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Quotations
Steve Moyise
1. Introduction

An explicit quotation is where an author clearly indicates that the words that follow are not his or her own but are taken from another source. In Paul’s letters, this is generally marked by an introductory formula, using either a verb of writing (‘as it is written’) or a verb of speaking (‘as Isaiah said’). It can also be indicated by more abbreviated expressions, such as γάρ (‘for’) and ὀτι (‘that’), though this makes more demands on the reader, since these terms can also be used to introduce the author’s own deductions. For example, Rom 1:17 is generally recognized as Paul’s first explicit quotation in Romans (‘as it is written, “The one who is righteous will live by faith”’). But immediately before this, there are three γάρ clauses that could potentially be introducing quoted material: (1) ‘hence my eagerness to proclaim the gospel to you also who are in Rome, for “I am not ashamed of the gospel”’; (2) ‘I am not ashamed of the gospel, for “it is the power of God for salvation”’; (3) ‘to the Jew first and also to the Greek, for “in it the righteousness of God is revealed.”’ The fact that these three γάρ clauses are not generally thought of as introducing quoted material is partly because the words that follow look like Paul’s own formulations and partly because no specific Old Testament texts spring to mind. However, if there were grounds for believing that a text that said ‘the righteousness of God is revealed’ was well known, we might have to revise that opinion. 


Indeed, if the text is particularly well known, it is possible to introduce it without any marker at all. For example, Paul brings his exposition in Rom 9-11 to a close with the words, ‘O the depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his judgments and how inscrutable his ways!’ (11:33). He then continues, ‘For who has known the mind of the Lord? Or who has been his counselor?’ There is nothing to indicate that this is in any way different from the previous words, except that the LXX of Isa 40:13 is almost identical.
 On the grounds that Isa 40 was an important quarry for the
early Christians, it could be argued that Paul does not need to spoil the poetic effect of the two verses by inserting a superfluous ‘as Isaiah said.’ On the other hand, the words that follow the Isaiah quotation (‘Or who has given a gift to him, to receive a gift in return?’) appears to be another quotation, but the words are not very close to any known text. Job 35:7 is probably the closest (‘what do you give to him; or what does he receive from your hand’), but the words are absent from the LXX as known to Origen and were hardly well known. If Paul could assume that his readers would know Isa 40:13, he certainly could not assume that they would know Job 35:7.


Thus one of the major challenges in studying Paul’s quotations is to explain why some quotations are specifically marked (‘Isaiah said’), some are generally marked (‘it is written’), and some are not marked at all. The example above suggests that the motive was not to facilitate finding the more difficult texts, since Job 35:7 is far more obscure than Isa. 40:13, yet neither of them are marked at all. Is it, then, to highlight the more important texts? The five references to ‘Isaiah’ in Romans (9:27, 29; 10:16, 20; 15:12) certainly leave an impression on the reader, but does it follow that all of these quotations are more important to Paul than Hab 2:4, which only has a general marker (‘it is written’)? If this is the case, it is strange that Paul makes his readers wait nine chapters before giving them this vital piece of information. In his work on Rom 2, Timothy Berkley argues that the key texts lying behind Paul’s exegesis are Jer 7:9-11; 9:23-24; and Ezek 36:16-27 and that the explicit quotation (‘it is written’) of Isa 52:5 in Rom 2:24 is simply a convenient summary text. However, it would be difficult to argue that all of the sixty or so explicit quotations in Romans are simply summary texts.


The other conundrum occurs when we have a specific marker but the text that follows does not correspond very closely to any form of text known to us. For example, 1 Cor 3:19 says: ‘For the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God. For it is written, “He catches the wise in their craftiness…”’. The thought is close to Job 5:12-13, where God ‘frustrates the devices of the crafty’ and ‘takes the wise in their own craftiness,’ but the LXX that has come down to us is very different from Paul’s words (ὁ δρασσόμενος τοὺς σοφοὺς ἐν τῇ πανουργίᾳ αὐτῶν in Paul, ὁ καταλαμβάνων σοφοὺς ἐν τῇ φρονήσει in the LXX). It is possible that Paul is offering his own translation of the Hebrew,  although  this  is a minority position today.   This leaves two major 
options for understanding those quotations that differ from any Greek text known to us: (1) Paul has changed the wording, whether for particular theological or rhetorical reasons or simply for the sake of style; or (2) Paul is using a text that is no longer extant. A generation ago, the latter was often see as a desperate attempt to save Paul from the accusation of text manipulation, but many scholars today consider this to be a realistic option.
 As we shall see later, the Dead Sea Scrolls have shown that the text was still somewhat fluid in the first century, though this is not to be exaggerated. They have also shown that texts were copied with a remarkable degree of accuracy. 

2. How do quotations work?

Paul is not the only author to explicitly cite other works, so our first question is whether Paul’s citations can be understood as part of a general theory of quotation. Unfortunately, the classical rhetorical handbooks have little to say on the subject. Aristotle briefly discusses the citing of ancient witnesses such as Homer and certain well-known proverbs and maxims, but the brevity of his treatment suggests that he was not convinced of its value. He does offer some examples, but they are not very profound: ‘If you are urging somebody not to make a friend of an old man, you will appeal to the proverb, “Never show an old man kindness”’ (Rhet. 1.15). He does, however, make some interesting points. First, he stipulates that the use of maxims should be confined to the older man who is experienced in such subjects. On the lips of the inexperienced, such maxims sound foolish. Second, he suggests that the orator should try and guess the opinions of his listeners and then offer a general truth in support. Thus ‘if a man happens to have bad neighbors or bad children, he will agree with any one who tells him, “Nothing is more annoying than having neighbors”’ (Rhet. 2.21). Third, in order to make a proverb or maxim more persuasive, he suggests adding a judicious comment. Thus the maxim, ‘We ought not to follow the saying that bids us treat our friends as future enemies: much better to treat our enemies as future friends,’ is made more convincing by the addition, ‘for the other behavior is that of a traitor’ (Rhet. 2.21).

Quintilian notes the practice of the ‘greatest orators of drawing upon the early poets to support their arguments or adorn their eloquence ... for the charms of poetry provide a pleasant relief from the severity of forensic eloquence.’ (Inst. 1.8.12). This ‘charm’ is not simply adornment, however, for it ‘makes use of the sentiments expressed by the poet as evidence in support of 
his own statements.’ In Inst. 2.7, Quintilian argues that it will be more useful for boys to memorize the great works than their own compositions, for this will give them ‘a plentiful and choice vocabulary and a command of artistic structure and a supply of figures which will not have to be hunted for, but will offer themselves spontaneously from the treasure-house.’ Such a treasure-house will be useful in court debate, for ‘phrases which have not been coined merely to suit the circumstances of the lawsuit of the moment carry greater weight and often win greater praise than if they were our own’. In other words, utterances that do not spring from the immediate situation are less open to the accusation of bias, for they were taken as ‘authoritative’ before the exigencies of the current situation were known. 


Longinus is less interested in quotations as ‘proofs’ but as a means of attaining the sublime: ‘it is well that we ourselves, when elaborating anything which requires lofty expression and elevated conception, should shape some idea in our minds as to how perchance Homer would have said this very thing’ ([Subl.] 14.1). Indeed, ‘there would not have been so fine a bloom of perfection on Plato’s philosophical doctrines, and that he would not in many cases have found his way to poetical subject-matter and modes of expression, unless he had with all his heart and mind struggled with Homer’ ([Subl.] 13.4). Longinus is aware of the accusation of plagiarism, but denies it. One is not seeking to pass off someone else’s work as one’s own; it is more like ‘taking an impression from beautiful forms or figures or other works of art’ ([Subl.] 13.4).

Given the importance of Homer in the ancient world, these statements are rather meagre but they do offer a starting point for our discussion. Some scholars think that Paul’s use of scriptural quotations can be largely explained by such rhetorical devices, while others see them as peripheral to Paul’s main concern of offering an exposition or interpretation of Scripture. For example, what is the function or purpose of the Habakkuk quotation in Rom. 1:17, which Paul quotes in the form, ὁ δὲ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται (‘the righteous by faith will live’)? Aristotle might have said that Paul has deftly mingled his words with the words of Habakkuk in order to give the (false) impression that Habakkuk means what Paul means. By omitting the Septuagint’s pronoun (ἐκ πίστεως μου), Paul ensures that it is human faith that is being spoken about. Furthermore, since Paul is introducing himself to the Roman church, he cites a text that he knows (or thinks he knows) will be common ground. In this way, he hopes to gain their confidence for some of the more controversial claims (‘all Israel will be saved’) that he intends to make later in the letter (11:26).


Quintilian and Longinus would probably have noted that Paul did not need to add the quotation. His programmatic statement about the gospel could 
quite happily end with the words, ‘For in it the righteousness of God is revealed through faith for faith.’ For Quintilian, the advantage of the quotation is that it shows that Paul’s statement has not been formulated just to meet the needs of the Roman church but was written long ago. Indeed, judging by the existence of the Qumran pesharim, it might be that such words were treasured as well as transmitted. As Francis Watson has put it, the words speak of the ‘divinely ordained way to salvation with a clarity and brevity unparalleled in the rest of scripture.’
 Longinus, by contrast, would be more interested in the aesthetic value of the words than in viewing them as a ‘proof.’ As a skilled writer, Paul knew when to break off from his own style and introduce words from another source. In this case, the words from Habakkuk have an almost unparalleled succinctness, each word (righteous, faith, live) is pregnant with meaning and connotation. 


Thus it is clear that there is no single theory of quotation that emerges from the handbooks. Some scholars would maintain that such ‘rhetoric’ has little to do with Paul’s deep engagement with Scripture in any case; we must look instead to Jewish parallels. Until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, scholars were limited mainly to rabbinic works,
 and the favorite ‘explanation’ was that Paul used gezerah shawah, or word-links, to move from one quotation to another. Perhaps the most celebrated example was Paul’s exposition of Gen 15:6 in Rom 4 (‘Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness’) by means of Ps 32:1-2 (‘Blessed are those who iniquities are forgiven ... the one against whom the Lord will not reckon sin’). Contrary to the tenets of modern historical criticism, Paul assumes that he can correlate the meaning of these two texts, even though they come from different authors and different periods of history. As we shall see later, one of the major differences among scholars who study the Pauline quotations is that some hold a theological viewpoint that essentially approves of such techniques as examples of ‘intertextuality,’ while others regard this idea as gratuitous. Such deeply held convictions inevitably affect one’s evaluation and analysis of Paul’s  quotations.


The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls is important for our topic in at least three ways: they show that interpreting texts from the standpoint of eschatological fulfillment was not unique to Paul; they show that the text of Scripture was much more fluid than was previously thought; and they show that many of texts that were important to Paul were also important to the Qumran 
community. From the early work of Earle Ellis
 to the recent magnum opus of Francis Watson, each of these three areas has proved fruitful. The point is not so much whether such parallels exist but whether they get to the heart of Paul’s hermeneutics. In a formal sense, Paul’s application of texts to the church (‘whatever was written in former days was written for our instruction’ [Rom 15:4]) and its ‘enemies’ (‘All day long I have held out my hands to a disobedient and contrary people’ [ 10:21]) has parallels with the Qumran application of Scripture to its community (‘this concerns all those who keep the Law in the house of Judah’ [1QpHab 8]) and its ‘enemies’ (‘the Kittim who trample the earth’[1QpHab 3]). But is there a ‘christological’ or ‘messianic’ dimension to Paul’s hermeneutics that cannot be paralleled in the Qumran writings? The question can be illustrated if we look again at Paul’s interpretation of Hab 2:4:

I will stand at my watchpost, and station myself on the rampart; I will keep watch to see what he will say to me, and what he will answer concerning my complaint.  Then the LORD answered me and said: Write the vision; make it plain on tablets, so that a runner may read it. For there is still a vision for the appointed time; it speaks of the end, and does not lie. If it seems to tarry, wait for it; it will surely come, it will not delay. Look at the proud! Their spirit is not right in them, but the righteous live by their faith. (Hab 2:1-4 NRSV; lit. ‘but the righteous will live by his faith’).

For I am not ashamed of the gospel; it is the power of God for salvation to everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek. For in it the righteousness of God is revealed through faith for faith; as it is written, ‘The one who is righteous will live by faith’(Rom 1:16-17).


The Hebrew text envisages two groups of people, the proud and the righteous, the latter being characterized by their ‘faithfulness’ (אמונה) to God. The Qumran commentator has a particular individual in mind as ‘the proud’ (‘this concerns the Wicked Priest… his heart became proud’), and as one would expect, ‘the righteous’ are those who ‘observe the law in the house of Judah.’ Some scholars have argued that Paul likewise has a particular individual in mind as ‘the righteous’, namely, Jesus Christ. Anthony Hanson argued that ὁ δίκαιος (‘The righteous One’) is used as a messianic title in 1 En. 38:2 and is applied to Jesus in Acts 3:14; 7:52; and 22:14 (and perhaps 1 Pet 3:18; 1 John 2:1).
 This idea was subsequently taken up by Richard Hays and others as part 
of an argument that Paul’s focus was not on the individual’s ‘faithfulness,’ nor even on the individual’s ‘faith in Christ’ but on Christ’s own faithfulness, a faithfulness that led to the cross (Rom 5:18-19; Phil 2:8).
 In contrast, Joseph Fitzmyer thinks that Paul’s focus is on the individual’s ‘faith in Christ’ and this significantly differs from the meaning that was intended by Habakkuk. Paul has read the text in the light of his Christian beliefs and taken ‘pistis in his own sense of “faith,” and “life” not as deliverance from invasion and death, but as a share in the risen life of Christ… In this way Paul cites the prophet Habakkuk to support the theme of his letter.’
 


Francis Watson also denies that Paul has imposed a ‘christological’ or ‘messianic’ interpretation on the text. He considers it extremely unlikely that Paul had first formulated his gospel as the revelation of God’s righteousness ἐκ πίστεως (‘of’ or ‘from’ faith) and only later discovered that Hab 2:4 is the only text in the whole of Scripture to make such a connection. Much more likely is that Paul began with the Habakkuk text and formulated his doctrine accordingly. Indeed, Watson regards Rom 1:16-17 as virtually a paraphrase of Hab 2:4: ‘The one who is righteous (that is, with a righteousness of God, revealed in the gospel) by faith (since this righteousness is received by faith and is intended for faith) will live’.
 That is not to say that Paul is unwilling to go beyond what the prophet understood. When he gets to Rom 3:21-22, he will specify that this ἐκ πίστεως is uniquely connected with Jesus Christ, something that Habakkuk did not and could not know. However, even here Watson is reluctant to speak about any christological ‘imposition’ on the text, for Habakkuk is told that there is a vision to be made plain now and a vision for the future. In other words, Habakkuk envisages a fuller revelation in the end time, and Paul sees himself as providing it. Paul goes beyond what Habakkuk wrote, but it falls within Habakkuk’s ‘speech-act’, which envisages an interpreter like Paul speaking from the standpoint of its fulfilment.
 

3. Does Paul respect the context of his quotations?

This question of whether Paul respects the context of his quotations continues to evoke widely different answers. In the previous example, all three scholars acknowledge that Paul’s interpretation differs from the historical meaning that Habakkuk or his hearers/readers could have understood. For some scholars, this is sufficient to conclude that Paul does not respect the context of his quotations. Unlike those of us trained in the historical-critical method, Paul does not appear to show any interest in how the historical Isaiah, Hosea or Habakkuk would have been understood in their own day (or days, according to modern theories of composition). For example, Paul supports a series of (dubious) accusations against the Jews (Rom 2:17-23) by quoting Isa 52:5 in the form: ‘The name of God is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of you.’ A look at the context of Isa 52:5 soon reveals a significant discrepancy:

You were sold for nothing, and you shall be redeemed without money. For thus says the Lord GOD. Long ago, my people went down into Egypt to reside there as aliens; the Assyrian, too, has oppressed them without cause. Now therefore what am I doing here, says the LORD, seeing that my people are taken away without cause? Their rulers howl, says the LORD, and continually, all day long, my name is despised. Therefore my people shall know my name; therefore in that day they shall know that it is I who speak; here am I. (Isa 52.3-6)

The despising (Hebrew) or blaspheming (Greek) of God’s name is occurring not because of the sinfulness of Israel but because of their piteous state (‘reside there as aliens’/ ‘oppressed them without cause’/ ‘taken away without cause’). As Brendan Byrne says: ‘According to both the Hebrew original and the LXX it was Israel’s misfortune that led to the reviling of God’s name by the nations. Paul, however, interprets the LXX phrase “on account of you” as “because of your fault,” thereby converting what was originally an oracle of compassion towards Israel into one of judgment.’
 On the other hand, some scholars think such a historical-critical understanding of ‘context’ is too narrow. Hays, for example, notes that  Paul quotes Isa 52:7 (‘How beautiful are the feet of those who bring good news!’) in Rom 10:15, thereby demonstrating that Paul is fully aware of the salvation context of Isa 52:5. That being so, Hays suggests that we should look for a more sophisticated explanation of Paul’s use of Isa 52:5:   ‘If Paul reads Isa 52.5 as a reproach, it is a reproach only in the 
same way that the historical event to which it refers was a reproach.’
 As the argument of Romans unfolds, it becomes clear that Paul does not think that this reproach is final. By the time we get to Rom 11, we discover that the hardening of Israel is temporary and that in the end, ‘all Israel will be saved’ (11:26). At this point, the reader will understand that Paul’s ‘misreading’ of Isa 52:5 was temporary and that its message of hope is ultimately Paul’s message also. In short, the meaning of Isa 52:5 in Rom 2:24 can only be understood from multiple readings of the text. As Hays puts it, ‘The letter’s rhetorical structure lures the reader into expecting Israel’s final condemnation, but the later chapters undercut such an expectation, requiring the reader in subsequent encounters with the text to understand the Isaiah quotation more deeply in relation to its original prophetic context.’

4. The Mind of Paul or the Understanding of his Readers?

Closely related to the question of Paul’s respect from context is another polarity in the study of Pauline quotations. Given what we know of literacy in the first century,
 is it safe to assume that the recipients of the letter in Rome would have known that the text, ‘How beautiful are the feet of those who bring good news,’ occurs two verses after the text, ‘The name of God is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of you’? Paul has not done much to help them, since (1) the two quotations are separated by eight chapters; (2) the latter occurs in a section where there are references to Leviticus, Deuteronomy, Joel, and other parts of Isaiah; and (3) Paul omits the phrases ‘on the mountains’ and ‘who announces peace,’ which would have considerably aided its location. If it is doubtful, then, that Paul’s recipients would have been able to make this connection, then either Paul was a poor communicator, misjudging the abilities of his recipients, or such sophisticated understandings of Paul’s intentions are misguided.


Christopher Stanley opts for the latter, challenging scholars for assuming that Paul (1) expected his readers to have access to what is mistakenly called ‘the LXX,’ as if it existed in a single volume; (2) expected them to know the original context of his quotations and indeed made it a condition for understanding his argument;  and  (3) expected them to discern the thought 
processes or prior exegesis that lies behind his specific quotations.
 Instead, Stanley thinks that Paul generally made it clear how he expected his quotations to be understood. Thus the majority of his recipients would have taken the quotation of Isa 52:5 at face value; hypocritical Jews, like those denounced in Rom 2:21-23, give God a bad name. Technically, the quotation does not support Paul’s eventual conclusion that ‘Jews as a class stand alongside Gentiles as the objects of God’s threatened judgment;’ but it does offer strong support for the ‘more limited indictment in 2:17-23 of Jews who hypocritically neglect their covenantal obligations.’
 There is no need to adopt a sophisticated hermeneutic based on levels of dissonance with the original meaning. This is a modern historical-critical concern, not a problem for first-century interpreters such as Paul (or Philo or the Qumran pesherists).


Social science theorists draw a distinction between ‘emic’ explanations (how something might have been explained at the time) and ‘etic’ explanations (how we might explain it today). The distinction is not absolute, for it is we who are doing the analysis in both cases, but it is a useful distinction nonetheless. For example, one of the first things we notice about this quotation is the significant difference between the Greek and Hebrew traditions. Paul cites a text that includes the phrases ‘because of you’ and ‘among the Gentiles,’ which are absent from any Hebrew text known to us. This naturally affects our explanation of the meaning or significance of the quotation. Whether Paul was aware of this difference is a matter of debate. Given his rabbinic background, it is perhaps more likely than not that he would have known it but it is nevertheless the Greek text that is the reference of the ascription, ‘it is written.’ Further, given Stanley’s concerns about the readers’ knowledge of ‘the LXX,’ we can be fairly certain that they would not have known that the Greek text differs from the Hebrew. Thus an emic explanation will view references to this additional textual information as ‘anachronistic’ in any attempt to describe ‘Paul’s use of Scripture’.


On the other hand, there is no reason why this material should not be of interest to us. What has come down to us is a text which we call ‘Romans’ (actually a huge number of manuscripts) which contains other texts embedded within it. Why should we not explore the dynamic between text and intertext with whatever methods prove to be illuminating? Thus the link between the quotations of Isa 52:5 and 52:7 is not an invention of Hays; the link is really there, even if his first readers would likely have missed it. Hays might be over- 
confident that the original readers would ‘get it’ on subsequent readings but it would be discovered eventually. It then becomes a matter of definition as to whether the ‘meaning’ of a quotation is to be located in the author’s intention, the reader’s perception or the dynamics of the text itself - remembering, of course, that none of these are ‘givens,’ since all have to be ‘constructed’ by the modern interpreter.


Some theorists have therefore pursued the dynamics of quotation without regard to author intention or reader competence. For example, Meir Sternberg highlights the inevitable process of recontextualization when a text is severed from its original moorings and forced to serve a different purpose: ‘However accurate the wording of the quotation and however pure the quoter’s motives, tearing a piece of discourse from its original habitat and reconstructing it within a new network of relations cannot but interfere with its effect.’
 On this view, quotations inevitably disturb rather than console for they introduce a tension between previous contextual meanings and the function or role in the new work. As Harriet Davidson says of Eliot’s The Waste Land, ‘The work’s meaning is in the tension between its previous contextual definition and its present context.’
 It is easy to see how this could be applied to Paul. For example, there is a tension between Habakkuk’s call for faithfulness and Paul’s attack on the law; there is a tension between God’s pity on Israel in Isa 52 and Paul’s accusation against Jews in Rom 2:24; and there is a tension between the catena of Rom 3:10-18, which Paul uses to prove that ‘no one is righteous, not even one,’ and the psalms that (mostly) make up the catena, which assume a distinction between the wicked, to whom the accusations are directed, and the righteous.
 For some scholars, analysis of the Pauline quotations means analysis of the ‘meaning effects’ produced by these discrepancies.


However, this is to treat the quotations individually and largely as ‘obstacles’ to discovering Paul’s meaning. Other scholars believe that, taken collectively, they reinforce Paul’s message by pointing to an overarching scriptural framework. Thus Ross Wagner claims that Paul wrote Romans ‘in concert’ with Isaiah. The term is suggestive, for it implies harmony rather than discord. According to Wagner, Paul read Isaiah as a three-act play of rebellion, punishment and restoration and ‘locates himself and his fellow believers (Jew and  Gentile)  in  the  final act of the story,   where heralds go forth with the
good news that God has redeemed his people.’
 This involves a two-fold strategy: (1) Paul reads prophecies of Israel’s deliverance as prophecies of his own gospel and mission; and (2) Paul reads texts that denounce Israel’s idolatry and unfaithfulness as referring to Israel’s current resistance to the gospel. This does not create a battlefield, as Sternberg’s theory would suggest, for in ‘claiming that God will be faithful to redeem all Israel, Paul does not lean on the isolated testimony of a few verses from Isaiah. Rather, he taps into a broad and deep stream of thought that is characteristic of Isaiah’s vision – a stream of thought, moreover, that is shared by numerous other prophetic texts and that is kept vigorously alive in later Jewish literature.’
 


Francis Watson makes the point by suggesting that Paul does not offer an exegesis of Scripture, which would require comment on every (significant) detail, but a ‘construal of the whole from a particular perspective.’
 In the corresponding footnote, he quotes from David Kelsey’s book, The Uses of Scripture in Recent Theology, followed by his own comment: 

“[W]hen a theologian appeals to scripture to help authorize a theological proposal, he [sic] appeals, not just to some aspect of scripture, but to a pattern characteristically exhibited by that aspect of scripture, and in virtue of that pattern, he construes the scripture to which he appeals as some kind of whole”… Kelsey shows that an implicit “construal of the whole” may be reconstructed from a theologian’s actual use of scripture, in relation to which it serves as a kind of hermeneutical framework. There is no reason why this should not apply also to Paul.
 

According to Watson, this observation can help us to understand the difficult logic of Gal 3:10-14, where Paul cites texts from Deut 27:26; Hab 2:4; Lev 18:5; and Deut 21:23. Watson suggests that if we widen our field of view, we will notice that Paul’s exposition begins with a reference to Gen 15:6 (Gal 3:6) and ends with a reference to Sinai (Gal 3:19-20). The explicit references to Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, and Deuteronomy (albeit in a different order) shows that Paul is offering an ‘interpretation of the Torah, a construal of the shape and logic of its fivefold form.’
 However, the logic of this form is not straightforward,  since the promise of life in Lev 18:5 is at odds with the reality 
of sin and curse in the final chapters of Deuteronomy. Contrary to many so-called ‘New Perspective’ scholars, Watson does not think that Paul is trying to harmonize the quotations in Galatians 3; indeed, Paul explicitly states: ὁ δὲ νόμος οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκ πίστεως (‘but the law is not of faith’). Taken on their own, the quotations from Deuteronomy look as though they have been ‘severed’ from their original context and forced to mean something different. But Watson argues that Paul is merely doing what the canonical form of the Pentateuch does, that is, providing an interpretative framework for understanding each particular verse. And Paul not only respects that framework; he is deeply influenced by it.

5. Conclusion

Though scholars endeavor to put aside personal prejudices when studying Paul’s quotations, it is clear that there are some fundamental commitments that significantly affect one’s analysis. For example, if one is convinced by Sternberg’s ‘agonistic’ theory of quotation, then attempts to show that Paul respected the context of his quotations or is indebted to a scriptural framework look absurd. It is quite clear that Isaiah or Habakkuk could not have meant what Paul says they meant (especially when Paul’s LXX text differs from the Hebrew). On the other hand, if one holds a theological position that locates Paul firmly within his Jewish tradition, one will find Sternberg’s language of ‘tearing a piece of discourse from its original habitat’ to be melodramatic, to say the least. Advocates of such a theological position are more likely to adopt a literary theory that speaks of ‘embedded meaning’ or ‘potential meaning’ rather than confining meaning to some originating moment. In this regard, it is interesting that Hays, Wagner, and Watson can all speak of Paul ‘misreading’ or even ‘rewriting’ a text, without drawing the conclusion that he took texts out of context. Clearly it depends on what one mean by ‘context.’
 


Similarly, there is sometimes confusion as to whether emic or etic explanations are being offered. For example, some scholars will explain how Paul got from A to B by suggesting dependence on additional texts or interpretative traditions. This is then used to show that Paul’s use of scripture is not ‘arbitrary’ or ad hoc but conforms to the accepted practices of the day. This is then further used to refute the suggestion that Paul’s use of Scripture is in any sense ‘contrived’ or ‘gratuitous’. Others, however, think that such explanations 
are beside the point. Paul may have thought that he could discern the meaning of texts by finding common wording in another text, but he was wrong; language does not work like that. Finally, while Wagner is correct to note that Paul’s accusatory use of Isa 52:5 has been facilitated by the LXX’s addition δι’ ὑμᾶς (‘because of you’), this should not disguise the fact that it is not what the Hebrew-speaking Isaiah meant.


A third polarity is similar to the diachronic/synchronic debate. Some scholars think that a quotation formula implies that Paul wants what follows to be understood in the light of the quotation. If this were not the case, what would be the point of drawing attention to it? Other scholars suggest that Paul wants the words of the quotation to be understood in the light of their role or function in the new work. After all, one generally tries to understand the meaning of the particular in the light of the whole. Why should this be any different for embedded quotations? As there seems to be some truth in both of these positions, it is probably best to seek the ‘meaning’ or ‘significance’ of a quotation in the interaction between the connotations it (may) bring with it and its role or function in the new work.
 Thus, in reality, disputes are not so much about whether we should adopt diachronic or synchronic analysis but, in cases of dissonance, which should be granted priority? 


Lastly, one might say that the most fundamental question is whether one thinks that the various polarities mentioned above are in principle answerable or whether each has its own validity and needs to be incorporated into a ‘thick’ description of Paul’s use of Scripture. I would affirm the latter, which is my reason for being part of this project. Paul’s use of quotations is both complex and diverse, and his practice is best understood by analyzing them from different points of view. However, this does not necessarily mean that in particular instances some approaches prove more illuminating than others. It is nonetheless important that we not rule some approaches ‘out of court’ from the outset.
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