprehension of the event is required and the risk of mis-
understanding the event is present, in the Samaritan episode, this expression directs the 
reader’s attention to a significant moment in Jesus’ mission. Jesus, for the first time, crosses 
beyond the boundaries of his world into the Samaritan world, showing that salvation is 
not limited to Jews only. This event finds no parallel in the Synoptic Gospels and is unique 
to John. The reader is allowed to observe the recognition of Jesus as the Saviour of the 
world, and this occurs beyond the boundaries of his usual activities. By coming to Sychar, 
Jesus anticipates the future mission of the Church. On this occasion, the text employs the 
phrase ‘come, see’ to protect its readers from misunderstanding the event and to under-
score its relevance.

Conclusion

The Johannine phrase ‘come and see’ emerges as far more than a simple invitation to physi-
cal observation; it is a theological summons into revelation and relationship. Across the 
narratives of John 1 and 4, this formula consistently marks pivotal moments in salvation 
history, guiding disciples, sceptics, and outsiders alike toward a deeper understanding of 
Jesus’ true identity.

The comparison with the Palestinian Targums reveals striking convergences. In both 
corpora, the expression functions as an interpretative key: it directs attention to an ap-
parently ordinary reality while unveiling its hidden, divine dimension. In the Targums, 
the phrase introduces moments when God’s action in history requires proper discern-
ment; in John, it invites the reader to perceive in Jesus not merely a rabbi, a man from 
Nazareth, or a weary traveller at a well, but the Messiah, the Son of God, and ultimately, 
the Saviour of the world.

This intertextual resonance enriches our understanding of Johannine theology. 
The evangelist does not simply recount a series of encounters; he crafts a narrative that 
invites both characters and readers into a progressive journey of faith. To ‘come and see’ is 
to step into the dynamic space where revelation unfolds and where seeing becomes believ-
ing. In this sense, the phrase functions not only as a narrative device but also as a theological 
invitation – calling the community of believers in every generation to recognise in the man 
Jesus the locus of divine revelation, the ‘ladder’ between heaven and earth.

Ultimately, the study of ‘come and see’ within its broader Jewish milieu underscores 
the Gospel’s rootedness in early Jewish tradition, while also highlighting its transformative 
vision. The Johannine Jesus, echoing the revelatory voice of the Targums, beckons all who 

84	 Some manuscripts add Messiah: A C3 D K L N Γ Δ Θ Ψ ƒ1.13. 33. 565. 579. 700. 892. 1241. 1424 𝔐 e f 
q syp.h bopt.
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hear: to come, to see, and to believe – entering into a relationship that transforms percep-
tion and grounds the life of faith in the mystery of the incarnate Word.
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abstract:� Jesus’s first disciples lived in an era that many righteous people before Christ had longed to 
witness (Matt 13:16–17; Luke 10:23–24). This raises the question of how later generations who have 
not seen the earthly Jesus should regard themselves. This issue is primarily addressed in John 20:29 and 
1 Pet 1:8. Although these verses appear in different parts of the NT, they are closely related. This paper 
identifies eight notable parallels between  the texts. It argues that a new era began with Jesus and continues 
beyond his ascension. Although later believers have not seen Christ, they are still blessed, for eternal life and 
salvation are available to them as well. Moreover, there is evidence of mutual respect between the earliest 
disciples and later believers. Later Christians held those who had seen the Lord in high regard. Likewise, 
the first disciples respected those who believed without seeing him (1 Pet 1:8; cf. John 20:29).
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When Jesus invited the first disciples to follow him, he meant it literally: they accompanied 
him in person (Mark 1:17). They both heard and saw Christ and witnessed many of his 
miracles. A notable example is the Transfiguration, which was observed by the closest disci-
ples (Matt 17:1–8; Mark 9:2–8; Luke 9:28–36; 2 Pet 1:16–17). Following the resurrection, 
not only the  inner circle of disciples saw him; the women (Matt 28:9), the eleven disciples 
and others were also privileged to encounter the risen Christ (1 Cor 15:3–8). Those who 
had seen Jesus were held in high regard. According to Acts, the defining characteristic of the 
twelve apostles was that they had witnessed Jesus’s public ministry (Acts 1:21–22).1 Paul 
defended his apostleship by appealing to his encounter with the risen Christ (1 Cor 9:1; 
cf. 1 Cor 15:8). Jesus’s relatives, especially James, were likewise highly regarded among the 
early Christians (Gal 2:9;  cf. Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica 3.20.6). Later generations of 
believers respected not only the eyewitnesses, but also those who had not seen Jesus, yet had 
known his disciples personally (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.14.3; 5.20.6).

Several passages emphasise the privilege of those who encountered Jesus. For Luke, even 
those who saw Jesus as an infant rejoiced (Luke 2:21–40). The disciples were in an especially 

1	 Cf. J.H. Schütz, Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority (NTL; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 
2007) 56–57.
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privileged position, as Christ himself pointed out (e.g., Matt 13:16–17; Luke 10:23–24). 
He told them that they were living in an era that many prophets and righteous people had 
longed to see (Matt 13:17). In Jesus’s time, many expected that the reign of the coming 
Davidic king would bring blessings, and a fortunate few would witness the abundance of 
that era  (The Psalms of Solomon 17:44; cf. Matt 1:1). The events witnessed by the disciples 
marked the arrival of the messianic age (Matt 11:4–5).2

However, only a few were fortunate enough to meet Jesus during his lifetime or after 
his resurrection. As Jesus pointed out, many prophets, kings, and righteous people could 
only have longed to see him (Luke 10:24; Matt 13:17). Like the figures of the past, the 
post-Easter generations could not see the Lord. At most, the next generation could say that 
they had known those who had seen him (cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.1). Over time, even 
this became impossible. Nevertheless, the NT offers hope that Christ will be seen at the Pa-
rousia ( John 17:24; 1 Pet 1:13). Still, this promise has not yet been realised. The followers 
of Christ remain caught between the ‘no longer’ and the ‘not yet.’

Therefore, it is understandable that the themes of faith and sight are present in the NT, 
as they became essential for the later generations (e.g., Rom 8:24–25; 2 Cor 5:7; Heb 11:1). 
Among these passages, John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8 deserve special attention, as they provide 
the most explicit insights.  Although these two verses appear in different parts of the NT, 
they exhibit striking similarities. Most importantly, both acknowledge those who have not 
seen Christ and yet believe in him. Those who become disciples without ever meeting Jesus 
in person are also called blessed (cf. Matt 13:16; Luke 10:23), not only the Twelve and 
those who met him during his earthly ministry.

Many scholars have noted a connection between John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8,3 but these 
similarities have not been examined in detail. Although several monographs, essays, and 
studies refer to the link, none of them offers a thorough investigation, since they do not 
primarily focus on a comparison between John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8. For instance, Gerald 
O’Collins’s and Daniel Kendal’s study on the Easter appearances is only able to touch on 
the parallels briefly.4 Although some works emphasise the connection more clearly, the 
comparison remains incomplete. Timothy E. Miller’s monograph, which examines how 
1 Pet echoes Jesus’s words, does highlight certain similarities, but an in-depth analysis lies 

2	 U. Luz, Matthew 8–20: A Commentary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2001) 247; K.R. Snodgrass, 
Stories with Intent: A Comprehensive Guide to the Parables of Jesus, 2 ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans 2018) 517.

3	 E.g., B.L. Campbell, Honor, Shame, and the Rhetoric of 1 Peter (SBLDS 160; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 
1998) 50–51; D.A. Carson, The Gospel according to John (PNTC; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1990; reprint 
1991) 660; C.H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 
1963) 354; C.S. Keener, 1 Peter: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic 2021) 80; T.E. Miller, 
Echoes of Jesus in the First Epistle of Peter (Eugene, OR: Pickwick  2022) 88–89; W.L. Schutter, Hermeneutic 
and Composition in I Peter (WUNT 2/30; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1989) 44; T. Witulski, Der erste Petrus-
brief und die johanneischen Schriften. Versuch einer traditionsgeschichtlichen Verhältnisbestimmung (BTS 46; 
Leuven – Paris – Bristol, CT: Peeters 2023) 101–107.

4	 G. O’Collins – D. Kendal, “The Uniqueness of the Easter Appearances,” Focus on Jesus: Essays on Christology 
and Soteriology (Herefordshire: Gracewing 1996) 118–121.
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beyond its scope. While the monograph focuses on 1 Pet, it devotes little attention to John.5 
Thomas Witulski explores the connection between 1 Pet and Johannine literature from 
a tradition-historical perspective. However, the analysis of John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8 is the 
least developed section, spanning only six pages, whereas the comparison of 1 Pet 1:3, 24 
with John 3:3, 5, 7 covers over forty pages. In the case of John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8, only 
three common features are stressed : (1)  semantics (πιστεύω; ὁράω) ; (2)  syntax: ‘ὁρῶντες 
πιστεύοντες δέ’ (1 Pet 1:8); ‘μὴ ἰδόντες καὶ πιστεύσαντες’ (John 20:29) ; (3)  message: faith 
is possible even without sight. Due to its brevity, there is no discussion of Matt 13:16–17 
and Luke 10:23–24. For Witulski, early Christian writings do not mention faith and seeing 
together,6 yet  in Polycarp, To the Philippians 1.3, this is clearly the case.

Therefore, this study is novel not only in its conclusions but also in its objectives. It focuses 
specifically on the relationship between John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8, an inquiry which, to the 
best of my knowledge, has not previously been explored. This investigation is meaningful 
only when the broader context of both verses is considered. Moreover, examining John 20:29 
and 1 Pet 1:8 provides insight into how later generations who have not seen the earthly Jesus 
should understand their place, especially in the light of Matt 13:16–17 and Luke 10:23–24. 
Finally, the reception history also deserves attention, even if only in brief.

1. 	John 20:29 and Its Context

The Fourth Gospel claims to be based on the testimony of eyewitnesses or at least on the 
authority of the witnesses ( John 1:14; 19:35; 20:30–31; cf. 1 John 1:1–2). However, only 
a select few were privileged to meet Jesus in person. Yet this does not imply that discipleship 
is reserved solely for those who saw him. John makes it clear that those who have not seen 
Christ can also have faith in him ( John 20:30–31).

Therefore, later disciples came to faith by hearing rather than by seeing. As will be dem-
onstrated, this is a core idea of John. There are several cases where faith is discussed in rela-
tion to seeing and hearing. First, some people assume that visible signs can lead to faith.7 
This is why they demand signs from Jesus ( John 2:18; 6:30). Yet such faith is incomplete 
( John 2:23–25). Signs do not necessarily lead to faith ( John 12:37); in fact, they can even 
provoke opposition to Jesus ( John 11:45–52; 12:9–11). Moreover, John presents other 
possibilities. At times, signs occur only after hearing and believing. In such cases, it is ap-
parent that signs cannot generate faith. In John 11:40, Jesus tells Martha, the sister of the 
deceased Lazarus, ‘Did I not tell you that if you believe, you will see the glory of God?’. 
However, there are instances where no signs follow hearing, yet the narrative is complete 
( John 1:35–37; 4:39–42). According to Craig R. Koester, it is hearing, not seeing, that 

5	 Miller, Echoes.
6	 Witulski, Der erste Petrusbrief, 101–107.
7	 Cf. Mark 15:32; Acts 13:12. Keener, 1 Peter, 80.
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leads to genuine faith in John. He argues that John’s prologue, ‘In the beginning was the 
Word’ ( John 1:1), already anticipates the priority of hearing.8

In the light of these considerations, the beatitude in John 20:29, ‘Blessed are those who 
have not seen and yet have believed’ (‘μακάριοι οἱ μὴ ἰδόντες καὶ πιστεύσαντες’), is to be dis-
cussed. The beatitude appears within John 20:1–31,9 where faith, seeing, hearing,10 and 
discipleship before and after Easter are all prominent themes. John 20:1–29 recounts the 
resurrection of Jesus and his appearances.

In John 20:3–10, Peter and the Beloved Disciple visit Jesus’s tomb at dawn on Easter 
Sunday. The Beloved Disciple came to believe upon seeing the empty tomb and Jesus’s 
burial cloths ( John 20:8). As the text implies, it was not the encountering with Christ that 
produced faith, but seeing these signs.11 The Beloved Disciple’s reaction contrasts with 
other characters: Mary Magdalene, the disciples, and Thomas came to faith only after 
seeing Christ. Nevertheless, while the Beloved Disciple’s reaction is initially positive, it is 
not presented as ideal. As many scholars have observed, John 20:1–10 illustrates that faith 
based on visual evidence is portrayed as limited or incomplete. (1) Of the two disciples, 
only the Beloved Disciple believed.12 (2) Neither of them realised that the Scriptures had 
foretold Christ’s resurrection ( John 20:9).13 (3) The Beloved Disciple’s faith is not as exem-
plary as that of those who believed without seeing ( John 20:29).14

Mary Magdalene was granted more to see than Peter and the Beloved Disciple. She 
saw the open tomb ( John 20:1–2) and the two angels ( John 20:12). Although she did 
not recognise Christ immediately, he was present at the open tomb ( John 20:14). Yet even 
this was not enough to lead her to faith. It was only after Jesus called her by name that she 
came to believe ( John 20:16; cf. John 10:3–5).15 After recognising Christ, Mary is told by 
Jesus, ‘Do not touch me’ ( John 20:17). It seems to suggest that a change occurred in how 
one relates to Christ after Easter. Following this instruction, Jesus says, ‘I will ascend to my 
Father and your Father, to my God and your God’ ( John 20:17). Therefore, he suggests that 
he will no longer be seen after his ascension.16

8	 C.R. Koester, “Hearing, Seeing, and Believing in the Gospel of John,” Bib 70/3 (1989) 342, 346–348.
9	 Cf. Alessandra Casneda’s dissertation on John 20 focuses on the theme of seeing and believing (Giovanni 20: 

Uno  studio narrativo [AnBib 241; Roma: GBP 2023]).
10	 C. Tuckett, “Seeing and Believing in John 20,” Paul, John, and Apocalyptic Eschatology: Studies in Honour of 

Martinus C. de Boer (eds. J. Krans et al.) (NovTSup 149; Leiden: Brill 2013) 171.
11	 D. Sylva, Thomas – Love as Strong as Death: Faith and Commitment in the Fourth Gospel (LNTS 434; 

London – New Delphi – New York – Sydney: Bloomsbury – Clark 2013) 99.
12	 Koester, “Hearing, Seeing, and Believing in the Gospel of John,” 346; cf. S.M. Schneiders, “Touching the 

Risen Jesus: Mary Magdalene and Thomas the Twin in John 20,” The Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of John 
(eds. C.R. Koester – R. Bieringer) (WUNT 1/222; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008) 164.

13	 Cf. Schneiders, “Touching the Risen Jesus,” 164–165.
14	 R. Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 

2006) 399; Tuckett, “Seeing and Believing in John 20,” 176–180.
15	 Koester, “Hearing, Seeing, and Believing in the Gospel of John,” 346.
16	 N. Farelly, The Disciples in the Fourth Gospel: A Narrative Analysis of their Faith and Understanding 

(WUNT 2/290; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2010) 159; Schneiders, “Touching the Risen Jesus,” 171; Tuckett, 
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The rest of the chapter also focuses on the themes of seeing and hearing. First, Mary 
tells the disciples, ‘I have seen the Lord’ ( John 20:18). However, judging by their behaviour, 
the disciples did not believe her. (1) The next verse states that the disciples were gathered 
behind locked doors out of fear ( John 20:19).17 (2) The disciples rejoiced when Christ 
appeared to them ( John 20:20). There is no indication that Mary’s words prompted their 
joy. (3) According to Luke 24:10–11, the disciples dismissed the women’s report of the 
resurrection as empty chatter (cf. Mark 16:11). Mary Magdalene was among the women 
mentioned in Luke 24:10. (4) Koester observes that the disciples failed to believe in Jesus 
himself, even though he had predicted his own resurrection (cf. John 14:18–19).18 In this 
passage, sight leads to faith ( John 20:19–23).19

The episode involving Thomas ( John 20:24–29) is connected with Jesus’s appearance 
to his disciples ( John 20:19–23).20 Thomas, one of the Twelve, was absent when Christ 
first appeared. When his companions told him, ‘We have seen the Lord’ ( John 20:25; 
cf. John 20:19), he refused to believe them. This highlights Thomas’s ambivalent posi-
tion. As one of the twelve disciples, he had witnessed Jesus’s public ministry, yet he was 
not present when Christ appeared on Easter Sunday. Like the other disciples after Easter, 
Thomas heard about the resurrection through preaching.21 Like the other disciples 
( John 20:18–19), he likewise did not believe the report: ‘unless I see the nail marks in his 
hands and put my finger where the nails were, and put my hand into his side, I will not believe’ 
( John 20:25). This is the third reference to Thomas in the Gospel ( John 11:16; 14:5). 
According to John 11:16, Thomas was present when Lazarus was raised from the dead. 
However, the combination of what he had seen at Lazarus’s tomb and what he had just 
heard from his fellow disciples was not enough to convince him.22

Eight days later, the Thomas episode continues when Christ reappears to his disci-
ples ( John 20:26–29). The narrative focuses solely on Jesus’s interaction with Thomas. 
Upon seeing the risen Christ, Thomas immediately confesses, ‘My Lord and my God’ 
( John 20:28). This confession stands out, as no other figure in the Gospel addresses Jesus 
as God.23 According to J. David Woodington, Thomas’s behaviour intensifies the earlier 
responses of his fellow disciples ( John 20:19–23). The disciples rejected Mary Magdalene’s 

“Seeing and Believing in John 20,” 181–182.
17	 J.D. Woodington, The Dubious Disciples: Doubt and Disbelief in the Post-Resurrection Scenes of the Four Gospels 

(BZNW 241; Berlin – Boston, MA: De Gruyter 2020) 153.
18	 C.R. Koester, “Jesus’ Resurrection, the Signs, and the Dynamics of Faith in the Gospel of John,” The Resur-

rection of Jesus in the Gospel of John (eds. C.R. Koester – R. Bieringer) ( WUNT 1/222; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck 2008) 70.

19	 Tuckett, “Seeing and Believing in John 20,” 185.
20	 For similarities between John 20:19–23 and John 20:24–29, see: Farelly, The Disciples, 123.
21	 M. de Jonge, “Signs and Works in the Fourth Gospel,” Miscellanea Neotestamentica (eds. T. Baarda – 

A.F.J. Klijn – W.C. van Unnik) (NovTSup 48; Leiden: Brill 1978) II, 119.
22	 Koester, “Jesus’ Resurrection,” 71.
23	 Only the narrator refers to Jesus as God (John 1:1, 18).
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testimony about Christ’s resurrection,24 while Thomas dismissed the testimony of all the 
disciples. While the disciples rejoiced at seeing the resurrected Christ ( John 20:20), Thom-
as’s reaction was even more remarkable: he confessed his faith in Jesus ( John 20:28).25

The core idea of this study emerges after Thomas’s confession. In John 20:29, Jesus says, 
‘Because you have seen me, you believe. Blessed are those who have not seen, and yet believe.’ 
This statement carries additional weight because it is spoken by Jesus himself. Moreover, 
this verse concludes the Easter narratives ( John 20:1–29) and possibly the entire Gospel. 
In the immediate context, John 20:29 responds to Thomas’s declaration in John 20:28. Pre-
sumably, John 20:29 contains both Jesus’s acknowledgement and his criticism. Following 
Thomas’s confession ( John 20:28), it is a sign of recognition, yet also serves as a reminder 
that genuine faith comes through hearing, not seeing.26 This verse therefore acknowledges 
the importance of testimony.27

However, other interpretations also exist. According to Luke Irwin, there is no real 
contrast between faith and sight in Thomas’s account. First, both Thomas and the disciples 
are granted ‘direct sight.’ For those who believe the disciples’ testimony, faith is likewise 
based on sight, albeit on a ‘mediated sight.’28 While this interpretation is logically plausible, 
the overview of John 20 emphasises the priority of hearing, which applies to the situation 
of the audience. It is evident that John 20:29 is not limited to Thomas’s situation, but 
also addresses John’s  readers. By declaring blessed those who believe through hearing, Jesus 
encourages his later disciples.29 For them, faith can be awakened only through hearing, 
not through sight. Undoubtedly, John 20:29 was written to reflect the changing situation 
before and after Easter.30

Only a few scholars highlight that John 20:29 is a beatitude.31 This may be because this 
literary form is uncommon in the Fourth Gospel. The only other example is John 13:17. 
As discussed, the setting of John 20:29 is reminiscent of the beatitudes in Matt 13:16 
and Luke 10:23. These verses emphasise the privileged position of those who encountered 
Jesus during his lifetime. John 20:29 appears to adapt this pattern for the post-Easter period 
(cf. 1 Pet 1:8).32 After Easter, a new era began. During this period, access to Christ is pos-
sible through hearing, not seeing. Importantly, the disciples were the first to hear about 

24	 Cf. M. Hengel, “Maria Magdalena und die Frauen als Zeugen,” Abraham unser Vater. Juden und Christen im 
Gespräch über die Bibel. Festschrift für Otto Michel zum 60. Geburtstag (eds. O. Betz – M. Hengel – P. Schmidt) 
(AGJU 5;  Leiden – Köln: Brill 1963) 246–247.

25	 Woodington, Dubious Disciples, 155.
26	 Cf. G.W. Most, Doubting Thomas (Cambridge, MA – London: Harvard University Press 2005) 59.
27	 A.T. Lincoln, Gospel according to St John ( BNTC; London – New York: Hendrickson – Continuum 

2005) 503.
28	 L. Irwin, Jesus and the Visibility of God: Sight and Belief in the Fourth Gospel (SNTSMS 185; Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press 2025) 159.
29	 Carson, The Gospel according to John, 660; Tuckett, “Seeing and Believing in John 20,” 173–175.
30	 Woodington, Dubious Disciples, 171.
31	 Cf. Witulski, Der erste Petrusbrief, 106.
32	 Cf. Dodd, Historical Tradition, 354.
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the resurrection. However, neither they nor Thomas were convinced by testimony alone 
( John 20:18, 25). In each case, it was seeing rather than hearing that led to faith. 

The situation of the disciples thus parallels that of later generations.33 John 20:29 ex-
presses the hope that, unlike the first disciples, some will come to faith through hearing 
(cf. John 17:20). It is also ironic that these disciples were entrusted to testify about the risen 
Christ. Even though they had heard about the resurrection, hearing alone was not enough 
to convince them. Yet they were chosen to bear witness to the risen Christ.

Gert J.C. Jordaan’s study of joy in the Fourth Gospel is worthy of note. According 
to Jordaan, joy often emerges at pivotal moments in salvation history. His main argu-
ment is that joy is associated with sight. For example, Abraham rejoiced at seeing Christ 
( John 8:56), and the disciples rejoice at seeing Christ again ( John 16:21–22) and at his 
resurrection ( John 20:20).34 Although Jordaan made no reference to John 20:29, this 
verse is closely related to his concept. (1) It refers to a specific period (i.e., post-Easter). 
(2) The primary meaning of μακάριος is blessed, but other nuances are also considered, in-
cluding happy or fortunate.35 (3) There are several similarities between Jesus’s appearances 
to the disciples ( John 20:19–23) and to Thomas ( John 20:24–29). The disciples rejoiced 
when they saw Jesus ( John 20:20) and Jesus told Thomas, ‘Blessed are those who have not 
seen and yet have believed’ ( John 20:29). (4) Furthermore, the theme of joy is more promi-
nent in 1 Pet 1:8,36 which shows notable parallels with John 20:29 (see below). For example, 
the words ἀγαλλιάω (to rejoice) and χαρά (joy) appear in 1 Pet 1:8.37

The link between faith, seeing, and hearing culminates in John 20:30–31. Here, the 
narrator speaks directly. The context in which these verses should be understood is de-
bated.38 This study argues that John 20:30–31 summarises the resurrection accounts 
( John 20:1–29) and brings the entire Gospel to a close.39 Therefore, both the resurrection 
accounts and the Gospel as a whole are recorded to awaken and strengthen faith in Jesus.40 
According to John 20:31, it is through this faith that eternal life in Christ becomes possible. 

33	 F.J. Moloney, The Gospel of John (SP 4; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press 1998; rev. ed. 2005) 538; Cf. Irwin, 
Jesus and the Visibility of God, 159.

34	 G.J.C. Jordaan, “The Joy of Seeing Christ: A Thematic Study of Joy in the Gospel of John,” In die Skriflig 49/2 
(2015) 1–9, https://doi.org/10.4102/ids.v49i2.1968.

35	 Cf. G. Strecker, “μακάριος,” EDNT, II, 376.
36	 Cf. R.H. Gundry, “Further Verba on ‘Verba Christi’ in First Peter,” Bib 55/2 (1974) 218.
37	 Cf. J. Nagy, “Joy at the Birth of Christ: A Study of Matthew 2:10 and Luke 2:10,” BA 15/3 (2025) 437–451, 

https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17901.
38	 Cf. Gundry, “Further Verba on ‘Verba Christi’ in First Peter,” 218.
39	 There is also a theory that the Gospel originally ended at John 20:30–31, and John 21 was added later. 

M.C. De Boer, John 1–6: A Critical and Exegetical Commentary (ICC; London – New York : Clark 2025) 170.
40	 In John 20:31, a text-critical problem arises. (1) ‘Ταῦτα δὲ γέγραπται ἵνα πιστεύσητε’ (‘these things were written 

that you may come to believe’; 2א A C D L W Δ). (2) ‘Ταῦτα δὲ γέγραπται ἵνα πιστεύητε’ (‘these things were 
written so that you may continue to believe’; P66vid א* B Θ). Philip W. Comfort supports the first reading 
(New Testament Text and Translation Commentary: Commentary on the Variant Readings of the Ancient New 
Testament Manuscripts and how They Relate to the Major English Translations [Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale 
House 2008] 322).

https://doi.org/10.4102/ids.v49i2.1968
https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.17901
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This statement motivates future generations of believers. Eternal life is available to disci-
ples both before and after Easter. Since the reward is the same, later believers are not at 
a disadvantage.

2. 1 Pet 1:8 and Its Context

After the opening address and greeting (1 Pet 1:1–2), the letter begins with a thanksgiving 
(1 Pet 1:3–12). This unit expresses gratitude for both the hopeful future of the believ-
ers (1 Pet 1:3–6) as well as their present privileges (1 Pet 1:7–9). Finally, it discusses the 
benefits enjoyed by the believers compared to the saints before Christ (1 Pet 1:10–12).41 
What makes this thanksgiving unique is that it also acknowledges present difficulties. 
First, it refers to suffering for Christ (1 Pet 1:6–7). This theme recurs throughout the letter 
(e.g., 1 Pet 2:18–21; 3:18; 4:1, 12–19). These passages are of particular interest.42 Another 
issue addressed is that the recipients have not seen Christ (1 Pet 1:8). This idea only appears 
here, which also explains why it receives less emphasis than suffering. The letter address-
es two distinct issues, presenting them within a similar context. 1 Pet 1:7 speaks of faith 
(πίστις) being tested, while the following verse acknowledges that the recipients believe 
(πιστεύω) in Christ, despite not having seen him.43 Both difficulties will be resolved by 
Christ’s return. Although his followers are suffering now, Christ’s appearance will bring 
glory (1 Pet 1:7). While Christ is invisible at present, he will be revealed at the Parousia 
(1 Pet 1:7, 13).  The two issues are considered in the same context. The recipients are suffer-
ing for Christ, whom they have not yet seen.

As 1 Pet 1:8 acknowledges, the addressees insist on Christ ‘whom they have not seen’ 
(‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες’)44 and ‘whom they do not see now’ (‘εἰς ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες’). These state-
ments should be understood in the light of the letter’s historical and geographical context. 
The epistle was written to Christians in five provinces of Asia Minor: Pontus, Galatia, 
Cappadocia,  Asia, and Bithynia (1 Pet 1:1). These regions were far from the areas in 
which the historical Jesus was active: Galilee and Judea. Supporters of Petrine authorship 
date the letter to the 60s C.E., while proponents of Deuteropetrine authorship often place it 

41	 Miller, Echoes, 98.
42	 Cf. S.R. Bechtler, Following in His Steps: Suffering, Community, and Christology in 1 Peter (SBLDS 162; 

Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1998); M. Dubis, Messianic Woes in 1 Peter: Suffering and Eschatology in 1 Peter 
4:12–19 (StBibLit 33; New York: Lang 2002); T.B. Williams, Persecution in 1 Peter: Differentiating and Con-
textualizing Early Christian Suffering (NovTSup 145; Leiden – Boston, MA: Brill 2012).

43	 Faith is a less prominent theme in 1 Pet. This is evident from the infrequent use of related terms: πίστις appears 
only a few times (1 Pet 1:5, 7, 9, 12; 5:9), and πίστευω appears twice (1 Pet 2:6, 7).

44	 The variant ‘εἰδότες’ is found in several manuscripts (e.g., A P Ψ 5 33 81), but the form ‘ἰδόντες’ is supported by 
stronger textual evidence (P72 B C 048vid. 1175). There are several possible explanations for how the variant 
was formed. (1) An error due to dictation or hearing. J.R. Michaels, 1 Peter (WBC 49; Waco, TX: Word Books 
1988) 26. (2) Since 1 Pet 1:8a states that the addressees do not see Jesus (‘ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες’), some manu-
scripts avoided repetition. T.B. Williams – D.G. Horrell, 1 Peter. I. Chapters 1–2 (ICC; London – New York: 
Clark 2023) 400.
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in the following decades.45 In the former case, nearly thirty years would have passed since the 
Ascension, whereas in the latter case, the temporal distance would have been even greater.

The author’s identity affects interpretations from different perspectives. For example, 
those who advocate Peter’s authorship often point out that in 1 Pet 1:8, Peter, the eyewit-
ness (cf. 1 Pet 1:1) commends the faith of believers who have not seen Christ, yet still love 
him.46 Those who advocate pseudepigraphic authorship offer several explanations. Some 
adopt the former interpretation. Even if the letter was written after the apostle’s death, his 
authority is attributed to the text.47 Another possibility is that 1 Pet 1:8 does not reflect 
Peter’s personal experience. According to J. Ramsey Michaels,48 1 Pet 1:8 implies that no 
one, not even Peter, has seen Christ as he will appear.49 This interpretation suggests that 
1 Pet 1:8 conveys the tension between the present and the future independent of both 
Peter’s and his audience’s prior status. However, Michaels’s interpretation is debated. 
The translation of ‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες’ into the present tense is uncertain, especially since it 
is followed by ‘εἰς ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες’ (‘whom you do not see now’). A more straightfor-
ward interpretation is that ‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες’ refers to the recipients’ earlier experience or lack 
thereof (i.e., they did not see the earthly Jesus).

Whether the author is Peter himself or a later writer composing under his authority, 
there is no doubt that Peter, an eyewitness, is portrayed as praising those who believe in 
Christ despite never having seen him.50 Another passage may also suggest that Peter was an 
eyewitness. According to 1 Pet 5:1, the author claims to be a ‘witness of the sufferings of 
Christ’ (‘μάρτυς τῶν τοῦ Χριστοῦ παθημάτων’). Some interpreters take this as a reference to 
Peter’s eyewitness testimony.51 However, other scholars argue that 1 Pet 5:1 can be under-
stood differently: the author speaks about Christ’s suffering without implying firsthand ex-
perience.52 Notably, 2 Pet explicitly portrays Peter as an eyewitness (2 Pet 1:16–18). Yet the 
epistle is widely considered pseudepigraphical.53

45	 Cf. U. Schnelle, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 5 ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2007) 
447–449.

46	 K.H. Jobes, 1 Peter, 2 ed. (BECNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic 2022) 96; K.H. Schelkle, 
Die Petrusbriefe. Der Judasbrief (HThKNT 13/2; Freiburg: Herder 1961) 36–37; B. Witherington III, 
Letters and Homilies for Jewish Christians:  A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1–2 Peter (Downers Grove, IL:  
IVP 2007) 81–82.

47	 Williams – Horrell, 1 Peter, I, 401.
48	 Michaels, 1 Peter, 32.
49	 Michaels, 1 Peter, 32.
50	 Cf. O’Collins – Kendal, “The Uniqueness of the Easter Appearances,” 120.
51	 C. Bigg, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude (ICC; Edinburgh: 

Clark 1902) 186–187; Schelkle, Die Petrusbriefe, 128; A.A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness 
(SNTSMS 31; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1977) 214.

52	 In 1 Pet 5:1, the terms ‘co-presbyter’ (συμπρεσβύτερος) and ‘witness’ (μάρτυς) appear together. The same defi-
nite article is used for both, and the conjunction ‘ὁ συμπρεσβύτερος καὶ μάρτυς’ connects them. Since the co-
presbyters addressed here were not eyewitnesses, it is more likely that witness here refers to bearing witness 
about Christ. Jobes, 1 Peter, 299; S. McKnight, 1 Peter (NIVAC; Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan 1996) 259, 
n. 6; Williams – Horrell, 1 Peter, I, 511.

53	 Cf. Schnelle, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 471–472.
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Although 1 Pet 1:8 can be viewed in the light of Peter’s earlier experiences, the focus 
lies not on his personal impressions, but on the situation of the recipients: those ‘whom 
you have not seen, you love’ (‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες ἀγαπᾶτε’) and ‘you do not see him, still believe’ 
(‘εἰς ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες πιστεύοντες’). Not much is said about this elsewhere, but sight and 
faith also have a parallel in the NT, particularly in the Johannine literature. 1 John 4:20 
speaks about brotherly love: loving one’s brother is easier than loving God, since a brother, 
unlike God, is visible.54 Therefore, whoever does not love their brother, whom they can 
see, cannot love God, whom they cannot see. Although this verse focuses on brotherly 
love, Witulski argues that 1 John 4:20 also reflects the same tradition found in 1 Pet 1:8 
and John 20:29.55

The introduction to 1 Pet refers to the various challenges faced by its recipients: they 
cannot see Christ and are undergoing suffering. However, the epistle goes beyond simply ac-
knowledging these difficulties. It emphasises that, despite these challenges, they have reason 
to rejoice (1 Pet 1:8). This is because salvation (σωτηρία) is assured to them (1 Pet 1:5, 9). 
Some commentators argue that these words are in the future tense, meaning that the recipi-
ents will rejoice and receive salvation at the eschaton (‘you will rejoice [ἀγαλλιᾶσθε]56 […] 
when you receive [κομιζόμενοι]’) (1 Pet 1:8–9).57 However, it is more likely that the rejoicing 
and receiving salvation are present realities.58 The following passage also speaks of the present 
privileges of the addressees (1 Pet 1:10–12). Even though the recipients do not see Christ 
(1 Pet 1:8a), they still have reason to rejoice, for their salvation is certain (1 Pet 1:8b–9). Scot 
McKnight suggests that ‘believers can experience a foretaste of the future.’59 1 Pet 1:10–12 
also refers to the privileges enjoyed by the recipients. They are living in a blessed era that 
surpasses that of the ancient prophets.60 According to 1 Pet 1:10, ‘This salvation was sought 
and searched for by the prophets who prophesied of the grace that was to be for you.’

There are many words in 1 Pet 1:3–12 that are also found in the Gospels. For 
example, 1 Pet 1:8 is linked to John 20:29, 1 Pet 1:10–12 is connected to Matt 13:16–17 
and Luke 10:23–24. In the latter case, προφήτης refers to prophets (Matt 13:17; Luke 10:24; 
1 Pet 1:10) and ἐπιθυμέω suggests longing (Matt 13:17; 1 Pet 1:12).61 Notably, these are 
the only instances of προφήτης and ἐπιθυμέω in 1 Pet. A thematic parallel can also be seen 
between the Synoptic Gospels and 1 Pet 1:10–12: what was previously inaccessible is made 
available to readers. However, the differences between 1 Pet 1:10–12 and Matt 13:17 
(cf. Luke 10:23–24) are also worth considering. These contrasts help to highlight the focus 
of 1 Pet. In Matt 13:16–17 and Luke 10:23–24, Jesus tells his disciples that they are more 

54	 Keener, 1 Peter, 80.
55	 Witulski, Der erste Petrusbrief, 107.
56	 Michaels, 1 Peter, 34.
57	 Williams – Horrell, 1 Peter, I, 410–411.
58	 K.M. Hockey, The Role of Emotion in 1 Peter (SNTSMS 173; Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press 2019) 137; R.A. Reese, 1 Peter (NCBC; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2022) 76–77.
59	 McKnight, 1 Peter, 72.
60	 This refers to the prophets who lived before Christ. Jobes, 1 Peter, 101; Witherington, 1–2 Peter, 83.
61	 Miller, Echoes, 92.
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privileged than earlier prophets and righteous people. By contrast, 1 Pet reflects the post-
Easter era. According to 1 Pet 1:8, the recipients had not seen the earthly Jesus. However, 
1 Pet 1:10–12 does not suggest that the later believers were at a disadvantage. Rather, it 
emphasises that salvation is assured for them as well (1 Pet 1:5, 9).

Unlike the Synoptic Gospels, 1 Pet emphasises that the disciples have received a message 
that even the angels long to glimpse (cf. John 20:5, 11). The verb ἐπιθυμέω highlights this 
difference: in Matt 13:17, it refers to the desire of the prophets and righteous people to 
witness the Messianic Era, whereas in 1 Pet 1:12, it expresses the longing of the angels. 
Here, ἄγγελοι refers to heavenly beings. This is evident from παρακύπτω, which means ‘to 
peer into from outside.’ This suggests that the evangelists proclaim such a powerful message 
that it captivates even the attention of celestial beings (cf. Luke 2:13–14).62 According to 
1 Pet 1:12, this message is received through hearing. A clear sign of this is the phrase ‘νῦν 
ἀνηγγέλη ὑμῖν διὰ τῶν εὐαγγελισαμένων’ (‘now it has been preached to you through the 
preachers of the gospel’). While it cannot be ruled out entirely, it is possible that a contrast 
between seeing and hearing is also present here: even though angels dwell in heights of 
heaven, they long to hear the evangelists’ preaching. 1 Pet 1:12 also reveals the difference 
between angels and the addressees. According to  Ruth Anne Reese, it reminds the recipi-
ents that they are ranked above the angels.63

It is worth briefly considering the reception history of 1 Pet 1:8. The earliest reference 
to 1 Pet is in Polycarp, Phil., which is dated to around 120–130 C.E. The influence of 
1 Pet is clear in several passages of this letter. This paper merely highlights that the Polycarp, 
Phil. 1.3 refers to 1 Pet 1:8. For clarity, the two texts are presented in a table. Verbatim cor-
respondences are highlighted in bold and further parallels are underlined.

Table. Comparison of 1 Pet 1:8 and  Polycarp, Phil. 1:3a

1 Pet 1:8 ‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες ἀγαπᾶτε, εἰς ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες, πιστεύοντες δὲ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε χαρᾷ ἀνεκλαλήτῳ καὶ 
δεδοξασμένῃ’.
‘Though you have not seen [him], you love [him], and though you do not see [him] now, you believe 
and rejoice with unspeakable and glorious joy’.

  Polycarp, 
Phil. 1:3a

‘εἰς ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες πιστεύετε χαρᾷ ἀνεκλαλήτῳ καὶ δεδοξασμένῃ εἰς ἣν πολλοὶ ἐπιθυμοῦσιν εἰσελθεῖν 
εἰδότες ὅτι χάριτί ἐστε σεσωσμένοι οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων ἀλλὰ θελήματι θεοῦ διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ’ .
‘Though you have not seen [him], you believe [in him], with unspeakable and glorious joy, into 
which many desire to enter, knowing that you have been saved by grace, not by works, but by the will of 
God through Christ Jesus’.

Both sentences appear at the opening, and both acknowledge the recipients’ faith 
despite their not having seen Christ. The expressions ‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες’ and ‘χαρᾷ ἀνεκλαλήτῳ 
καὶ δεδοξασμένῃ’ appear in each case. However, the text differs after ‘ὃν οὐκ ἰδόντες’: 

62	 Williams – Horrell, 1 Peter, I, 450.
63	 Reese, 1 Peter, 79.
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in   Polycarp, Phil. 1:3, πίστευετε is used, whereas in 1 Pet 1:8, ἀγαπᾶτε appears. Neverthe-
less, this difference is not meaningful; 1 Pet 1:8 also uses πιστεύω, and both πιστεύετε  Poly-
carp, Phil. 1:3) and ἀγαπᾶτε (1 Pet 1:8) are  present active indicative second person plural, 
and therefore have a similar rhetorical function. The more relevant difference lies in the 
setting. In 1 Pet 1:8, Peter is speaking as an eyewitness, whereas Polycarp is a post-Easter 
believer. According to Eusebius, Polycarp saw people who had seen the Lord (Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 4.14.3). While this was undoubtedly an honour, Polycarp himself did not see 
Christ. Therefore, the statement of 1 Pet 1:8 – and of  Polycarp, Phil. 1:3 – can also be 
applied to Polycarp as well: he believed without seeing Christ.

The statement in  Polycarp, Phil. 1:3 that salvation is by grace and not by works is 
a common Pauline theme (cf. Rom 11:6). However, considering the similarities between 
1 Pet 1:8 and  Polycarp, Phil. 1:3, further observations can be made. 1 Pet 1:9 states that 
the recipients have received salvation for their souls (‘σωτηρίαν ψυχῶν’), which aligns with 
‘χάριτί ἐστε σεσωσμένοι’ ( Polycarp, Phil. 1:3). Moreover,  Polycarp, Phil. 1:3 mentions that 
many desire to be in the privileged state of believers. In contrast, 1 Pet 1:12 states that the 
angels desire to look into the message received by the believers. In summary, the main dif-
ference is that  Polycarp, Phil. was written by someone with authority who himself had not 
seen Christ (contra: 1 Pet).

Similarly, the idea of respecting future generations is a familiar theme in Jewish texts. 
Those who obey God even though they cannot see his glory are considered worthy of 
honour. In Midrash Tanhuma, Lekh Lekha 6, Rabbi Simeon ben Lakish (c. 250 C.E.) states:

The proselyte is dearer to God than all the Israelites who were at Sinai. For if those people had not wit-
nessed thunder, flames, lightning, the quaking mountain, and the trumpet blasts, they would not have 
accepted the rule of God. Yet the proselyte who has seen none of these things comes and gives himself to 
God and accepts the rule of God. Is there anyone who is dearer than this man?64

3. Comparison of John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8

There are several similarities between 1 Pet and the Johannine writings, and particularly 
between 1 Pet and John. According to Witulski, the most significant parallels are: John 15:19 
and 1 Pet 1:1–2; John 3:3, 5, 7 and 1 Pet 1:3, 23; John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8; John 10:11, 
14–15 and 1 Pet 2:25 (and 1 Pet 5:4); John 21:15–17 and 1 Pet 5:2.65 Similarly, 1 Pet is 
addressed to Asia Minor (1 Pet 1:1), and the Johannine writings are associated with this 
region (Rev 1:11; cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.1–4). Nevertheless, it is unlikely that either 
document directly dependent on the other. A more plausible explanation is that the parallels 

64	 Cf. R.E. Brown, The Gospel according to John XIII–XXI: A New Translation with Introduction and Commen-
tary (AB 29A; Garden City, NY: Doubleday 1970) 1048; H.L. Strack – P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen 
Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch (München: Beck 1924; reprint 1961) II, 586.

65	 Witulski, Der erste Petrusbrief, vii. Witulski also mentions other parallels which he does not endorse. 
See ibidem, 139.
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derive from a shared source or tradition.66 Furthermore, 1 Pet is linked not only to the Jo-
hannine corpus, but also shows connections with the Synoptics, the Pauline epistles, other 
Catholic letters, and Hebrews.67 A notable example is the similarity between 1 Pet 1:10–12 
and Matt 13:16–17 (and Luke 10:23–24).

Many scholars have observed that there is a connection between John 20:29 and 
1 Pet 1:8.68 However, this link is rarely examined in detail. Even less attention has been 
given to the similarities between the contexts of these verses, which would further strength-
en the argument.

There are several noteworthy parallels between John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8, and between 
their contexts. (1) Both texts refer to believers who have seen Christ. John 20:24–29 de-
scribes how the disciples saw the risen Christ. This is less explicit in the case of 1 Pet 1:8, 
since it does not refer to Peter’s encounter with Christ. However, since the passage is about 
seeing Christ, it is relevant that one of the eyewitnesses addresses this topic (1 Pet 5:1; 
cf. 2 Pet 1:16–18). (2) In both cases, the focus is not on the eyewitnesses, but on those 
who believe in Christ despite never having seen him.69 John 20:29 concludes the dialogue 
between Jesus and Thomas, but most commentators agree that this verse transcends Thom-
as’s individual situation. The epilogue refers to the recipients ( John 20:30–31), who could 
not have been eyewitnesses. Similarly, in 1 Pet, the addressees are Christians in Asia Minor 
(1 Pet 1:1), who, given their temporal and geographical distance, could not have been 
present during Jesus’s earthly ministry (cf. 1 Pet 1:8). (3) Both texts use ὁράω (to see) and 
πίστευω (to believe) together.70 In John 20:29, the forms ἑώρακάς and ἰδόντες appear, along-
side πεπίστευκας and πιστεύσαντες. In 1 Pet 1:8, ἰδόντες and ὁρῶντες occur together with 
πιστεύοντες. These cases are the same: ὁράω conveys the inability to see Christ. (4) Hearing 
can lead to faith. In John 20:1–29, hearing often fails to produce faith (e.g., John 20:18, 25). 
Yet there is also hope that some will believe through testimony ( John 20:29, 31). The por-
trayal in 1 Pet 1:8 is more positive, as it refers to the acknowledgement of the recipients’ 
faith. As 1 Pet 1:12 states, this faith arose from hearing the gospel. (5) Hearing is present-
ed as superior to seeing. This is clear in John 20:29 and is consistent with John’s overall 
message.71 While not explicitly stated, this concept is also present in 1 Pet. According to 
1 Pet 1:12, even angels in heaven long to hear the message that the recipients have  encoun-
tered through preaching. The mention of angels implies that, despite their gift of sight, 
they still desire to hear the gospel. (6) In both cases, joy is present.72 The μακάριος (blessed) 
can be connected to joy. In John 20:29 is usually translated as blessed, but it can also mean 

66	 Schutter, Hermeneutic, 51, n. 86.
67	 Williams – Horrell, 1 Peter, I, 53–84.
68	 Campbell, Honor, 50–51; Carson, John, 660; Dodd, Historical Tradition, 354; Keener, 1 Peter, 80; Miller, 

Echoes, 88–89; Schutter, Hermeneutic, 44; Witulski, Der erste Petrusbrief, 101–107.
69	 Miller, Echoes, 88–89.
70	 Miller, Echoes, 88–89.
71	 Koester, “Hearing, Seeing, and Believing in the Gospel of John,” 327–348.
72	 Miller, Echoes, 88–89.
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happy,73 or at least be associated with joy. John 20:20 links joy to seeing the risen Christ. 
As John 20:29 suggests, joy – and blessing – can also arise from hearing testimony. Simi-
larly, 1 Pet 1:8 speaks of rejoicing with ‘unspeakable joy’ (‘ἀγαλλιᾶσθε χαρᾷ ἀνεκλαλήτῳ’), 
which comes from hearing the gospel (1 Pet 1:12). According to  Robert H. Gundry, 
joy is unexpected in both contexts: in John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8, the absence of Jesus is 
a central theme. Under such circumstances, sorrow might seem the more natural response 
(cf. John 16:22).74 This unusual association of joy with the absence of Jesus also links the 
two passages. (7) An authoritative figure acknowledges those who believe without seeing. 
In John 20:29, Jesus himself is speaking. In 1 Pet 1:8, the letter is linked to Peter (1 Pet 1:1), 
where one of the  foremost witnesses commends the faith of later disciples. (8) Although 
Christ is not visible, divine gifts are still granted. In this respect, the position of eyewitnesses 
and later disciples is the same. John 20:30–31 refers to eternal life, while 1 Pet 1:9 speaks 
of salvation. Both affirm that, although Jesus is no longer visible, his blessings remain acces-
sible ( John 17:24; 1 Pet 1:13).

Conclusion

This study examines the status of OT faithful and of Christ’s disciples both before and 
after Easter. The focus is on John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8, which – especially the former – 
highlight the contrast between the pre- and post-Easter eras. These passages are further 
illuminated by comparison with Matt 13:16–17 and Luke 10:23–24. These verses affirm 
that the first disciples were in a more privileged position than the prophets and righteous 
people of the OT.

One might conclude that the post-Easter disciples were in the same position as OT 
prophets, since neither had seen Christ. However, both John 20:29 and 1 Pet 1:8 present 
a different perspective. Through Jesus’s mission, a new era has begun. Although later believ-
ers have not seen Christ, they nonetheless enjoy the blessings of this new era. According 
to John 20:31, eternal life is granted, and 1 Pet 1:9–10 assures the disciples of their salva-
tion. Therefore, later generations also have reason to rejoice, as they are no less privileged 
than Jesus’s earliest followers.

This paper explores the theological themes and literary contexts of John 20:29 and 
1 Pet 1:8. This paves the way for identifying the parallels between the two verses and their 
contexts. Although scholars often note that there are similarities between John 20:29 and 
1 Pet 1:8, they do not list these cases. This paper detects eight notable parallels. It is unlikely 
that either text had a direct influence on the other. A more probable explanation is that 
these similarities stem from a common tradition. In both Johannine and Petrine theology, 
it was considered necessary to acknowledge that post-Easter disciples could also share in 

73	 Cf. Strecker, “μακάριος,” EDNT, II, 376.
74	 Gundry, “Further Verba on ‘Verba Christi’ in First Peter,” 218.
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Christ’s blessings. This lends honour to the later disciples and offers encouragement. It also 
emphasises the importance of bearing witness to Christ and receiving the gospel through 
proclamation. Finally, an intriguing dichotomy emerges concerning the disciples’ status 
before and after Easter. Those who had not seen the Lord granted authority to the first 
generation. In contrast, the first disciples honoured those who had come to faith without 
seeing Christ ( John 20:29; 1 Pet 1:8).
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abstract:� No serious scholar denies that the Letter to the Romans is a massive theological composi-
tion abounding in references to God. Typically passages other than the epistolary prescript (1:1–7) are 
chosen for theological examination. Yet this text, when scrutinised more closely, yields an unusually rich 
theological outlook. This article undertakes an analysis of the theology of Rom 1:1–7 and argues that 
its individual, more-or-less explicit theological statements announce some major themes present at later 
points in Romans. Without downplaying the importance of the propositio (1:16–17) as the announcement 
of the principal emphasis of Romans, this endeavour demonstrates that in the prescript Paul anticipates 
some key theological interests.
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The Letter to the Romans is a distinctively theocentric writing with frequent descriptions 
of God’s interventions for the benefit of humankind and a high incidence of the word 
‘God’.1 In fact, θεός is a term in Romans that occurs more frequently than any other word.2 
A fitting illustration of Paul’s tendency to focus on God in this letter is what many consider 
the thesis (propositio principalis)3 in 1:16–17, which the apostle defines as the revelation 

The research for this article was supported by the APVV agency (APVV-24-0248) “Komentár k evanjeliu podľa 
Jána kap. 1-11”) and the VEGA agency (VEGA 2/0017/26 “Biblické neologizmy a metafory v kontexte tradície”).

1	 Scholars typically recognise the theocentric aspect of Romans. R.B. Hays: ‘Romans is from start to finish 
thoroughly theocentric’ (The Faith of Jesus Christ: An Investigation of the Narrative Substructure of Gala-
tians 3:1–4:11 [SBLDS 56; Chico, CA: Scholars Press 1983] 156). K.R. Snodgrass: ‘[…] Romans focuses on 
God’ (“Justification by Grace – To the Doers: An Analysis of the Place of Romans 2 in the Theology of Paul,” 
NTS 32/1 [1986] 76, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0028688500013515). L.E. Keck: ‘[…] Romans is a theocen-
tric book […]’ (“‘Jesus’ in Romans,” JBL 108/3 [1989] 449). F.J. Matera: ‘The most distinctive characteristic of 
Romans, however, is the unrelenting manner in which it speaks of God’ (New Testament Theology: Exploring 
Diversity and Unity [Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 2007] 169).

2	  J.A. Fitzmyer (Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary [AB 33; New York: Double-
day 1993] 104) and R. Jewett (Romans: A Commentary [Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2006] 102) 
claim 153 occurrences. Not counting, of course, words like prepositions. 

3	 See the seminal essay by J.-N. Aletti, “La présence d’un modéle rhétorique en Romains: Son rôle et son impor-
tance,” Bib 71/1 (1990) 10–17.
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of God’s righteousness for the salvation of all who believe mediated by the preaching of 
the gospel. While Jesus Christ, perhaps surprisingly, receives no mention here, the geni-
tive constructions δύναμις θεοῦ in v. 16 and δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ in v. 17 contain the word θεός, 
securing the theocentric slant of the text. The divine passive ἀποκαλύπτεται in v. 17 serves 
the same function. By crafting this theologically dense text, Paul states that the theme to be 
developed in the course of Romans is God’s power and righteousness acting for believing 
humanity’s sake.

Unsurprisingly, the theology of Romans has not failed to attract the attention of 
scholars. In what is a most comprehensive study of the God question in Romans to date, 
 Jochen Flebbe, rather than providing a verse-by-verse analysis of the God instances, selects 
several representative passages ‘um aus exemplarischen Einzeluntersuchungen ein Ge-
samtbild zu erstellen.’4 The specific texts chosen for exegesis are 3:1–8; 3:21–31; 4:1–25; 
9:6–33; 11:25–36; 15:7–13. An earlier study by  Halvor Moxnes, while bearing the subti-
tle Studies in Paul’s Understanding of God in Romans, focuses principally on Rom 4.5 One 
of the most recent examinations of the theology of Romans is  Wing Y. Au, who concen-
trates on the divine designations.6 Given this focus, the author leaves the prescript out of 
consideration and does not, for example, refer back to the notion of a call in this text in 
his analysis of the designation ὁ καλῶν.7 Appearing in the same year is the contribution by 
 Timothy Milinovich, whose aim is ‘to reconstruct God’s activity and character traits’8 in 
Romans with the aid of narrative-critical approach. Studies of this kind typically focus on 
passages other than the epistolary prescript (1:1–7) and so the portrait of God as painted 
in this text very often remains unaddressed.

This study aims to show that the very opening of Romans, the epistolary praescriptum in 
1:1–7, is a passage already charged with theological content. Among authors who have pre-
viously noticed this aspect of the prescript is, for example,  Thomas J. Deidun, for whom this 
text is ‘theologically significant’ and who analyses the epithets ‘beloved’ (v. 7), ‘holy’ (v. 7), 
and ‘called’ (v. 7) as emblems of this theological significance.9 It is not evident why these ex-
pressions are cast in the category ‘theologically significant’, while others are not considered. 
The theological orientation of Rom 1:1–7 is recently acknowledged by  Torsten Jantsch, 
who deals with it briefly, as he does with other theological passages of Romans in his over-
view of the theology of this letter.10

4	 J. Flebbe, Solus Deus. Untersuchungen zur Rede von Gott im Brief des Paulus an die Römer (BZNW 158; Berlin: 
De Gruyter 2008) 17.

5	 H. Moxnes, Theology in Conflict: Studies in Paul’s Understanding of God in Romans (NovTSup 53; Leiden: 
Brill 1980).

6	 W.Y. Au, Paul’s Designations of God in Romans (WUNT 2/590; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2023).
7	 Au, Paul’s Designations of God in Romans, 128–154.
8	 T. Milinovich, “The Story of God in Romans,” God in Paul’s Letters (eds. T. Milinovich – N. Bonneau – 

R.F. O’Toole) (CBQI 4; Eugene, OR:  Pickwick 2023) 11.
9	 T.J. Deidun, New Covenant Morality in Paul (AnBib 89; Rome: Biblical Institute Press 1981) 3–10.
10	 T. Jantsch, “God and His Faithfulness in Paul: Aspects of the History of Research in Light of the Letter to 

the Romans,” God and the Faithfulness of Paul: A Critical Examination of the Pauline Theology of N. T. Wright 
(eds. C. Heilig – J.T. Hewitt – M.F. Bird) (WUNT 2/413; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2016) 469.
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Within this status quaestionis, this essay pursues two goals. First, it examines the theo-
logical dimension of the prescript, with the following claimed as the instances of theologi-
cal vocabulary in 1:1–7: the category of call (vv. 1, 6, 7); God’s agency in Paul conveyed by 
the divine passive ἀφωρισμένος (v. 1); the reference to εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ (v. 1); God’s agency 
in Jesus subsumed under the divine passives γενομένου and ὁρισθέντος (vv. 3–4); God’s love 
instanced by the construction ἀγαπητοῖς θεοῦ (v. 7); God’s grace and peace (v. 7); and God’s 
fatherhood (v. 7). These outline the subdivisions of the article. The theological vocabulary 
in question encompasses both explicit references to God and indirect allusions to God’s 
activity that can be detected behind some of the expressions in the prescript. Second, the 
article seeks to demonstrate that individual theological terms listed above foreshadow some 
crucial theological themes present in the rest of the letter.11 While it may be too ambitious, 
if not incorrect, to claim that 1:1–7 represents the theology of Romans in a nutshell, this 
passage, when read with a view to its theological dimension, contains some key theological 
themes that anticipate Paul’s interests at later points in the epistle.12 By pursuing these goals, 
this contribution seeks to complement the above-mentioned studies that concentrate on 
Romans’ theology. In what follows, an analysis of a theological concept in the prescript 
precedes a discussion of its reprisal in the rest of Romans.

1. 	God’s Call

1.1. κλητὸς ἀπόστολος (1:1); κλητοὶ  Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (1:6); κλητοῖς ἁγίοις (1:7)
In three verses of the prescript Paul employs the adjective κλητός, once in reference to 
himself (1:1) and twice to qualify the status of the addressees (1:6, 7).13 As part of the 

11	 The subtitle of this essay indicates that ‘intratextual’ connections of Rom 1:1–7 are part of the endeavour here. 
My understanding of intertextuality is that it is a practice by which a biblical author alludes to, echoes, or re-
prises passages and terminology within his own book. In lieu of adopting an intertextual approach in the sense 
of detecting potential echoes of the prescript in other Pauline epistles, the strategy is to demonstrate that the 
theological vocabulary found in this passage reappears later in Romans.

12	 Jewett acknowledges that ‘[m]any themes of the subsequent argument come to expression here [in 1:1–7] 
[…]’ (Romans, 97). Yet uncannily enough, among the specific themes to be developed later, he does not list the 
theological vocabulary of 1:1–7. The prescript of Galatians (1:1–5) resembles that of Romans in the sense that 
it also anticipates some themes precious to Galatians. Quite appositely, F.J. Matera notes: ‘Except for the saluta-
tion of Romans, no other Pauline letter opening is so rich in theology as is Galatians’ (Galatians [SP 9; Col-
legeville, MN: Liturgical Press 1992] 43). Similarly, A. Pitta claims: ‘Possiamo definire questo prescritto come 
«kerygmatico», da porre accanto a quello di Rm 1,1–7: sono gli unici prescritti paolini nei quali gli elementi 
dottrinali risultano presenti in modo così rilevante’ (Lettera ai Galati: Introduzione, versione e commento [Scritti 
delle origini cristiane 9; Bologna: EDB 1996] 70). For an attempt to read the prescript of Galatians as a pro-
gramme of the letter, see D. Cook, “The Prescript as Programme in Galatians,” JTS 43/2 (1992) 511–519. At 
this juncture it is appropriate to note that I fully acknowledge the rich christological dimension of the prescript 
and have no intention to reduce it to some secondary, merely ‘ colouring’ function in this text by highlighting 
the theological aspect of the passage. Yet it will be the theology of 1:1–7 that is of interest here.

13	 For Jewett, the reference to the call of the recipients in 1:6–7 ‘provides an inclusion with Paul’s calling in 1:1’ 
(Romans, 96). Similarly, R.N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text 
(NIGTC; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2016) 91. A similar emphasis on the call is found in the prescript 
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superscriptio, in which Paul presents himself with the aid of three qualifications, κλητός 
occurs in the second qualification, where it modifies the noun ἀπόστολος. It thus indicates 
Paul’s status as a person called to apostolate, revealing that Paul sees his vocation to be 
an apostle in continuity with the call of prominent OT figures.14 The second occurrence 
comes in v. 6, where the plural of κλητός is accompanied by the genitive Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, and 
the whole construction qualifies the addressees, implying that their call is related to Jesus 
Christ. The third instance of κλητός also designates the addressees (v. 7 κλητοῖς ἁγίοις), al-
luding to their holiness status. On three occasions within the prescript, Paul writes of a call 
to a specific status.

Semantically, the adjective κλητός implies that the persons so designated have not 
achieved the status signaled by the adjoining epithet of their own volition or by their own 
powers. Writing in regards to κλητὸς ἀπόστολος,  Charles E.B. Cranfield astutely captures 
the semantics of this adjective: ‘The word κλητός here expresses the thought of divine 
calling in opposition to human self-appointment – it is not on the basis of presumptu-
ous human ambition but on the basis of God’s call that Paul is an apostle.’15 The contrast 
between human self-appointment and God’s gracious election is surely at play whenever 
κλητός appears. To be highlighted is God’s activity coming to expression in κλητός, for the 
cumulative evidence of Paul’s letters reveals that the apostle typically attributes a call to 
God, as shown by the following sample: Rom 4:17 (ἐπίστευσεν θεοῦ τοῦ […] καλοῦντος τὰ 
μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα); 1 Cor 7:15 (ἐν δὲ εἰρήνῃ κέκληκεν ὑμᾶς ὁ θεός); Gal 1:6 (οὕτως ταχέως 
μετατίθεσθε ἀπὸ τοῦ καλέσαντος ὑμᾶς ἐν χάριτι Χριστοῦ); Gal 1:15 (ὁ θεὸς ὁ […] καὶ καλέσας 
διὰ τῆς χάριτος αὐτοῦ); 1 Thess 2:12 (ἀξίως τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ καλοῦντος ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
βασιλείαν); 1 Thess 4:7 (οὐ γὰρ ἐκάλεσεν ἡμᾶς ὁ θεὸς ἐπὶ ἀκαθαρσίᾳ).16 In fact, Jesus Christ 
is never the originator of a call in Pauline literature, which underscores the theocentric-
ity of the call category all the more.17 The peculiarity of the prescript consists, inter alia, 

of First Corinthians (1:1–2) (v. 1 κλητὸς ἀπόστολος; v. 2 κλητοῖς ἁγίοις). See, e.g., B.R. Gaventa, Romans: 
A Commentary (NTL; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 2024) 25.

14	 S.E. McGinn, “Romans,” The Jerome Biblical Commentary for the Twenty-First Century, 3 ed. (eds. J.J. Collins 
et al.) (London: Clark 2022) 1534.

15	 C.E.B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. I. Introduction and Com-
mentary on Romans I–VIII (ICC; London:  Clark 1975) 51. For A. Reichert, κλητὸς ἀπόστολος establishes 
 ‘“dass er sich nicht selbst in diese Relation [to be Christ’s apostle] versetzt hat” ’ (Der Römerbrief als Gratwan-
derung . Eine Untersuchung zur Abfassungsproblematik [FRLANT 194; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht  
2001] 110). See also A. Lindemann, Der Erste Korintherbrief (HNT 9/1; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck  2000) 25.

16	 The verb καλέω occurs twenty six times in the undisputed letters. Apart from the two places in which the 
term is used non-theologically (1 Cor 10:27 εἴ τις καλεῖ [‘invites’] ὑμᾶς τῶν ἀπίστων; 1 Cor 15:9 οὐκ εἰμὶ 
ἱκανὸς καλεῖσθαι ἀπόστολος), the remaining instances consistently appear with God as the subject, expressly 
or implicitly.

17	 For this reason, the interpretation of κλητοὶ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ in 1:6 as a subjective genitive – Jesus Christ is 
the one who called the Roman Christians – is unlikely, albeit found in translations such as EIN (‘die ihr von 
Jesus Christus berufen seid’); TOB (‘vous aussi que Jésus Christ a appelés’) and countenanced by authors 
like Cranfield, Romans, I, 68; O. Michel, Der Brief an die Römer, 13 ed. (KEKNT 4; Göttingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht 1966) 77; E.G. Hoffman – H. von Siebenthal, Griechische Grammatik zum Neuen 
Testament (Riehen: Immanuel 1985) 230; T.R. Schreiner, Romans (BECNT 6; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
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in the apostle’s threefold emphasis on God’s action of calling: (1) Paul was called to apos-
tolate; recipients were called (2) to belong to Jesus Christ, and (3) to be holy. These ex-
pressions underline that both Paul and the recipients owe their new status solely to God’s 
summons.

1.2. God’s Call in the Remainder of Romans
Announced in the prescript, the category of God’s call is operative at other places in 
Romans,18 being expressed, first, by Paul’s use of καλέω. The verb appears for the first time 
in 4:17, in which the apostle provides a definition of the God in whom Abraham came to 
believe as a God who revives the dead and brings into being the things that do not exist. To 
lexicalise God’s creating action, Paul resorts to the use of καλέω (καλοῦντος), whereby he 
implies that God creates by God’s word, a theology inspired in all likelihood by the creation 
account of Gen 1. For Paul, God’s call in 4:17 signifies the creation of a reality that has not 
existed so far.

God’s call receives a threefold expression in 8:28–30, in which Paul, after describ-
ing the intercession of the Spirit in vv. 26–27, discusses ‘the place that Christians […] play 
in the salvific plan conceived of old by God the Father.’19 In this text, one encounters, first 
of all, the adjective κλητός as an epithet for believers (v. 28),20 which evidently evokes the 
use of the same in the epistolary opening. Paul does not use this adjective only to convey his 

Academic 1998) 36; K. Haacker, The Theology of Paul’s Letter to the Romans (NTT; Cambridge:  Cambridge 
University Press 2003) 11; F.J. Matera, Romans (PCNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic 2010) 31; 
F. Thielman, Romans (ZECNT 6; Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan 2018) 64. It is also questionable if the 
novel proposal by N. Baumert (Christus – Hochform von ›Gesetz‹. Übersetzung und Auslegung des Römer-
briefes [Paulus neu gelesen; Würzburg: Echter 2012] 17) that κλητοὶ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ denotes the vocation of 
the Roman Christians with significance for the nations in parallel to Paul’s own vocation has any cogency, 
for such an idea cannot be easily deduced from Paul’s phrasing. The expression is rather a genitive of posses-
sion, which could be rendered as ‘called to belong to Jesus Christ,’ as rendered by NRSV (‘yourselves who are 
called to belong to Jesus Christ’); J.D.G. Dunn, Romans 1–8 (WBC 38A; Dallas, TX: Word 1988) 19; Fitz-
myer, Romans, 238; D.J. Moo, The Epistle to the Romans (NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1996) 54; 
A. Pitta, Lettera ai Romani: Nuova versione, introduzione e commento (I libri biblici: Nuovo testamento 6; 
Milano: Paoline 2001) 52; A.J. Hultgren, Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: 
Eerdmans 2011) 51; Longenecker, Romans, 83; J.D. Harvey, Romans (EGGNT; Nashville, TN: B&H Aca-
demic 2017) 12; Gaventa, Romans, 32. A suitable rendering would also be ‘called to be in communion with 
Jesus Christ’. R. Penna combines the two interpretations, arguing that the construction involves the idea of 
acting agent and belonging (‘called by Jesus Christ to belong to him’) (Lettera ai Romani. I. Rm 1–5: Intro-
duzione, versione, commento [Scritti delle origini cristiane 6; Bologna: EDB 2004] 105). Similarly B.J. Abas-
ciano, Paul’s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.1–9: An Intertextual and Theological Exegesis (LNTS 301; 
London: Clark 2005) 205. The notion of calling in Paul as related directly to God is recently noted by 
C. Tilling (Paul’s Divine Christology [WUNT 2/323; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2012] 236) and I. Hussey 
(“The Soteriological Use of ‘Call’ in the New Testament: An Undervalued Category,” BTB 46/3 [2016] 137, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146107916655290). An astute analysis of the theology of the action of calling in 
Paul is found in W.W. Klein, “Paul’s Use of KALEIN: A Proposal,” JETS 27/1 (1984) 53–64.

18	 Hussey (“The Soteriological Use,” 138) is therefore correct to note that ‘right at the beginning of his epistle to 
the Romans […] Paul introduces a concept which will be a major one through the epistle: the call of God […].’

19	 Fitzmyer, Romans, 521.
20	 They are referred to in the beginning of the verse as ‘those who love God’ (τοῖς ἀγαπῶσιν τὸν θεόν).

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146107916655290


The Biblical Annals 16/3 (2026)518

call to apostleship (1:1) and the call of the Roman Christians to Jesus Christ and to holi-
ness (1:6–7), but extends it as a definition of Christians in general. Significantly, the title 
stands unqualified in 8:28, which shows that it becomes a metonym for believers. They are 
simply ‘called’.21 In the explanation that follows, Paul describes in five steps God’s actions 
on behalf of human beings, reprising the idea of a call in v. 30: those whom God predes-
tined, God also called (τούτους καὶ ἐκάλεσεν).22 Call is an equivalent to the coming to the 
faith or to becoming Christian and the active verb with God as the subject spells out God’s 
direct involvement in bringing about a new existential reality for human beings, a reality 
produced solely by God’s gratuitous action. God’s call, transmitted through the preaching 
of the gospel, functions as a prevenient action to the human response of faith. Here, Paul 
looks at the human–divine relationship from its divine side and phrases God’s decision to 
draw people to God in the language of a call. 

In 9:7 Paul supports his thesis (v. 6b) that not all who belong to Israel are truly Israel by 
an appeal to the story of Abraham, in which he finds a similar distinction among the patri-
arch’s descendants – not all Abraham’s children are his offspring, but only those who will be 
born of Isaac’s lineage. To show this, Paul cites Gen 21:12 (ἐν Ἰσαὰκ κληθήσεταί σοι σπέρμα), 
in which the divine passive κληθήσεται23 points to God’s action of selecting and appointing 
Isaac and his descendants as Abraham’s offspring. The verb highlights God’s free decision 
to reckon the children of Abraham born of the promise as the true offspring of Abraham.

Another occurrence of καλέω comes in the proximate literary context (9:10–13), in 
which Paul resorts to the example of Isaac and Rebecca and their son Jacob to illustrate 
his thesis of God’s gracious election. Although Jacob and Esau were twins, God favoured 
the younger, making an entirely gratuitous choice that did not depend on any merits or 
demerits on the part of the children. The choice of Jacob is phrased as God’s call (ἐκ τοῦ 
καλοῦντος) in v. 12, and is set in stark contrast to any potential action performed by the boys 
(οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων). The substantivised participle ὁ καλῶν is a circumlocution for God, which 
captures God’s action expressed by several uses of καλέω in the surrounding context.24 It is 
grammatically identical to ὁ δικαιῶν in 8:33, which provides a definition of God in light of 
God’s justifying activity frequently recalled throughout Romans.

God’s freedom of election signified by καλέω features prominently in 9:24–26 with its 
triple repetition of the verb. Here Paul for the first time since the beginning of the chapter 
speaks explicitly of a call of the Gentiles to faith. Resuming the thought of v. 23, the apostle 
in v. 24 defines the vessels of mercy as those whom God called (ἐκάλεσεν) to Christian 
faith from both the Jews and the Gentiles. He then (v. 25) illustrates God’s choice by 

21	 Similarly 1 Cor 1:24.
22	 After two προ- compound verbs that cover God’s foreknowledge and predestination, the verb ἐκάλεσεν refers, 

to use Fitzmyer’s phrasing, to ‘the beginning of the execution of the plan of salvation history’ (Romans, 525).
23	 So Flebbe, Solus Deus, 282; M. Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer. II. Röm 9–16 (EKKNT 6/2; Ostfildern – 

Göttingen: Patmos – Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2019) 50.
24	 The predicate, used by Paul also in 1 Thess 5:24, is in all likelihood derived from a number of places in Isaiah 

(e.g., 41:4, 9; 42:6; 43:1; 45:3; 46:11), where it serves to describe God’s elective activity.
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quoting from Hos 2:25 (καὶ ἐρῶ τῷ Οὐ λαῷ μου λαός μου εἶ σύ), a sentence representing 
God’s words that promise the restoration of the northern kingdom of Israel after its idola-
try. In citing this text, Paul intentionally replaces the verb ἐρῶ, which represents God’s voice, 
by καλέσω, a choice surely influenced by the emphasis on God’s call in Rom  9, especially the 
ἐκάλεσεν of the immediately preceding v. 24. In addition, he positions καλέσω at the head 
of the sentence, thus emphasising God’s action and providing a tight link to the preceding 
verse. The transition from ‘not my people’ to ‘my people’ effected by God’s call is applied 
to the situation of the Gentiles – they also become God’s people in virtue of God’s call to 
faith.25 The same idea recurs in v. 26, in Paul’s quotation of Hos 2:1 (καὶ ἔσται ἐν τῷ τόπῳ 
οὗ ἐρρέθη αὐτοῖς οὐ λαός μου ὑμεῖς ἐκεῖ κληθήσονται υἱοὶ θεοῦ ζῶντος), in which Paul likewise 
attributes the transformation from οὐ λαός μου to υἱοὶ θεοῦ ζῶντος to God’s call lexicalised 
by the divine passive κληθήσονται. In sum, the notion of God’s call is a prominent feature 
in Rom  9,26 as Paul applies this category to both the election of the Jews and that of the 
Gentiles. Paul seeks to demonstrate that ‘God’s merciful election of Gentiles is in no way 
different from God’s merciful call of Israel.’27 The arrival of the Gentiles to the faith in the 
gospel is formulated through the category of God’s call, a call that shows that God acts 
without regard for human worthiness.

The noun κλῆσις in 11:29 contributes to the abundance of call-vocabulary. In this verse, 
Paul grounds the last part of v. 28 according to which the Jews are beloved of God because 
of the fathers by affirming that God’s call is irrevocable. In this way, the apostle defends 
Israel’s continuing privileged status, basing it solely in God’s elective call.28

25	 The verb καλέσω governs both halves of the citation in v. 25 (καλέσω τὸν οὐ λαόν μου λαόν μου καὶ τὴν οὐκ 
ἠγαπημένην ἠγαπημένην), which means that the transformation from οὐκ ἠγαπημένην to ἠγαπημένην parallels 
the first clause and is likewise due to God’s call.

26	 Authors like J.-N. Aletti (“L’argumentation paulinienne en Rm 9,” Bib 68/1 [1987] 45) and P.T. Gadenz 
(Called from the Jews and the Gentiles: Pauline Ecclesiology in Romans 9–11 [WUNT 2/267; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck 2009] 88) plausibly argue for a chiastic arrangement of 9:6–29, noticing that the verb καλέω represents 
a link in vocabulary between 9:7–12 and 9:24–26. Intriguingly, R.H. Bell (Provoked to Jealousy: The Origin 
and Purpose of the Jealousy Motif in Romans 9–11 [WUNT 2/63; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1994] 54) believes 
that God’s call constitutes one of the connections between Rom 1–8 and 9–11, submitting that it ‘is stressed 
in Rom  9.24–26, 10.11–18, and 11.11–32 as well as in 3.29–30 and 4.1–25.’ A closer inspection, however, 
reveals that only 9:24–26 is marked by the vocabulary of call. On God’s call of Israel in Rom 9–11, see further 
B.R. Gaventa, “On the Calling-Into-Being of Israel: Romans 9:6–29,” Between Gospel and Election: Explora-
tions in the Interpretation of Romans 9–11 (eds. F. Wilk – J.R. Wagner) (WUNT 1/257; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck 2010) 255–269.

27	 E.E. Johnson, The Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romans 9–11 (SBLDS 109; Atlanta, GA: 
Scholars Press 1989) 149.

28	 In addition to using the vocabulary of καλέω, Paul in Romans employs the noun ἐκλογή to underscore God’s 
elective activity (9:11; 11:5, 7, 28). Pointing in this direction is the correspondence of κλῆσις to ἐκλογή 
in 11:28–29.
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2. 	God’s Appointment of Paul

2.1. ἀφωρισμένος εἰς εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ (1:1)

The third of Paul’s qualifications in his presentation in 1:1 is ἀφωρισμένος εἰς εὐαγγέλιον 
θεοῦ. The text is typically related to Gal 1:15 (ὁ ἀφορίσας με) and to OT texts like Lev 20:26 
(ὁ ἀφορίσας ὑμᾶς), which speak of God separating Israel from among other nations. 
The participle ἀφωρισμένος, complemented by the prepositional phrase εἰς εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ, 
is a divine passive, which conveys God’s agency in appointing Paul to the mission of the 
preaching of the gospel. Through this formulation Paul acknowledges God’s ultimate re-
sponsibility for his apostolate and indirectly denies his own instrumentality in attaining 
the status of the preacher.

2.2. God’s Agency in Paul in the Remainder of Romans
Although the verb ἀφορίζω does not recur in Romans, other places involve diction that 
places responsibility for Paul’s achievements squarely on God, thus thematically coher-
ing with ἀφωρισμένος εἰς εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ. One such text is 1:10, where Paul refers to his 
prayers for a visit to Rome, conditioning this project by God’s will (ἐν τῷ θελήματι τοῦ θεοῦ). 
The formulation shows Paul’s conviction that he will arrive in Rome only when God wills 
it, thus acknowledging God’s sovereignty over his plans and refusing his own instrumental-
ity in achieving this goal. The same idea appears toward the end of Romans (15:32). When 
Paul asks the addressees to pray on his behalf (v. 30), one of the effects of their prayer is ἵνα 
ἐν χαρᾷ ἐλθὼν πρὸς ὑμᾶς διὰ θελήματος θεοῦ συναναπαύσωμαι ὑμῖν. The prepositional phrase 
διὰ θελήματος θεοῦ modifying the verb for Paul’s arrival in Rome reveals Paul’s conviction 
that he can succeed in coming to this city only when God wills it. He is also depending on 
God to preserve his life during his visit to Jerusalem (15:30–31), as shown by the divine 
passive ῥυσθῶ in v. 31 – only God can deliver Paul from the unbelievers in Judea.

The opening of the paracletical section (12:1) also contains a subtle reference to God’s 
agency in Paul’s life. The prepositional phrase διὰ τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν τοῦ θεοῦ, which modifies 
the verb of exhortation (παρακαλῶ) and defines the ground29 of Paul’s appeal, is understood 
by an overwhelming majority of scholars to evoke God’s mercy shown to humankind, for 
which Romans offers multiple examples (e.g., the use of ἐλεέω in chaps. 9–11).30 It would 
seem that Paul exhorts the addressees to a conduct corresponding to God’s merciful deal-
ings with humankind.  Michael Wolter, however, proposes an alternative interpretation by 
 recognising that διὰ τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν τοῦ θεοῦ evokes other formulations in which the apostle 
presents himself as qualified to teach on the basis of God’s mercy shown to him (especially 
1 Cor 7:25 γνώμην δὲ δίδωμι ὡς ἠλεημένος ὑπὸ κυρίου; 2 Cor 4:1 ἔχοντες τὴν διακονίαν ταύτην 
καθὼς ἠλεήθημεν). Wolter’s opinion is as follows: ‘Mit ihm [διὰ τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν τοῦ θεοῦ] 

29	 διά here is causal.
30	 Representatively, C.E.B. Cranfield: ‘What he is appealing to as the basis of his exhortation is the compassion 

of God revealed in God’s dealing with men through Jesus Christ’ (A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Romans. II. Commentary on Romans IX–XVI and Essays [ICC;  Edinburgh: Clark 1979] 596).
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charakterisiert Paulus nicht Gottes Handeln an allen, die zu Jesus Christus gehören, sonder 
er spricht von Handeln Gottes an sich selbst.’31 The phrase at hand thus points to the au-
thority that enables Paul to communicate his instructions on conduct to the recipients. 
In other words, the text presupposes the idea that Paul is qualified to instruct the commu-
nity only because God had mercy on him. While differing in terminology, passages 1:1 and 
12:1 cohere in the thought of God’s decisive instrumentality in securing Paul’s authority: 
Paul can preach the gospel only because God set him apart for such a task (1:1) and he can 
motivate the recipients of his letter only because God had compassion on him (12:1).

Two other texts are worth mentioning in which Paul makes it plain that his authority 
derives ultimately from God. Both these texts use the word χάρις to denote a commission 
from God. In 12:3, Paul launches his exhortation to think humbly as the one authorised 
by the grace given to him (διὰ τῆς χάριτος τῆς δοθείσης μοι) and in 15:15, when summaris-
ing the goal of his composition, he likewise invokes God’s grace (διὰ τὴν χάριν τὴν δοθεῖσάν 
μοι ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ) as the principal force behind his capacity to instruct the addressees in 
writing. All these texts, in which Paul writes of himself, converge on the idea that God 
is the only one enabling Paul to accomplish his aims, thus echoing the thought behind 
ἀφωρισμένος in 1:1.

3. 	Gospel of God

3.1. εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ (1:1)
As a genitive that qualifies the noun εὐαγγέλιον, the word ‘God’ occurs for the first time 
in Romans at the end of Paul’s self-presentation in v. 1 in the phrase εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ that 
defines the content of the apostle’s mission. Scholars debate the force of this construction. 
While authors like Antonio Pitta opt for an objective genitive (gospel about God),32 the 
majority advocate genitivus auctoris or genitivus originis in the sense of a gospel that origi-
nates in God,33 which seems to be confirmed by the immediately following relative sentence 
that defines the gospel as promised by God beforehand in the holy writings.

I will explicate the echoes of the ‘gospel of God’ in Romans from two angles. The first 
will focus on the noun ‘gospel’. Crucial to note is the fact that Paul formulates his as-
sociation with the preaching of God’s gospel already in the first sentence of Romans, 
and the remainder of the letter confirms the importance of the gospel theme stated in 
the very first verse. In the second step, I will consider the genitive ‘of God’ and suggest 
that this grammatical construction prefigures numerous texts in Romans where Paul 

31	 Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer , II, 250.
32	 Pitta, Lettera ai Romani, 46.
33	 Michel, Der Brief an die Römer, 68, n. 17; Fitzmyer, Romans, 232; Jewett, Romans, 102; Jantsch, “God and His 

Faithfulness,” 469. M. Wolter excludes only the genitivus subjectivus interpretation in the sense of God preach-
ing the gospel, considering all the other options as viable (Der Brief an die Römer. I. Röm 1–8 [EKKNT 6/1; 
 Neukirchen-Vluyn – Ostfildern: Neukirchener Theologie – Patmos 2014] 83).



The Biblical Annals 16/3 (2026)522

qualifies a number of realities as ‘of God’ in the sense of portraying God as their origina-
tor, activator, or owner.

3.2. Gospel in the Remainder of Romans
The noun ‘gospel’ appears without theological qualification in three places in Romans. 
Aiming almost certainly at Jews,34 Paul in 10:16 states that not all obeyed the gospel, that 
is, only a few did believe. The failure to accept the gospel is also in view in 11:28, where 
Paul says that the unbelieving Jews are enemies (in God’s eyes) on account of their rejec-
tion of the gospel, with the logical supplement ‘rejection’ needed between κατὰ μέν35 and 
τὸ εὐαγγέλιον. In 15:19 Paul defines the rationale for his desire to preach in Rome by claim-
ing that he has completed his proclamation of the gospel about Christ36 in the eastern 
regions of the empire. In none of these instances is the gospel qualified as deriving from 
God or having a divine quality. Yet the importance of the gospel theme can be seen espe-
cially in chaps. 9–11, for in the two verses in question (10:16 and 11:28) Paul’s language is 
not that of disobedience to Christ, but to the gospel.

Other texts in Romans evince a linkage between ‘gospel’ and ‘God’ in various degrees of 
explicitness, and thus stand closer to εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ in 1:1 than the passages mentioned in 
the preceding paragraph. After the opening verse of the letter, the εὐαγγέλιον-terminology 
reappears within the thanksgiving period (1:9), where Paul draws attention to his service of 
God through the preaching of the gospel about God’s Son (ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ),37 
thus restating his association with the gospel from v. 1. Although in 1:9 the noun εὐαγγέλιον 
is not qualified by the genitive θεοῦ, the phrase ὁ θεός, ᾧ λατρεύω keeps attention focused on 
God, forging an association between God and the gospel that echoes the same in 1:1. Paul’s 
preaching of the gospel is an act of his worshipful service of God. That the gospel counts as 
a key motif in Romans can be gauged from its twofold mention in the propositio, the state-
ment of the theme in 1:16–17. Paul first (v. 16) defines38 the gospel as God’s power for sal-
vation, a phrase in which the noun ‘power’ echoes OT texts such as Exod 9:16; Ps 77:14–15 
that portray God as manifesting power in delivering the people. He then (v. 17) shows that 
the preaching of the gospel is the means of the revelation of God’s righteousness, which 
can be seen in the instrumental ἐν αὐτῷ, whose antecedent is the gospel in the preceding 
verse.39 Paul affirms that God’s saving righteousness is being disclosed whenever the procla-
mation of the gospel takes place. The semantics of the verb for revelation (ἀποκαλύπτεται) 

34	 Bell, Provoked to Jealousy, 90–92; Moo, Romans, 664.
35	 Pace Moo, Romans, 730, κατά here does not mean ‘according to’, that is, it does not express standard, but cause 

in the sense ‘for, on account of, because ’.
36	 τοῦ Χριστοῦ is an objective genitive.
37	 With τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ as an objective genitive. So Moo, Romans, 58, n. 23; Matera, Romans, 32.
38	 As shown by the sentence δύναμις […] θεοῦ ἐστιν.
39	 The syntax of v. 17a is almost universally misconstrued, for it is often claimed that Paul speaks about the revela-

tion of God’s righteousness through faith (ἀποκαλύπτεται ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν), which in turn sometimes leads 
to the hypothesis that by ἐκ πίστεως Paul must have Christ’s faithfulness in mind. The truth of the matter is 
that the instrumental ἐν αὐτῷ immediately precedes ἀποκαλύπτεται and thus defines the means of revelation, 
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suggests an image of God stepping out of hiddenness with saving power when the gospel is 
proclaimed. In light of the analysis thus far, the opening segments of Romans, among other 
aims, carry an emphasis on the preaching of the gospel and, as part of that, on the connec-
tion between God and the gospel. God is the one who stands at the origin of Paul’s preach-
ing (1:1), is being served by Paul’s preaching (1:9), and reveals righteousness and power 
whenever the message of God’s  Son is announced (1:16–17).

The reference to God’s judgement in 2:16 also involves the diction of the gospel. Al-
though the syntax is not free of obscurity, the most compelling solution is to follow those 
who propose to take διὰ Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ with κρίνει ὁ θεός and make κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλιόν μου 
dependent on this christological referent. On this reading, Paul says that even the deepest 
secrets of human beings will be judged by God through Christ, as his gospel proclaims.40 In 
fact, Paul here indirectly claims that his gospel preaching included the teaching on God’s 
judgment of humanity through Christ on the last day.41

A connection between ‘my gospel’ and God also occurs in the concluding doxology 
(16:25), and the syntactical fashioning provides for a similarity with 2:16, for both verses 
comprise a reference to God (ὁ θεός and τῷ δὲ δυναμένῳ), to God’s activity and its object 
(κρίνει and στηρίξαι; τὰ κρυπτὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων and ὑμᾶς), and to Paul’s gospel (κατὰ τὸ 
εὐαγγέλιόν μου). The meaning of the sentence in 16:25 seems to be that God is able to 
strengthen the recipients just as Paul proclaims it in his gospel.

The language of the gospel also appears in the epilogue of Romans (15:14–33) within 
a segment (15:14–21) devoted to Paul’s reflection on his past missionary accomplishments. 
At the end of v. 15 Paul states that he reminded the Romans (of the norms of conduct 
in chaps. 12–14) on the basis of grace given to him by God, and then in v. 16 specifies 
his ministry for Christ Jesus among the gentiles as the content of this grace. The partici-
ple ἱερουργοῦντα with its direct object τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ θεοῦ then reveals how Paul ful-
fills his ministry – by performing a cultic service through the preaching of God’s gospel. 
A remarkable similarity is thus created with the opening verse of the letter,42 based on the 
correspondence of λειτουργὸς Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ to δοῦλος Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ and ἀφωρισμένος εἰς 
εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ to ἱερουργοῦντα τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τοῦ θεοῦ. Just as he has done in the first verse 
of the prescript, in the epilogue as well, Paul underlines his engagement in the preaching of 
God’s gospel.

3.3. ‘Of God’ in the Remainder of Romans
The theological note struck by the genitive θεοῦ in the formulation εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ in 
1:1 reverberates across the letter in a number of constructions featuring the genitive 
in question, most often in the sense of genitivus auctoris/originis or genitivus possessivus, 

and the phrase ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, as a rhetorical intensification of the idea of faith, stands for the means of 
appropriation of God’s saving righteousness.

40	 Moo, Romans, 155.
41	 A similar notion in 1 Cor 4:4–5.
42	 Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer, II, 425.
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such as δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ (1:17); τὸ δικαίωμα τοῦ θεοῦ (1:32); τὸ κρίμα τοῦ θεοῦ (2:2, 3); 
τὸ χρηστὸν τοῦ θεοῦ (2:4); τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ θεοῦ (2:24); τὰ λόγια τοῦ θεοῦ (3:2); ἡ ἀλήθεια 
τοῦ θεοῦ (3:7); ἡ δόξα τοῦ θεοῦ (3:23; 5:2; 15:7); λειτουργοὶ θεοῦ (13:6), etc.43 This shows 
that throughout Romans Paul repeatedly draws attention to God’s ownership of certain 
qualities, and this feature is launched by the very first sentence of the letter, in which Paul 
writes of the gospel ‘of God’.44

4. 	God’s Appointment of Jesus

4.1. γενομένου and ὁρισθέντος (1:3–4)
In 1:3–4, which reveal the content (περί) of Paul’s gospel, God’s agency hides behind the 
divine passives γενομένου and ὁρισθέντος that create a parallelism of the two verses. By using 
these passive constructions, Paul attributes to God the birth45 of the Son and his appoint-
ment to the position of power. Paul intimates that God was directly responsible for the 
birth and the appointment46 of the Son and, as a consequence, the text implies that these 

43	 To be added here are the verses which use αὐτοῦ as an equivalent of θεοῦ. E.g., ἀΐδιος αὐτοῦ δύναμις καὶ θειότης 
(1:20); τὸ δυνατὸν αὐτοῦ (9:22).

44	 It might appear that the compound verb προεπηγγείλατο with God as the subject (1:2), which states that the 
gospel preached by Paul was promised earlier in the prophetic writings, also sounds an important theological 
theme, because according to Moo, ‘Greek words beginning with πρό are especially prominent in the book’ 
(Romans, 44, n. 21). In 1:2 the apostle touches on the continuity between the OT and his preaching, imply-
ing that much of the content of his message was already contained in that corpus. Paul’s ample use of citations 
from the OT prophetic writings to support his arguments in Romans corroborates this connection. In ad-
dition, rooting his gospel in the OT may be read as Paul’s disclaimer that he himself invented it. The term 
προεπηγγείλατο, while the first in a series of πρό-verbs in Romans (e.g., 3:25 προέθετο; 8:29 προέγνω, προώρισεν; 
11:2 προέγνω), cannot be understood as announcing the theme of grounding God’s action in God’s eternal 
purposes, for very often these verbs lack the element of anteriority. For this, see R. Sloan, “»To Predestine« 
(προορίζω): The Use of a Pauline Term in Extrabiblical Tradition,” Good News in History: Essays in Honor of Bo 
Reicke (ed. E.L. Miller) (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1993) 127–135. For this reason, a choice is made here not 
to include the treatment of προεπηγγείλατο within the discussion at hand.

45	 While most authors – most recently M. Bauspiess (Der gegenwärtige Gott. Die paulinische Rede von Gott 
im Horizont der Tradition [WMANT 175; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2023] 343) agree that 
ὁρισθέντος is a divine passive, many do not make plain their understanding of γενομένου. However, scholars like 
Pitta read both participles as references to God’s agency (Lettera ai Romani, 50). For D. Häusser, the participles 
‘beschreiben die Ereignisse […] die den (passiven) υἱός betreffen’ (Christusbekenntnis und Jesusüberlieferung bei 
Paulus [WUNT 2/210; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006] 200). His view may be understood as insinuating 
God’s agency, for Jesus was obviously not responsible for his own birth, nor for his appointment to a position 
of power.

46	 For God’s appointment of Jesus into a privileged status, note also Acts 10:42 (οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ ὡρισμένος ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 
κριτὴς ζώντων καὶ νεκρῶν). Since the stem of ὁρίζω lies behind ἀφορίζω used in v. 1 for the appointment of Paul, 
authors like R.M. Calhoun quite plausibly propose that this repetition of the stem ‘implies a close relationship 
between God’s “appointment” of the Son and the “setting apart” of his apostle to the Gentiles’ (Paul’s Definition 
of the Gospel in Romans 1 [WUNT 2/316; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2011] 134). To be highlighted for present 
purposes is precisely the fact that in both verses the participle based on ὁρίζω conveys God’s activity. Another 
verbal cognate, recognised by J.W. Jipp (“Ancient, Modern, and Future Interpretations of Romans 1:3–4: 
Reception History and Biblical Interpretation,” JTI 3/2 [2009] 257, https://doi.org/10.2307/26421292) 

https://doi.org/10.2307/26421292
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events were not the  Son’s doing. This syntactical fashioning prepares for other places in 
Romans in which Paul phrases God’s involvement in the Christ event, making God princi-
pally responsible for what is done to and through Jesus.

4.2. God’s Agency in Jesus in the Remainder of Romans
God’s agency in Christ’s redemptive event stands in the foreground in 3:21–26, the renewed 
propositio. After discoursing on the universal sinfulness of humanity in 1:18–3:20, Paul 
returns to the thesis formulated in 1:16–17 and repeatedly emphasises that God has acted 
through Christ to justify sinful humanity and that everyone can be justified on the basis of 
faith in Christ. Despite christological  colouring, whether explicit (v. 22 διὰ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ; v. 24 τῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ; v. 26 ἐκ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ) or implicit (v. 25 ὅν, ἐν τῷ αὐτοῦ 
αἵματι), theocentric perspective dominates,47 as demonstrated by the following arguments. 
First, Paul explicitly mentions God in several verses (v. 21 δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ; v. 22 δικαιοσύνη 
θεοῦ; v. 23 τῆς δόξης τοῦ θεοῦ; v. 25 θεός; v. 26 ἐν τῇ ἀνοχῇ τοῦ θεοῦ). Second, he uses per-
sonal pronouns referring to God (v. 24 τῇ αὐτοῦ χάριτι; v. 26 τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ, αὐτόν). 
And third, he employs formulations that designate God’s activity (v. 21 πεφανέρωται; v. 25 
προέθετο, διὰ τὴν πάρεσιν; v. 26 εἰς τὸ εἶναι αὐτὸν δίκαιον, δικαιοῦντα).48 To be noted in par-
ticular is the phrasing in v. 25: the sentence comprised of the verb προέθετο with the subject 
ὁ θεός and the direct object ὅν referencing Jesus Christ unambiguously states that it was 
God who designated Jesus as the means of expiation in his blood. In this way Paul’s diction 
resonates with that of 1:3–4, for it is not Christ’s decision to become the instrument of 
expiation that is at stake here but God’s action of appointment. By writing προέθετο, Paul at-
tributes direct causality to God in making Jesus an instrument of expiation. For that matter, 
the entire passage does not contain a single verb with Christ as the subject, which makes 
it extremely tenuous to argue that his dispositions, decisions, motivations, or actions are in 
view here.49

is found in Paul’s sentence προώρισεν συμμόρφους τῆς εἰκόνος τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ (8:29). In this text God’s action of 
appointment is also in the foreground. Perhaps to be mentioned is still another text in Romans which hints at 
God’s appointment, albeit formulated by a different verb. When Paul in 13:1 writes that the existing authorities 
are established by God (αἱ δὲ οὖσαι ὑπὸ θεοῦ τεταγμέναι εἰσίν), the perfect passive participle of τάσσω remotely 
calls to mind ἀφωρισμένος and ὁρισθέντος, with the result that this letter speaks not only of God’s appointment 
of Paul (1:1), Jesus (1:4), and Christians (8:29), but also of civic authorities (13:1).

47	 Recently highlighted by V.P. Chiraparamban, The Manifestation of God’s Merciful Justice: A Theocentric 
Reading of Romans 3:21–26 (CBET 91; Leuven: Peeters 2018).

48	 The passive participle δικαιούμενοι (v. 24) can be included here, because it alludes to God’s action of justification.
49	 This has significant bearing on the enduring πίστις Χριστοῦ debate. Numerous authors could be cited 

who, in support of the subjective genitive interpretation of πίστις Χριστοῦ, claim in varying diction that 
the passage 3:21–26 speaks of Christ’s faithfulness shown in his accepting the death on the cross as the 
means of expiation or revelation of God’s righteousness. Note, as an illustration, a few recent interpreters 
who claim that Christ’s faithfulness is in view in 3:21–26. According to A. Gignac, the noun αἷμα (v. 25), 
as a metonym for the cross of Christ, evokes ‘non pas tant sa souffrance et sa mort, que le don de sa vie, en fi-
délité d’une mission accomplie jusqu’ au bout […]’ (L’épître aux Romains [Commentaire biblique: Nouveau 
Testament 6; Paris: Cerf 2014] 168). The formulation belies the phrasing of 3:21–26, for Paul does not 
write here of Christ’s gift of his own life which would reflect his fidelity shown in an accomplished mission. 
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Rom 4:24–25, the conclusion to the Abraham chapter, also speaks of God’s agency 
acting in Jesus. Paralleling Abraham, those for whom their faith is reckoned as righteous-
ness are defined as believing in the one who raised Jesus from the dead (v. 24). Here, God 
appears in the circumlocution ὁ ἐγείρας  Ἰησοῦν and the active participle unfailingly points to 
God’s agency in the raising of the  Son. Verse 25 then describes the Christ-event with the aid 
of two passive verbs παρεδόθη and ἠγέρθη,50 both of which are obviously divine passives that 
have God’s activity in view. Paul attributes the handing over and the raising of the  Son to 
God, while Jesus plays no active role in these events, and this results in a striking similarity 
of this passage to 1:3–4 consisting of God’s agency in the  Son.

God’s direct involvement in the Christ-event is also formulated in 8:32, a verse that 
demonstrates God’s commitment to be  ‘for us ’ in the preceding verse by stating that God 
gave over the  Son for us all as a guarantee of future blessings. To phrase this idea, Paul picks 
up the verb παραδίδωμι, used previously in 4:25 and prominent in the Gospel passion pre-
dictions (e.g., Mark 9:31; 10:33). What makes Rom 8:32 unique is the attribution of the 
act of delivering the  Son directly to God, for no other place in Paul uses the middle voice of 
παραδίδωμι with God as the subject for this purpose. Rom 8:32 is yet another text that con-
ceives of Christ’s death as a result of God’s action, thus sharing the theological outlook initi-
ated in 1:3–4 – God’s involvement in the Christ-event. All the texts discussed above cohere 
in this theological centrality, which leaves no room for Christ’s initiative in undergoing 

T. Morgan, who understands the noun πίστις in 3:22 as Christ’s faithfulness and as the assurance or pledge 
of righteousness given by Christ to the faithful by his blood, states: ‘An attraction of this interpretation 
is that it emphasizes the active role of Christ in salvation: he does not only obey and allow himself to be 
made an expiation; he makes an assurance or pledge by offering himself ’ (Roman Faith and Christian Faith: 
Pistis and Fides in the Early Roman Empire and Early Churches [Oxford:  Oxford  University Press 2015] 
290). The obvious problem with this reasoning is that the passage 3:21–26 contains no traces of Christ’s 
obedience, his allowing himself to be made an expiation, or his offering himself. Christ’s activity is not 
in view at all. S.L. Young, claiming that in 3:21–26 Paul represents Christ’s faithfulness as the way God’s 
righteousness is revealed, affirms: ‘Paul portrays Christ as a decisive figure whose actions cause others to 
participate in the Judean God’s eschatological blessings […]’ (“Paul’s Ethnic Discourse on ‘Faith’: Christ’s 
Faithfulness and Gentile Access to the Judean God in Romans 3:21–5:1,” HTR 108/1  [2015] 39, https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0017816015000024). Again, no action of Christ is lexicalised within this passage. For 
M.A. Mininger, ‘[…] it becomes clear in Rom 3:22 that Christ was not passive in his death but active and 
purposeful, as the one whose conscious expression of fidelity has now manifested God’s own righteousness 
in history’ (Uncovering the Theme of Revelation in Romans 1:16–3:26: Discovering a New Approach to Paul’s 
Argument [WUNT 2/445; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2017] 340). By no stretch of imagination can one ex-
trapolate the notions such as ‘not passive’, ‘active’, ‘purposeful’, or ‘conscious expression of fidelity’ from the 
phrasing of 3:22 or its immediate literary surrounding for a simple yet straightforward reason: in 3:21–26 
Christ is not portrayed as acting, but only as acted upon (προέθετο) by God. By contrast, note Gaventa’s 
entirely appropriate comment: ‘[…] especially in Romans 3, the emphasis falls on what God does by means 
of Christ Jesus rather than on Christ’s own actions’ (Romans, 118). To recap, any exegesis proposing to read 
the concept of Christ’s fidelity demonstrated through his faithful action(s) into 3:21–26 misses the intent 
of this text.

50	 By attributing Jesus’ resurrection to God, both ὁ ἐγείρας and ἠγέρθη stand in line with other passive and active 
formulations that do the same. Note 6:4 (ἠγέρθη); 6:9 and 8:34 (ἐγερθείς); 8:11 (τοῦ ἐγείραντος, ὁ ἐγείρας).

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816015000024
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816015000024
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death, achieving the resurrection, or attaining a position of power. The only acting agent is 
consistently God.51

5. 	God’s Love

5.1. ἀγαπητοὶ θεοῦ (1:7)
The theological outlook of the prescript is further developed by the designation ἀγαπητοὶ 
θεοῦ, the first of the two characteristics of the addressees in the intitulatio.52 As a subjective 
genitive, the title represents the first occurrence of the vocabulary of love in Romans, more 
specifically God’s love. Applying this title to the Gentile Christians of Rome is a remarkable 
step, for Paul here transfers to the addressees a typical OT designation used to highlight the 
privileged status of the people of God. Numerous places in the OT speak in varying diction 
of God’s love toward the people of Israel (e.g., Deut 7:7–8; Hos 3:1; 11:1; Ps 60:7).53 In 
no other prescript does Paul intitulate the addressees as God’s beloved, which makes the 
intitulatio in Romans unique.54

5.2. God’s Love in the Remainder of Romans
The adjective ἀγαπητός occurs three times as a designation of Paul’s co-workers (16:5, 8, 9), 
qualified in each instance by the possessive μου, and once as an epithet for the recipients 
(12:19). The vocative ἀγαπητοί in 12:19 refers to Paul’s love for his audience, perhaps 
implying his parental-like relationship to the congregation, but God’s love is not in view 
here, which provides for a difference to 1:7, where the genitive θεοῦ explicitly calls to mind 
God’s love.

The implicit subject of the two nominal sentences in 11:28 is the unbelieving portion of 
Israel. The second sentence employs the adjective ἀγαπητός in reference to these unbeliev-
ing Jews. The two sentences are coordinated through a pair of μέν-δέ particles, in which the 
first one is concessive (‘although [μέν] they are enemies for your sake through their rejection 
of the gospel’), while the second one  relativises the concession (‘yet [δέ] they are loved on 
account of the patriarchs’). This coordination shows that the emphasis falls on the second 
statement: God’s love for Israel because55 of the patriarchs. That God loves the patriarchs 
is a thought found in texts like Deut 4:37; 10:15. Paul extends this idea to include the 

51	 Differing remarkably from the above are passages such as 5:6–8 or 14:9, 15 in which Christ figures as the 
subject of the active verb ἀπέθανεν. In addition to the texts discussed above, Rom 8:3 (ὁ θεὸς τὸν ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν 
πέμψας) might be included here, for it also clearly speaks, as shown by the active participle πέμψας, of God’s 
direct involvement in the Christ-event.

52	 For an explanation of the syntax of v. 7a, see Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer, I, 96.
53	 A fine discussion of the OT background is found in D.B. Garlington, ‘The Obedience of Faith’: A Pauline Phrase 

in Historical Context (WUNT 2/38; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1991) 241–242.
54	 Though the thanksgiving period in First Thessalonians contains an identical notion: ἀδελφοὶ ἠγαπημένοι ὑπὸ 

τοῦ θεοῦ (1:4). According to Deidun, ἀγαπητοὶ θεοῦ is a hapax in the whole Bible (New Covenant Morality, 4).
55	 The preposition διά has a causal force here.
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unbelieving Jews as an object of God’s love, implying that their ancestral connection to 
the patriarchs secures God’s love for them. The rejection of the gospel does not abrogate 
God’s love for Israel, which remains their permanent heritage. In designating the Roman 
Christians ἀγαπητοὶ θεοῦ and the unbelieving Jews ἀγαπητοί, Paul places both groups in the 
same category, and the former phrase foreshadows the latter. Striking in Paul’s formulations 
is the application of the title ἀγαπητοί to two unexpected groups – the Gentile Christians 
(in Rome) and the unbelieving Jews (universally).

Within Romans, God’s love is  lexicalised in several places by the noun ἀγάπη and a geni-
tive referencing God. Such is the case in two verses in 5:1–11, the segment that opens Paul’s 
discussion of the effects of justification.56 One of these is the outpouring of God’s love in the 
hearts of the justified (5:5). The image of outpouring (ἐκχέω) calls to mind a plethora of OT 
texts that employ it to describe metaphorically the giving of God’s wrath (e.g., Isa 42:25), 
mercy (Sir 18:11), or the spirit ( Joel 3:1). In Rom 1:18 Paul begins to describe the dire situ-
ation of humankind apart from the gospel by speaking of the revelation (ἀποκαλύπτεται) of 
God’s wrath. Instead of expressing the actual outpouring of God’s wrath against sinners, the 
apostle in 5:5 speaks of the outpouring of God’s love for those justified by faith. Verse 5:5 
thus stands as a conceptual counterpart to 1:18. God’s love is poured out ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις 
ἡμῶν, and so the heart ‘is seen as the receptacle for the reception of the poured-out love of 
God.’57 God’s love thus becomes a part of human personality and effects a transformation 
of human beings from within.58

While 5:5 mentions the outpouring of God’s love, verse 5:8 speaks of a demonstration 
(συνίστησιν) of this love59 and connects it with Christ’s death. The verb συνίστημι in the 
sense  ‘to demonstrate, to prove ’ shows that Paul envisions God’s love as an invisible quality 
that can be manifested, and he perceives Christ’s death for sinners as the means of this 
manifestation. In Christ’s death for sinners, God’s love becomes visible. That Christ died 
for sinners is a proof that God loves human beings.60

The peroratio (8:31–39) also contains a reference to God’s love (v. 39). It appears in 
the concluding sentence, which formulates the impossibility of separation from the love 
of God manifest in the Christ-event. For Paul, no created being or force can thwart the 
connection of love between God and humans.61 As Paul elsewhere uses the lexeme for sepa-
ration (χωρίζω) to denote a divorce (1 Cor 7:10, 11, 15 [twice]), some take its use here as 
a signal that Paul imagines the love of God patterned on the love of a husband toward his 

56	 The section starts with δικαιωθέντες οὖν ἐκ πίστεως.
57	 Fitzmyer, Romans, 398.
58	 Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer, I, 328.
59	 συνίστημι is only here connected with the noun ‘love’ in the NT.
60	 The present tense of the verb is intriguing. Perhaps Paul’s intent is to affirm that God’s love, once revealed 

through the death of Christ, continues to be extended to humankind.
61	 For Deidun, the sentence in v. 39 (and v. 35), in which the verb χωρίζω appears, ‘underlines the intimacy and per-

manence of the relationship between God’s love […] and the Christian’ (New Covenant Morality, 129, n. 94).
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wife.62 The vocabulary of God’s love at the end of the peroratio reprises the same theme from 
the opening (5:1–11) of the second part of the doctrinal section (5:1–8:39).

Apart from speaking of God’s love with the aid of the noun ἀγάπη, Paul includes two 
instances of the verb ἀγαπάω with God as the subject in this letter.63 To illustrate the prin-
ciple of divine election, Paul in 9:10–13 picks up the example of Jacob and Esau, the sons 
of Rebecca. Basing his argument on the divine oracle taken from Gen 25:23 (Rom 9:12b), 
the apostle refers to God’s choice of Jacob over Esau. The point is expressed in the strongest 
possible terms in v. 13, where Paul’s citation of Mal 1:2–3 supplements his use of Gen 25:23 
by having God speak in the first person of God’s preference for Jacob over Esau.64 This 
preference is  lexicalised as God’s love for Jacob (τὸν Ἰακὼβ ἠγάπησα) and is set in contrast 
to his rejection of Esau, expressed with the terminology of hate (ἐμίσησα). Paul’s point is to 
underline the principle that God is free to choose whomever God wills, regardless of any 
predisposition or merit on the part of human beings, and this choice is very appropriate-
ly formulated in the first person singular verb with God as the subject (ἠγάπησα). While 
M. Wolter rightly cautions that God’s rejection of Esau cannot be read as foreshadowing 
God’s treatment of the unbelieving Jews,65 Filippo Belli’s view that these biblical citations 
prepare the development in the end of chapter 9, where the concepts of the call, the elec-
tion, and the preference are applied to those believers who come not only from the Jews but 
also from the Gentiles (9:24), retains its validity.66 It can therefore be proposed that God’s 
love for Jacob indirectly announces God’s love for those who believe.

The last reference to God’s love occurs in 9:25 within a scriptural citation that serves to 
justify the immediately preceding thought of the call of the Gentiles (9:23–24). Paul’s aim 
is to show that this call was already foretold by God in the OT, namely in Hos 2:25. In its 
original context, this passage refers to the northern kingdom, rejected by God on account of 
its infidelity, and announces its reconstitution as God’s people. This restoration is phrased 
as a call from the status of not-my-people to that of my-people and from not-beloved to 
beloved (καὶ τὴν οὐκ ἠγαπημένην ἠγαπημένην). For Paul ‘the promise of […] national resto-
ration for Israel in Hosea is really an announcement of God’s embrace of Gentiles as his own 
people.’67 Through this bold interpretative move, Paul understands the Gentile believers 
as God’s beloved, and thus recalls the language of God’s love in 9:13. Not only does the 
diction of God’s love harken back to 9:13, it also paints the image of the Gentile believers in 
colours used in 1:7 and 11:28. While the unbelieving Jews remain God’s beloved (11:28), 

62	 Pitta, Lettera ai Romani, 318.
63	 The remaining instances of ἀγαπάω cover the love human beings have for God (8:28) or fellow humans (13:8 

[twice], 9) and the love of Christ for human beings (8:37).
64	 As F. Belli notes, the strategy of injecting God’s own words on preference of one child over the other ‘furnishes 

the argument with an undisputed authority’ (Argumentation and Use of Scripture in Romans 9–11 [AnBib 183; 
Rome: GBP 2010] 82).

65	 Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer, II, 58–59.
66	 Belli, Argumentation, 83.
67	 J.R. Wagner, Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul “In Concert” in the Letter to the Romans (NovTSup 101; 

Leiden – Boston, MA – Köln: Brill 2002) 81.
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the Gentile believers in general (9:25) and the Roman addressees in particular (1:7) also 
possess the same privilege.

6. 	God’s Grace and Peace

6.1. χάρις καὶ εἰρήνη ἀπὸ θεοῦ (1:7b)
The penultimate theological component within the prescript is the reference to God’s grace 
and peace in the salutatio (1:7b).68 Grace for Paul is a metonymical designation for God’s 
favour expressed in a variety of gifts related to salvation or for the salvific action itself and 
peace, in a standard biblical fashion, is a caption for a summary of benefits that likewise 
God endows.69 It is these that Paul wishes to the recipients.

6.2. Grace and Peace in the Remainder of Romans
Given the frequency of χάρις throughout this letter (twenty four times), it seems more 
prudent to note simply that the noun bears various nuances70 than to attempt an analysis of 
each occurrence. The sheer number of χάρις occurrences demonstrates that Paul frequently 
returns to the concept of grace introduced in the prescript. The same holds true for peace. 
With its nine occurrences, the noun has differing shades of meaning in different texts.71 
Perhaps to be particularly highlighted is the correspondence between 1:7b with its theme 
of peace deriving from God and 15:33/16:20, where the genitive ὁ θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης speaks 
of God as the giver of peace. Both the twofold characterisation of God as ὁ θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης 
and the inclusio-like structure around Romans created by the noun εἰρήνη underline the 
importance of this theme, sounded for the first time in the praescript.

68	 Identical formulation in 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3; Phlm 3.
69	 For the background of Paul’s concepts of grace and peace, see, among others, C. Zimmermann, Die Namen des 

Vaters. Studien zu ausgewählten neutestamentlichen Gottesbezeichnungen vor ihrem frühjüdischen und paganen 
Sprachhorizont (AJEC 69; Leiden – Boston, MA: Brill 2007) 132–134; C. Breytenbach, “‘Charis’ and ‘Eleos’ 
in Paul’s Letter to the Romans,” The Letter to the Romans (ed. U. Schnelle) (BETL 226; Leuven: Peeters 2009) 
247–277; and especially the comprehensive study J.M.G. Barclay, Paul and the Gift (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans 2015).

70	 See Fitzmyer, Romans, 126.
71	 Without treating the concept of peace exhaustively, a few examples of its variety will suffice. When Paul in 

2:10, for example, speaks of εἰρήνη παντὶ τῷ ἐργαζομένῳ τὸ ἀγαθόν and in 8:6 of τὸ δὲ φρόνημα τοῦ πνεύματος 
ζωὴ καὶ εἰρήνη, the noun ‘peace’ here stands metonymically for ‘salvation’. In 5:1 (εἰρήνην ἔχομεν πρὸς τὸν θεόν) 
‘peace’ denotes the cessation of hostility between human beings and God achieved through justification. 
And his claim in 3:17 (ὁδὸν εἰρήνης οὐκ ἔγνωσαν) seems to imply that the sinful human beings in view here are 
unable to establish true peaceful relations among themselves.
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7. 	God’s Fatherhood

7.1. ἀπὸ θεοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν (1:7b)

The designation of God as ‘father’ occurs twenty-four times in Paul’s authentic letters, ac-
companied in eleven instances by the possessive ἡμῶν, which shows that Paul understands 
God’s fatherhood as pertaining both to himself and to the recipients. The formulation 
‘our father’ is found especially in epistolary prescripts.72 Although the background for 
the metaphorical designation of God as father can be explained variously, M. Wolter con-
vincingly proposes that the title ‘father’ as applied to God is ‘die Übertragung einer zwis-
chenmenschlichen Anredeform auf das Gottesverhältnis […]’ and is to be understood as an 
‘Ausdruck des Respekts’.73

7.2. God’s Fatherhood in the Remainder of Romans
Since God’s fatherhood of believers,74 except for the famous αββα ὁ πατήρ in 8 :15, is not ex-
plicitly invoked in the remainder of Romans, this letter confirms  Christiane Zimmermann’s 
claim that Paul ‘baut […] die Vaterschaft Gottes innerhalb der Briefargumentation bis auf 
die αββα-Stellen nicht weiter aus.’75 According to Rom 8:15, the reception of the Spirit 
has a twofold effect: it leads to the status of adoptive sonship76 and enables one to acclaim 
God as father. Modifying the verb κράζομεν, the prepositional phrase ἐν ᾧ, whose anteced-
ent is πνεῦμα, conveys the thought that only the Spirit can drive one to call God a father. 
Acknowledgement of God’s fatherhood is seen by Paul as resulting only from the gift of the 
Spirit, not from one’s own volition.

Aside from 8:15, Paul evokes the image of God as father by recalling the filial status 
of believers and utilises several constructions for this purpose. The first of these is the 
term υἱοθεσία, a terminus technicus for the institution of adoption, which principally states 
that the person possessing this privilege has been adopted by God and thus has entered 
into a family relationship with God. According to 8:15, this takes place when the person 
receives the Spirit. When Paul speaks of the expectation of adoption in 8:23 (υἱοθεσίαν 
ἀπεκδεχόμενοι), he does not deny that υἱοθεσία is an already possessed reality as stated in 
8:15, but means that later it will be fully manifested and thus perceivable.77 The metaphor 
of adoption  lexicalised by υἱοθεσία is also applied to unbelieving Jews in 9:4. Paul’s concern 

72	 1 Thess 1:3; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3, 4; Phil 1:2; Rom 1:7; Phlm 3.
73	 M. Wolter, Das Lukasevangelium (HNT 5; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008) 405.
74	 On two occasions in this letter Paul mentions God’s fatherhood with respect to Jesus: in 6:4 he attributes Jesus’ 

resurrection to the glory of the Father and in 15:6 he reminds the recipients to glorify the God and Father 
of Jesus.

75	 Zimmermann, Die Namen des Vaters, 136.
76	 The genitive υἱοθεσίας in the construction πνεῦμα υἱοθεσίας is a genitive of purpose (or result) (‘the Spirit that 

leads to adopted sonship/the Spirit that produces adopted sonship’). E.g., Cranfield: ‘the Spirit who brings 
about adoption’ (Romans, I, 397).

77	 So Cranfield, Romans, I, 419; Wolter, Der Brief an die Römer, II, 518.
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in 9:1–5 is to show that the Jews who are ἀνάθεμα ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ78 remain God’s covenan-
tal people and to achieve this objective the apostle injects a list of Israel’s privileges headed 
by the term υἱοθεσία. As was true of 8:15, the metaphor, which echoes numerous OT texts 
that speak of Israel as God’s  Son (e.g., Exod 4:22 [‘Israel is my firstborn son’]; Deut 14:1 
[‘you are the sons of the Lord your God’]), indicates that even the unbelieving Jews remain 
part of God’s family with God as their father.

The image of God as father is also evoked by the construction υἱοὶ θεοῦ (8:14, 19) and its 
synonym τέκνα θεοῦ (8:16, 17, 21). In these texts Paul affirms that the sons of God are those 
whose life is all-determined by the Spirit (8:14) and whose revelation is eagerly expected 
by creation (8:19). Their status as children is attested to by the Spirit (8:16), making them 
heirs (8:17), and their glory will be shared by creation (8:21). In addition, Paul speaks of 
the sons of God in 9:26 in a citation of Hos 2:1 that he applies to Gentile Christians – they 
will be called the sons of God.

To recap, the last theological element in the prescript of Romans is the language about 
God as father (1:7b). It announces the theme of God’s fatherhood, which, admittedly, is 
not reprised in the course of the letter directly, but is evoked by several references to God’s 
children in chapters 8–9. Intriguing in this use of family metaphors is Paul’s application of 
them to several groups, as not only Christians in general, but Christians of gentile origin 
and the unbelieving Jews are portrayed as God’s children. Although bespeaking a variety 
of realities, the metaphor of children and father at its basic level carries the sense of be-
longing – children belong to their father. Paul’s use of this metaphorical language may well 
intend to communicate such a reality. The characteristic of the groups designated as God’s 
children is that they belong to God as their father and thus live in a familial relationship 
with God.

Conclusion: The Prescript of Romans as Theology

There is no novelty in saying that the Letter to the Romans contains in its introductory 
paragraphs a propositio (1:16–17) which defines the theme of the writing – salvation for 
all who believe as a result of the revelation of God’s righteousness. In this article, which 
has focused on the theology of Rom 1:1–7, I have tried to show that this opening para-
graph is unusually rich in theology and, moreover, that some of the weighty themes of the 
letter are already present in it in various degrees of explicitness. In other words, the indi-
vidual theological elements of the extended prescript foreshadow some of the important 
emphases developed later. Absolutely no claim is thereby made that the prescript somehow 
eclipses the propositio. But this analysis, supplementing other contributions on the theology 

78	 Paul’s diction in 9:3 is peculiar in that he does not say directly that the Jews (who do not believe in Christ) 
are ἀνάθεμα. Yet this is implied by Paul’s sentence that he prays (ηὐχόμην) to be cut off from Christ (ἀνάθεμα 
εἶναι […] ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ) instead of his brothers (ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀδελφῶν μου).
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of Romans, has shown that Paul has crafted the introductory epistolary paragraph not only 
as an opening of communication with the recipients, but as a dense theological statement 
with many connections to the remainder of the letter.

Bibliography

Abasciano, B.J., Paul’s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.1–9: An Intertextual and Theological Exegesis 
(The Library of New Testament Studies 301; London: Clark 2005).

Aletti, J.-N., “L’argumentation paulinienne en Rm 9,” Biblica 68/1 (1987) 41–56.
Aletti, J.-N., “La présence d’un modéle rhétorique en Romains: Son rôle et son importance,” Biblica 71/1 

(1990) 1–24.
Au, W.Y., Paul’s Designations of God in Romans (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 

2/590; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2023).
Barclay, J.M.G., Paul and the Gift (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2015).
Baumert, N., Christus – Hochform von ›Gesetz‹. Übersetzung und Auslegung des Römerbriefes (Paulus neu 

gelesen; Würzburg: Echter 2012).
Bauspiess, M., Der gegenwärtige Gott . Die paulinische Rede von Gott im Horizont der Tradition (Wissenschaftli-

che Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament 175; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2023).
Bell, R.H., Provoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of the Jealousy Motif in Romans 9–11 (Wissenschaftli-

che Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/63; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1994).
Belli, F., Argumentation and Use of Scripture in Romans 9–11 (Analecta Biblica 183; Rome: GBP 2010).
Breytenbach, C., “‘Charis’ and ‘Eleos’ in Paul’s Letter to the Romans,” The Letter to the Romans (ed. U. Schnel

le) (Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 226; Leuven: Peeters 2009) 247–277.
Calhoun, R.M., Paul’s Definition of the Gospel in Romans 1 (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen 

Testament 2/316; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2011).
Chiraparamban, V.P., The Manifestation of God’s Merciful Justice: A Theocentric Reading of Romans 3:21–26 

(Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 91; Leuven: Peeters 2018).
Cook, D., “The Prescript as Programme in Galatians,” Journal of Theological Studies 43/2 (1992) 511–519.
Cranfield, C.E.B., A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. I. Introduction and Com-

mentary on Romans I–VIII (ICC;  Edinburgh: Clark 1975).
Cranfield, C.E.B., A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. II. Commentary on 

Romans IX–XVI and Essays (ICC; London – New York: Clark 1979).
Deidun, T.J., New Covenant Morality in Paul (Analecta Biblica 89; Rome: Biblical Institute Press 1981).
Dunn, J.D.G., Romans 1–8 (Word Biblical Commentary 38A; Dallas, TX: Word 1988).
Fitzmyer, J.A., Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (Anchor Bible 33; New York: 

Doubleday 1993).
Flebbe, J., Solus Deus . Untersuchungen zur Rede von Gott im Brief des Paulus an die Römer (Beihefte zur Zeit-

schrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 158; Berlin: De Gruyter 2008).
Gadenz, P.T., Called from the Jews and the Gentiles: Pauline Ecclesiology in Romans 9–11 (Wissenschaftliche 

Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/267; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2009).
Garlington, D.B., ‘The Obedience of Faith’: A Pauline Phrase in Historical Context (Wissenschaftliche Untersu-

chungen zum Neuen Testament 2/38; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1991).



The Biblical Annals 16/3 (2026)534

Gaventa, B.R., “On the Calling-Into-Being of Israel: Romans 9:6–29,” Between Gospel and Election: Explora-
tions in the Interpretation of Romans 9–11 (eds. F. Wilk – J.R. Wagner) (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchun-
gen zum Neuen Testament 1/257; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2010) 255–269.

Gaventa, B.R., Romans: A Commentary (New Testament Library; Louisville, KY: Westminster John 
Knox 2024).

Gignac, A., L’épître aux Romains (Commentaire biblique: Nouveau Testament 6; Paris: Cerf 2014).
Haacker, K., The Theology of Paul’s Letter to the Romans (NTT; Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press 2003).
Harvey, J.D., Romans (Exegetical Guide to the Greek New Testament; Nashville, TN: B&H Academic 2017).
 Häusser, D., Christusbekenntnis und Jesusüberlieferung bei Paulus (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum 

Neuen Testament 2/210; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006).
Hays, R.B., The Faith of Jesus Christ: An Investigation of the Narrative Substructre of Galatians 3:1–4:11 (Society 

of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series 56; Chico, CA: Scholars Press 1983).
 Hoffman, E.G. –  von Siebenthal, H., Griechische Grammatik zum Neuen Testament (Riehen: Immanuel 1985).
Hultgren, A.J., Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2011).
Hussey, I., “The Soteriological Use of ‘Call’ in the New Testament: An Undervalued Category,” Biblical Theol-

ogy Bulletin 46/3 (2016) 133–143.
Jantsch, T., “God and His Faithfulness in Paul: Aspects of the History of Research in Light of the Letter to the 

Romans,” God and the Faithfulness of Paul: A Critical Examination of the Pauline Theology of N. T. Wright 
(eds. C. Heilig – J.T. Hewitt – M.F. Bird) (WUNT 2/413; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2016) 463–488.

Jewett, R., Romans: A Commentary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2006).
Jipp, J.W., “Ancient, Modern, and Future Interpretations of Romans 1:3–4: Reception History and Biblical Inter-

pretation,” Journal of Theological Interpretation 3/2 (2009) 241–259, https://doi.org/10.2307/26421292.
Johnson, E.E., The Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romans 9–11 (Society of Biblical Litera-

ture Dissertation Series 109; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1989).
Keck, L.E., “‘Jesus’ in Romans,” Journal of Biblical Literature 108/3 (1989) 443–460.
Klein, W.W., “Paul’s Use of KALEIN: A Proposal,” Journal of Evangelical Theological Society 27/1 (1984) 53–64.
Lindemann, A., Der Erste Korintherbrief (Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 9/1; Tübingen: Mohr 

Siebeck 2000).
Longenecker, R.N., The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text (New International Greek 

Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2016).
Matera, F.J., Galatians (Sacra Pagina 9; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press 1992).
Matera, F.J., New Testament Theology: Exploring Diversity and Unity (Louisville, KY: Westminster John 

Knox 2007).
Matera, F.J., Romans (Paideia: Commentaries on the New Testament; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Acade

mic 2010).
McGinn, S.E., “Romans,” The Jerome Biblical Commentary for the Twenty-First Century, 3 ed. (eds. J.J. Collins 

et al.) (London: Clark 2022) 1528–1587.
Michel, O., Der Brief an die Römer, 13 ed. (Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar über das Neue Testament 4; Göt-

tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1966).
Milinovich, T., “The Story of God in Romans,” God in Paul’s Letters (eds. T. Milinovich – N. Bonneau – 

R.F. O’Toole) (Catholic Biblical Quarterly Imprints 4; Eugene, OR:  Pickwick 2023) 11–27.
Mininger, M.A., Uncovering the Theme of Revelation in Romans 1:16–3:26: Discovering a New Approach to 

Paul’s Argument (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/445; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck 2017).

https://doi.org/10.2307/26421292


Juraj Feník  ·  God in the Prescript: Theology and Intratextual Connections in Romans 1:1– 535

Moo, D.J. , The Epistle to the Romans (NICNT; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1996).
Morgan, T., Roman Faith and Christian Faith: Pistis and Fides in the Early Roman Empire and Early Churches 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press 2015).
Moxnes, H., Theology in Conflict: Studies in Paul’s Understanding of God in Romans (Supplements to Novum 

Testamentum 53; Leiden: Brill 1980).
Penna, R., Lettera ai Romani. I. Rm 1–5: Introduzione, versione, commento (Scritti delle origini cristiane 6; 

Bologna: EDB 2004).
Pitta, A., Lettera ai Galati: Introduzione, versione e commento (Scritti delle origini cristiane 9; Bologna: 

EDB 1996).
Pitta, A., Lettera ai Romani: Nuova versione, introduzione e commento (I libri biblici: Nuovo  Testamento 6; 

Milano: Paoline 2001).
Reichert, A., Der Römerbrief als Gratwanderung . Eine Untersuchung zur Abfassungsproblematik (Forschun-

gen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 194; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rup-
recht 2001).

Schreiner, T.R., Romans (Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament 6; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
Academic 1998).

Sloan, R., “»To Predestine« (προορίζω): The Use of a Pauline Term in Extrabiblical Tradition,” Good News in 
History: Essays in Honor of Bo Reicke (ed. L. Miller) (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1993) 127–135.

Snodgrass, K.R., “Justification by Grace – To the Doers: An Analysis of the Place of Romans 2 in the Theol-
ogy of Paul,” New Testament Studies 32/1 (1986) 72–93, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0028688500013515.

Thielman, F., Romans (Zondervan Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament 6; Grand Rapids, MI: 
Zondervan 2018).

Tilling, C., Paul’s Divine Christology (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/323; 
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2012).

Wagner, J.R., Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul “In Concert” in the Letter to the Romans (Supplements 
to Novum Testamentum 101; Leiden – Boston, MA – Köln: Brill 2002).

Wolter, M., Das Lukasevangelium (Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 5; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008).
Wolter, M., Der Brief an die  Römer. I. Röm 1–8 (Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 

6/1; Neukirchen-Vluyn – Ostfildern: Neukirchener Theologie – Patmos 2014).
Wolter, M., Der Brief an die Römer. II. Röm 9–16 (Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testa-

ment 6/2; Ostfildern – Göttingen: Patmos – Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2019)
Young, S.L., “Paul’s Ethnic Discourse on ‘Faith’: Christ’s Faithfulness and Gentile Access to the Judean God 

in Romans 3:21–5:1,” Harvard Theological Review 108/1 (2015) 30–51, https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0017816015000024.

Zimmermann, C., Die Namen des Vaters. Studien zu ausgewählten neutestamentlichen Gottesbezeichnungen vor 
ihrem frühjüdischen und paganen Sprachhorizont (Ancient Judaism and early Christianity 69; Leiden – 
Boston, MA: Brill 2007).

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0028688500013515
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816015000024
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816015000024




https://czasopisma.kul.pl/index.php/ba/index

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.pl

THE BIBLICAL ANNALS 16/3 (2026)   537–550

DOI: https://doi.org/10.31743/ba.18971  Eastman ISSN 2083-2222     e-ISSN 2451-2168

 No Salvation without the Other:  
Peace and Eschatological Patience in Romans

 Susan Eastman
Duke Divinity School, Durham, NC 

 seastman@div.duke.edu 
 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0766-9300

abstract:� The world is in urgent need of prayers for peace and reconciliation. This essay explores one 
way in which Paul’s gospel addresses that need, through a pattern of solidarity and exchange between Christ 
and all humanity in Rom 1–8, and between Israel and the gentiles in Rom 9–11. Following Paul’s lead in 
Rom 8 and 12, the paper frames the interdependent redemption of Israel and the gentiles in Rom 9–11 with 
Paul’s hope and prayer for what is not yet seen, in Rom 8:18–25, and his practical instructions for coun-
tercultural generosity toward strangers and enemies, in Rom 12:14–21. By tracing the pattern of solidarity 
and exchange between Christ and all humanity, and specifically between Christ and Israel, in Rom 1–8, 
the paper also highlights connections between Rom 1–8 and 9–11.
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The writings of the apostle Paul are often occasions for disagreement, not only between 
Christians and Jews but also among New Testament scholars. Yet Paul’s hope and expecta-
tion is one of final peace and reconciliation that encompasses all humanity. For this very 
reason, his letters may provide guidance for how to pray for peace in our present situation 
of disastrous conflicts verging on annihilation.1

The deep division that structured Paul’s social cosmos was between gentiles and 
Jews. As the Jewish apostle to the gentiles, Paul faced that division directly; he encoun-
tered gentile conversions and founded largely gentile churches that worshipped Jesus, 
the Messiah. Paul’s gospel vision was that all people – gentiles and Jews – will join 
in glorifying God, whom he names as ‘the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ’ 
(Rom 15:6). This is a Christ-centred vision of unity, which finds its climactic expres-
sion in Rom 15:1–13. At the same time, this Christocentric focus does not mean the 
church replaces Israel. Rather, in my view, in Paul’s letters ‘Israel’ always refers to the 

1	 Because this essay was originally a talk for a gathering of Jewish and Christian biblical scholars, theologians, and 
practitioners, it offers a ‘wide angle’ interpretation of Rom 8–12, focused tightly on the question of how Paul’s 
gospel proclamation speaks to the promise of redemption of enemies, and the resulting implications for peace 
and patience in prayer. New Testament scholars will recognise the places where I take a particular position re-
garding contested texts, but I will not defend every exegetical move taken along the way. 
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Jewish people – not the nation of Israel, and not the church, but God’s elect and beloved 
people Israel.2 

Nonetheless, God’s enduring election of Israel does not mean that God cannot elect 
anyone else. Nor does it mean that the election of gentiles as well as Jews creates a unified 
humanity at the present time. Rather, the intriguing thing about Paul is that, in his dis-
tinctively Christ-centred eschatological vision, present division has a role to play in God’s 
purposes of redemption for all. It is the role of present division that is my focus here, as we 
consider prayers for peace in the face of the horrifying conflicts plaguing the Holy Land 
today. My modest hope is that Paul’s particular angle of vision might highlight aspects of 
prayer, hope, and patience that speak to the challenges of praying for the peace of Jerusalem 
here and now.

I begin with the subtitle – peace and eschatological patience – before moving to the 
theme, ‘no salvation without the other’. My text is chapters 8–12 of Paul’s letter to the 
Romans, focused on a few key passages. 

1.	� Peace and Eschatological Patience

Patience is a key ingredient in prayers for peace, and very difficult indeed. In Rom 8:24–25 
Paul names the conundrum of patient hope: ‘Hope that is seen is not hope. For who hopes 
for what he sees? But if we hope for what we do not see, we wait for it with patience.’ What 
Paul hopes and waits for here is bodily redemption, a redemption that will encompass 

2	 For extensive defence of this view, see my article “Israel and the Mercy of God: A Re-reading of Galatians 6.16 
and Romans 9–11,” NTS 65/3 (2010) 367–395. This is a disputed claim, centred on the meaning of ‘the Israel 
of God’ in Gal 6:16, which the majority of scholars interpret as signifying either the church composed of Jews 
and gentiles, or Jewish followers of Christ. For the first view, see, e.g., N.A. Dahl, “Der Name Israel: Zur Ausle-
gung von Gal 6,16,” Jud  6 (1950) 161–170; U. Luz, Das Geschichtsverständnis des Paulus (BEvT 49; München: 
Kaiser 1968); E.P. Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress 1983) 173–174; 
J.M.G. Barclay, Obeying the Truth: A Study of Paul’s Ethics in Galatians (SNTW; Edinburgh: Clark 1988) 98, 
n. 54; H.D. Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letters to the Churches in Galatia (Hermeneia; Philadel-
phia, PA: Fortress 1979) 323; K.W. Clark, “The Israel of God,” Studies in New Testament and Early Christian 
Literature: Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren (ed. D.E. Aune) (Leiden: Brill 1972) 161–169; J.L. Martyn, 
Galatians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 33A; New York: Doubleday 1997) 
574–577; R.N. Longenecker, Galatians (WBC 41; Dallas: Word Books 1990) 297–298; W. Kraus, Das Volk 
Gottes: Zur Grundlegung der Ecclesiologie bei Paulus (WUNT 85; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1996) 247–252. 
For the view that ‘the Israel of God’ signifies Christ-believing Jews, see, e.g., G. Schrenk, “Was bedeutet ‘Israel 
Gottes’?,” Jud 5 (1949) 18–94; P. Richardson, Israel in the Apostolic Church (SNTSMS 10; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press 1969) 80–81; E.D. Burton, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to 
the Galatians (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark  1921 ; reprint 1971) 357–359; M.C. de Boer, Galatians: A Commen-
tary (NTL; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 2011) 407–408. For arguments that ‘the Israel of God’ 
refers to the Jewish people, see F. Mußner, Der Galaterbrief, 5 ed. (HThKNT 9; Freiburg: Herder 1988) 417; 
F.F. Bruce, The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids, MI: 
Eerdmans 1982) 274–275; M. Bachmann, Antijudaismus im Galaterbrief? Exegetische Studien zu einem pol-
emischen Schreiben und zur Theologie des Apostels Paulus (NTOA 40;  Freiburg – Göttingen: Universitätsverlag 
Freiburg Schweiz – Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1999). 
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the entire created order (κτίσις), both human and non-human, and set it free from its 
bondage to decay (8:20–23).3 Such redemption is not yet visible – ‘we hope for what we do 
not see.’ Furthermore, such hope takes place in a situation of solidarity with the groaning 
of all creation: 

The whole creation has been groaning together and suffering labor pains together until now, and not 
only the creation, but we ourselves, who have the first fruits of the Spirit, groan within ourselves as we 
wait for adoption as sons, the redemption of our body (Rom 8:22–23). 

Groaning together with all creation, Paul turns to prayer: 

In the same way, the Spirit comes to our aid in our weakness, for we do not know how to pray as we 
should, but the Spirit itself intercedes for us with unspeakable groanings. And God who searches the 
hearts knows the mind of the Spirit, because the Spirit intercedes for the saints according to [the will of ] 
God (Rom 8:26–27).

The conjunction of creation’s groanings, the groaning of the faithful in prayer, and the 
Spirit’s unspeakable groanings, expresses not only believers’ solidarity with the suffering of 
all, but the solidarity of God’s Spirit with that same suffering. Prayer arises in this situation 
of divine-human solidarity, ‘not knowing’ but trusting in God who does know. Paul tells his 
listeners, ‘We do not know what or even how to pray, but God knows.’

This is the human context of praying for the peace of Jerusalem. We pray and hope for 
what we do not see; we do not even know what to pray for, but our prayer expresses the 
present anguished suffering of everyone in the Holy Land, in confidence that God joins in 
solidarity with that anguish.

In Rom 8:35–39, Paul assures his listeners that nothing can separate them from the 
love of God, even and especially severe conflict and violent threats. In Rom 8:35, a series 
of hypothetical questions lists potential threats to their bond with God’s love, but then 
in 8:36, Paul suddenly interrupts that list with a quotation from Ps 44:22, directly ad-
dressed to God: ‘For your sake we are being put to death the whole day long; we are re-
garded as sheep to be slaughtered.’

3	 Many scholars take the view that κτίσις here refers only to non-human nature. See, e.g., J.D.G. Dunn, Romans 1–8 
(WBC 38A; Dallas, TX: Word Books 1998) 469–473; C.E.B. Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romans (ICC; 
Edinburgh: Clark 1975)  I, 411–412; J.A. Fitzmyer, Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Com-
mentary (AB  33; New York – London – Toronto: Doubleday 1993) 506; B. Byrne, Romans  (SP 6; Colle-
geville, MN: Liturgical Press 1996) 255–257. For extended discussion, with a similar conclusion, see J. Bolt, 
“The Relation between Creation and Redemption in Romans 8:18–27,” CTJ 30 (1995) 34–51. E. Käsemann, 
however, concludes that  ‘κτίσις is all creation including mankind, with no sharp line of differentiation ’ (Com-
mentary on Romans [trans. G.W. Bromiley] [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1980; reprint 2022] 232–236). 
See also U. Wilckens, Der Brief an die Römer. II. Röm 6–11 (EKKNT 6; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
1978–1982) 157–158; A. Schlatter, Romans: The Righteousness of God (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson 1995) 
184; B.R. Gaventa, Romans: A Commentary (NTL; Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 2024) 396–401. 
I set forth my arguments for a more cosmic and inclusive view of κτίσις in “Whose Apocalypse? The Identity 
of the Sons of God in Romans 8:19,” JBL 121/2 (2002) 273–276, https://doi.org/ 10.2307/3268356. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3268356
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The word translated ‘considered’ or ‘regarded’ is ἐλογίσθημεν. It means ‘to evaluate, esti-
mate, look upon as, consider.’4 To be ‘reckoned as sheep to be slaughtered’ is to be assessed, 
labelled, and put into a certain class of animals – those set aside for the butcher block. It is 
difficult to imagine a more vivid metaphor for the brutal calculus of war, in which people 
become collateral damage, or even worse, the amount and brutality of human suffering, 
the number of those killed and maimed, becomes part of a strategic calculus for determin-
ing victory – a victory understood as vanquishing, even annihilating, the other, the enemy.

Psalm 44 is both a ‘prayer of lament’ for those who suffer unjustly, and a complaint di-
rected to God for that suffering. A few verses earlier the psalmist cries out:

In God we have boasted all day long, and we will give thanks to your name forever. But you have re-
jected us and brought us to dishonor.  […] You give us as sheep to be eaten, and have scattered us among 
the nations. (Ps 44:8, 11)

And in the immediate context of our verse, we hear this: 

If we had forgotten the name of our God, or extended our hands to a strange god, would not God find 
this out? For he knows the secrets of the heart. But for your sake we are being killed all day long; we are con-
sidered as sheep to be slaughtered. Arouse yourself ! Why do you sleep, O Lord? Awake! Do not reject 
us forever. (Ps 44:20–23)

All day long we boast in God, and simultaneously, for God’s sake, all day long we are being 
put to death. O Lord, who is responsible for this if not you? By focusing on God’s agency, 
the psalm emphasises God’s power to intervene and change this terrible situation. By focus-
ing on God’s agency, the psalm also short-circuits the all-too-human rush to judgment and 
blame, which circles around and lands on the wrong people. By addressing God directly 
with both the lament and the complaint, the psalmist also trusts God as the only source of 
hope.5 So also Paul redirects prayer away from human understanding and towards God who 
knows all: ‘We do not know how to pray as we ought, but God, who searches the hearts, 
knows the mind of the Spirit.’ The psalmist intercedes with God on behalf of God’s people 
Israel. Paul puts these words on the lips of his listeners in the nascent Roman house church-
es, small communities of Christ-followers who included Jews but were primarily gentile. 

The citation presents a bit of a puzzle just at this point in the letter, as it stylistically 
interrupts a series of questions with a first-person prayer to God. By vividly expressing 
present affliction, the prayer intensifies the impact of the following affirmation: ‘In all these 

4	 BAGD, 597. 
5	 See especially D. Bertschmann, “‘The Silence of the Lambs’: Suffering, Meaning-Making, and Lament in 

Romans 8,18–39,” Dying With Christ – New Life in Hope: Romans 5,12–8,39 (ed. J.M.G. Barclay)  (COP 24; 
Louvain: Peeters 2021) 209–235. See also the discussion in Gaventa, Romans, 260–261. Gaventa argues that 
‘Paul suppresses the accusations against God’ (260). It is true that Paul does not highlight God’s agency here, 
but, as we shall see, the focus on God’s agency in the psalm is picked up in Paul’s discussion of God’s agency 
in Israel’s unbelief, in Rom 11:7–10. R.B. Hays rightly notes the links between the psalm citation in 8:36 and 
Paul’s wrestling with the question whether God has abandoned Israel, in chapters 9–11 (see Echoes of Scripture 
in the Letters of Paul [New Haven, CT: Yale University  Press 1989] 57–63). 
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things we are super victors through the one who loved us (ἐν τούτοις πᾶσιν ὑπερνικῶμεν διὰ 
τοῦ ἀγάπησαντος ἡμᾶς).’ Yet it would be a mistake to let the assurance of victory silence 
the reality of suffering. Rather, the psalmist’s anguished lament creates space for naming 
present affliction conjoined with the assurance of God’s presence: things are not well; 
to the contrary, there is immense suffering and death.6 In solidarity with God’s Spirit, the 
psalm expresses the anguish of those who are killed all day long and their groaning for re-
demption. Inarticulate prayer, groaning in solidarity with all creation and all humanity, and 
hope in God for a future yet to be revealed, find expression in Ps 44:22 and Rom 8:36. This 
also is a prayer for peace.

What then is the ‘victory’ Paul so confidently asserts? Named at the beginning and end 
of the passage, it is that nothing can separate the faithful from their Lord’s love, even in the 
midst of destruction. This is an odd sort of victory. It is not the destruction of opponents, 
but somehow, quite differently, the power of an indissoluble bond with God who is present 
with and for those who are under the threat of the sword.

As beautifully articulated by Abraham Heschel, such divine solidarity with the suffering 
of God’s people has deep roots in Israel’s prophetic tradition. As Heschel put it in com-
ments on the prophetic sign-acts in Hosea and Jeremiah, 

The prophet must learn to feel for himself God’s intimate attachment to Israel; he must not only know 
about it, but experience it from within  […] Like Hosea in his marriage experience, Jeremiah must learn 
the grief of God in having to spoil what is intimately precious to him.7 

In Paul’s interpretation of the death of Jesus, he draws on this prophetic picture of God’s 
unbreakable nexus with God’s people. In view of his experience of gentile conversions, 
however, he extends this divine solidarity to all humanity, including gentile as well as Jewish 
followers of Christ, so that they too may share in the psalmist’s lament.

Through Paul’s Christocentric lens, such divine-human solidarity takes on a pattern of 
exchange in the first eight chapters of Romans, focused on Christ’s entrance into the realm 
of human sin and death, and redemptive death for sinners.8 Key texts in Romans high-
light this theme of a divine-human exchange between God and sin-dominated humanity, 
through Christ: ‘He ( Jesus) was handed over (παρεδόθη) for our trespasses and was raised 
for our justification (4:25).’ And again: ‘God, who did not spare his own son but handed 
him over (παρέδωκεν) for all of us, will he not also give us all things with him (8:32)?’ 
Here Christ enters into the situation of humanity under God’s judgement: God handed 

6	 Bertschmann, “‘Silence of the Lambs’,” 232–235. See also S. Eastman, “Christian Experience and Paul’s Logic 
of Solidarity: The Spiral Structure of Romans 5–8,” BA 12/2 (2022) 233–253, https://doi.org/10.31743/
biban.13513; reprint Oneself in Another: Participation and Personhood in Pauline Theology (Eugene, OR: 
Wipf & Stock 2023) 236–258.

7	 A.J. Heschel, The Prophets (New York: Harper & Row 1969) I, 117–118.
8	 The following discussion of the themes of divine-human solidarity and exchange in Rom 1–8 summarises 

my more extensive discussion in “The Son of God, the Flesh of Sin, and the Cosmic Horizon of Salvation: 
Romans 8:3 in the Structure of Romans 1–11,” Romans 8 through the Lens(es) of Pauline Research Past and 
Present (ed. M. Oehler) (BZNW; Berlin: De Gruyter) (forthcoming).

https://doi.org/10.31743/biban.13513
https://doi.org/10.31743/biban.13513
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rebellious humanity over (παρέδωκεν) to destructive passions (Rom 1:24, 26, 28); with and 
for that sinful humanity, Christ was handed over for all humanity.9 

While we were still weak, at the right time Christ died for the ungodly  […] God shows his love for us, in 
that while we were still sinners, Christ died for us.  […] For if, while we were enemies, we were reconciled 
to God by the death of his Son, how much more, having been reconciled, will we be saved through his 
life (5:6, 8, 10).
God, sending his own  Son in the likeness of flesh in the grip of sin, and for sin, condemned sin in the 
flesh, so that the righteous requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to the 
flesh but according to the Spirit (8:3).

Here again there is a logic of solidarity between Christ and humanity, so that Christ has 
assumed the situation of the person in the grip of sin, and in that place has become the locus 
where sin itself is condemned. 

In these passages, in and through Christ God enters into the situation of sinful humani-
ty under the power of sin and death. Paul sees this acted out in history in the crucifixion and 
resurrection of Jesus, in a pattern of not only solidarity, but exchange – a kind of trading 
places. The most startling statement of this pattern is in 2 Cor 5:21:  ‘God made Christ, 
who knew no sin, to be sin on our behalf, so that in him we might become the righteousness 
of God ’ Christ entered into the place of condemnation so that humanity can be free from 
condemnation; into the place of separation and death, so that humanity may be liberated 
into life in union with God. This is the deep logic of solidarity and exchange that threads 
through Paul’s gospel proclamation in Rom 1–8.

Furthermore, not only does Paul see Christ as representing and sharing in the universal 
human situation of sin and death; Paul also (uniquely in Romans) emphasises Jesus’s fleshly 
solidarity with Israel. He is God’s Son, descended from the seed of David according to the 
flesh (1:3); and as the Messiah, he comes from the Jewish people according to the flesh 
(9:5). This fleshly Christ, both particularly Jewish and universally human, was handed over 
to sin and death on behalf of all humanity, both Jew and gentile (8:3). Thus, when Paul 
quotes Ps 44 in Rom 8:36, the Jewish Christ who was handed over to death for the sake of 
both Jews and gentiles stands in union with the Jewish and gentile faithful who are being 
put to death for God’s sake, but also in union with all humanity. 

2.	� No Salvation without the Other: The Interdependent Redemption  
of Israel and the Nations

I turn now to the main title and theme of this paper: no salvation without the other. 
That title refers to the interdependent redemption of Israel and the gentiles, a redemption 
that Paul declares in Rom 9–11. Paul arrives at this vision of interdependent redemption 

9	 A full exposition of this interpretation is found in B.R. Gaventa, “‘God Handed Them Over’,” Our Mother 
Saint Paul (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 2007) 113–123, 194–198.
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precisely in the face of present division. As noted earlier, the intrusive cry, ‘all day long we 
are being put to death; we are counted as sheep for the slaughter,’ compels the naming of 
present affliction. Conflict, not peace, is the norm – in Paul’s day, and in ours, in the Middle 
East and around the world. This is the context of hope and prayer for what we do not yet 
see – peace. What Paul ultimately hopes for is a community of gentiles and Jews together 
worshipping God, but he does not yet see this. Instead, he sees division. Thus, the promise 
that kindles hope – that nothing can separate all God’s people from God’s love – is unful-
filled apart from the redemption of both the gentiles and Israel. Romans 8 may end with an 
affirmation of victory through the assurance of God’s love, but it also ends with unfinished 
business.10 Hinted at by the quotation from Ps 44, the question comes to the fore: has God 
abandoned God’s people? 

As Paul wrestles with this question in Rom 9–11, he finds his way forward through 
the pattern of solidarity and trading places that he has discerned in the first section of the 
letter, coupled with a firm trust in God’s power, mercy, enduring faithfulness to Israel, and 
ultimate will for the redemption of all. This pattern first comes to the fore in Paul’s own 
prayer for his Jewish kinsfolk, in 9:1–3:

I am speaking the truth in Christ, I am not lying. My conscience confirms me in the Holy Spirit, that 
I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in my heart. For I have earnestly prayed to be accursed 
and cut off (ἀναθήμα) from Christ, for the sake of my brothers and sisters, my kinsfolk according to 
the flesh. 

The tone of these verses contrasts sharply with the immediately preceding victory cry 
in Rom 8:39: ‘nothing in all creation can separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus 
our Lord.’ What is implied, but not yet spoken, is that Israel’s rejection of Jesus has cut Israel 
off from Christ. Paul, however, does not yet name this. Rather, he emphasises his fleshly 
solidarity with his estranged kin, and that solidarity drives his desire to enter into the place 
of separation from Christ, if in turn his relatives would be ‘in Christ’.11 

This impulse toward trading places is ancient. Paul’s prayer recalls Moses’s plea for 
God to forgive Israel after its apostasy at Sinai: ‘If you will only forgive their sin,’ Moses 
begs the Lord, ‘and if not, blot me, I pray you, out of your book which you have written’ 
(Ex 32:31–33). In other words, let me take the punishment and be cut off from you. Like 
Moses, Paul wants to change places with Israel.12 But Paul also has more immediately at hand 

10	 As Gaventa points out, the ending of Rom 8 ‘logically anticipates the vision of victory over God’s enemies 
that Paul offers in 1 Thess 4:13–18 and especially in 1 Cor 15:23–28, but in Rom 8 there is no such vision of 
Christ’s return and God’s final triumph. Instead, Paul takes up the questions of God and Israel in 9–11 and of 
community life in 12:1–15:13’ (B.R. Gaventa, “On the Calling-Into-Being of Israel: Romans 9:6–29,” Between 
Gospel and Election: Explorations in the Interpretation of Romans 9–11 [eds. F. Wilk – J.R. Wagner – F. Schler-
itt] [WUNT 1/257; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2010]  255).

11	 See the perceptive discussion by S. Gathercole, “Locating Christ and Israel in Romans 9–11,” God and Israel: 
Providence and Purpose in Romans 9–11 (ed. T.D. Still) (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press 2017) 117–118.

12	 See R. Jewett, Romans: A Commentary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 2007) 560–561; 
J.R. Wagner, Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul  in Concert  in the Letter to the Romans (NovTSup 101; 
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the story of Christ’s own gracious union and interchange with sinful humanity in the place 
of condemnation and separation from God. This is the ‘truth’ that Paul speaks ‘in Christ’. 
This relational dynamic operates throughout Rom 1–8; here that same divine modus ope
randi comes to expression in Paul’s intensely personal attitude toward his Jewish relatives. 
Paul, that is, yearns to enact in human interaction the pattern of gracious interchange that 
God has enacted with all humanity, in and through Christ. His stance toward others is 
permeated and guided by his own experience of God’s boundary-crossing grace and love.

At the same time, Paul’s desire to trade places with Israel, his yearning for the redemption 
of Israel ‘in Christ’, in no way calls into question Israel’s on-going status as God’s chosen and 
beloved people. To the contrary, speaking in the present tense, Paul immediately continues: 

They are Israelites, and to them belong the sonship by adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of 
the law, the worship, and the promises; to them belong the patriarchs, and from them is the Christ ac-
cording to the flesh (9:4–5). 

So why is Paul so anguished? The problem for Paul is not simply a concern for the in-
clusion of Israel in salvation through Christ, although Israel’s destiny is certainly of crucial 
importance; the problem is the trustworthiness of God. If Jesus is indeed the fulfilment of 
God’s promises, as Paul is convinced, then Israel’s disinterest in Jesus suggests that God’s 
word of promise has failed (9:6). Israel’s Messiah has come but the majority of Jews do 
not trust in him. Furthermore, God has worked salvation for all humanity through Christ; 
Israel’s unbelief thus threatens to exclude them from that universal salvation.

As Paul ponders the success of his gentile mission and the relatively low numbers of 
Jewish followers of Jesus, he turns again to the Christological pattern of solidarity and 
trading places as a pointer to God’s way of redemption.13 Without becoming entangled in 
all the complexities of Rom 9–11, we may observe this divine modus operandi at two key 
points. 

First, in 9:25–26, Paul quotes a collection of verses from the prophet Hosea, whose 
disastrous marriage signifies God’s dealings with Israel. For a while, Israel is named ‘not my 
people’, but ultimately,

I will call those ‘not my people,’ ‘my people,’ 
and the one who is ‘not my beloved’ will be ‘my beloved’  […]. 
And in the very place (τόπος) where it was said to them, ‘you are not my people,’  
they will be called, ‘Sons of the living God.’ 

In the immediate context of Rom 9:23–24, Paul quotes these verses with reference to ‘vessels 
of mercy, whom God has prepared beforehand for glory, even us whom he has called, not 
from the Jews only, but also from the gentiles.’ In other words, he includes gentile Christ 

Leiden: Brill 2002) 52. Whether or not Paul has Moses in mind here, his subsequent evocation of the the-
ophany at Sinai (9:15/Ex 33:19) surely would bring Moses to mind for his listeners. 

13	 See Eastman, “The Son of God” (forthcoming).
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followers in the place of God’s people, and gives them the names: ‘my people’, ‘beloved’, 
and ‘sons of the living God’. Their place of exclusion has become the place of adoption and 
inclusion. But in the larger context of Paul’s overarching concern for his Jewish kin, the 
original meaning of Hosea echoes in Paul’s quotation, anticipating the future salvation of 
‘all Israel’ as well (11:26). The prophetic text thus does double duty in the progression of 
Paul’s argument: it depicts the movement of gentiles from a place of exclusion to a place of 
belonging, through Christ, and it names Israel’s present exclusion (as Paul sees it), but also 
anticipates Israel’s future inclusion in salvation.14

Paul picks up on this double depiction of Israel as both ‘enemies’ and yet ‘beloved’ in 
11:25–32. Here the motif of trading places becomes explicit, leading up to the climax of 
Rom 9–11. Paul begins by directly addressing his gentile listeners in Rome, rebuking their 
arrogance toward Jews who do not believe in Jesus as the Messiah:

I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers and sisters, of this mystery, lest you think too highly  
of yourselves: a hardening has come upon a part of Israel, until the fullness of the gentiles has 
come in. And in this way all Israel will be saved, as it is written:
‘The Deliverer will come from Zion, he will banish ungodliness (ἀσεβεία ) from Jacob,  
and this will be my covenant with them when I take away their sins (ἁμαρτία ).’ 
As regards the gospel they are enemies of God, for your sake,
but as regards election, they are beloved for the sake of their forefathers. For the gifts and the call of 
God are irrevocable. 
Just as you were once disobedient to God but now have received mercy because of their disobedience, 
so they now have been disobedient in order that by the mercy shown to you they also may receive 
mercy.
For God has consigned all to disobedience, in order that he may have mercy upon 
all. 

For my purposes here, I briefly note three aspects of this crucial passage. First, warning 
the gentile believers in Rome against arrogance towards Jews, Paul puts the focus on God’s 
agency.15 If gentile believers have an issue with Israel’s rejection of Jesus, their argument is 
really with God, not the Jews. Paul contextualises Israel’s unbelief by God’s dual action in 
‘hardening’ hearts in the present, and in promising a future redemption through ‘the deliv-
erer’ who will come ‘from Zion’ – that is, through Christ who was descended from David 
according to the flesh (1:3) and comes from Israel according to the flesh (9:5).16 Thus in 
Paul’s eschatological vision, Israel’s present indifference toward Jesus as the messiah is not 
an aberration or a failure, nor is it the final word on Israel’s destiny. Rather, it is part of 

14	 Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 66–68.
15	 R. Wagner, “‘Enemies’ Yet ‘Beloved’ Still: Election and the Love of God in Romans 9–11,” God and Israel: 

Providence and Purpose in Romans 9–11 (ed. T.D. Still) (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press 2017) 99–100.
16	 The language of ‘hardening’ picks up on Paul’s discussion of God’s freedom to harden hearts and to have mercy, 

in 9:18, and the hardening of unbelieving Israel, in 11:5–7. The references to Israel’s ἀσεβεία  and ἁμαρτία  recall 
the depictions of Abraham and David in 4:1–8, as well as all humanity after Adam (5:6–8).
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the divine plan for the redemption of all humanity. That divine plan involves a pattern 
of trading places that enacts the relational dynamics of grace, as both Jew and gentile take 
turns in the place of disobedience, the place of ‘the other’, in order that both may become 
the place where God’s mercy is made known. They take turns as ‘outsiders’ so that ulti-
mately all will be ‘insiders’.17 

Second, therefore, although for the gentiles the Jews are temporarily ‘enemies’, they 
are enemies who belong to God and are always God’s beloved, for the gifts and calling of 
God are irrevocable. Here is a subtle reminder to Paul’s audience that they also were once 
‘enemies’, reconciled to God by the death of God’s Son (Rom 5:10). Paul wants his gentile 
listeners to turn away from arrogance and judgment toward those they consider ‘enemies’ 
and recognise them as God’s elect. Indeed, he prays and eagerly hopes that Jewish and 
gentile believers will finally discover each other as God’s beloved and welcome one another 
as God has welcomed them (15:7–13).

Third, this mutual welcome remains future and shrouded in mystery; it depends on 
God’s action and cannot be manipulated or coerced in the present time. It requires eschato-
logical patience. Paul’s hope and prayer for mutual welcome is hope and prayer for a peace 
that he does not presently see. This language of mystery creates space for naming present 
division and conflict, and for both patience and hope, which are two sides of the same coin. 
At the same time, the telos of final reconciliation rather than mutual annihilation may shape 
actions in the present. In Rom 12 Paul demonstrates what such actions might look like, 
precisely in light of God’s mercy upon all.

3.	� The Ethical Outworking of Solidarity and Exchange 

In Rom 8:35–39, the victory promised to those reckoned as sheep to be slaughtered is not 
the destruction of opponents, but the presence of God’s enduring love, even in the midst of 
extreme affliction and death. This language of victory resurfaces in Rom  12:21, where Paul 
sums up his instructions for responding to hostility and persecution: ‘Do not be conquered 
by evil, but rather, conquer evil with good!’

But what does such ‘victory’ look like in practice? It looks like the extension of God’s 
undeserved grace even to enemies. In short, as believers have received undeserved mercy 
from God, so they are to give: ‘Bless those who persecute you; bless and do not curse them’ 
(12:14; cf. Luke 6:28; Mt 5:44; Didaché 1:3b). Furthermore, refusing to pay back one’s 
enemies extends even to solidarity with them: ‘Rejoice with those who rejoice, weep with 
those who weep’ (12:15; cf. Sir 7:34). Nothing in the text limits such practical sympathy to 
those within the community of faith. Rather, ‘Repay no one evil for evil but take thought 
for what is noble in the sight of all’ (12:17).

17	 Eastman, “Israel and the Mercy of God,” 227. See also K. Haacker, The Theology of Paul’s Letter to the Romans 
( NTT; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2003) 95.
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Such is the practical extension of gracious reciprocity in human interactions. On the 
other hand, Paul does clearly leave a place for retribution – that is, for non-gracious reci-
procity – but solely as God’s prerogative! He adds, citing Dt 32:35, ‘beloved, never avenge 
yourselves, but give place (τόπος) to the wrath [of God]; for it is written, “Vengeance is 
mine, I will repay, says the Lord”.’ Precisely because God will repay their oppressors, human 
beings are to forego such retribution.18 This logic is in line with Prov 20:9, which states: ‘Do 
not say, “I shall take vengeance on the enemy,” but wait for the Lord, so he may help you.’ 
Indeed, quoting Prov 25:21, Paul adds, ‘if your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, 
give him drink.’ The faithful are to respond to evil with a mismatching gift of succour and 
generosity. This mismatching gift is how one conquers evil with good. 

But what about heaping ‘burning coals’ on one’s enemies’ heads, precisely through acts 
of undeserved generosity?19 Is this some kind of Schadenfreude? Or does the metaphor 
signify an experience of grace that moves the enemy to repentance?20 If so, that would be 
victory indeed. The alternative, to repay evil with evil, would mean that evil had the last 
word. It would mean, finally, mutual annihilation. As Peter Stuhlmacher put it, ‘Only 
where the demonic circle of “as you do to me, so will I do to you” is broken can life flourish 
in peace.’21 

But is this humanly possible? In verse 18, Paul injects a note of realism: ‘If possible 
(ἐι δυνατόν), as far as it depends on you, be at peace with all people.’ To pray for the peace 
of Jerusalem is to pray for what may seem humanly unimaginable, yet by God’s grace to 
allow one’s imagination to be shaped by solidarity, by putting oneself in the other’s place, 
and practicing patience. Ultimately this depends on God, who alone has the possibility – 
in Greek, the word is ‘power’ (δύναμις) – to create peace. 

18	 For perceptive treatment of the theme of divine retribution here, see D.H. Bertschmann, “‘Revenge Is Mine, 
I Will Pay Back’ – Has Mercy Not the Last Word, After All? Reading Romans 12:19 as Part of an Im-
plicit Discourse of Justice and Mercy,” Biblical Ethics: Tensions Between Justice and Mercy, Law and Love 
(eds. M. Zehnder – P. Wick) ( GBS 70; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press 2019) 290. She observes the importance 
of the promise of divine justice for those who are oppressed: ‘God does not treat the suffering of his children 
with indifference. Here at last we have an important though dangerous reminiscence of the salvific, the liberat-
ing, the partisan wrath of God’ (290–291). 

19	 For discussion, see J.W. Martens, “Burning Questions in Romans 12:20: What Is the Meaning and Purpose 
of ‘Coals of Fire’?,” CBQ 76/2 (2014) 291–305. ‘Fire’ is a common metaphor for judgment; the question is 
whether such judgment signifies a process of purification, or final condemnation. In 1 Cor 3:10–15 Paul clearly 
uses the metaphor to denote purifying judgment, not final condemnation. 

20	 This second view is taken by many of the church fathers. Origen puts it this way: ‘Perhaps the wild and bar-
barous souls of the enemies will be moved to compunction of heart by experiencing our help, by being treated 
with humanity, affection, and piety.’ Origen, “Commentary 9.22–24,” Patrologiae cursus completus: Series graeca  
(ed. J.-P. Migne) (Paris: Imprimerie Catholique  1857–1866) XIV, 1224–1225. J.P. Burns Jr. (ed. and trans.), 
Romans: Interpreted by Early Christian Commentators ( CB; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2012) 311. 

21	 P. Stuhlmacher, Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Commentary (trans. S.J. Hafemann) (Louisville, KY: Westmin-
ster John Knox  1994)  197.
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Conclusion

In Paul’s vision of God’s inclusive salvation, there is no salvation without the other, because 
the full redemption of Israel awaits the redemption of the gentiles; the full redemption 
of the gentiles awaits the redemption of Israel. Their destinies are intertwined. In such 
a context, might this trading places – this movement from one place or topos into the place, 
the topos, of the other – create a topography of hope right in the place of a topography of 
despair? Rather than attempting to create a utopia – an eutopos, a ‘perfect’ place devoid of 
difference, in which the enemy is consigned to a heterotopos, a place of otherness – in Paul’s 
vision the heterotopos has become a theotopos, the place where God wills to be known in the 
face of enemies as well as friends, even and perhaps especially wherever people are reckoned 
as sheep to be slaughtered.22 

If so, then may prayers and actions for the peace of Jerusalem be shaped by that eschato-
logical hope and expectation – that in Jerusalem the heterotopos may become the theotopos, 
the place where we meet God in the most unexpected places.23
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Joseph R. Dodson, the author of Paul the Rabbi, Philosopher, is a New Testament scholar 
and specialist in the Greco-Roman context. Dodson holds the Craig L. Blomberg Chair 
of New Testament at Denver Seminary. His previous publications include Paul and Seneca 
in Dialogue (2017) and Paul and the Giants of Philosophy (2019), both co-edited with 
David E. Briones.1

The volume under review is an exegetical study in which the author compares Paul’s 
thought with first-century Jewish texts (specifically the Wisdom of Solomon) and the 
Stoic tradition represented by Seneca. The book comprises a Foreword and a Preface by 
Lynn H. Cohick and Joseph R. Dodson, an Introduction, and two main parts. The first 
part, entitled ‘Paul the Rabbi and Jewish Tradition’ (pp. 8–84), focuses on a comparative 
analysis of Paul and the Wisdom of Solomon, exploring themes such as death, sin, Satan, 
creation, the Spirit, Israel, and the problem of evil and suffering. The second part, ‘Paul the 
Philosopher and the Stoic Tradition’ (pp. 85–169), examines Paul in relation to Seneca, ad-
dressing topics that include the metaphor of the cross, desire and homoeroticism, hypocrisy 
and moral consistency, and eschatology. The monograph concludes with a brief Postscript 
(pp. 170–172), an Appendix titled ‘Personification and Powers’ (pp. 173–177), and an 
extensive bibliography (pp. 177–215).

The ‘Introduction: Paul, the Man of Twists and Turns’ (pp. 1–7) opens with a quo-
tation from Homer (Odyssea 1.1) describing Odysseus as polytropos – a hero of many 
‘twists and turns’. The author argues that Paul bears a resemblance to Odysseus in his stra-
tegic and versatile engagement with both Jewish and Greco-Roman thought. Placing the 
apostle in dialogue with the Wisdom of Solomon and Seneca allows Dodson to illuminate 
the polytropic nature of his epistles.

Part I, entitled ‘Paul the Rabbi and the Jewish Tradition: Introducing Wisdom’, begins 
with a brief introduction to the Wisdom of Solomon and the diverse, apocalyptic Judaism 

1	 J.R. Dodson – D.E. Briones (eds.), Paul and Seneca in Dialogue (Ancient Philosophy and Religion 2; 
Leiden –  Boston, MA: Brill 2017); J.R. Dodson – D.E. Briones (eds.), Paul and the Giants of Philosophy: 
Reading the Apostle in Greco-Roman Context (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic 2019).

https://www.kul.pl/
https://czasopisma.kul.pl/index.php/ba/index
mailto:marcin.kowalski@kul.pl
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8732-6868
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of Paul’s era, which serves as the comparative framework for the Epistle to the Romans 
(pp. 8–17). Chapter 1, ‘Death, Sin, and the Devil in Wisdom and Romans’ (pp. 17–32), 
juxtaposes the figures of death and the devil in Wis 1–2 with those of death and sin in 
Rom 5–7. Drawing upon the narrative context of Gen 3, both Paul and the author of the 
Wisdom of Solomon assert the intrusion of death into the human cosmos. However, while 
the author of Wisdom ‘shows the absurdity of a relationship with death by contrasting it 
with God’s character and creation,’ Paul ‘seeks to show the absurdity of a relationship with 
sin because of the believers’ partnership with Christ’ (p. 31).

Chapter 2, ‘The Cosmic Avenger and the Groaning Mother in Wisdom and Romans’ 
(pp. 33–44), compares the imagery of God executing cosmic  judgement upon the world 
(Wis 5 and 18) with creation portrayed as a ‘groaning mother’ in Rom 8. Both the author 
of the Wisdom of Solomon and Paul agree that the Creator ought to be discerned through 
the grandeur and beauty of the created order. However, while the author of Wisdom 
posits that creation suffers on account of its own sin, Paul argues that its suffering occurs 
by divine allowance, the ultimate purpose of which is the transformation of the created 
world. For the apostle, the suffering cosmos does not await God as a punitive judge, but 
rather as a redeemer.

In Chapter 3, ‘The Rebuking and Interceding Spirit in Wisdom and Romans’ 
(pp. 45–56), the author juxtaposes the concept of the Spirit in the Wisdom of Solomon 
(Wis 1 and 7) with that in Rom 8. In both texts, the Spirit is dispatched from on high – from 
the divine throne (Wis 9:10–17) and by the Father (Rom 8:3) – and is intimately linked 
with knowledge, wisdom, and righteousness. Dodson argues that Paul, in Rom 8:26–27, 
draws upon the tradition preserved in the Wisdom of Solomon (Chapter 1). The apostle 
distinguishes himself, however, in that the Spirit in Romans, rather than bringing the con-
demning thoughts before God, bears intercessory prayers to the divine presence.

Chapter 4, ‘The Perennial Problem of Israel in Wisdom and Romans’ (pp. 57–72), ad-
dresses the question of Israel and its relationship to the divine covenant. The Wisdom of 
Solomon (18:20–25) describes the divine wrath kindled against Israel (cf. Num 16), yet it 
emphasises the aspect of testing rather than final judgement upon the chosen people. Con-
versely, Paul in Rom 3:19–20 accentuates the Law as bearing witness against a transgressing 
Israel. The Torah is also responsible for the proliferation of sin (Rom 5:20) and its domin-
ion over humanity (Rom 7:1–6). By depicting Israel as stumbling and the Law as bringing 
about sin and death, the apostle points toward the Messiah, in whom all humanity receives 
the grace of unconditional salvation.

Finally, Chapter 5, ‘The Intractable Problem of Evil in Wisdom and Romans’ 
(pp. 73–84), addresses the origin and presence of evil in the human cosmos. Neither the 
Wisdom of Solomon nor Paul accounts for these realities through cosmic forces; rather, 
they attribute them to human choices, sin, and the resultant reality of death. Both the 
author of Wisdom and the apostle interpret suffering as necessary for attaining an eternal 
inheritance. They emphasise its positive dimensions, the divine presence during times of 
testing, and an orientation toward a future defined by redemption.
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This transitions seamlessly into Part II, ‘Paul the Philosopher and the Stoic Tradition: 
Introducing Seneca’, which explores the relationship between Paul and the philosophical 
discourse of his time, as embodied by Seneca. The selection of Seneca is justified by both his 
chronological proximity to the apostle and the extensive corpus of writings he left behind. 
Although the lives of both Seneca and Paul were fraught with numerous adversities and 
adversaries – culminating in their executions by imperial decree – these hardships did not 
impede the dissemination of their thought.

In Chapter 6, ‘The “Crucifixions” of Seneca and Paul’ (pp. 91–104), Dodson com-
pares the motif of crucifixion in the writings of Seneca and Paul. In both figures, this motif 
emerges within the context of polemics with opponents, engagement with fleshly passions, 
the promotion of moral values, and as a shared experience with others. Seneca acknowl-
edges his own frailties and admits that he hangs upon the crossbeam, suffering from the rift 
between his ideals and his actual life. He strives to liberate himself from the evil of this inner 
division, whereas his critics actively crucify themselves through their own desires without 
any thought of attaining freedom (Epistulae 19.3). In Galatians, Paul likewise confronts 
detractors and accusations of being a ‘people-pleaser’, a ‘second-rate apostle’, and a ‘sup-
porter of sin’. By portraying himself as crucified with Christ (Gal 2:19) and bearing the 
marks of the passion on his own body (Gal 6:11–17), he establishes his credentials as an 
authentic apostle. While Seneca seeks to descend from his cross in order to live in accord-
ance with nature, Paul has no intention of abandoning the cross. Instead, he perceives it as 
the hallmark of the new creation, presenting it as a guiding light for all.

The motif of the cross reemerges in Chapter 7, ‘Crucified Heroes: Seneca’s Regulus 
and Paul’s Christ’ (pp. 105–119). This section recounts the narrative of Regulus, a Roman 
general crucified by the Carthaginians, who – through the very instrument of his igno-
minious death – triumphed, attained eternal glory, and demonstrated his virtues (Seneca, 
Ep. 98.12). Similarly, Christ triumphed over all earthly powers upon the cross (Col 2:15), 
imploring God not for vengeance, but for the reconciliation and salvation of his enemies. 
Christ’s death transcends that of Regulus, culminating in the eschatological victory of life 
and resurrection, thereby bringing universal peace and reconciliation to the world.

Chapter 8, ‘Roman Feasts and Homoerotic Activities in Epistle 95 and Romans 1’ 
(pp. 120–134), addresses the homosexual relations prevalent in the Greco-Roman world. 
In Ep. 95 and Rom 1:26–27 respectively, Seneca and Paul critique the moral degradation 
of men and women resulting from their pursuit of lust and homoerotic love. Both authors 
appeal to tradition and divine laws, while also emphasising that the penalty for such im-
morality manifests as disease and abandonment to uncontrolled desires. The numerous 
parallels between the two writers suggest that the pervasiveness and critique of homosexual 
relations in the Greco-Roman milieu provide a highly plausible cultural context for Paul’s 
discourse.

Chapter 9, ‘The Yonder Man and the Hypocrite in Epistle 59 and Romans’ (pp. 135–149), 
addresses the critique of hypocrisy in the writings of Seneca and Paul. The Pauline critique 
of the interlocutor in Rom 2:17–29, and more broadly across Rom 1–3, resonates with the 
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critique of the ‘hypocritical moralist’ found in Seneca’s works (Ep. 77.16–18), particularly 
in Ep. 59. Such individuals judge others while remaining blind to their own faults (in Sen-
eca’s view) and ultimately deprive themselves of divine grace (in Paul’s view). According 
to the apostle, hypocrisy leads not only to public censure but to eschatological condemna-
tion. Paul, however, unlike Seneca, does not count himself among the hypocrites, but rather 
among those who, having experienced divine grace, are capable of leading a new life.

The concluding Chapter 10, ‘The Curious Case of Apocalyptic Eschatology in Seneca 
and Paul’ (pp. 150–169), focuses on ‘apocalyptic eschatology’ in Pauline thought, compar-
ing it with Seneca’s vision of the afterlife as presented in his Consolatio ad Marciam and 
Consolatio ad Polybium, and Book 3 of his Natural Questions. At first glance, the escha-
tologies of Seneca and Paul differ substantially. Seneca describes death as an inescapable 
reality, views the tears shed for the deceased as irrational, and depicts the happiness of the 
dead as stemming from their participation in divine knowledge and their liberation from 
suffering and passions. For Polybius, grieving the death of his brother, solace is to be found 
in the Emperor. In the philosopher’s cosmic vision, the entire universe ultimately awaits 
a catastrophic end – a conflagration – followed by a cyclical rebirth in the exact same form.

Paul, distancing himself from the Greco-Roman worldview, desires that Christians do 
not grieve as the pagans do. Their hope rests in Christ, not the Emperor, and centres on 
life with Him and the resurrection. The ultimate goal for believers is future glory and 
resurrected life, rather than the intermediate state extolled by Seneca. Furthermore, while 
Seneca’s conflagration implies that the reborn world will re-emerge with the very same 
vices, Paul envisions a new world and a creation liberated from the cosmic powers of sin 
and death. Creation will be liberated from decay and obtain the glorious freedom of God’s 
sons and daughters; Christ will place all things at the Father’s feet, and God will become 
all in all. Although both Seneca and Paul depict the processes of ultimate transformation 
as imminent and urge vigilance, Paul maintains that this process has already been inaugu-
rated in Christ.

In the Postscript (pp. 170–172), the concept of a polytropic Paul reemerges:

the apostle is also a polytropic figure who not only brings the divine message to humanity but is also 
able to adroitly twist and shift to faithfully interpret it to Gentiles, Romans, Greeks, and Jews. He is one 
who can stand shoulder to shoulder or toe to toe with two of the most influential thinkers of his day: 
the Jewish author of Wisdom and the Roman Stoic Seneca.

Paul the Rabbi Philosopher by Dodson constitutes an engaging and inspiring mono-
graph for anyone interested in the Greco-Roman context of Pauline thought. Written in 
a lucid and highly communicative style, the volume abounds in summaries that enable the 
reader to navigate the author’s narrative with ease. The book features a remarkably clear ar-
gumentative structure: Dodson first presents Paul’s respective dialogue partner (the author 
of the Book of Wisdom or Seneca), subsequently examines the Pauline texts, and ultimately 
moves to the actual comparison – highlighting both convergences and divergences – before 
offering a concise conclusion. It is highly commendable that the author carefully delineates 
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the differences that define the original character of Paul’s thought. As Gregory E. Lamb 
notes, such an approach remains all too rare, yet highly sought after, in comparative studies.2

Comparing Paul to the Book of Wisdom and to Seneca is, of course, a well-established 
methodological approach.3 The latter has intrigued Christian authors since antiquity. 
In this regard, Dodson does not offer fundamentally groundbreaking insights, save for 
drawing attention to certain epistles of Seneca – such as Ep. 59 – which have hitherto suf-
fered from a relative lack of scholarly attention. Paul the Rabbi Philosopher sets itself the 
challenging task of  popularising and  synthesising a vast area of Pauline studies. This en-
deavour demands an astute command of the subject matter, a proficient writing style, and 
a judicious selection of source material. The nature of the volume also explains the occa-
sional brevity or overly generic treatment of certain issues. 

For instance, in Chapter 3, the Spirit in the Book of Wisdom is presented predomi-
nantly as ‘rebuking’, whereas it is also intrinsically linked to the gift of life and immortality 
(Wis 12:1) – a facet that draws it closer to Paul’s theology (Rom 8:9–11). Furthermore, 
the Spirit is associated with prayer (Wis 7:7), described as holy and intelligent (Wis 7:22), 
and deemed necessary for salvation (Wis 9:17). This conceptualisation forms a compelling 
parallel with Rom 8:1–6, where the Spirit is depicted as liberating believers from the law of 
sin and death (Rom 8:2), guiding them toward fulfilling God’s will (Rom 8:4), and possess-
ing a distinctive mindset (Rom 8:5–6). The Spirit in Rom 8 enables the knowledge of God 
and a new life in Christ, thereby closely mirroring the Spirit of Wisdom in Wis 7:22–23. 
Finally, despite the comprehensive bibliography concerning the Spirit, the Book of 
Wisdom, and the Stoics, the omission of some key figures and contemporary studies is 
somewhat noticeable.4

Also intriguing is the category of ‘rabbi’ applied to Paul in the title of the book. This 
choice stems from the desire to depict the apostle as deeply embedded within both the 
Jewish and Greco-Roman traditions. In doing so, the author follows the call to present Paul 
‘beyond the Hellenism and Judaism divide’, as articulated, for instance, by Troels Engberg-
Pedersen. 5 Furthermore, Dodson introduces the Jewish tradition as a tertium comparatio

2	 G.E. Lamb, Living and Dying Well in Philippians: A Comparative Analysis of Ancient Sources (Wissenschaftli-
che Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 2/624; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2025).

3	 J.N. Sevenster, Paul and Seneca (Supplements to Novum Testamentum 4; Leiden: Brill 1961); P.A. Hartog, 
“‘Not Even Among the Pagans’ (1 Cor 5:1): Paul and Seneca on Incest,” The New Testament and Early Chris-
tian Literature in Greco-Roman Context: Studies in Honor of David E. Aune (ed. J. Fotopoulos) ( Supplements 
to Novum Testamentum 122; Leiden –  Boston, MA: Brill 2006) 51–64; Dodson – Briones, Paul and Seneca 
in Dialogue; A.W. Muir, Paul and Seneca within the Ancient Consolation Tradition: A Comparison ( Supple-
ments to Novum Testamentum 193; Leiden –  Boston, MA: Brill 2024).

4	 M.E. Isaacs, The Concept of Spirit: A Study of Pneuma in Hellenistic Judaism and Its Bearing on the New Testa-
ment ( Heythrop Monographs 1; London: Heythrop College 1976); V. Rabens, The Holy Spirit and Ethics 
in Paul: Transformation and Empowering for Religious-Ethical Life ( Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum 
Neuen Testament 2/283; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2010); M. Kowalski, The Spirit in Romans 8: Paul, the Stoics, 
and Jewish Authors in Dialogue ( Lublin Theological Studies 3; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2024).
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nis alongside the Stoics, thereby avoiding a one-sided comparative approach. The Book of 
Wisdom serves as an excellent dialogue partner here; indeed, Paul appears closely aligned 
with it, particularly in Rom 1. Concurrently, however, the Jewish tradition did not accept 
this text into its biblical canon. Moreover, the Book of Wisdom is heavily permeated with 
elements of Middle Platonism, and in its description of the Spirit (Wis 7:22–23) it closely 
approaches Stoicism. Is it justified, then, to view it as a counterpart to Paul’s ‘rabbinic’ iden-
tity? After all, the apostle himself was not a rabbi, but a Pharisee. While the author clearly 
employs the term ‘rabbi’ in the broad sense of a teacher, would it not be more appropriate – 
adhering to the wisdom tradition – to refer to Paul as an heir of the Old Testament sages?

Regardless of these queries, Dodson has produced a volume that will bring much enjoy-
ment and inspiration to both lecturers and students alike, offering them a fresh impetus for 
their own reflections and research on Paul and his Jewish and Greco-Roman milestones. 
Above all, one can learn from the author the application of the comparative method. In his 
hands, this methodology elucidates Paul’s language and rhetoric, his tropes, themes, and 
figures, as well as the points of convergence and divergence between the apostle, Jewish 
literature, and the Greco-Roman milieu. And it is precisely these differences that prove to 
be the most fascinating.


