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Chapter 6

The Minor Prophets in Paul

Steve Moyise

Introduction

According to NA27, there are eight quotations from the Minor Prophets in Paul’s undisputed letters. Undoubtedly the most significant is the use of Hab. 2.4b in Rom. 1.17 and Gal. 3.11, both occupying pivotal places in Paul’s argument. There are three quotations from the Minor Prophets in Romans 9 (Mal. 1.2-3; Hos. 1.10; 2.23[ET 1.10; 2.23]) and two in Romans 10 (Joel 3.5 [ET 2.32]; Nah. 2.1 [ET 1.15]), though UBS4 is probably correct in classifying Nah. 2.1 as an allusion rather than a quotation. 1 Cor 15.54-55 introduces words drawn from Isa. 25.8 and Hos. 13.14 with an introductory formula (‘then the saying that is written will be fulfilled’), which effectively treats Hos. 13.14 as a quotation, albeit as an extension of Isa. 25.8. In addition, NA27 lists a further 18 allusions from the undisputed letters, concentrated in Romans (6) and Corinthians (11) but due to limitations of space, only those that have a bearing on the quotations will be discussed here. We will conclude with a short excursus on the quotation of Zech. 8.16 in Eph. 4.25.

Quotations

Hab. 2.4b in Rom. 1.17 and Gal. 3.11

Whereas Paul’s interest in Deuteronomy, Isaiah and the Psalms is easily demonstrated by the frequency with which he quotes them,
 his interest in Habakkuk appears to be confined to the short poignant statement: ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται (‘the righteous will live by faith’ or perhaps ‘the righteous by faith will live’).    NA27 lists two
further allusions to Habakkuk, both in 1 Corinthians, but neither appears to draw attention to the book. In 1 Cor. 1.24, the first half of the acclamation that Christ is ‘the power of God (Χριστὸν θεοῦ δύναμιν) and the wisdom of God’ has some similarity with Hab. 3.19, where the prophet says: ‘The Lord, God, is my strength’ (κύριος ὁ θεὸς δύναμίς μου). Since Paul regards Christ as the Lord (κύριος), one can imagine a scenario where Paul might have interpreted this text as a reference to Christ. However, since Paul does not use κύριος here and the emphasis is on Christ being both the ‘power’ and ‘wisdom’ of God, it is difficult to imagine any of his Corinthian readers being directed to Hab. 3.19. In 1 Cor. 12.2, Paul’s description of the Corinthians’ former life as being ‘enticed and led astray to idols that could not speak’ (ἄφωνος) has a thematic parallel with Hab. 2.18, where idols are ridiculed because they cannot speak. However, since Paul does not follow the LXX’s adjective for ‘cannot speak’ (κωφός) and the idea is present in other passages (e.g. Ps. 115.5; 3 Macc. 4.16), it is unlikely that Paul is particularly directing his readers to this text. We conclude then that, unlike Psalms, Isaiah and Deuteronomy, Paul’s interest in the book of Habakkuk is not widespread but focuses on the particular statement that ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται.

This does not necessarily imply that the text is secondary, as if Paul first formulated his understanding of the gospel and only later discovered a succinct summary of it in Hab. 2.4b. It could be that the text was important to Paul prior to his Damascus road experience. Thus Watson suggests that the commentary genre has misled scholars into assuming that Rom. 1.16-17a (‘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’) is Paul’s formulation of the gospel, and 1.17b (ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται) is the supporting proof-text. But the close lexical parallels between formulation and text, especially the unusual genitive construction ἐκ πίστεως (‘of faith’ or ‘from faith’) which is only found in Hab. 2.4b (in the LXX), may suggest that it has had a formative role in Paul’s thinking. Thus according to Watson, Rom. 1.17a is virtually a paraphrase of Hab. 2.4b: ‘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’.
 

Furthermore, it also offers an explanation for Paul’s unusual characterization of his opponents as ἐξ ἔργων νόμου (‘of works of law’), an expression coined on analogy with those who live e0k πίστεως.


One factor that could help decide between these alternatives is that Paul has almost certainly modified the source of his quotation. The Hebrew text has a pronominal suffix on the word ‘faith’ (אמונתו) and hence its meaning is, ‘the righteous person shall live by his faith’. The Greek tradition has a first-person pronoun, either following the word ‘faith’ (א B Q V W*vid) or following the word ‘righteous’ (A). The first would mean ‘the righteous person will live by my faith’, presumably referring to God’s faithfulness. The second would probably mean, ‘my righteous person will live by faith’, though word order is not decisive in such matters. Either way, Paul’s quotation differs from all of these traditions by omitting any pronoun, producing the succinct but ambiguous, ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται.
 


It is more difficult to determine whether Paul has changed the meaning of the Habakkuk quotation. Habakkuk’s initial complaint that he is surrounded by destruction and violence (1.1-4) receives the baffling response that God is responsible for ‘rousing the Chaldeans, that fierce and impetuous nation, who march through the breadth of the earth to seize dwellings not their own’ (1.6). This causes Habakkuk to sharpen his complaint: ‘why do you look on the treacherous, and are silent when the wicked swallow those more righteous than they?’ (1.13). God responds by telling Habakkuk that there is a vision concerning the end which might appear to be delayed but will surely come. Hab. 2.4 then appears to characterize two responses to this. The first concerns those who are ‘puffed up’, though the Hebrew is obscure.
 The second concerns the righteous person, who will live by his faith or faithfulness. In the light of Reformation debates, these two terms have sometimes been seen as quite different; faith focuses on the God who is faithful, whereas faithfulness is a personal quality. But in Habakkuk’s context of patiently
waiting for the vision, they probably amount to the same thing. Living by faith in God over a period of (unknown) time constitutes faithfulness. The addition of the first-person pronoun in the Greek tradition (‘will live by my faithfulness’) changes the emphasis but amounts to the same thing. Living by God’s faithfulness means having faith in God’s promises and his faithfulness to keep them.


A further question is the meaning of the verb יחיה/ ζήσεται. Is it simply a description of ‘being alive’ or does it carry a salvific meaning (‘life in the world to come’)? Watson says that both the Qumran pesherist (1QpHab) and Paul think that it is ‘speaking of the divinely ordained way to salvation with a clarity and brevity virtually unparalleled in the rest of scripture’.
 Since Lev. 18.5 promises life (same verb) by doing the law, Watson thinks that Paul has discovered a fundamental antithesis in Scripture. Hab. 2.4 links with the unconditional promise to Abraham in Gen. 15.6 (LXX: ‘Abram believed God and it was reckoned to him as righteousness’). Lev 18.5 joins countless other legal texts in making life or blessing conditional on obedience to the law. Thus Paul’s use of Hab. 2.4b in Gal. 3.11 is part of an antithetical argument that pits ‘law’ against ‘faith’ (promise):

Now it is evident that no one is justified before God by the law; for ‘The one who is righteous will live (ζήσεται) by faith.’ But the law does not rest on faith; on the contrary, ‘Whoever does the works of the law will live (ζήσεται) by them.’ (Gal. 3.11-12).


On the other hand, Jewish interpreters like the Qumran pesherist did not see any contradiction between Habakkuk’s call for faithfulness and the law’s call for obedience. It was obvious to him that the ‘righteous’ in Hab. 2.4b are those who ‘observe the law in the house of Judah’, albeit with a sectarian understanding of who exactly was doing this. If this represents the most likely meaning of Hab. 2.4b in its context (faithfulness = obedience), then there are two major alternatives to Watson’s interpretation. Either Paul has given the text a salvific interpretation that it did not previously have or Paul is not giving it a salvific interpretation? For the former, Fitzmyer thinks that Paul’s idea of ‘faith in Christ’ is significantly different from the ‘faithfulness’ proposed by Habakkuk. Commenting on Rom. 1.17, Fitzmyer says that Paul has read the text in the light of his Christian beliefs and has 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.’
 The fact that no other Jewish writer took Hab. 2.4b as antithetical to  obedience suggests that the decisive
factor in Paul’s interpretation is not its succinct wording but his own Christian beliefs.


The second view is taken by Wakefield, who argues that the verb ‘will live’ (ζήσεται) in Lev. 18.5 and Hab. 2.4 refers to ordinary life (that is, life within the covenant) and not eternal life, and that is also how Paul understands it. Contrary to the so-called ‘Lutheran’ view that Paul’s opponents were advocating salvation by works, Wakefield thinks the debate in Galatians is about the role of the law in Christian living. Paul’s opponents believe that it has an ongoing role in nurturing righteousness; Paul believes that it belongs to the old age and has been set aside. His argument concerning the failure of the law is not that it promised salvation and failed but that it offered a guide to righteousness and failed. If it did not keep Israel from coming under the curse of exile, how can it be the means for developing Christian righteousness?


Fitzmyer would undoubtedly be correct if the reason that Paul omitted the pronouns was because he intended ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται to mean ‘he who through faith is righteous shall live’ (RSV). This would be a deliberate textual manipulation to force Hab. 2.4b to bear witness to his particular understanding of the gospel. However, it is by no means certain that readers of Romans would have interpreted Paul’s words thus and it seems more likely that Paul wishes to play on the ambiguity. As Hays says:

The ambiguity thus created allows the echoed oracle to serve simultaneously as a warrant for two different claims that Paul has made in his keynote formulation of the gospel: in the gospel God’s own righteousness is revealed; and the gospel is the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes. Around these foci Paul plots the ellipse of his argument.


One further point to note is that despite Paul’s evident focus on the six-word quotation of Hab. 2.4b, a number of Habakkuk’s themes, especially the question of God’s faithfulness to Israel, are in fact prominent in Romans. Thus Hays suggests that Paul is not citing Hab. 2.4b to bolster his doctrine of ‘justification by faith’ but to introduce the theme of theodicy. Of course, there is a considerable difference between the context of Habakkuk and the context of Paul’s argument in Romans. Habakkuk is concerned about the ‘military domination of the Chaldeans … over an impotent Israel’, whereas Paul’s concern is the ‘apparent usurpation of Israel’s favored covenant status by congregations of uncircumcised Gentile Christians’.
     In that sense, the echo is ‘off-centre’ and thus
metaphorical (a trope). But there is sufficient similarity to deny that Paul is ‘circumventing the text’s original referential sense’. Instead, Hays maintains that Paul ‘draws on that sense – indeed, on at least two different traditional readings of it – as a source of symbolic resonance for his affirmation of the justice of God’s ways in the present time’.


Watts goes further. He thinks that the one who is ‘puffed up’ in Hab. 2.4a and is shown to be a thief and idolater in Hab. 2.5, offers a close parallel to Paul’s description of those who boast in the law and yet steal and rob temples in Rom. 2.17-24. He then proceeds to find other parallels between Habakkuk and Romans. Thus Hab. 1.4 (‘So the law becomes slack and justice never prevails’) offers a parallel to Paul’s criticisms of the law. Habakkuk’s strategy of pronouncing judgement on Judah first and then the Chaldeans (Hab. 1.12; 2.5-20) coheres with Rom. 2.9 (‘anguish and distress for everyone who does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek’). And Habakkuk’s call for perseverance (Hab. 3.16-17) and concluding song of praise (Hab. 3.2-15) is matched by Paul’s many calls for perseverance (Rom. 4.18-21; 5.1-5; 8.18-27) and songs of praise (Rom. 5.6-11; 8.28-39; 11.33-36).

 
Such parallels are interesting but it has to be said that Paul’s critique of the law is considerably different from Hab. 1.4. Texts such Jer. 7.9-11 offer a closer parallel to Rom. 2.17-24,
 and the presence of both exhortation and praise is a fairly common feature of biblical writings. It is difficult to see how Paul’s readers in Rome would have been particularly directed to their presence in the book of Habakkuk, and Watson’s judgement that Paul is strictly focused on the six-word quotation appears to be correct. However, given contemporary understandings of Hab. 2.4, I would suggest that Watson underplays the influence of Paul’s Christian beliefs in his interpretation of the text.

Mal. 1.2-3 in Rom. 9.13

After Paul’s declaration of anguish for Israel in Rom. 9.1-5, he embarks on an argument to show that despite the current unbelief of many Jews, God’s word, namely, his promises, has not failed (ἐκπέπτωκεν). He does this by showing that ‘not all of Abraham’s children are his true descendants’ (Rom. 9.7) and defends it by referring to God’s choice of Isaac rather than Ishmael (citing Gen. 21.12)  and Jacob rather than Esau 

(citing Gen. 25.23). The latter (‘The elder shall serve the younger’) is further supported by the starker declaration of Mal. 1.2-3: ‘I have loved Jacob, but I have hated Esau’. Paul follows the LXX’s aorists (καὶ ἠγάπησα τὸν Ιακὼβ τὸν δὲ Ησαῦ ἐμίσησα) but has a  different word order for the first clause (τὸν Ιακὼβ ἠγάπησα) and the initial καί is omitted. The result is a ‘sharper antithesis through the creation of exact antithetic parallelism’
 and most scholars think that Paul is responsible for this rather than being dependent on a different textual tradition. 


It is unclear whether this is simply a convenient proof-text for Paul or whether the context of Malachi is significant for him. Many scholars consider this section of Romans to be a midrash whereby the key terms of Gen. 21.12 are explained and extended by reference to other texts. If this is the case, it could be that Paul was drawn to Mal. 1.2-3 as one of the few texts outside of Genesis where Jacob and Esau are mentioned together.
 On the other hand, it is clear that Mal. 1.2a (‘Is not Esau Jacob’s brother?’) is a reflection on the Genesis story and this might have prompted Paul to develop the theme.
 The case would be strengthened if 1 Cor. 10.21 (‘You cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons’) is an allusion to Mal. 1.7 (‘offering polluted food on my altar… thinking that the Lord’s table may be despised’) but this is far from certain. Paul shows no interest in the two passages that interested other New Testament authors (Mal. 3.1; 3.23 [ΕΤ 4.5]) and it may be that he simply wished to close this section with a quotation which sharpens ‘to an excruciating degree the focus on the selectivity of God’s word’.

Hos. 2.1, 25 (ΕΤ 1.10, 2.23) in Rom. 9.25-27

The disturbing idea that God’s purposes involve loving some (Jacob) and hating others (Esau) is softened by the quotation from Exod. 33.19 (Rom. 9.15), that such purposes are governed by mercy and compassion (‘I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I have compassion’).     However,    the negative aspect
returns in Rom. 9.18 (‘So he has mercy on whomever he chooses, and he hardens the heart of whomever he chooses’), which becomes explicit in Rom. 9.22 (‘What if God, desiring to show his wrath and to make known his power, has endured with much patience the objects of wrath that are made for destruction…’). The sentence is not completed and is perhaps rhetorical (‘even if God had destined some to destruction, it would not be grounds for your criticism’). Be that as it may, Paul’s focus is primarily positive, stating that God has acted ‘in order to make known the riches of his glory for the objects of his mercy’, a group composed of Jews and Gentiles (Rom. 9.23-24).


There then follows a series of quotations drawn from Hos. 2.25 (ET 2.23), Hos. 2.1 (ET 1.10) and Isa. 10.22-23 and Isa. 1.9, which appears to treat his statement (‘not from the Jews only but also from the Gentiles’) in reverse order. Hosea provides the support for the inclusion of Gentiles (‘Those who were not my people I will call “my people”’) and Isaiah provides the support for Jews (‘Though the number of the children of Israel were like the sand of the sea, only a remnant of them will be saved’).
 In fact, it is probably more complicated than this for although Paul is here applying Hosea to the Gentiles (or perhaps the new community of Jews and Gentiles), Hosea is actually referring to the restoration of disobedient Israel, a theme that Paul will take up in Romans 11. However, the main interpretative issue at this point is how Paul can imagine that Hos. 2.1, 25 supports his argument for the inclusion of Gentiles into the people of God.


Taken out of context, the form in which Paul quotes Hos. 2.25 (‘Those who were not my people I will call “my people,” and her who was not beloved  I will call “beloved”’) looks like a good supporting text. If the Jews are God’s people (Rom. 9.4-5) and Jacob/Israel is the one loved (Rom. 9.13), then the Gentiles can aptly be described as ‘not my people’ and ‘not beloved’. The quotation implies a reversal of fortunes, that those who were not God’s people have become God’s people, precisely what Paul wishes to claim for his Gentile mission. However, the quotation from Hos. 2.1 (‘And in the very place where it was said to them, “You are not my people,” there they shall be called children of the living God’) appears to undermine this, for the specificity of ‘in the very place’ (ἐν τῷ τόπῷ) is a reminder that the original text was not referring to Gentiles but to Jews of the northern kingdom. Before we can attempt to unravel this, there are a number of textual difficulties that require our attention.


Compared to the text of Rahlfs and Göttingen, Paul has made three significant changes to Hos. 2.25 LXX. Firstly, he has changed the verb from ‘I will say’ (ἐρῶ) to ‘I will call’ (καλέσω), probably to reverberate with the language of election in Romans 9. This has necessitated a change from the dative to the accusative, and from direct speech (‘You are my people’) to indirect speech (‘I will call “my people”’). Second, Paul reverses the order of the clauses so that ‘not my people’ directly follows ‘I will call’. Since 1 Pet. 2.10 does the same (‘Once you were not a people, but now you are God’s people; once you had not received mercy, but now you have received mercy’), Paul may have been influenced by early Christian tradition but the third change makes it unlikely that Paul and 1 Peter are using a common text. Instead of ‘not mercy’ and ‘mercy’, Paul has ‘not beloved’ and ‘beloved’.
 This might be to coincide with the earlier quotation of Mal. 1.2-3 (‘I have loved Jacob, but I have hated Esau’), in which case Paul’s point might be that those like Esau (= Gentiles) are no longer hated but loved. Or, as Dunn and others have suggested, it might simply be that Paul ‘wanted to retain ἐλεέω in a consistently positive sense throughout these chapters’.


As for Paul’s quotation of Hos. 2.1 LXX, the texts printed by Rahlfs and NA27 are identical. However, the Göttingen edition considers the phrase ‘there they shall be called’ (ἐκεῖ κληθήσονται) to be an assimilation to Romans, and the text of BQC (κληθήσονται καὶ αὐτοι) to be original. If this is the case, then Paul is responsible for adding ἐκεῖ, which further emphasises the specificity of ‘place’ in the Hosea quotation. Since this makes the application to Gentiles more difficult,
 it could be argued that Rahlfs is more likely to represent the original in this instance. Alternatively, a number of explanations have been offered for why this should not be taken as a reference to ‘place’. For example,   Cranfield  notes  that  the  Hebrew (במקום) could be translated ‘instead of’ 
rather than ‘in the place’, a view supported by BDB (s.v. מקום) and Wolff.
 It is more difficult to argue that Paul’s Greek (ἐν τῷ τοπῳ) means this though Cranfield cites an example from the third-century (CE) historian Herodian.
  Wagner, on the other hand, thinks the reading found in p46FG (ἐὰν κληθήσονται) is original and represents Paul’s modification of the LXX’s ἐρρέθη αὐτοῖς  (‘it was said to them’). The effect is to change the emphasis from a specific place to, ‘Wherever people are estranged from God, there God is now actively calling out a people for himself’.


We return to the question of how Paul can apply these texts from Hosea to the inclusion of the Gentiles, about which Wagner says: ‘The shocking nature of this interpretive move should not be minimized.’
 There are three main explanations: (1) Paul saw in Hosea a principle of reversal that he could apply to the Gentiles; (2) Paul interpreted Hosea in the light of contemporary interpretation; and (3) Paul interpreted Hosea in the light of Christian revelation and/or a specific hermeneutical strategy. For the first, Dunn notes that it ‘is hardly likely that Paul means to imply that the Gentiles who have responded to God’s call have shown themselves thereby to be the lost and dispersed ten northern tribes. It is simply that scripture proves that those who were not God’s people can by God’s gracious act become his people’.
 This is not necessarily a case of Paul arbitrarily substituting Gentiles for Jews. It is clear from Romans 11 that Paul thinks the ‘hardened Israel’ of his own day will be restored and that this is in accord with Scripture. Thus Paul agrees with the thought of Hosea but additionally applies it (by analogy) to the Gentiles.


Second, Goodwin believes that the use of the ‘living God’ tradition in such texts as Dan. 5.23/6.27 LXX, Bel 5 Theod and Sib. Or. 3.762-3, along with Jos. Asen. 19, shows that Paul was not alone in seeing a reference to Gentiles in Hosea. He notes that the ‘living God’ tradition occurs in ‘stylized formulations of idol polemic’ and as an ‘epithet in its missionary language and in texts portraying Gentiles acknowledging the power of Israel’s God’. He boldly concludes:

The Jewish and early Christian evidence thus suggests that ‘sons of the living God’ was a text already linked to Gentiles and Gentile conversion…    Paul, then, in Rom 9:26, can
apply Hos 2:1 LXX to Gentile converts with no explanation or clarification because the application was already familiar. Paul operates with a precedent that links Hos 2:1 LXX with Gentile converts and can thus assume his reader’s familiarity with this association.


This is, however, an overstatement. It is one thing to show that Gentiles could sometimes be associated with the ‘living God’ tradition; quite another to claim that ‘Paul operates with a precedent that links Hos 2:1 LXX with Gentile converts’. There is no such precedent and Paul’s exegesis must have looked ‘shocking’ to anyone familiar with the book of Hosea, even if it might be understandable given his missionary theology.

Third, Hays considers the application to Gentiles as more direct than an analogy would suggest. Paul with ‘casual audacity’ performs a ‘hermeneutical coup’ with his ‘revisionary interpretation’ and ‘scandalous inversions’ of the text: ‘It is as though the light of the gospel shining through the text has illuminated a latent sense so brilliant that the opaque original sense has vanished altogether’.
 However, it would be incorrect to say that Paul has simply read the text in the light of the gospel, for Romans 11 shows that he also believes in its message of a restoration for Israel.  Wagner builds on this, noting that in Romans, Paul consistently seizes on negative appellations in Scripture in order to find references to Gentiles. Thus Paul identifies Gentiles as the reference to the ‘nation without understanding’ in Deut. 32.21 (Rom. 10.19), those ‘not seeking God’ in Isa. 65.1 (Rom. 10.20) and ‘those who have not heard’ in Isa. 52.15 (Rom. 15.21). Paul thus offers a ‘radical rereading of texts foundational to Israel’s understanding of election’, and in particular, ‘Hosea’s moving depiction of God’s passionate commitment to his people Israel is refracted and refocused into a prophecy of the “riches of God’s glory” now showered upon Gentile “vessels of mercy.”’
 

Joel 3.5 (ET 2.32) in Rom. 10.13

The universal sounding promise that ‘everyone who calls on the name of the Lord shall be saved’ (Joel 3.5/2.32)  is quoted in Acts 2.21 and Rom. 10.13, and alluded to in Acts 2.39 and 1 Cor. 1.2 (see below).   In Romans 10,   Paul has spoken of the ‘righteousness
 that comes from law’ and the ‘righteousness that comes from faith’ (Rom. 10.5-8), leading to the proposition that ‘if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved’ (Rom. 10.9). This is then identified with the promise of Isa. 28.16 (‘No one who believes in him will be put to shame’), quoted earlier in Rom. 9.33 but now with an additional πᾶς  (‘every’).
 Paul’s aim is to show that this applies equally to Jew or Greek for ‘the same Lord is Lord of all and is generous to all who call on him’ (Rom. 10.12), crowning the argument with the quotation from Joel: ‘Everyone who calls on the name of the Lord shall be saved’. The new element is that ‘confessing Jesus as Lord’, ‘believing in him’ or ‘calling on him’ is now identified with calling on the name of the Lord. This raises two questions: (1) Does Paul wish to evoke any of the context of Joel 3.5 to fill out his meaning? And (2) Does Paul wish to evoke any other texts or practices that speak of invoking God’s name?


At first glance, the answer to the first question appears to be negative, for if we read on from Joel 3.5 (ET 2.28), we find that its message is not quite as universal as Paul suggests. Those who invoke the name are from Judah and Jerusalem (Joel 4.1 [ET 3.1]), and the gathering of the Gentiles mentioned in the following verses is for judgement, not salvation. The passage even reverses Isaiah’s famous imperative by advising them: ‘Beat your plowshares into swords, and your pruning hooks into spears’ (Joel 4.10 [ET 3.10]). Knowledge of this would hardly support Paul’s statement that there is no distinction between Jew and Gentile in order to provide a basis for the Gentile mission. 


On the other hand, it has been suggested that Joel 2.27 (‘And my people shall never again be put to shame’) provides the link to the already quoted Isa. 28.16 (‘No one who believes in him will be put to shame’), while Paul’s exposition in Rom. 10.14-15 (‘But how are they to call…? And how are they to believe…? And how are they to hear…? And how are they to proclaim…?’) is facilitated by the LXX wording of Joel 3.5b. Paul ends this series of rhetorical questions by quoting Isa. 52.7 in the form, ‘How beautiful are the feet of those who bring good news (εὐαγγελιζομένων [τὰ] ἀγαθά)’. Neither the Hebrew or LXX of Isa. 52.7 speak of a plurality of heralds but the Joel 3.5b LXX reads, ‘in Mount Zion and in Jerusalem there shall be one who is saved, as the Lord said, and heralds (εὐαγγελιζόμενοι), whom the Lord called’. According to Strazicich, Paul  deliberately  modifies the text of Isa. 52.7 because he needs a plurality of heralds
to take the message beyond Zion and it is Joel 3.5b LXX that ‘provides the necessary linguistic catalyst for activating the switch for the universalization of the message and the apostolic mission’.


As for the second question, there are strong grounds for thinking that Joel 3.5 [ET 2.32] is a conscious allusion to Ps. 116.4, and perhaps also Zeph. 3.9. Psalm 116 repeatedly speaks of calling on the name of the Lord (vv. 4, 13, 17) but in v. 4, direct speech is added: ‘O Lord, I pray, save my life!’ The verb for ‘save’ here is the less common מלט, as in Joel 3.5. Zeph. 3.9 does not include a verb for ‘save’ but the context is the ‘Day of the Lord’ and the invocation is for ‘all of them’ (כלם). It is unlikely that Paul intends his readers to see through his quotation of Joel 3.5 to these texts but he may be making the general claim that what Israel knew as invoking God’s name, Christians now know as invoking the name of Jesus.


This would appear to be confirmed by 1 Cor. 1.2, where Paul expands the reference to the church in Corinth with the words, ‘together with all those who in every place call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, both their Lord and ours’. Since Paul follows this with mention of enriched speech (v. 5), spiritual gifts (v. 6) and the ‘day of our Lord’ (v. 8), the allusion to Joel 3 is unmistakable.
 However, as with Rom. 10.13, the more one stresses Paul’s dependence on Joel 3, the more one highlights the dissonance between them. Not only is Paul transferring the invocation of God’s name to the invocation of Jesus’ name and the Day of the Lord to the Day of Christ, his addition, ‘in every place’, can only be a deliberate modification of Joel’s message. Though Strazicich’s suggestion that the LXX of Joel 3.5b was responsible for Paul’s modified quotation of Isa. 52.7 (Rom. 10.13) is speculative, he is surely correct in speaking of Paul’s use of Joel 3.5 LXX as an example of interpretative ‘transformation’.
 

Nah. 2.1(ET 1.15)  in Rom. 10.15
We have already noted that Paul appears to have changed ‘herald’ to ‘heralds’ in his quotation of Isa. 52.7 in Rom. 10.15, perhaps influenced by Joel 3.5b LXX. In fact, the relationship between Rom. 10.15 and Isa. 52.7 is extremely complex. Paul’s initial ‘How beautiful are the feet’ could be an abbreviation of the Hebrew (‘How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet’) but the LXX is quite different: πάρειμι ὡς ὥρα ἐπι τῶν ὀρέων ὡς πόδες  (‘I am here, as the springtime on the mountains, as feet’). Second, against both Hebrew and LXX, Paul omits the clause about ‘proclaiming a message of peace’
 and so joins ἀγαθά (‘good things’) directly to εὐαγγελιζομένων (‘heralds’) as the content of what is to be proclaimed. The LXX has this clause as a further comparison (‘as one proclaiming good things’). As a result, a number of scholars have argued that Paul is using a revised LXX text, similar to the Lucianic manuscripts that have come down to us.
 However, although the book of Nahum plays a minimal role in the New Testament,
 it is worth asking whether Nah. 2.1 LXX has played a role in Paul’s formulation here.

	Isa. 52.7 LXX
	Nah. 2.1 LXX
	Rom. 10.15

	πάρειμι ὡς ὥρα 
ἐπι τῶν ὀρέων 
ὡς πόδες 
εὐαγγελιζομένου 
ἀκοὴν εἰρήνης ὡς
εὐαγγελιζόμενος ἀγαθά
	ἰδοὺ
ἐπὶ τὰ ὄρη

οἱ πόδες 

εὐαγγελιζομένου καὶ

ἀπαγγέλλοντες εἰρήνην
	ὠς ὡραῖοι
οἱ πόδες 

τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων
[τὰ] ἀγαθά



If Paul only knew this LXX text of Isa. 52.7, then knowledge of Nah. 2.1 LXX might explain why he omits the comparison (ὡς) before ‘feet’ (πόδες) but there is little else to suggest any influence. Scholars usually explain why New Testament  quotations differ from the texts that have come down to us by reference to creative changes on the part of the author or use of variant texts. In the case of Paul’s use of Isa. 52.7, it appears that both are true and Nah. 2.1 LXX is at best an accompanying allusion.

Hos. 13.14b in 1 Cor. 15.55

In 1 Cor. 15.54-55, Paul brings his discussion of resurrection to a close with a quotation (‘then the saying that is written will be fulfilled’) which brings together words from Isa. 25.8 (‘he will swallow up death forever’) and Hos. 13.14b (‘O Death, where are your plagues? O Sheol, where is your destruction?’). Paul’s ‘quotation’, however, differs from both of these texts in significant ways. First, he has used a passive construction (‘Death has been swallowed up’) and speaks of ‘in victory’ (εἰς νῖκος) instead of Isaiah’s ‘forever’ (לנצח). The LXX has κατέπιεν ὁ θάνατος ἰσχύσας (‘Death has swallowed up and prevailed’), the opposite of Paul’s meaning and unlikely to be the source of his quotation. Second, instead of Hosea’s ‘O Death’/‘O Sheol’, Paul uses ‘O Death’ in both clauses. This might be stylistic, resulting in a three-fold repetition of ‘Death’, or as Barrett suggests, because the Greek ‘Hades’ had connotations of heathen gods.
 Third, for Hosea’s ‘plagues’ and ‘destruction’, which the LXX rendered ‘penalty’ (δίκη) and ‘sting’ (κέντρον), Paul has ‘victory’ (νῖκος) and ‘sting’ (κέντρον).
 And fourth, he brings forward the pronoun (σου) and vocative (θάνατε):
	Isa. 25.8/Hos. 13.14b LXX
	1 Cor. 15.54b-55 NA27
	1 Cor. 15.54b-55 NRSV

	κατέπιεν ὁ θάνατος 
ἰσχύσας …

ποῦ ἡ δίκη σου, θάνατοε;

ποῦ τὸ κέντρον σου, ᾅδη;
	κατεπόθη ὁ θάνατος εῖς 
νῖκος.

ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ

νῖκος;

ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ

κέντρον
	Death has been swallowed up in victory.

Where, O death, is your victory?

Where, O death, is your sting?



The resulting saying is undoubtedly elegant in its repetition of ‘death’ (x3) and ‘victory’ (x2) and Paul picks up the key words ‘death, ‘victory’ and ‘sting’ in the exposition that follows: ‘The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law. But thanks be to God, who gives us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ’ (1 Cor. 15.56-57). However, if these LXX texts are the source of Paul’s ‘quotation’, then he himself has inserted the idea of ‘victory’ (νῖκος) into both texts and reversed the meaning of Isa. 25.8, hardly a convincing proof-text. Most explanations for this depend on two points: (1) Paul is drawing on other textual traditions; and (2) The introductory formula refers primarily to Isa. 25.8, which is then expanded with an ‘allusion’ to Hos. 13.14b.
Thus Hays suggests that Paul is following the Hebrew text of Isa. 25.8, which ‘does envisage God’s ultimate destruction of the power of death, and the reader who follows the allusion to its source will find a richly evocative portrayal of God’s universal salvation for “all peoples”’.
 This is then expanded by a somewhat loose allusion to the LXX of Hos. 13.14b, which is now read in the light of Isa. 25.8. Other scholars find it unlikely that Paul would have moved from a Hebrew text to a Greek text (and made his point dependent on it) and suggest that he had access to a revised LXX text for these verses. We know that the later Greek versions offer a variety of alternatives, Theodotion agreeing exactly with Paul’s rendering of Isa. 25.8 (κατεπόθη ὁ θάνατος εῖς νῖκος).
 Since it is unlikely that Theodotion derived this reading from Paul, it is entirely possible that it bears witness to an earlier tradition of revision that could have been known by Paul.
 


The context of Hos. 13.14b suggests that its original meaning was negative, either as a summoning of Death and Hades to do their worst
 or, as Macintosh suggests, what Ephraim would say if God were to ransom her from Sheol/Death.
 The following verses (13.15-16) make it clear that God is not going to do this (‘they shall fall by the sword, there little ones shall be dashed in pieces, and their pregnant women ripped open’) and 13.14c (םעיני יסתר נחם) is almost certainly negative.
 Ancient commentators read 13.14a as a series of statements but still took 13.14b in an adversative sense, with the idea of ‘in the past I redeemed them but now’ (Rashi).
 To derive a positive sense, it is necessary to take the rare form נחם in 13.14c to mean something like ‘vengeance’ and hence ‘vengeance is hidden from my eyes’ but most scholars reject this possibility and it contradicts what follows in 13.15-16. In any case, Paul would have known the LXX rendering παράκλησις κέκρυπται ἀπὸ ὀφθαλμῶν μου (‘comfort is hidden from my eyes’; Vulgate: consolatio).  Thus contrary to the original meaning, ‘Paul transforms the 
words into a taunt of Death personified, now rendered powerless by Christ's resurrection’.
 

Conclusion

Though there is sometimes doubt about the form of the LXX known to Paul (and the text of Paul’s epistles), it is interesting that he appears to have made modifications to all but one of his quotations from the Minor Prophets. This varies from changes of word order (bringing ‘Jacob’ forward in Mal. 1.2), stylistic changes (‘Death/Death’ for ‘Death/Hades’ in Hos. 13.14b), omission of the pronoun in Hab. 2.4b (‘his’ or ‘my’) and the reformulation of Hos. 2.25 (ET 2.23) (‘call’ and ‘beloved’ for ‘say’ and ‘shown mercy’). There are also significant changes in meaning. In particular, the use of Hos. 2.1, 25 (ET 1.10, 2.23) to support the inclusion of the Gentiles is particularly ‘shocking’ (Wagner) and ‘audacious’ (Hays), and although Paul has quoted Joel 3.5 LXX verbatim, the verses that follow show that Joel was not envisaging the inclusion of the Gentiles. Furthermore, despite the textual difficulties surrounding Hos. 13.14, it would seem that Paul has changed a negative statement about Death and Hades into a positive statement that ‘Death’ has been ‘rendered powerless by Christ’s resurrection’ (Hays). Such changes should not necessarily be regarded as arbitrary, for Hos. 13.14 is coupled with Isa. 25.8 (which does envisage the conquest of death), and Hosea’s message that God can change the status of those who were formerly excluded (οὐκ ἠλεημένη, οὐ λαός) has obvious relevance for the inclusion of the Gentiles. It is often possible to suggest a rationale for Paul’s interpretative moves but this should not disguise the fact that to his Jewish contemporaries, Paul’s interpretations of the Minor Prophets are radical. He is a serious exegete and his methods can be paralleled in contemporary Judaism, but his conclusions are strongly influenced (some would say governed) by his Christian convictions.

Excursus: Zech. 8.16 in Eph. 4.25

The exhortation to no longer ‘live as the Gentiles live’ (Eph. 4.17) but rather to ‘clothe yourselves with the new self’ (Eph. 4.24) is then illustrated by a series of admonitions: speak the truth (v. 25); do not show anger (v. 26); do not steal (v. 28); do not speak evil (v. 29); do not grieve the Holy Spirit (v. 30). There is nothing to suggest that any of these admonitions are scriptural quotations except that ὀργίζεσθε καὶ μὴ ἁμαρτάνετε (‘be 
angry but do not sin’) agrees exactly with the LXX of Ps. 4.4 and λαλεῖτε ἀλήθειαν ἕκαστος μετὰ τοῦ πλησίον αὐτοῦ  (Lit. ‘Let each speak the truth to his neighbour’) is almost identical to the LXX of Zech. 8.16 (λαλεῖτε ἀλήθειαν ἕκαστος πρὸς τον πλησίον αὐτοῦ).  Sampley
 attempted to show that the context of Zechariah 8 has had an influence on this pericope but few have found this convincing. Muddiman regards it as an allusion, ‘probably to Zech. 8.16 (LXX)… which in turn echoes the commandment, “You shall not bear false witness against your neighbour (Exod. 20.16)”’.
  He suggests that the effect of the biblical allusion is to narrow the scope of the reference to God’s people. The text of Zech. 8.16 is also found in T. Dan. 5.2 (exactly as LXX) and in a variant form, T. Benj. 10.3 exhorts the readers to ‘do the truth’ to one’s neighbour, using the same genitive construction (μετὰ τοῦ πλησίον) as Eph. 4.25. Lincoln is therefore probably correct when he concludes that the author is not intending to cite Scripture here but is drawing on well-known ethical tradition.
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