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T, TITntroduction: History of Exegesis

Matthew 16:17=-19 is an age-o0ld exegetical battlefield.
Conflicts waged over this text have generated more than s few
ecclesisstical casuvaliles, not to mention doctoral dissertge

-

. - X , PN ‘ ERAR
tions. In recent jyesrs, however, a sort of ecumenical datents

3

nas served to blnd the dogmatic spirit while loosing the snirit

o

£ openminded exegesis. Oscar Jullmenn’s major work, aeters

DI v

Disciple, Apcstle and Martyr, pablished in 1952, marked the

beginning of this contemporary ?&pproachment.E

Prior to Cullmarn's study, three conflicting sonprosches
dominated the interpretatioﬁ of this passage. First, Roman
Uatholic scholars exhibited a notable coincidence of predictable
conclusions dating back centuriasg3 Second, Conservative Pro-
testant scholars from various denominations, despite varied
interpretations, tended towsrd an unvaried réjection of Homan
Catholic csncluaiansfl Third, Protestant Source and Form Critics,
although late entries in the field, managed to offend the older

groups, by effirming conclusions often similar to Roman Caetholic

ones, while denying that the text conveys the ipsissima verbs

esus, thereby undermining one of the few views still shared
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by Homan Catholic and Conservative Protestant sch@lars.s
On the basis of Cullmasnn's work, a partial consensus
began to emerge among all three groups. This "majority re-

1)

port,” which remains with us three decades later, includes
both positive and negative festures. Positively, most acknow-
ledge that "this rock" @gévra Tffwﬁébu} in verse 18 refers to
the person of Peter (ﬂé%aqg) and not merely to his faith or

confession.® Moreover, Peter's unique status among the disciples

is generally conceded, at lesst as their representative and

7 . . . . . .
exemplar. Negatively, any notion of succession implied in
the rock-Peter identification is usually rejected 8 In gddi-
tion, the text's authenticity as ¢ Jesus-sayirg is no longer

! 4
to be teken for grsnted. 7 These features combine to form the

]

point of departure for contemporsry discussior.

Our treatment consists of four stages. First, a trans-
lation is given with lexicsl end grmmatical rotes. Second,
a criticgl enalysis is made on the basis of various methods.
Third, recent work on Matthew's use of the 013 Testament is reviewed
to determine whether or not 16:19 is riechtly censidered s guotation
of Isgisgh 22:22, Finally, we briefly trest vossible implications of
our concliusion for the imvortant guestion of Fetrine succession.

‘ . \ . 1
II., Translstion: Lexicsl Notes 0

~F

"And enswering, Jesus said to him:

4 s -
"Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jonsh

because flesh-and=-blood did not reveal (this) to you

but ﬁgmgﬁﬁher who 1s in the hesvens,”

18

And I also say to you,




- Page Three -

"You are Peter

and on this foundation-stone I will build my_ Church

and Hades! pgtes will not withstand it.

191 will give you the keys of the kingdom of the hesvens

and whatever you bind on the earth

shall hasve been bound in the heavens

and whatever you loose on the earth

shall have been loosed in the hegvens.”

A, Blessed 9@“K?%“@})~-Beyond parallel occurrences (5:3,6,
T1; 11:6; 12:16), Matthew adds six other beatitudes (5:4,5,7,8,

o

9,70). Some consider it a "semitism," reminiscent of 01&

4

Testament petriarchal-poriestly pronouncesents ‘Genesis 91267
l4219), often accompanying significant name chianges and royal
promises (Genesis 17:1-8, 15-163 35:9«15), In Mattirew, ithe

"macarism” :ets an important theme for Jesus! mir

-
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:
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o
o
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o

disciples' yrivileges (5:3=-12; 13:6).
. , ’ o e
B. Far-Jonsh ‘J%Q‘QVM)wmﬁnﬂtheP digtinet "semitism™ and
unusual rendering {ef. John 1:42) with a questionable link to

"the sign of Jonah" (12:39) reintroduced by Matthew in context

(16:4). Even less provable is a suggested link to an Akksdisn

. i
logn-word in Aramaic meaning "terrorist™ or "zealot."
Co Flegh-znd-Blood <@ﬁ@§ kﬁ&‘m/““;man likely "semitism"

14

and common expression in the Talmud and Midrashim {B., Berakhoth
28b, 1 QH L4:29~31) depicting humen frailty and dependence on God,
especially in matters requiring divine revelation (Matthew 1:20;
11:25-7; 13:11-7; Galatisns 1512,163 1 QH 12:251-36; 13:13=-6).

ra
D. My Father (& aﬁ““i"@ﬁ Jrov Je=A so-called "Mattheanism"

commonly essocisted with the plursl "heavens" (5:16
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6:1, 9, 14, 26, 32; 7:11, 21; 10:32, 33; 12:50; 15:13; 18:10,
1y, 19, 35; 23:9) connoting Jesus'! filial relation and dynastic
inheritance of the Father's "kingdom," "house,” ete. It hear-
kens back to his eerlier suthoritative assertion of the inti-
mate father-son relation being the basis for receiving divine

revelation (11:25=7).

E. Peter-Foundation Stone (ﬂé%ﬁgpﬂk%%@»« This word-play is
notoriously difficult to deciphery likely based on an Aramaic
original Q&éghﬁw, diluted with the masculine-feminine distinec-
tion in Greek (p?obably due to Simon's gendsr). Interpretstions
vary from one extreme to the others© 17} Notaing more than a
double entendre atiributing no title or sigiificance; 2) lerely
a nickname based on Simonts "hsrd" character, similar to the
American "Rocky}; 3) A pun and/or neme changze referring to Simont's
faith and confession; L) Simon's name me rely points to Christ

(I Corinthisns 10:L) or God (Deutercnomy 3

=

M)

i, 30), the only
true cornerstone; 5) Like Abrsham (Isaiah 55:1), Simon becomes
" a4 - . . .

a "corporate personality" as a founding-father of the faithful;
/) - - “ s . ‘o ¢ o .

©) As the exemplary disciple, Simon is portrayed ss the first
spostolic stone in the new Temple's foundation (Ephesians 2:20;
I Peter 2:4~7; Revelations 21:14)3 7) As the chief disciple and
“pil@qt - 1 T v e 2 -

s4PSL oamong equals,” Simon is the spostolic cornerstone upon
whom Jesus will build his temple~house, the Church (?:2&n§);

% 3 " i s
3) Another instance of the early church's "stone testimonia,"
doubly based on 01d Testament texts (Isaish 28:1L-6; Daniel 2:

34-LE; cf. Romans 9:33) and Hebrew words, "to huild" (bensh),

it 7 « o
rock" (!ben), and "son" (pen), also present in Aramaics
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9) Drawing on the master-image of ancient Near Eastern and
rabbinic symbolism, the "ecosmic rock" is the divinely appointed
site for the central sanctuary or temple (II Chronicles 3:1), at
once the stone lid-gates gt the top of the sacred hollow mouns
tain which seal up the primordiel serpent and flood waters in
the abyss (Revelation 20:1-3) leading to Sheol-Hades (Jonah 2:
1-7), as well as the altar-gate of heaven on which Abel, Noah,
Shem-Melchizedek, Abraham, Jacob, Moses, David, and Solomon
sacrificed etop Moriah-Golgotha in (Jeru)Salem (Genesis 14:18;
22i2; Psalms T6:2; 87:1; 88:3-12; Isaian 28:710; 38:10.20; il s

205 Leamentations L:11; Jub, 8:12-9; Gen. R. 29.8; Lev, E. 2C.l

i

TV OH 6:15-27; 8:L-55 1 QS 8:L-5; 14

Wl

~5V, {This Insw optior
would not be mentioned except for its ancient ubigults snd rodern
advosacy by J. Jeremias, B. Meyer, T. Fawcett, L. Thornton snd
gzvernl others.) Somewnere between these extremes undoubtedly
1ien the mesning.
% 3 /

F. My Church 9&9@ v EKKAmeia w - Anothier difficult term
to interpret; controversy has raged for decadeg3as to whether
this twice-used term in Matthew (cf. 18:17) can be part of an
authentic saying of Jesus, or an early Palestinian traditior based
on a post-resurrection appearance, or a later Matthean interpola=-
tlon arising from Christiesn hellenization in oppositicn to the
Jewish synagogue. Two strands of parallel meaning tend to conw
fuse the matter: 1) an "ideal" aspect of the Church (16:18) as
& worldwide monarchy with Peter as "supreme Rabbi" based on an
assumed deley of the parousis; and 2) & "sectarian" aspect cof

the Church (18:7) as "the people of God," "household," "temple,"
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"community," "congregation," etc., attested by the 01d Testa-
ment (the LXX rendering of gshal as éﬁdﬁefk) and Qumran texts
(L Q Flor.; 1 QS 8:7; 11:7; ef, I Timothy 3:15; I Peter 2:3).
If we view Matthew as working within a Davidic-covenantal
framework, following several recent suggestianszhthe meaning
of "the church” may be determined so as to combine both aspects
in a natursl manner. Note the dual perspective of the Davide-
Zion tradition evident in the ecclesisl imagery throughout
meterial .nique to Matthew: "eity on a hill"™ (Z:14), "earth
is ris footstool... city of the great King" (5::5), "gres:er
than the Temple"™ (12:35-7), "royal eunuchs” (19:10=2), "temple
makes goli sacred" (o3

P71, "altar makes gifts sacred" (23219},

LT

"God dwells in the temple™ (£3:21), 'heaven is Cod's throne’
(23:22}, etc. Nevertheless, an elem:nt of tension between
both aspect: remsins, and we will notb avtempt to resolve here
the issue of covensantal {disﬁﬁantimuity which lies behind it,.

Mey it suffice to nighlight both aspscts while connecting them
to the previous logion sbout "the wise man who bLuilt his house
upon the rock™ (7:24), and to the emphasis in the immediate con-
text on the Christ-centered future, "I will build my Church..."

The larger guestion of authenticity also cannot be settled here.

v

_ o L U X , :
G. Hades' Gates (7{Aar ggaw J==lJur over-literal transletion

underlines the peculisr snarthrous form which allcows, without

e
&

1] ;4 " v s PR S 2 4 - PR, - .
ikewlse "Hades" is a "semitism" with anple 01¢ Testarent attegw

4a

tation as the equivaslent to Sheol (Psalns 9:13

i
o
e

s 107: I

&

L a

)

7]
§-

i

™
st

®

38:10; Sir. 51:9; wWis. 16:13; Pg, Sol, “6b:2

e
»]
o
)

O=b:280

f
L4

’
-

equiring, the personification of death's power as "gatekeevers,"

15
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Mere likely, the usage of "gates" is pars pro toto, referring to

the entire reslm (or Kingdom?) of death. In like manner, "gates"
freguently refer to the whole city in the 01d Testament (Genesis
22:17; Psalms 87:2). Moreover, they are frequently linked

with the pattern of cosmic mythology throughout the ancient

Near East, as well as Homeric legend (Il. 5:6L6; 9:312; Odes
1:156). Interestingly John also associates "Hades™ with "the
key of David," "shutting and opening,” "binding and loosing,”
"the abyss," "the great high mountaim," "Jerusalem,"™ "the tem-

1

ple," "getes,” and "the church" (Revelation 1:°8; 3:7; 20:1-22:15;

ef. Isaieh 22:22). For our nurposes, we would highlight Matthew's
unigue reference to two sels of "gates" to 1ifs and destruction

(7:1314).

oy

. . yo . . .
Fo Will not withstand (eu Kﬁfiwxg&ouggMMmIi the picture

here s ¢f the Church being assaulted, the mors common "will not
prevail" is superior. However, Hades! gafTes aopesar to be under
the future siege, without sufficient strength to resist either

the rock or th

w

Church., (The ambiguous &éfﬁg seems neitrer pos-
sible nor necesssary to resoclve with reference to ﬂéﬁﬁm or'gkkéqwém;
the meaning is the same in either case.) Note Matthew's earlier
picture of the "strong man" Kﬁg%fék) whose "house" is p]underéd
after being "vound," which Jeéus uses to settle the Son of
David~Beelzebul dispute over exorcism, by arguing that Satan's

111 €

R T vy et -3 4 4 4 "* ~ M. 3 32 . »
eity’ end "kingdom" are not divided (12:23-S). This di:cussion

must be balanced, however, with Matthew's other picture of the
wise man's house built om a rock being assaulted by the wind,

rain and flood. Nevertheless, the present context seems to depict
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the impotence of Hades' gates in the face of attack.

I. The Keys of the Kingdom of the Heavens (wexg NA625&5

T‘ffé’ /%W&Aéé;*f TV aé}acrv&?\/%-‘fhis phrase also shares a semitie
chafacter, once again with the plural "heavens." A lengthy
treatment of "the Kingdom™ will be omitted, except to suggest its
consonance with the contextual complex of images, gll of which
seem to share s royal or dynastic dimension. (Cf., Daniel 2 for
a suggested background/source for the connection between the
"rock" and the "kingdom of heaven,")16A1thcugh "the ~eys" ars

%

assocliated with "the kingdom of heaven," is trers not a clearly

-mplied connscticn with "Hades'! gates?" Note, howev

1
L
25
o

; . - o N e
seribes and Fharlseew can already "shut" (KA&(T#) the kingdom

of neaven (23:13), along with the lawyers, whe fake avay "the
" e boa® \ .
key {fﬁg'ﬁﬂegﬁﬂ}, therevy preventing entrance (Lk. 11:52),
Neverithelese, theie pars’lels do not rule out "t4e kevs™ f{rom
having a secondury reference to "Hades' gates," sven if the
primary reference points to the "kingdom of heaven.®
By referring %o the cspacity of the Jewish lesders to shut

the kingdom, Matthew implies that at least some of the "power

This

ot

of the keys" is in their possession at present. itrasts

i

Co

with Jesus' saying "I will give you the keys...,"

o
}wh

ot

m hiat

o]

lying

®

»

&

at least in the near future, the keys will be at

*3‘
ot

s dispose

el

{(ef. Rev. 1:18; 3:7). Moreover, there is the related gquestion

,.J 2

of how Jesus will give Peter "the keys of the kingdom" without

relinguishing his own roral sovereignty., These apparent ten-
sions stem from the clasuical problem of the relationship between

ary

the Church and the kingdom in Matt thew.  How is it that they are




- Page Nine =

distinet yet inseparable?

In the ancient world, keys were a graphic symbol of suthor-
ity. Large and cumbersome, they had to be hung from the shoul-
der with a chain and entrusted only to persons in the highest
office(s). Besides this conventional use (Judges 3:25; I Chroni-
cles 27; Job 31:22), later Judaism sssocisted keys with Ged's
power over harvests, childbirth and gquickening the deadjg Within
the 0ld Testament, however, no such mention is made of "keys, "
ror in connection with "the kingden™ aad "binding and loosing,"
txcept in Isalah 22:22, We will axurine helow the evidence to
cetermine whether or not Mattrew 1%4.19 sheuld be considered 8
citation of Isaiah 22:22; a suggestsd olten mude but rarely

supported,

” " -

J. Bind-Loose {§ﬁ@ﬁ§ wkv¢@§}mwﬂn@ 07 the moast fluid ex-
iresgions throughout all levels of Jowiah sources, its meaning
ramges from trivial acts to cosmic windsrs. lontext is the

virtual sole determinant. Association of thiy function with

"keys" is infrequent and distinctive (Rev. 20:1-l.). Wnile "keys"

telong to one by special appointment, "binding=-loosing” appears

to be a power conferred more indiscriminately. However, no dige-

tinction between the two is absolute. Such a range is evident

LY

in Matthew, from the trivisl (13:30; 21:2) to the cosmic (16:19;

18:18). Between thess extremes, the usual meuaning denotes acts

i..!vt

cr decisions perrormed in relation to power and suthority (5:19

29

S
Y

»o
Lad

L 2:13; 27:2). To deal with 16

Y
O Y

49 and

%
¥

e

15218, outlining

2
the broad spectrum of features associsted with tre action of

e . . . 19
fumans "binding and loosing™ in ancient sources would be helpfuls:
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1) Governmental (including executive, judicial, legislative
and administrative functions); 2) Ecclesiastical (including
liturgical, doctrinal and moral matters); 3) Therapeutic (in-
cluding medical, magical and exorcistic acts). Scholars have
linked various aspects of all three categories to verse 19.

W .
K. Shall Have Been... (éoteL...)-=With future perfect

verbs in periphrastic construction found in the apodosis,
the translation should reflect past sction in relation to the

future conditionsl in the protasis. (Believe it cr not, an
0

entire doctorsl dissertation was devotad to this issue i)

The Text Critic's task in Matthew 1631 TG da minimal,

Without anvy

Rt

significant variant readings, the older suggestion
of 16:717-19 ag a second century anti-gnostic intervolati

discarded long ago. An interesting minor variant does gprear

#
in several uncials, nowever, with the singular "key" (Kiets )

f

nstead of "keys" (kAeld=«s ) in verse 19. t is relevant for our

later discussion to wote that this variant probably represents

[AV]
a

an attempt to conform verse %9 more closely to Isaish 22:22,

?J‘

which renders the plural form the lectio difficilior,

7

ne Literary Critic's task is not much harder. 4s s pro-
o - Y i

verbial type, this extended beatitude or mscarisn reflects a

distinctively semitic and Matthean structure. With the threes

Verses comu

(e}
i
=
}.Jo
ot
et
03
<t
Q

form & triad, each verse nacs three lines
consisting of an emphatic, alfirmative theme-ststement, followed

L

and explained by an antithetically structured distich. Such
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structuring, joined to textual integrity, creates a considerable
presumption in favor of unity.

Source Critics are not faced with an overwhelming burden
either. As with other Petrine sayings unique to Matthew {1l
28=33; 17s2L-27; 18:21-22), this %ﬁgﬁgrgut conspicuously appears
in a larger section which adheres rather closely to the Markan
seguence., Thus, Source Critics usually conclude that this text
has been inserted into the Markaen tradition by Matthew or some-
cne earlier. Nevertheless, Marik's account of Peter's confession,

responsea by Jesus, may be considered fragmentary
(Mark 3:27-30)27 But this wlready ant.cipates a form critical
tres ment,

It sheuld be mentioned, at least in rassing, that edvcecates
of Matthean priorisy usually treat this text as supplementary
evidence i ftheir faVQP?2 stpegling to the elaborate literursy
rattern of 16:17-19 ¢r else to the Mar-kan priorists! strained
speculations over glieged proto-Matthean M and X sources l7ing

benind the text, this minority view stoutly defends Markan dele-

ot
pete
O

n of Jesus' response to Peter's conlession/revelation. rfor

o

practical purposes, however, the twoe-source theory will be largely

assumed in our treastment below.

As Form Criticism developed earlier i

n the century, Matthew

# a & v = £
16:17-19 received not a little attention. As a result, at least

23

six distinct perspectives emerged., ~ The Tirst perspective, repre-
sented by C.H., Dodd, T.W. Manson and zepeclally V. Taylor, cau-

) ..
ted to dige

f R

tiously employs Form Critical tools i1 a manner lim

3

cerning form snd structure primarily, mo-e than the Sitz im Leben,
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Therefore, for instance, Taylor is willing to treat the fext as

original and genuine, despite its "legendary" contextuszl back-

ool

ground and the proleptic usage of "church™ gﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁ} in verse 1
Indeed, Taylor actuaslly considers the case for authenticity to
be strengthened by the presence of this unigque word, since it
could have easily multiplied in a relatively late Gospel?b'None-
theless, this [irst perspective remains a minority view.

A second perspective, rspresented oy R. Bultmann, treats
the text as coming from a very sarly Palestinian tradition, re-
flected Ly a density of semitic expressions. Poasioly erising
frem & reply ty the Early Churcn o Paul's polemic in Jelsbisn
tnis text 1s Hlaced within the lormel catewory of "Legal Savings

and. Church Rules.” Despite its origin in very priritive {radis

<}

Plzced as it is within Mark's account of Feberts Confessicn, 2
clessic example of a "Legend of Faith," its genuineness is doinly
voided by the decidedly anti-eschatological cast giver to "the
church®™ by Matthew. Although important elements of Bultmsnan's
anelysis are 3till influential, especlally the posteresurrsction
origin, his overall Form Critical trestment is not generelly
followed.

A third verspective worth mentioning is G.D. ?ilpatriﬁk?zg
Although technically difficult to classify, Kilpatrickfs work
enalygzes tne -ext in a manner skin to Form Criticism while ant
cipating lster developments in Redaction and Lectionary Cr
Arising from orimitive oral tradition, "Petrine Stories” (1l:.8

315 16:17-19; 17:14-17; 18:45-22) were collected early on, end
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then utilized much later by Matthew as he revised an older lec-
tionary in & quasi-rabbinic fashion. In eddition, Kilpatrick
suggests that these "Petrine Stories™ reflect an early stage of
the episcopate in the Levant in which Peter's relation to his

fellow-apostles, as primus inter pares, serves as an ecclesial

model for ﬁatthew%g As with most of his other conclusions,
Kilpatrick's view has failed to persuade many others.

A fourth perspective, represented by O. Cullmann, reflects
a modified use of Form Criticism. Emphesizing sources and tradi-

tion history, “ulluarnts hypothesls proposes the Passion stary

£

ag Trhe origicel sstiing, especially as ceveloped in Luke 2:31.732.
Af 4 e A degt o b E g v e ] b 4 ‘2@' Ty 3 ¥ S
Acter avursecing en dnltlsl following, this hypothenis ende® up

&/

being the

gavt Infliential part of his iluportant ghudy,

A fifth perspective, developed through interaction with
Cullmann's hypothesis, reflects & modificition of Buitmann*a
view. As the gblest advocate of this apprroach, R.H., Muller rar-
shalls consideratle evidence in favor of 1 posteresurrection tradi-
tion developed by a Pales tinisn, Aramasic-speaking communit Ve
Historical and socigl features of the Sitz im Leben remain under-
developed in Fuller's ar gument, however, with perhaps excescive
emphasis placed on redsctional agpects. Nevertheless, his conclu-

'3

sions remaln the most influential anong more recent studles

®

A sixth Form Critical perspective underlies G, Zornkamm's

redactional ap ach to the text. Despite alleged "semitisms"
and other early Pslestinian traces, Bornkaemm srgues that a much




- Page Fourteen =-

is this textfs implied picture of Peter as "supreme rabbi" unhis-
torical, Bornkamm also sees Matthew reflecting much later assump=-
tions concerning a delayed parousia snd the continuity of an esta-
blished church?7 Given the axiomatic nsture of the assumed late
ness of both assumptions among New Testament scholars, it may be
somewhat surprising that Bornkamm's viewpoint is not more widely
accepted. The chief obstacle is clearly the inersdicable semitic
contours more foreign to later Hellenistic Christisnity than to
earlier Palestinian forms.

Additional Form Critical persvectiver cav be cited and ex-
plained., Moreover, ones slready meniticred dessrve closer serutiny

and evaluation. The demanads of holn teoiig, hovever, extend beyond

e

the focus of owr study. Ultimately any bhorough list aad eritique
of the many options must include a critical exarinstion of the

fundamental hermeneutical s d texbtusl presuppcsitions of the Form

@

ritical method itself. (0Of course this iz ulso true of every

<3

methedology, including Redaction Criticism and Narrative Analyeis,
both of which will be briefly treated below.)! May it suffice to

say that arguments used by Form Critics are so charscteristically

b

reversible, that the method may be employed fto suppcrt voth sides

. 28

of virtually every issue, including authenticity.
For almost a generation, Redsction Criticism has set the

agenda in Matthean studies Its influence shows little sign of

ebettirg. Thus, without the clear vision of hindsight, a brief

summary=-list of key figures and issues is rendered guite difficult.

fots

Kevertheless, the names of Bornkamm, Kingsbury, Meler, Schweizer,

Strecker, snd Suggs deserve mention for their genersl redactional
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work on Matthew's main theological emrhases, including christo-
logy, ecclesiology, the use of the 01d Testament and the law of
Moses. For our purposes, however, greater focus is needed. For
instance, although 16:17-19 is prefaced by the confession of
Peter, replete with Matthean distinctives, a study of Matthew's
christology lies beyond the purview of our text. Likewise,
Matthew's view of the law, though related to 16:17-%9, is of

secondary importance and must be omitted. Even the two remaining

lgsues of scclesiology snd the use of the 0.4 Testamen® must he
greatly narrowed. Therefore, our review csan only tovelr upon

-

Matbithew's redactional “rentment of Peterts voclesio

ok
]
5
n

perticalarly wp it is developed by the use of 01d Testament
material.

Long befoare C. Kahler called Matthew "Peter's Gospel, "
schodars noticed the dual centrality of this disciplé anid the
Church. With tae weritable explosion of redaction studies in
the last twen.y jears, conflict over Peter's significance in

2 oun

Matthew ensued, with muny scholars tsking sides. G. Strecker

;.

o

represents the opposite extreme to Kahler by underplaying Peter's
role among the disc 1932? Echoing Cullmann, J. Kingsbury sees

Feter as the "first™ and archetype-disciple who is granted "sal-

o

- 1
o

as the "rock,"” but not any "office of

%

vation-historical primac
4 3

the keys,"3°

A4 stronger Petrine cenclusion is reached in an excellent

(3 ) - i 3 % hed 7
ecumenical study by R.E. Erown, K.P, Donfried and J. Reumann. >

ry . s . N - N
They argue that in Matthew, Peter ascquires both "ecelesisstical

@

70 o~ . i
and "the keys of the kinedom," although they leave
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unsettled the burning question of whether this power is entirely
shared by the other disciples (18:18). Their treatment of other
Matthean texts distinctively involving Peter is perceptive and
succinct, especially Peter's walking on the water (1l:28-31)

and the payment of the Temple tax {?7:2&-2?}?2 Conspicuously
absent in their discussion of 16:17-19, however, is sny close
examination of 0ld Testament background materisl, most notably
Isaiah 22:22. They do mention this verse in pessing, even com=

menting on its relevance, but then, in the sare breatli, dispose

. 33
of it as "only one suggestiorn “or « pessible sackground."  ¥No

@
[N

evideice 1s considered, thew pro or con. At this point, however,

-

their approach is notv representsat ive cf the majority. As previously

¢ A FaYs

stated, most commentators expiieisly alffirm varse 19 as a citation

3

of Tsaiah 22:22.  Nevertheless, virtuslly ell of them follow
Brown et al. by failing to adduce wcsitive or negative evidence.
There are a few notable excepticrs,

Two outstanding examples of redactional studies which do

1 o

take into account Matthew's use of the Cld Testament in 16:17-19

=

are by D.M. Lolan and F.F., Ellis.” Nolan's arzument is christo-
logically grounded by several previcus chapters in which cumula-
tive evidence is gathered in favor of 8 large:r Davidic-covenantal

Iramework in Natthew., His converging lines of thought and imagery

are primarily theological, however, not contextual or linguistic.

LT

Th al'ter describing "Peter-Blisgki bewar ot
. Tibing reter-sllekim, stewsrd of the new

ierefore,
il f‘%é
Temple," some doubts remsin.

In his commentary, Ellis alludes to similar Davidic messianism

underlying Matthew's text., His epovrecach differe from Nolgn's
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somewhat, by emphasizing converging lines of structural-redace
tional evidence for Matthew's high ecclesiology and "Petrine
ppimacy,“B?His careful outline of the structure for the whole
narrative section {13:34-17:27) highlights how each of the three
parts (13:54=14:33; TL:34-16:20; 16:21-17:27) builds up to and
climaxes with an episode where Pater's exemplary faith is pro-
minent (14:28-31; 16:13-19; 17:24-27). Ellis slso argues that

the question with which the next section of the discourse beginsg

in chapwer 18, "Who is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven?,'

"7

"gives every sappearance of being the kind of guasstion the disci-

ples would ask after such a disproportionste emphasig on one

s 1
A}‘uﬁﬁ & .Q\ 33

-ndeed, Ellis probably could ccntinue his argument by under-

=

Feter's perceptive inguiry (18:21) and bolé request (19:27)

linins

W

=

n feilowing sections which immediately elicit Jesus! regsponses

i

x

out "IL90-fold forgiveness™ (18:22) and "100-Fold irterditsnce
(19:29). In acdition, Ellis directs his mulii-facetsc re edsctional-

compositicnal treatment towasrds Peter in other ways, desling with

@

Matthew's model of dis scipleship, antinomian opposition, ete., Ee
is slso more sensitive than Nolan to both Matthean and Iseisnic
contexts in arguing that 16:19 is "an indirect quotation™ of

39,

Isaiagh 22:22.” His skill and sensitivit ¥y notwithstending, E111

}.)y

still neglects to explicsate specific linguistic and contextual
evidence for this presumed citation. After g briefer treatment

of Narrative Analysie, we will return to this matter

b

€

As a recent entry iIn Matthean studies, Narrative Analysis
Lo
provides & fresn perspective on the first Geospel., It slso entsils
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terms, categories and eriteria quite different from the histo-
ricsl-theclogical methods familiar to Matthean scholars, not to
mention students., With fear and humility, therefore, do we ven-
ture into a Reader-Response (Critical approsch to 16:17=19,

We begin by positing the narrator as presenting the story
from the quasi-divine perspective of Jesus' Father in heaven

(1:1-2:23; 3:16-L:11; 8:5-713; 9=l 11:25-27; 12:46-50; 13:53-58;

6:17). Trom this divinely arranged narrative, the implied

reader is able to follow ths plot thrcugh circumstances, events,

0

sequences and especially charscterization. The narrator!
character~gcheme is straightforward at the extremes: provageniat

(Jesus) snd antsgonist (the Jewish lesders). The protagonist’s

®

oy

r;‘j

goal is simple: the manifesabion of his Father's kingcom (3:1%-.

H

7). The antagonists' gosl is less simple: the destruction of

Jesus and the preservation 27 the ttatus guo ante Christi (12:1l~
45). Cuught in the middle of these cenflicting goals sye the

disciples; less so the crowds. As "complex characters," the
disciplies are capseble of continuelly surprising the reader. And

Y °

this they do with their constant coubt, hesitetion, and indeci-

o
pit
Q
3
2
4
o]
ok
oy
(O]
]
ﬂ?
ﬂ}
o

jon

of hostile Jewish leaders, fickle crowds an
wavering disciples, the narrator presents Jesus maA*¢est¢ng the

e PR, S § T 4 “ e P, S 2 v . ] H R
Kingdom to all through teaching mirad s an 1timately by

he remder as the

The dramatic tension btecom riore acute as the fste o the

crowds hanzs between death (i.e., remeining loyal to the Pharisees
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and tneir scribes) and life (i.e., following Jesus and his
scribes). In this regard, the narrator clarifies the decisive
significance of the disciples! response for the crowds'! sake
(9:35-10:42). Their preparation as scribes climaxes with the
private disclosure of the mysteries of the kingdom (13:10-52).
The subsequent section subtly transposes Mérk’s emphasis upon
the "messianic secret"™ and the disoipiesf (in)comprehension,

yet without damaging his structure (13:53-17:27; Mark 6:1-9:32),
For both Mark and Matthew, it is the dawning insight of faith
iples, climaxing with Peter's confession (165 73~193

o

i»—J
-l
ct
e
.
@
s
[h
i
[e]
’.-..i

Mark 8:27=30), that represents a decisive turning point.

3,

Likewlse, both accounts immediately point out the disciples!

weakness In tne face of suffering threcugh Jesus'! rebuke of Jeter

o

-~

(16:20=-23; Yark 8:31-30). As Ellis shows, however, Mattaew'!s
readers receive additionsl infoemabion which render the disciplest
poslitive oubcome more sure, if not absalute.dB

By inserting the Petrine Sondergut at esch important jaincs

ture, Matthew instills a growing sense of confidence in the

disciplies! capacity to carry on their master's work as faithful
scribes and apostles (14:28-33; 16:13-79; 17:24-27; 18:27; 16:27).

Nowhere is this capacity given a clearer masnifestation and a
stronger guarantee than in our text (16:17-197. Nevertheless,

i

the tandem truth of kingdom and suffering remsins a lesson pro=-

Y

gressively learned by the disciples, amidst [aith and doubt unto
the very end (28:17),Lb

Cur trief attempt fto analyze 15:17-19 in iight of Matthiew's
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narrative 1s not without gaps. Here is a method which requires
considerable practice. While Reader-~Response Criticism is being
mastered, however, efforts to integrabte its results with other
methods are advisable. 4 good example of such an effort is the
recent work of A.Z. ven larde. Much of our preceding treatment
is dependent upon what ne calls his "redaction-narrative approach."h5
It is illuminating to note what van Aarde judges to be one of

the most important yet neglected aspects of Matthean "poetics,”246
namely the Tuncticy of YMatthew'!s use ol the Cld Testament. In
light of the centrsl place of 16:17~19 for the narrative, we
would do well Le [ocus upon the 01d Testarent background with

no further delzy.

Al -

5 N 2 K N |3 VY LA | |
IV, Mgtthew and tne Cid Testament: Tsgiwrn 22322 and “"the Keyvs

Vo one disputes whether c¢r not the Tid Testament is impor-
tant to Matthew. The real issue concerns the methods and res-
sons venind his usage., Nor is this issue & recent discovery,

Long before Z2,W. Bacon's work at the turn of the century, exten-

fedo

ve research had been conducted on Matthew's use of the 014
17
(AN

Testament as well as other Jewish sources. Not only has %this

at

research continued unsaoated into our century, -it has grestly

fled in recent decades., ZRefore an understanding of Matthew's

pete

intens

B

methods and reasons could be refined, however, many preparatory
studies nad %o be undertsken at a more genersl level,

In 1939, L. Goppelt published his doctoral dissertation,

<

Tupcs, in which he attempted to rehsbilitate the typological use

]

of the 01d Testament by New Testament authors
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received more warmly by German 01d Testament scholers than by
nis New Testament peers. With the appearance of C.H. Dodd's

work, According to the Scriptures, more than a decade later,

cautious New Testament study resumed in earnest. Dodd argues
that commonly quoted 01d Testament texts are not intended as

isolated proof-texts, ™but rather as pointers to their original

50
contexts, knowledge of which is assumed." As the basic interpre=~

tive method of the early Church's kerygma, it is "the substruc-

51
ture of New Testament theology."

-

His conclusion bezame the sube

ject of much debate, followed b+ subsequent refinement:s and

Rl

wl ot

52

quslifications by B. Lindars, E.E. Ellies, and others. It also
had an immediate impact upon synoptic snd Mstthean studies.

K. Stendahl®s disserststion The Schiool ¢f St. Matthew and

-

53
its Use of the 01d Testament appeared right before the discussions

£

of Dodd's thesis became prominent. As one of the firs: to study
the Qumran scrolls, 3tendahl concludes that Matthew's 'school"
displays an interpretive method similer Lo the refined pesher
evident in the Habakxuk scroll.

Stendahl's conclusion comes under severe ¢riticism in R.H.
Gundry's dissertation The Use of the 01d Testament in 3S%,

Sl

. 2 . .
Matthew's Gospell In this important study, Gundry gzives the most

detailed analysis of Matthew's formula quotations, direct and

&

indirect citations, as well as allusions to the 01g Testament.

4

.

ie concludes that in Mstthew, Dodd's thess "

1))
bta

s remarxably con-

firmed snd is found to hold true even in the sllusive guotations.™
Although many do not accept Gundry's conclusion, his thorough

research remains unsurpessed,
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Following Gundry's book, & steady stream of works appeared
on other issues relating to Matthew's use of the 014 Testament
(e.g., Strecker, McConnell, Rothfuchs )?6 Dodd's thesls, however,
is not the primary concern or focus of these studies.

By the 1970's, the steady stream became a virtual torrent,

with relevant research being published by L. Hartmann, F. Van

Sebroeck, H. Frankemolle, L. Cope, G.M. Soares Prabhu, J

[l

w
® 4 e

, >
teler and B.M, Nolan. In order to achieve the purpose of our

ing.iry, howsver, we must sidestep 211 of these valuable studies,

<n his work, Hartmann atfempts to clarify the differences
tetween actusl citations, cesual sllusions and common expressions.
e ergues that the prereguisite for communicatior at anvy of

o

o

ese three levels is the sharing of similar ideals and experi-
.

¢ncesa. without such commonality, even the most ﬁlweét guotations
wilil e missed apart from explicit references to sources.
Horeover, explicit references will not suffice to svoid miscome-
prelension., On the other hand, to the degree & ccmmon background

i1g shared among persons involved in communication, to that degree

explicit references become unnecessary, even for sllusions. A

%—

v

}m.a

dition, therefore, serves the hermeneuticsgl purpose of enabling

tvocative expressions to be inte

H

preted in a seemingly "natural"

way. In such an environment, the explic

.n

t rel

[

erence to a source
18 a signal that an important but elusive meani ng is being con=
veyed. The relevance of this study for Matthew's use of the 01

Testement is considersble.
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Testament sources are both common and important in the first
Gospel (1:22-23; 2:15, 17-18, 23, etc.). This is slso true of
explicit citations, devoid of fulfillment-formulas end refer-
ences (4:ly, 7, 10; 21:13, 16; 22:41-L45; 2L:15; etc.). Likewiase,
numerous implicit or indirect citations which lack the intro-
ductory expression "It is written" appear at crucial junctures

(5:2%1, 27; 9:13; 21:9; 26: 23, 6l 27:L6; etc.). Finally,

joF

various 0l1d Testament sllusions are everywhere common {(5:3l-35s
6:129; 12:39-42, etc.).
Can we not conclude, therefore, that Matthew wrote his Gose

e

pel assuming to some degres, at least, his resders stared similar
ideale and experierces with him, especiglly related to 0Ld Testa-
ment traditionz? Toes this imply, however, thai those readers
ignorant of 01d Testament traditions could not comprehend
Matthew's message? This oaly follows if traditiors are exclusively
uncerstood In & narrow sense, apart from those ideals and experi-
ences common to all.

Hartmann makes & basic distinction, therefore, between two

oR
o

general levels of meaning. The "surface meaning"

is for any ine-
telligent reader who does not happen to share Matthew's idesls

and experiences. In addition, there is that "bonus meaning" avail-
able to the "sharp-eyed" pupil who resds reflectively in te&ms of

Matthew's common religious tradition

49

In order to avoid subjectivism, however, externsal criteria
o $ 3
are needed to dlscern betwesen true and false "bonus mesnings.®

[l

terion

o)
),h

By now, such criteris msy be apparent. The most obvious cr

is the explicit reference to the source, as in the case of formula
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quotationa. A second criterion is an introductory formula,
such as "It is written..." A third criterion is linguistic
correspendence, usually consisting of an entire sentence or at
lesst the major phrase within it. A fourth criterion is the
lexical and grammatical parallelisms within the immediate con-
texts., A fifth criterion is the combination of linguistic and
thematic parallelisms within the larger contexts of several
verses or a chapter. Finally, significant parallels in the
socisl and historicsl background should be examined [(names,

placed, objects, events, etc.

-]

-
7

ae or

el

Pt

jodo

teris listed sbove ars not exhaustive, nor do they
rzmove the inescapable subjective element involved in all human
Jadgement. They are only designed to reduce subjsctivism and

acrbitrariness to an acceptaple level. Therefore, these criteris

ad distinctions remain less than concrete, In order to apply

jts)

taem to the controllable data of Matthesn texts, we do well
to recognize that the need for an alleged citation to meet addi-

-y

tional ¢

it
et
cr
ot

eria varies according to the first criterion met. In

other words, a formula gquotation is finelly confirmed by the lirst
criterion in our list; nothing more is needed. On the other hand
an alleged guotation lacking an introductory formula is initially
confirmed by the third criterion; but more is needsad, espeéially
with common words and expressions. Exactly how much more will
vary according to.word frequency. In this nanner, we hope to
avold the extremes of fanciful speculation and critical minimalisus
&3 mMuch &s possible.

In our examination of the link petwesn Mstthew 16:19 and
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Isgiah 22:22 which follows, we seek to apply these stated cpie
teria. As will become obvicus, however, there are other elements
of circumstantial evidence not *c he neglected.

Neither an explicit reference to a source nor an introdﬁctory
formula is present to confirm Matthew's dependence on Isaiah 22:22
for verse 19. Nevertheless, noteworthy linguistic correspondence
is evident which supports dependence, especially iﬁ the case of

such an exceedingly rare complex of words and images:

3 - . 3
Isaiah 22:22a (LXX) duow euT@ the KAeldx olwow Nacid

Metthew 16:19a dow coc txs KAeTduy tfs fxaAelas

In addition, riote the grammatical parallels. In both verges, the
éame verb expresses the same divine promise sbout tha ssms S -
bolic object; both in the first person ard future tense. The
difference in number (singular-plural) is without significance,
particularly when it involves the only irstance of MA&(d«s ip the
law and the prophets. Recall also that Isaish is the prophet most
frequently guoted by Matthew.and presumably most familiar to his

audience (1:23; 2:11; 23:3; L:1l-16; 12:17=2; 13: 1183 15:7.9,

jale)
44
o

etc.). Interchasnging "house of David" with "cingdom" is almost
predictable for Matthew, givenrhis unicue predilectisn for Davidic
themes (1:1, 6-7, 17, 20; 2:5: 9:27; 12:1-6, 23, L2 15:22¢ 20:720:
21:9=16; 22:41-L6)., In addition, Issiah 22:22 is the indisputsable
source for other New Testament citations in which virtually iden=
tical images are associated with "the key of David,
page seven,

. 6N

In a recent article, J.A. Emerton takes the second asnd third

lines of verse 19 ard reconstructs a hypothetical Aramgic original.
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From this he shows how the difference between Matthew's "bind/

1 " (J, /'1%/ ) 4 ] / hutt @:mege( /K&éfmég) c I i ah
oose nens vengs) an open/shu in Issaia
22:22 (LXX) could be easily accounted for by directly translating

into Greek an Aramaic rendering of the Hebrew text, as it may

have been originally written and svoken. (The same maneuver is

quite common with Peter's name in verse 18, as previously noted.)

Emerton concluds "that the whole of Matthew 16:19 and not merely
61

the first line is devendent on Isaish 22:22." 1Indeed, this con-

clusion now seems very likelw,

The plausikility of this c-nclusion is suvplemented by vari-

fmto

ous linguistiec and themstic parsllels in the larger context of
Tagiah 22:16-23 (LAX). For instance, in verse 16, work is being
/ . o
done on the "rock" (#eEr@x) of Jerusalem in order to Huild a
"tomb"™ (geber is often found in synonymotus varallelism with Shecl=
¢ ’ " - . '
“5ﬁ53 e.g. Psslms 88:3=-5, 11}, Ty his ccvmentary, E.J. Young
7 :
considers it "interesting” how "the tomb was conceived ass a hcuse
!!62? e "o 1] ft
{(efe 1h:18). In verses 17-23, the "strcng man® is "cast out
2
(%Kﬁa@@wg cf. Matthew 12:28-29), and nis authority over the "house™”
Foal
(oKk0U) is given to Eliakim, the faithful "servant," along with
. / ‘ .
"a glorious throne" (Beévev dé§xg ) for his "father's house" (ro?
ot A
Olhov Tou TwtTpo§ s cf,. Matthew 19:27-28). 1In his new capacity,

" to 811 who ¢well in Jerusalem (cf.

Eliakim serves ss a "father
Matthew 2Li:1i5-51)., For Isaish, all of this is a portent of Jeru-
selem's destruction to occur within that cereration of Hezekiah

(cf. Matthew 2l1:1-2, 31). These secondary rarallels are cited to

indicate notaeble linguistic and thematic re:sonances between

Isalah 22:16-23 and Matthew 16:17=19, as well as the other indicated
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portiong of Matthew, t

On the basis of this evidence, along with the arguments ad-
vanced by Nolan and Ellis, summarized earlier, we conclude that
Matthew 16:19 is indeed an indirect quotation of Isaiash 22:22.
Hecall that this conclusion is affirmed by the majority of com=-
mentators, only without satisfactory support. Now that a probable
case has finally been made, let us oroceed to suggest nossible
implications of this conclusion for the imvortant cuestion of

Petrine succession.

)
-
vy
\.?
{J’i
o
B
]
o
f
§-de

pt:  Possible Implications of the "Kevs" fer

Petrine Succession

Gullmenn closes his study of Peter with two equslly strong
63 .

conclusions. First, the rock on which Jesus will build his church

is Peter and not merely his faith or confession, Second, the

noticn of Petrine succession is without any exegeticsl warrant,

As a Presbyterian, I am challenged by the first conclusion and

relieved by the second. As a student of exegesis, however, the

second corclusion strikes me as inadequately grounded,

Ift Isaiash 22:22 is the orimary source for Matthew 16:19,

[

as Cullmann suggests and we have argued, then the next step should

be to examine it closely to discern how it affects the meaning of

"the keys" given to Peter. Cullmann begins the process himself:
In Metthew 16219 it is presupvosed thet Christ is the
master of the house, who hss the keye to the Kingdom
of Heaver, with which to open to those who come in,

Just ss in Isaiah 22:22 the Lord lays the keys of the
e of David on the shoulders of his servant Eliakim,
us commits to Feter the kevs of his house, the
o f reaven, and thereby installs him gg admini-
ator of the house., 6L

Ty B
D
(]
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Nothing more is said of Isaiah 22:22 and the kevs by Cullmann.
The question of an implied succession in the keys merits
further study. This is particularly true if Dodd, Gundry and
others are correct in viewing an O0ld Testament quotstion as
pointing back to its original context for the explication of its
meaning in the new context., For there are at least ten lines
of evidence which indicate thst certain basic features in Issigh's
descrintion of Eliskim's investiture imply hereditarv/dynastic
succession, knowledge of which may have relevance for Matthew

1644,

v

irst, the Fact that "the ley" is of "Devid's nouse" sug-

. e . -

gests o dynastilic gusociation, since David!s desth many ves
s ¥

’i

before did not alter tae Davidi: designation for the royal Tenily.
Does this not nresuppcse the onzoing succession of David's sons
as dynastic heirs, a commonolac: in the ancient world?

Second, sven if the office of chief steward is not filled
by his own -effsvring after the wivked Shebna is expelled (for
obvious reegsons), does not Eliskim's immediste gpnointment sug-
gest some sort of succession g3 sn sssumed oractice?

65

mts "oriestly robe" (kiton; 22:21)

i....lo

Third, does not Elisk
suggest sacerdotal suthority which is normall& vassed dOWN BCCOT=
ding to hereditary succession in ancient Israel?

Fourth, the designstion of Eligkim as "a father to the inhsbi-
tants of Jerusalem‘ané to the houss of Judah® (22:21) also sug-
gests paternal authority which is chsrascteristisslly hereditary

-

and successive in ancient Israel.
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Fifth, the reference to a "throne" established in the house
of Eliakim's father (Isaish 22:23) may also be a tacit ascknow-
ledgement that the transfer of an office devolves unon the
entire household and not merely the individual, once more sug-
gesting hereditary authority or succession.

Sixth, in his commentary on this vnassage, 0, Kaiser affirms
that "it is orobable that what according to our other sources
was the highest office in the royal court of Jerusalem was to

66

sone axtent hereditary."”

Seventh, in his suthoritative study, Solomoniz S:tate 09f7i-

e

3
a1

ciaisy A Study of the Civil Goverwment Officials of -he Tsrgelite
I
Meparzhy, T.N.D. Mettinger discusses at lesrgth the vi:arious use

-

of guthoritv in the kinots name By o the chief stewzrd ind coneludes
that the office avvears to be hereditary.

Zighth, @n his commentary on Matthew 16:17=19, W,F. Albright
refers to the recent discovery of "the seal of Eliskin," whieh
contains evidence of the chief steward's of'fice as s oservetual
: .. . . . R
authority recguiring succession to maintain,

Ninth, it is interesting to note possible clues that Matthew's
text reflects a certain familiarity with governmental positions

and functlons virtually identicsl with the royval family and stew-

£

nassages (101255 17:25-26%

ards of Issish's context in severs]

)

¢

atout how "the faithful servant, whom his master Fas set over
his household te give them their food," is favorstly rewarded in

ccntrast to "the wicked servant' who is vpunished (2h:LE-515 of,

Luke 12:L2-16).
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Tenth, Matthew seems to reflect the common rabbinic sssump-

tion of succession implied in ecclesiastical offices by his Son-

69
dergut:

The Scribes and the Pharisees sit on Moses' seat;

S0 practice and observe whatever they tell you...

They bind hesvy burdens hard to besr... (23:2-L)

Admittedly these lines of evifence do not establish Petrine
succession with absolute certainty or nrobsbility. Nor is thst
the olan of this studv. What can we conclude from these coneie

derations? Firet, Cullmenn's rejectinn of anv exegeticsl wsrrant

for Peirine succegssior mev hsve been vrems ure, Seoond, further

o

study needs Lo be conducted in order to dezermine the reszcne snd
me thods Lying behind the use of the 01d Testament in the New,
especially by Matitnhew., Third, if Metthew': vitatiun of Iswiab
22:22 is desligned to ¢voke the original meaning of "the %eys" in

context, 1t wmay be approvriate tc re-open the guestion of Fetrine
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T.W. Manson, The Savings of Jesus, :v»md Ra ide: Eerdmans,
1979 (19375, pp. 2071-208s and 4. won Camrenhsausen, Eccle=
siastical authoritw and Ship5t”a7 Power in the Cn* ch of
irst Three Centuries, Stan’ “ord, University Press
(19537, pp. 126-136.

example, G, Maier, "The Church in the Gospel of Matthew,"
in Biblical Interoretstion and the Church, D.A. Carson (ed.}),
New York: DNelson, p. 60.

bury, "The Figure of

7. For a balanced statement, see J.D. Kings s
8 1eologicel Problem,® JEL

Feter in M"t*new s Gosnel g

98 (1979), op. 67-83.

&
0. See R.E. *PﬂWh, K.P. Donfried, J. Reumsnn (eds.), Peiew in
the New Testament, Minn.: Auegsbure, 1973, po. 105-107.
9« ;Dlda? Ve L/‘,""‘?Jlﬁg
10. For tre followine summaries, lexicsl dats hss been absorbed
from innumerahle hibli&&l en@ the~looicsel levfﬁﬂnq dic=
tionaries znd en st
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Let me also use this ovvortunity to cite s Pascinating

geographical background study of Cseseres Puxlxppl and
the possible scene of 16:13-20 at the wall of rock where
the Jordan River begins, by Stanley L. Jaki, And On This
Rock, Notre Dame: Ave Maria, 1978, pp. 21-5l.

11. See H., Hirschberg, "Simon Barjona snd the Ebionites,” JBL
61 (1942), o. 28 13 Cullmann, op. cit., pp. 23-2L; R, Brown
et al., op, cit., o. 88, :

12. Representatives of the following views include: 1) H. Burton,
“The Stone and the Rock. St. Matthew 16:13= 19," The Ex-
positor 6 (1883), o. k3lk; 2) R. Brown, et al., on. cit.,
v. 90, fn. 210: 3) R.H. Gundry, Matthew, Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 12382, v. 33h; L) W.C. Allen, A Criticsl snd Exe-
getical Cﬁmwen aryv _on the Gosnel According to ot. Matthew,

Scribners, 1907, po. 176-A0; 5) J,P, Meier,

nf Matthew, Cambridee: University Frass, 1947,

Jo Gullmann, on, cit,., =n. 192-2%7; %) M. Wileox,

“he Rock: A Fresh Look at Matthew Y77 1719, "

975=76), oo, “L-87: and 9) J. Jerewiasz, oo ‘

eil fﬂr, 1926, vo. 66-68; B, Mayer, The

L;hdm“' 8CM, 1979, on, 185 ? ’
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2573 and L. Thornton, T
Wﬁn,ﬂ nster, Dacre, 1952, op. 17

3. See G, Maier, o, cit.; G. Bornkamm, "The Autborilby o 'Bind!
aﬂﬁ "Loose! 'in the Church in Matbthew's Gosne’ The T
don ot Matthew, G, Stanton (ed.), Phils

L
Fortress, 1283, pp. 92-95; and Cullmann, Q£¢mm
217 .

B

. Most nctably, H. Frankemdlle, Jshwebund und Kire

kunqtgr' Verlag ﬂsvhemaorff 197y B.M. Nol
Son of God, Sﬁgtlngun. Vandenhce:k and Rurrech
d glso D.3., Duling, "The Theraveutic Son o

Element in Matthew's Christcloeical Anclogetic,

(197R), op. 392-L09,

15. See R. Brown, =t il,.,, op. cit., o. 90, fn., 20R.

16. See P,¥, Ellis, Matthew: His Mind and His Messace, Collegem

v*li Minn.: Liturgicsl Press, 1974, v. 122: and E.F.,
i ot . - o . - ot

Slég“gﬁ, "T-e 3tone Fewn from the Mounteain in Daniel 2,
C=q 18 (19%5), pp. 36L-70,

7. For a good discussion of the issves inveclved, fee R,T,
France, "Tre Church and the Kincdom of God: Sorme Her-

- n 2 LA 4 :

meneutlica’ Coneiderations,” in D.A. Carson (ed.), on., cit,,
pp. 30-Ll.

18. For a host of extra-biblical references, see H,L., Strack gnA




, Rommentar zum Neuyen ta i
s I s S Eo Iy -y — (]
ch {(Vol, 1), Munich: Peck, 192, DT. [2b=20,
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19. Controversy over this narticular issue has been re-heated
recently; for a treatment of the various features, see
R.H. Hiers, "'Binding’ and 'Loosing’: The Matthean Authori-

zations,™ J3L 10L (198%), op. 233-50; J.D.M. Derrett, "Binding and

Loosing,® J2L 102 (7,u3}7 on. 7112-17; and D.C. Duline
"Solomor, LExorcism and the Son of D vzd,” UTR &R (4C7R)

Op. 235'520

20, W.T. Dayto The Gresk Perfect Tence in Relation to John
20:273, Matﬁhew 16:19 and Matthew 158:18 (Ph,D, diss.,
Northern Bavtist Theolog:cal Seminary,, 19LS5.
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£ tlem, Macon, GA: 1ilercen,
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pu. 3C-77; LYO0 pﬁLl”&ﬂ?, Q§.4W1,., pD. 152217
Fuller, "The 'Thou Art Peter' Jer-.cope and the E
Appearances," MeCormick Guartenly 20 (1967), po. 309=15:
&) . Bornkamm, oD, Cit., Dp. A6-07.

zh. The Gospels, London: MacMillan, ‘915, p. 81.

5. G.D. Kilpatrick, op. cit., p. 126,

26. See, for example, P. Benoit, "La orimauté de saint Pierre
selon le N,T,," Istina ?8 (19535), pp. 378-19; also a
follow=up study bty Cullmann, "L! wﬁétre Pierre, instrument
du Dieble et instrument de Diea,”" New Testament Essavs,
A.J.B. Higgins (ﬁ4 ), Manchester: University Fress, 1989,
pPp. 9L4-105, Suhﬁesuﬁﬁﬁly, Cullmann'ts view wes strongly
criticized by R.H. Gundry, "The Narrative Freamework of
Matthew XVI. 1719, " lggg (196L=65), pn, 1-9; and then
by R.H. Fuller, ovn, cit.

27. See G. Bornkamm, op. cit., pv. 9L-

®

28, Although still s minority view, the wlscement snd suthenticity
of this logion is defended by F.M; Brsun, F. Filson,
R.H., Gundry, W. Hendriksen, S, Jazi, M. Meinertz, B.F,

Meyer, B. Rigsux, E.P. uaﬁdevgg W, Schwadewgldt, and others.
For *he&&rubml interaction witn the hermeneutical pree
suppositions underlying arguments against suthenticity,

see G. Maier, op,., cit,
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29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
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G. Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit (2nd Ed.), G8ttingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1966, (The third edition of
1971 was ungvailable to me,)

See J,D, Kingsbury, op. cit.

Ibid-’ ppu 70§‘107. . N
.IbidG, pDo 80""83’ ‘!G‘?""OS.

Ibid., p. 97.

Of the commentaries I examined, F. Filson and R.H. Gundry

make no mention of the possible asllusion, while E. Schweizer

considers it "insufficient," op. cit., p. 3L3.

BM. Nolasn, on  cit.; P.F. Ellis, op, cit.

i
i

P.F., Ellis, ou. cit., ovp. 59=67, *13=73l,

The following treatment is almost entirely devendent upon
AG. vaa Aarde, "Matthew's Portraval of the Disciples
and the St-ucture of Matthew 13:53-17:27, " Nectestamenw

ica 16 (7382), po. 27-3L;: an sbstract o ais Fr. D, Gige

sertatiasn in Afrikaans, God With Us: The u@ﬂ*ﬂ&%t Pere
gpectiva o Matthew's Theologv, A \a“Wg 1y ewﬁrgivuza

Pretoria: University of Pretoris, 1983: H.a. mdwards,

Matthew's Story of Jesus, Philadelphia: Fortregs, 1985

and, of coarse, this seminar's lectures, papers and dis=

cussions. None of the above should be hela resvonsible,
however, for what follows.

Van Aarde, op, ecit., pp. 21-23.

P.F, Ellis, o0, cit., P. 121-3Ly in M.J. Sugegs, Wisdom,
Christology and Law in Matthew's G@swelx vamur¢d*e, MA:
Hervard, 1970, pp. 122-27, the suggestion is made that
16:17=13 ra presents & mid-point at which the psttern,
benedictioi~symbolic naﬂe -commission, reappesrs after
being iatroduced in S5:17-16, thereby setting the stage
for the finale in 28:18-20,

See R.E. Eiwa~ds, "Unce rtaﬁn
the Disciples,” Disciples
Segovia {(ed.), Phil.: For
discussion of 28:17 (on pa
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which is 8ll that is available to me); likewise van
Asrde, op, cit., p. 32.

:{bidwg po 2‘30

This peoint is stressed in the abstract of his dissertation,

op. cit,

Parsllel to recent Matthean studies, at least three aspects

of the influence of the 0ld Testament on Matthew were
considered: 1) General citations and allusions, as dis=
cusged in the commentaries, for example, H.A. W, Meyer,

The Geospel According to Matthew, Winona Lake, IN:

Alpha, 1979 (1883}, pp. 294=99; 2) Quotes in their original
contexts, which culminated in the massive (and rare)dR
Harris, Testimonies (2 vol:.), Cambridge: University
Press, 19163 3) Structure and style, which gave rise to
moek of the work by 2,W. Bacon, Studies in Matthew,

London:  MacMillin, 1¢30.

PRy

Subtitled The Tyoologicsl Interorevation of the 0ld Testament
arl

in the New, GUrand Rapids, MI: iderdmans, 1982.

- 3. N o= E N e o
mondons Nistet, 1952,

.y P. 126=33; also see D.M, Smith, "The Use of tae 01d
Tezstament in the New," The Use of the 0.d Testament in
the New and Other Issaye, J, Efird (ed.,., Durnam: Duke,
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itle of Dodd's took mav overstate h

Lindars, New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal Signi=
ficance of the 014 Testament Quotations, Phil.: VWeste-
minster, 1967y E.E. Ellis, P&ulfs Use of the 01d Testament,
Grand Ragpids: Eerdmans, 1957.

il.: rtress, 195hL.

Strscker, op. c¢it.; R.S. McConnell, Law and Prophecy in
Matthew's Cospel: The duthcerity and Use of trne (ld Testa-
ment in Matihew, Zasel:s FRE, 1955; and W, Zothifuchs, Die
Erfullungszitate des Matthivs-Evancelium, Stuttgart:
Kolilhammer, 196G,
Hartmann, "Scrintural Exege:is in the Gospel of St, Matthew
snd the Problem of Communicetion,” and ¥, vaen Segbroeck,

es Citations d'accompnlisserent dans lfoveanglile selon
ﬁL ¥ c
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Matthieu d'aprés trois ouvrages recents,” L'Evangile sgelon
Matthieu Récaction et Théologie, M. Didier (ed.), Gembloux:
Duculot, 1971, pp. 131=5e, 107-30; H. Wraﬂkemolle, op. cit.;
L. Cope, Matthew: 4 Scribe Trained for the Kingdom of
Heaven, Washington: CBA, 1976; G.M. Scares Frabhu, 1he

. FG?WM*& _Quotations in tne infancy Narrative of Ma*thew,
Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1576; J.P. Meier, Law
and Flsfory in Magtthew's Gospel, Rome: Biblical Institute
Press, 1976; and bB.M. Noian, © op. cit,

5¢. L. Hartmann, op. c;t., pp. 132-L7; also see R.T. France,
"The Formula Quouatlons in Matthew 2 and the Problems of
Communication,™ NTS 27 (1980-81}, pp. 233-5°

5%2. Fer an %ntcresting and *Moaruant study which draws the ,
Sysopiic correlation between "kingdom" and "house, " see
S. Aslen, "'Reign' and 'Fouse’ in the Kirgdem of God in
the Gospels,”™ NTS S (12641.62), po. 2°5-L0,

and Hetalning, ™ JTS 13

2. The Boox of Isainh (Vol. 2!, Grand Rapics, MI: Herdrans,
1959, p. 109,

63. 0. Cullmann, gp. cit., po, 2!18-4%
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g, ope ¢it., p. 113; slthough this tentstive conclusion
3ed upon more then mere lexical usage, since Riton is
imea used with & non-cultic associstion. However, in the
it context, & sscerdotel connotestion seems likelwv. First,
neident involves an suthoritstive investiture symnbolized
by the"robve,"slong with other items such ss the "tkrone®” and
"house." Second, ss urped by T.N.D. Mettinger in Solomonic
State Officimals: A Study of the Civil Gpovernment Officisls of
the lsraelite Monsrchy, Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1971, p. 7271,
throuzhout the ancient Kﬁ&? Egst, the office of the "grand
vizler," "chief steward, wriwe minieter,”™ (or whetever the
close st English equ ivelent mi ight be}, is usurlly icentified

in ¢lose sssocietion with the same comrlex of imeges @s

found in the present context (e.g., “ke” " ﬁ“c&%egﬂ "throne, "
"robe," ete.); imsges which Mettinger considers to he quesie

w

w
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pries:ly in their verious cultursl settings. Thus, this
uggeation Qf 8 rereditary connotetion to kiton enrears to be
n light of lexicel, contextusl and extrge

66. Iseigh 17-39, Pnil.: Westminster, 197L, ». 189,
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67. Op, cit,., p. 72; see slso R. deVaux, Ancient Tsrsel: Socisl

70,

institutions (Volume 2), New York: Mc Grew - Hill, 1965, p.130:

The master of the palace had similar funetions at
the court of Judsh, Announcing the promotion of
Elysqim, Is 22:22 says: '1 lay the key of the house
of David upon his shoulder; If he opens, none will
shut; If he shuts, none will open.'! The Egyptien
vizier's instructions sre described in s very simi-
lar feshion. Every morning 'the vizier will sengd
someone to open the gates of the king's house, to
admit those who have to enter, and to send out those
who have to go out.' One is reminded of our Lord's
words to Peter, the vizier of the Kingdom of Heaven
(Mt. 16:19),

W.F. Albright and C.5. Mann, Mgtthew, Garden City: Doubledav,
1871, vr. 196«97: “n this section of the commentary, onlyv the
resulty of Lhe discovery sre sctuslly referred to., “ov the
backoround snd deteils, see W.F. Albright, "The Segl n?
Eliskim," J3L 51 (1932), p. BlL.

See FoF. Ellis, op. 21t., pr. 121-37; here sgein we see s

notable convergenie of imapes (e.p., "sest-throne,"” Linding, "

and "lockecloge”™ -w with "keys" in the Lukan paraliel]
associated with cultic suthoritstive figures whose power

i8 more to be snxsociated with some sort of office or recenticle

of suthority, rather thar their own sherismatic or ethicsl

personalities -+ gt lesst for Matthew.

From the outset, the goals of this study have been restricted,
This is primerily due to the lsck of 2onsensus surrounding
virtually every aspect of elleged regsons and methods in
Fetthew's use of the 014 Testament, I have attempted to pro-
ceed with due caution, highlighting those persons, positions
and espproaches which seem to be most pieugible in explsin-
ing the dsts. At the same time, I have tried to consider, st
lesst in passing, sliernstive theories and hypotheses, The
result is & synthetic study which tends to "stsack theory uvon
theory,” & procedure otherwise unsvoidsble for those wishing
to deviop an intepgrated picture of Matthew's thought, The only
consolation T would offer to someone in dissgreement with some
or all of my steps is this strong confession of my melf-conscious
limitetions snd hypotheticel conclusions.
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