Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament

The abundance of Old Testament quotations found in the New Testament demonstrates the organic relationship between the testaments.  In addition, Old Testament principles are carried over into the New, and Old Testament prophecies are fulfilled in it.   

In the previous two chapters, we discussed how Old Testament law and promises apply to the Church.  In this chapter, we will investigate how Old Testament quotations are handled in the New Testament.  On first glance, it seems that in such citations, we observe changes in content and/or violations of the original Old Testament context.  That is, we get the impression that New Testament authors assign a meaning to the text that the original authors never intended.  We will also study the issue of typology, which we will define and discuss in the next section.  

А. Typology

1. What is a “Type”?

A “type” is an Old Testament individual, object, event, or institute that represents or symbolizes another, more important individual, object, event, or institute appearing in the New Testament, or even later in the Old Testament.
  The New Testament abounds with such examples, which confirms the appropriateness of this approach to interpretation.  Let us suggest some examples.
 

Adam is a “type” of Christ.  In Adam, all people become heirs of sin and death, while in Jesus, all may obtain abundant life (Rom 5:12-21).  This is why Jesus is named the “Last Adam” (1 Cor 15:45).  In Hebrews chapter 7, Melchizedek serves as a type of Jesus, the great high priest.  The Old Testament sacrificial system also points to Him (Heb 9-10).  Jesus is both the sacrifice, and the priest who offers it.  In Romans 2:29, Paul sees that circumcision symbolizes the elimination of humanity’s sinful nature in Christ. 

Moreover, the author of Hebrews sees in the Sabbath a symbol of salvation by faith (Heb 4:1-10).  The seventh day is God’s day of rest, which typifies receiving salvation not by works, but by faith.  The Feast of Passover, during which Israel recalls its deliverance from Egypt, relates to redemption through Jesus, the Lamb of God (1 Cor 5:7-8; cf. Jn 1:29; 1 Pet 1:19).  In John 3:14, Jesus speaks of the serpent Moses raised on a staff as a symbol of His death for sins.  Paul parallels marriage relationships with Christ’s relationship with the Church (Eph 5:31-32).  The temple may represent either Christ (Mk 14:58; Jn 2:19-22), or the Church (1 Pet 2:5; 1 Cor 3:16).  Israel is also a type of the Church (1 Pet 2:9).  In John’s Gospel, chapter 6, manna is a type of Christ, the “living bread.”  In Luke 11:29-30, Jonah’s experience with the great fish parallels Jesus’ passion events.  

Seeing the widespread use of types in the Bible, we are justified in identifying still other Old Testament types not specifically identified as such in the New Testament.  For example, the “sacrifice of Isaac” (Gen 22) closely parallels the sacrifice of Christ, and many feel that it serves typologically in that role.  Additionally, not only the Passover lamb, but also the entire episode of Israel’s exodus from Egypt represents salvation in Jesus.  In addition, we note sufficient overlap between the histories of Joseph and Jesus to consider the former a type of the latter. 

There are actually two types of typology.  The first, “horizontal typology,” is when a past person/event/etc. symbolizes a future one.  This is the type we are focusing on in this chapter.   The second is “vertical typology,” where an earthly phenomenon represents a heavenly one.  A clear example is Hebrews 8:5, where the earthly tabernacle reflects the heavenly one.  

2. Properties of a Type

How can one recognize a genuine example of typology in the Scriptures?  What characterizes a “type?”  Again, we repeat that a type is an Old Testament individual, object, event, or institute that represents or symbolizes another, more important individual, object, event, or institute appearing in the New Testament, or even later in the Old Testament.  The symbolism is found not in the words in the text, but in the object, person or event itself, described by those words.

Between a genuine type and its fulfillment (or “antitype”), we will likely see a parallel result.  This means that the two phenomenon share a common goal or effect.  For example, the Old Testament sacrificial system provided forgiveness of sins.  At the same time, it served as a type of the sacrifice of Jesus Christ.  Clearly, we see a parallel result in the effect of both phenomena – the forgiveness of sins.
  Another example: in Numbers 21:9, Moses made a bronze serpent, upon whom snake-bitten victims could gaze to receive healing.  In John 3:14, Jesus referred to Himself as the fulfillment of that type.  In both cases, healing is provided.
  

Another characteristic of a genuine type is the presence of many points of correspondence between it and its antitype, that is, similar features.  For example, much correspondence exists between Joseph and Jesus.  Both were rejected by their kindred, experienced “resurrection” of a sort, saved their people – either from hunger or from sin – and were especially beloved by their “fathers.”  This supports recognizing of Joseph a type of Christ.

Next, one would like to see in a genuine type God’s intentionality, that is, some indication that God purposely arranged the life situation of the type so that it would reflect the future antitype.  For example, God arranged all the details of the Passover feast, knowing that it would someday represent the sacrifice of the Lamb of God for the sins of the world.  A type in not a chance occurrence, but a divinely appointed one.   Finally, we expect to see the fulfillment of a type within the biblical context – either in Old or New Testament. 

The following cautions apply, however, to recognizing types in the Bible.  First, unlike the opinion of Medieval theologians, we do not expect to see symbols in every passage of Scripture.  In fact, they are relatively rare to find.  Second, not all the elements of the type symbolically relate to the antitype.  For example, if we are ready to acknowledge Joseph as a type of Christ, we recognize that not all the features of Joseph’s life apply to Jesus.  The fact that Joseph had 11 brothers likely means nothing in relation to Christ.  Joseph’s multi-colored tunic also does not apply to Jesus, nor does his two children.  

Correspondingly, it is improper to seek additional information about the antitype by comparing it with the type, besides that which is already revealed in Scripture about the antitype itself.  As noted above, additional details on the life of Joseph give us no deeper insight about the life of Jesus besides what the New Testament reveals.  The parallels between Joseph and Jesus simply serve as a prophetic foretelling of the One who was to come.

3. Comparison of Types with Other Biblical Phenomena

In order to sharpen our understanding of biblical types, we will compare and contrast them to similar biblical phenomena, namely allegories, prophecy, biblical principles, and illustrations.

An allegory is a fabricated history, written in order to teach a moral lesson or theological truth.
  Well known examples are Jesus’ parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk 10:30-37), and Nathan’s parable to David after his sin with Bathsheba (2 Sam 12:1-15).  Allegory differs from typology in that allegory is non-historical, whereas typology concerns real historical persons or things.

In comparing typology with prophecy (in the sense of future prediction), we note that from the moment a prophecy is uttered, a fulfillment is expected.  That is, from the very start, we know that we are dealing with a future event.  For example, in Isaiah 2:2, we encounter a prophecy about the future glory of Jerusalem: “Now it will come about that in the last days the mountain of the house of the LORD will be established as the chief of the mountains.”  In the case of a type, however, we do not note the fulfillment until after the fact.  When the biblical author wrote his narrative, he was not aware at that time that items in his story symbolized future people or events.  Only after the antitype appears do we see its symbolic nature.
 

We sometimes encounter a mixture of prophecy and typology, which is termed “typological interpretation of prophecy.”  This means that a prophetic utterance may contain a type.  In Amos 9:11, for example, we read, “In that day I will raise up the fallen booth of David, and wall up its breaches; I will also raise up its ruins and rebuild it as in the days of old.”  The phrase “booth of David” in the original context refers to the coming messianic kingdom.  Yet, in Acts 15:14-19, James applies these words to the Church of his day.  Thus, for James, these prophetic words have typological significance.  

Bock rightly clarifies that, in spite of the concept “typological interpretation of prophecy,” we cannot rule out another fulfillment of the given prophecy in a literal sense.  Amos 9:11, then, likely refers both to the Church and to the millennial kingdom of Messiah.  There may also be instances when the typological fulfillment of a prophecy is the primary one, as in the case of enmity between the serpent and the seed of Eve, typologically fulfilled in Jesus’ victory over Satan. 

How does typology differ from the application of biblical principles?  A biblical principle is a universal rule that applies to all.  We encounter one in Romans 10:11: “For the Scripture says, ‘Whoever believes in him will not be disappointed.’”  Another is in 2 Corinthians 13:1: “This is the third time I am coming to you.  ‘Every fact is to be confirmed by the testimony of two or three witnesses.’”  A biblical principle is usually expressed in a command, promise, or example.  A type, however, is a person, thing, event or institute.  Additionally, a type typically has only one fulfillment, whereas a principle has multiple applications.

We will employ Abraham as an example.  Some may regard Abraham as a type of the believer in Jesus, since they are both justified by faith.  We prefer, though, to consider Abraham’s history as an example of the biblical principle of salvation by faith.  This principle applies both to Abraham, when he believed the promise of God, and to the Christian, who puts his/her trust in the promise of salvation in Christ. 

Distinguishing typology from illustration can be difficult.  Illustration is recalling a similar situation from the past and comparing it to the question at hand.  Jude, for example, mentions Cain, Balaam, and Korah to illustrate the ungodly behavior of people of his day (Jude 11).  Yet, this does not qualify as typology, since it lacks God’s intentionality.  In typology, God specifically arranges the situation to serve as a symbol of the future, whereas illustration represents a random correspondence between one set of items and another.  2 Pet 2:1-5 serves as another illustration of illustration: 

But false prophets also arose among the people, just as there will also be false teachers among you, who will secretly introduce destructive heresies, even denying the Master who bought them, bringing swift destruction upon themselves.  Many will follow their sensuality, and because of them the way of the truth will be maligned; and in {their} greed they will exploit you with false words; their judgment from long ago is not idle, and their destruction is not asleep.  For if God did not spare angels when they sinned, but cast them into hell and committed them to pits of darkness, reserved for judgment; and did not spare the ancient world, but preserved Noah, a preacher of righteousness, with seven others, when He brought a flood upon the world of the ungodly.

It is highly unlikely that God arranged beforehand that people living at Noah’s time would sin in order to symbolize sinful individuals during Peter’s time.  Peter is simply making a comparison for the sake of illustration. 

Another difference between illustration and typology is that one may employ a type as proof in an argument.  For example, in Galatians chapter 4, Paul points out the symbolic significance of Abraham’s children: Isaac and Ishmael.  He uses this history to prove that the Church is God’s people.  An illustration, though, proves nothing, but simply brings clarity to the point in question.

B. Quotation of Old Testament Texts

When we compare Old Testament passages with quotations of them in the New Testament, we often encounter differences in content.  In the Appendix , we cite and detail numerous examples of this phenomenon.  In general, though, the following items may explain most, if not all, of these cases.
 

1. The New Testament variant may be the personal translation of the biblical writer from Hebrew or Aramaic to Greek. 

2. The New Testament author may have altered the copy of the Septuagint he was using to better conform it to the original Hebrew. 

3. The New Testament author may have combined Old Testament quotations in his citation. 

4. The New Testament author may have used only part of an Old Testament text. 

5. The New Testament author may have not intended to quote the Old Testament verbatim, but only to communicate the sense of the text in a paraphrase. 

6. The New Testament author may have made grammatical or morphological changes so that the quotation would grammatically agree with his text. 

7. The New Testament author may have altered the Old Testament text in an attempt to apply it to his situation or audience.  

8. The New Testament writer may be bringing out an idea implied in the Old Testament text. 

9. The New Testament writer may have imprecisely quoted the Old Testament text from memory. 

10. Sometimes the exact limits of the quoted text is unclear.  Possibly, what appears to be part of the quotation is actually the words of the New Testament author. 

11. Possibly, the New Testament author utilized versions of the Hebrew text or Septuagint that we have no access to today.  For example, in Qumran, Hebrew texts were discovered that likely served as the basis for the Septuagint, yet they differed from it in some ways.
  Moreover, the Hebrew text was standardized only in the first century AD.  Before then, other Hebrew texts may have been in circulation.

12. The New Testament text itself may have undergone alteration in the course of transmission and copying, which would explain changes in the Old Testament quotations it contains. 

13. Not everyone who quotes the Old Testament in the New is an inspired author (like Stephen in Acts 7).  Sometimes even unbelievers quote the Old Testament.  Errors of this type pose no threat to the doctrine of inspiration.  

14. New Testament authors may not actually be intending a quotation, but simply borrowing well known phrases to express their own thoughts.
 

In light of the above, we can hardly require from New Testament writers a strict correspondence of Old Testament texts with the quotations of them we possess in our present New Testament.  Bahnsen comments, “Methods of quotation were not as precise in that age as they are today, and there is no reason why New Testament citations had to be verbally exact… New Testament quotations of the Old Testament need only embody an accuracy that suits the writer’s purpose.”

Other interpreters, however, speak not so much of imprecision in transmission of quotations, as of intentional alteration of texts by New Testament authors.  They ascribe to New Testament writers the liberty to alter the content of quotations to suit their own purposes.  Marshall writes, “They feel quite free to make minor alterations that bring out the significance of the original more fully, or are purely stylistic, or are necessitated by the context.”
  In the words of Silva, “It is clear that there is nothing mechanical about (Paul’s) method, for he feels no compulsion to quote the Septuagint verbatim.”
  Still others theorize that the New Testaments authors did not have authority to alter the Old Testament text, but the Holy Spirit who inspired them did.  In this vein, Chafer claims,  

In every case of quotation from the Old Testament in the New Testament it should be remembered that the Holy Spirit is the Author of both Testaments and that it is wholly within the province of an author, when quoting from his own writings, to change or restate anything he has written before.
 

Lutheran theologian Francis Pieper even claims that emendation of Old Testament texts by New Testament authors actually proves that the Spirit inspired them to do it.  They would not have dared to so treat the Holy Text otherwise.
 

Our response to this claim is as follows.  Introducing “minor alterations” into the Old Testament text for stylistic or contextual reasons is totally understandable.  Yet, if the New Testament authors made significant alterations in the text’s contents by their own spiritual authority or under the inspiration of the Spirit, they would thereby be defeating their own purpose in using the citations.  They did not employ citations to underscore their own authority or bring new revelation from the Spirit, but to confirm their teaching by appealing to another authoritative source – the Old Testament.  Therefore, it would be in their best interest to cite the quotation as literally as possible.  Luther expressed a healthier attitude toward this question: 

One must know that the evangelists are not concerned about citing every last word of the prophets; they were satisfied if they gave the same sense and showed the fulfillment.… But it is all done without prejudice to the sense and the meaning.

We also note that New Testament authors were influenced in their choice of quotations by the type of text they preferred to employ.  For example, over half of Paul’s Old Testament quotations are from the Septuagint.  We observe this tendency in other New Testament writers as well.  This makes perfect sense in the light of the fact that most of the New Testament books were written to a primarily Greek speaking audience.

We affirm the position of Nicole: “A conscientious scholar writing nowadays in a certain language will use for his quotations from foreign sources the translation that his readers generally use.”
  Nicole adds the helpful thought that even if in a certain passage the Septuagint contained an error, for the sake of his readers, the New Testament author would have used it without correction, provided that the error did not interfere with the point he was trying to make.

 Also notable is that most Old Testament quotations attributed to Jesus come from the Greek text, which may indicate that the Early Church utilized a written collection of Jesus’ words, translated into Greek.  On the other hand, when Matthew quotes the Old Testament (aside from quotations attributed to Jesus), he employs the Hebrew version.  Clearly, this is because he wrote not for Greeks, but for Jews.  

In not a few cases, a New Testament author will quote the Septuagint, even when it differs from the Hebrew text.
  Archer and Chirichingno have assembled the following data on quotations corresponding either to the Masoretic (Hebrew) Text, or to the Septuagint:
 

· Quotations identical to the Septuagint (or nearly so) when the Septuagint is a faithful rendering of the Masoretic text: 268 cases.

· Quotations identical to the Septuagint (or nearly so) when the Septuagint is close to the Hebrew but without distorting its meaning: 50 cases. 
· Quotations closer to the Masoretic text than to the Septuagint: 33 cases.

· Quotations identical to the Septuagint (or nearly so) when it differs significantly from the Masoretic text: 22 cases.

· Quotations that differ from both the Septuagint and the Masoretic text: 13 cases. 

They add the following commentary: “As we have studied the 13 passages belonging to (the final) category, in no instance have we found an insoluble contradiction or discrepancy, though many cases involved bringing out the inner meaning or prophetic implication of the Old Testament verse by some kind of paraphrase.”
  Jerome also comments on this question, claiming that quotations taken from the Septuagint always correspond, at least in a general sense, to the Hebrew text. 

Nonetheless, there are instances where the quotation chosen from the Septuagint better suits the argument of the author than the Hebrew variant, which gives the impression that the author preferred the Septuagint for that very reason.
  Douglas Moo comments that using the most convenient text was a common rabbinic practice.
  F. F. Bruce concludes, “It looks at times as if the New Testament writers enjoyed liberty to select a form of Old Testament text which promoted their immediate purpose in quoting it.”
  Beale agrees that sometimes the Septuagint variant better enabled the New Testament author to show the quotation’s fulfillment in Christ.

On the other hand, some commentators insist that the New Testament writers chose their preferred text type under the direction of the Holy Spirit.  In Pinnock’s opinion, they were directed by the Spirit to choose that text type which best of all communicated the “divine meaning,” whether that was the Hebrew text or the Septuagint.
  Strong claims, “Where an apparently false translation is quoted from the Septuagint, the sanction of inspiration is given to it.”

However, this explanation runs up against the same problem that we cautioned of earlier.  The New Testament writers do not cite Old Testament texts in order to introduce a new revelation from the Spirit, but rather to confirm the truth of their teaching by appealing to another authoritative source – the Old Testament.  Yet, we cannot rule out that Jesus and the New Testament writers employed the best Old Testament text available to them at that time, which sometimes corresponds to our current Hebrew text, and sometimes to our current Septuagint.  We cannot confirm exactly which texts they used in the first century.

C. Quotations and the Old Testament Context

Another difficulty encountered in connection with Old Testament usage in the New Testament concerns an apparent lack of respect by New Testament authors for the original context from which their quotations were taken.  They often seem to attribute to the Old Testament text a meaning foreign to the intended meaning of the original author.  Commentators offer several explanations for this phenomenon.

1. Sensus plenior
Sensus plenior is a Latin expression translated “additional meaning.”  According to this theory, God enriched the text with a meaning unknown to the original author.  This supposedly explains why a New Testament usage of an Old Testament text does not always correspond to its meaning in the original context.  In these cases, the New Testament author employed this “additional meaning.”  The sensus plenior theory acknowledges two authors of Scripture: the divine and the human.  Consequently, the human author may not have fully understood, as Preus puts it, the “full divine implication of all his words.”
 

The experience of the Old Testament prophets may be key here.  In 1 Peter 1:11, the prophets sought “to know what person or time the Spirit of Christ within them was indicating as He predicted the sufferings of Christ and the glories to follow.”  Did they know that they had been speaking prophetically of Messiah, or did God alone know? 

The Greek text of the phrase εἰς τίνα ἢ ποῖον καιρὸν (“what person or time”) can be interpreted two ways.  The pronoun τίνα (tina) may be understood as a substantive pronoun.  The translation would then be, “What person or what time.”  If, however, this is an attribute pronoun, the translation would read, “What time or what kind of time.”  According to the first variant, the prophets may not have known they were speaking of Messiah.  In the second, they knew of Him, but simply did not know the time of His coming.
  Greek grammar will permit either option.

Daniel 12:8 is a key passage as well: “As for me, I heard but could not understand; so I said, ‘My lord, what {will be} the outcome of these {events?}.’”  Adherents of sensus plenior feel that Daniel did not understand the vision he received from the Lord.  Therefore, the angel replied, “Go {your way,} Daniel, for {these} words are concealed and sealed up until the end time.”  Others feel, however, that Daniel understood the essence of the vision, but sought more detail on its fulfillment.  The vision was “sealed up” not in the sense of a mystery, but in the sense of its inevitable fulfillment.  Daniel 8:27 is explained in a similar way.
  Nevertheless, in these cases, it is more likely that Daniel, in fact, did not understand. 

In the case of prophecy, then, we must allow that in most cases, the prophets did not fully know of what they were speaking.  As Poythress comments, when prophets proclaim, “Thus says the LORD,” they thereby indicate that the divine author is now speaking, whose authorial intent does not need, in this case, to correspond to the human author’s intent.
  It logically follows that the prophets did not understand all the consequences or ramifications of their predictions.  Even in 1 Peter 1:12, we observe that their prophecies related not just to present circumstances (if at all), but to future ones: “It was revealed to them that they were not serving themselves, but you.”

Regarding authors of the psalms, wisdom literature or biblical narrative, it is difficult to demonstrate that they were aware that their writings applied beyond their own time and typologically applied to future realities as well.  Yet, Poythress argues that if the biblical writers (in any genre) were aware that they wrote Holy Scripture under the Spirit’s inspiration, then they would have expected their readers to seek in their text not only the human author’s intent, but also the “additional meaning” inserted there by the Spirit.
  Whether or not the biblical authors were always aware of the inspired nature of their work, however, is an open question. 

Chafer and Hodge also express doubt that the biblical writers understood all the ramifications of their sayings.  Chafer writes, “Moses could hardly have known the typical significance latent in the history of Adam, Enoch, Abraham, Isaac, and Joseph, or of the typology of Christ hidden in his description of the tabernacle.”
  Hodge adds, 

When David said God had put “all things” under the feet of man, he probably little thought that “all things” meant the whole universe (Heb. 2:8).  And Moses, when he recorded the promise that childless Abraham was to be the father “of many nations,” little thought that it meant the whole world (Rom. 4:13).
 

How, then, did the New Testament writers uncover this “additional meaning?”  Adherents of sensus plenior claim that God revealed it to them by the Holy Spirit.  The following passages, in fact, testify to the work of the Spirit in the lives of the authors of the New Testament: Matt 13:11 (Mk 4:11); Matt 16:17; 1 Cor 2:6-16; 2 Cor 3:14-16; Eph 3:3-10.
  Franz Pieper also supports this view.  He writes, 

It can also be proved a posteriori, in the light of the New Testament, that the intended sense of the Old Testament text is none other than the one expressed in the New Testament.... the same Spirit of Christ who spoke through the Old Testament Prophets also testified through the Evangelists and Apostles.  And this testimony naturally included the explanation of the Old Testament passages.”

Finally, some commentators assure us that the intention of the divine author and the human author, nonetheless, are interconnected.  As Poythress states, “We cannot simply ignore the human author and try to concentrate only on what God is saying.”
  

On the other hand, an obvious weakness in the system sensus plenior is that it violates the fundamental principle for interpreting any text – authorial intent, that is, the meaning the human author intended to communicate in his text.  Cotterell cautions that if the text’s meaning is not based on authorial intent, then we cannot discover what the text is referring to.  In addition, if the grammatico-historical method cannot provide us with the full meaning of the text, then it loses its pride of place as our guide for interpreting Scripture.
   

Riggs offers the following criticism of sensus plenior.  If the grammatico-historical method cannot give us the full meaning of an Old Testament text, then how can we rule out that New Testaments texts may have additional meaning as well?
  In other words, what prevents us from applying the principle of sensus plenior to New Testament texts as well?

Although we are suspicious of the system sensus plenior in general, we do acknowledge, as was stated above, that the prophets likely did not fully understand the significance of their prophecies.  Yet, we hesitate to equate that with sensus plenior, since in the case of prophecy, the meaning is determined entirely by the intent of the divine author.  In prophecy, the human author contributes nothing to the meaning of the text – he merely passes on the message received from God.  So then, we deny the existence of an “additional meaning,” i.e., sensus plenior.  As far as typology goes, we acknowledge that the human author was likely unaware of its presence, but we would not consider this a feature of sensus plenior either, but will offer a better explanation of that phenomenon later in this chapter.

2. Canonical Interpretation of Scripture

Some suggest another approach for discovering the “additional meaning” in Scripture.  One may uncover the “fuller” meaning of an Old Testament text when it is interpreted in the light of New Testament revelation, that is, in the light of the entire biblical canon.
  This method is called the “canonical interpretation of Scripture.”  We discover this additional meaning, then, in the New Testament writings.    

Dyck offers the following description of this approach: “The canonical approach, at least as I wish to define it, assumes that a text must be interpreted both in relation to its own immediate historical world and to the final shape of the canon.”
  In the words of Beale, “OT passages can be understood more deeply in the light of the developing revelation of later parts of the OT and especially of the NT.”

According to the “canonical interpretation of Scripture,” the text is “pregnant” with this additional meaning, which is “birthed” or revealed through examination of the entire canon.
  At the same time, the additional meaning derives from the literal meaning and is closely related to it.
 

Bock feels that as God progressively reveals His plan, the Old Testament text takes on new referents, of which the original author was unaware.
  For example, in Acts 4:25-27, the disciples, in speaking of opposition by the Jewish leaders, cite Psalm 2, which concerns opposition by the Gentiles to God and His Anointed Messiah.  So then, the words “nations” and “peoples” obtain a new referent – unbelieving Jews.  In light of developments in God’s plan, the enemies of Messiah are now the leaders of Israel.  Moreover, in Genesis 3:15, we read of the serpent and the seed of the woman, which in the canonical context, refer to Satan and Christ.  Psalms 22 and 69, which describe the psalmist’s afflictions, precisely correspond to the crucifixion of Jesus (see Ps 22:1, 7, 18; 69:21).
  The new referent in these psalms, then, is Jesus Christ.

Other examples are suggested.  In Deuteronomy 30:12-14, Moses writes that one does not have to descend to Hades to hear and observe the Law.  Paul, however, relates this passage to the gospel.  In the canonical context, the words “commandment” and “word” refer not to the Law of Moses, but to the gospel of Christ.  Moreover, in 2 Cor 6:16-17, we see a quote from Lev 26:12.  In the Old Testament passage, God promises to walk “among His people,” i.e., “Israel.”  Yet in 2 Cor 6:16-17, “God’s people” are the Church.  Besides this, 2 Sam 7:14 speaks of blessing on the offspring of David, yet in 2 Corinthians 6:18, the recipients of that blessing are those who are “in Christ.”  In all these instances, Bock feels that this is not simply a new application of the text, but an actual change of referents.

Bock also argues that, just as a story in not finished until the final chapter is written, the meaning of a text is not determined until we examine the last canonical book.  The biblical text is also compared to a seed.  The seed contains potential that does not appear until it germinates.  In a similar way, the “fuller” meaning of Scripture becomes apparent only upon examination of the whole Bible.
 

In defense of this theory, Poythress argues that, from God’s point of view, we may view the Bible as one book.  In that light, it becomes clear that the divine author progressively reveals His plan and expects that the readers will interpret the earlier passages in light of the later ones: “God intended from the beginning that his later words should build on and enrich earlier words, so that in some sense the whole of the Bible represents one long, complex process of communication from one author.”
  Furthermore, he writes that when New Testament authors utilize an Old Testament text: 

They are interested in showing how Old Testament passages apply to the church and to their present situation.  Hence, when they discuss an Old Testament text, they consider it in the light of the rest of the Old Testament, the events of salvation that God has accomplished in Christ, and the teachings of Jesus himself…. Hence, what they say using an Old Testament passage may not always be based on the text alone but may exploit relations that the text has with this greater context.

Another variant of this theory states that in the course of progressive revelation, a text does not obtain new referents, but simply “expands” its original meaning in the light of new information revealed later in the canon.  For example, when we look at the history of Abraham, that his “faith was reckoned to him as righteousness” (Gen 15:6), we see in the light of the canon the expanded meaning of this text – that it teaches justification by faith.  Paul employed this very understanding for his arguments in Romans chapter 4 and Galatians chapter 3. 

Similarly, for Raymond and others, examining the canon reveals connections between texts that the biblical authors could not have anticipated.
  Likewise, Vanhoozer speaks of a “thin” and “thick” interpretation of a text.  The “thin” interpretation is discovered by means of the grammatico-historical method.  The “thick” interpretation captures the “expanded” meaning of the text revealed by examination of the canon.
 

In evaluation of this approach, we again encounter a violation of the principle of authorial intent, which is necessary for maintaining stability in the meaning of a text.  Hirsch advises us to separate the meaning of a text from its significance.  The meaning does not alter, but its significance may change in different situations, including application of the text later in the biblical canon.  So then, we must insist on one, stable meaning, determined by authorial intent, and multiple applications (significances) of the text.  In fact, the examples of contextual interpretation cited above can be easily understood not as new textual meaning, but as new applications of the text.

Douglas Moo notes that the Bible indicates that Old Testament writers sometimes, in fact, understood the prophetic or “canonical” significance of their writings.  For example, is was written of David that “because he was a prophet … he looked ahead and spoke of the resurrection of the Christ” (Acts 2:30-31).  Likewise, Abraham “saw the day” of Christ and “rejoiced” (Jn 8:56).  In addition. Jesus expected the Jewish religious leaders to understand the nature of His mission on the basis of Old Testament prophecy (Jn 3:10).
  We also note the case where misunderstandings among the Jews were occasioned by a lack of attention to Scripture (Mk 12:10; Matt 21:16).
  Therefore, even without the aid of the canon, the meaning of these texts was already sufficiently clear. 

So then, on the one hand, it is always helpful to interpret any biblical text in the light of the whole of Scripture.  On the other hand, we should never confuse the meaning of a text with the formation of doctrine, that is, exegesis with theology.  Passages of Scripture, devoted to a single theme, all contribute to forming the whole-Bible teaching on that theme.  Yet, in the formation of theological themes, the original meanings of the individual passages do not change.  They do not “expand” or “thicken” their meanings, but always retain their original meaning determined by authorial intent.  The compilation of these passages, taken together, creates something entirely new – the whole-Bible teaching on the given topic, or “theology.”

In this vein, Riggs gives this wise counsel: 

Once the exegetical work has been completed, then the interpreter can proceed to set the doctrinal content of a particular passage in its total biblical context by way of gathering together what God has said on the topic.  This is the analogy of faith of the whole of Scripture.  But the analogy of faith should not be used to extricate meaning from or import meaning to texts that appeared earlier than the passage where the teaching is set forth either most clearly or perhaps for the first time.  Such an exercise is eisegesis, not exegesis.

3. Employment of Rabbinic Methodology

It is often thought that in their interpretation of the Old Testament, New Testament authors, being “children of their age,” imitated rabbinic methodology.  For example, Toy comments on Matthew’s use of Hosea 11:1, “The principles of Scripture application of the day allowed him to take the words out of their connection, and use them as seemed to him best.”

The Jews employed various approaches to biblical interpretation.  One of these was midrash.
  The esteemed Rabbi Hillel, who lived about the time of Christ, suggested certain rules for interpretation in line with this method.  The rules are called “middot,” and are seven in number.
 

1. qal wa-homer: that, which is true in a lesser instance, is also true in a greater one.

2. gererah shawah: if the same word is found in different passages, then those passages are thematically connected as well.

3. binyan ab mikathub ‘ehad: if a phrase is repeated, then it is a universal principle. 

4. binyan ab mishene kethubim: a principle can be established by comparison of two passages.
 

5. kelal upherat: a general principle can be qualified through citation of a specific example of the principle located in a different passage.  On the other hand, one may also generalize specific examples to form a principle.

6. kayoze bo bemaqom ‘aher: one may clarify the meaning of a text by comparing with a clearer text.

7. dabar halamed me ‘inyano: the meaning of text is clarified by examining the context.

In the New Testament, we most frequently encounter rules №1 and №2.  The first actually corresponds to common sense.  Concerning the second, gererah shawah, we must make the qualification that the New Testament authors would not have associated passages together unless they had not only a common word, but also a common theme.  Finally, some of these rules, namely №5, №6, and №7, also correspond to our grammatico-historical hermeneutic.  The remainder of these rules, though, can easily lead to a distortion of Scripture. 

Besides midrash, other Jewish interpreters, especially in Qumran, employed the method pesher.  Pesher is a historico-eschatological approach.  In Qumran, they thought that the entire Old Testament referred to the Qumran community and found fulfillment in it.  Consequently, many Old Testament passages were interpreted symbolically, since the Old Testament does not, in fact, speak literally of Qumran.
  From the point of view of pesher, one may see in any passage of Scripture an eschatological application or fulfillment.  For example, the members of the Qumran community applied Habakkuk 2:17 to themselves.

For the violence done to Lebanon will overwhelm you, and the devastation of {its} beasts by which you terrified them, because of human bloodshed and violence done to the land, to the town and all its inhabitants.

In particular, Lebanon, which etymologically means “white,” corresponds to the Community Council of Qumran, since they wore white garb.  

We take another example of pesher from Num 21:17-18. 

Then Israel sang this song: “Spring up, O well! Sing to it!  The well, which the leaders sank, which the nobles of the people dug, with the scepter {and} with their staffs.”  

Again, the details in this passage supposedly relate to Qumran.  The “well” is the Law of Moses, the “leaders” are those of the Qumran community, the “nobles of the people” are those that keep the Law, and the “scepter” is the teachers of Qumran.
 

Nonetheless, there exists a significant difference between pesher and the New Testament handling of Old Testament texts.  The New Testament does not present us with a fabricated fulfillment of Old Testament types, as was in Qumran, but with their genuine fulfillment in Christ.  In addition, according to Qumran’s understanding of pesher, the hidden meaning of Old Testament texts could be discerned only by the founder of the community, the “Teacher of Righteousness.”
  From the biblical point of view, though, God reveals His mysteries to His “apostles and prophets” (Eph 3:5).

Another aspect of New Testament treatment of Old Testament texts, supposedly borrowed from the Jews, is interpreting groups of Scriptures together.  In Jewish tradition, certain groupings of texts obtained a set interpretation, which no longer depended on the original context of the passages.  Some see this approach in Hebrews chapter 1.
  There, we encounter a group of Old Testament passages that highlight the superiority of Christ to the angels.  It is thought that the Early Church assigned to this group of texts a Christological interpretation, which no longer needed to be correlated with the original Old Testament context.
 

Along with this, in the rabbis, selected verses could sometimes be connected by a key word (such as “stone” in 1 Pet 2:6-9).  Also seen among Jewish interpreters were texts with commentary following, which finds parallels in (Jn 12:38-40 and Romans chps. 9-11).  Yet, these structural similarities do not necessarily indicate that New Testament authors imitated the hermeneutic methodology of the rabbis.  Something unique to the New Testament, but absent among the rabbis, is uniting two passages into one (2 Cor 6:16-18; Heb 10:37-38).  

Even though some commentators are convinced that New Testament authors handled Old Testament texts in accordance with rabbinic methodology, they nonetheless qualify this by claiming that New Testament authors refrained from extreme applications of these methods.  It is argued that such methodology was useful for argumentation, since it was well accepted at that time.
  Silva states that New Testament writers handled the Old Testament in accordance with the conventional hermeneutic of the day.
  

Augustus Strong maintains that New Testament authors used rabbinic methods selectively, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, who allowed them to employ it.  Strong feels that the method used was not important, but the actual teaching advanced by it.
  Thus, in his opinion, the end justifies the means. 

Similarly, Enns proposes that New Testament writers discovered the Christological significance of the Old Testament through revelation by the Holy Spirit, yet expressed those insights in the methodology of their time.  Thus, their use of rabbinic methods was not hermeneutical, but apologetic in nature.
  Similarly, Longenecker asserts that, for the most part, Jesus employed Jewish methodology when He was confronting the Jewish religious leaders.  He did so for their sake, in order to defeat them on their own “exegetical turf.”

On the other hand, Weeks opposes the idea that Jesus and the apostles imitated the rabbis.
  First, Jesus testified that the Pharisees and Sadducees did not understand the Scriptures (Matt 22:29; Jn 5:39), which means that their interpretive scheme did not lead to genuine knowledge of the truth.  Second, if we allow that Jesus accommodated Himself to the hermeneutic of His day and did not correct these misguided approaches, then what prevents us from assuming that He also did so in other important doctrinal matters?  This leads to the dilemma that all of Jesus’ teachings can be viewed under suspicion of accommodation.  

Third, a leading Hebrew scholar, Jacob Neusner, attempted to identify in the Mishna, Talmud, and Midrash elements that date back to the first century AD.  He discovered that the Pharisees infrequently utilized Scripture in their arguments.  The fact that Jesus so frequently employed Scripture distinguishes His approach to Scripture from that of the Pharisees.  The famous first century rabbi and teacher of the apostle Paul, Gamaliel (Acts 22:3), likewise used Scripture infrequently.  Weeks claims that the more creative methodological approach of the rabbis dates back only to Aquila in the second century AD, which is after the writing of the New Testament.
  In summary, Beale writes, “One should not assume that first-century Jewish and Christian exegetical approaches are mostly the same.”
  

Furthermore, when Jesus and the apostles appear to use qal wa-homer, they may actually just be appealing to common sense.  If something is true in a lesser sense, it follows logically that it is so in a greater sense as well.   Besides this, cases of gererah shawah in the New Testament may simply be examples of verses associated by theme, and not by key words at all. 

Finally, we must examine this question from an ethical point of view.  Jesus and the apostles were teachers of high moral standards, which they observed in their personal lives as well.  The claim that they intentionally employed methodology that clouded, rather than enlightened meaning, puts their character in question.  We must not suppose that since they were “children of their age,” they were unable to properly handle Scripture.  Jesus authorized the apostles to spread His gospel and gave them His authoritative understanding of the Old Testament, especially in relation to Himself.  Additionally, these are inspired authors.  If Scripture writers distort Scripture, then where is truth to be found?

We may voice another objection.  The fact that such methodology was convincing at that time does not justify its use.  If the New Testament writers defended the Christian faith with false arguments, then what kind of foundation did they lay for their converts?  As soon as such converts learn of these false arguments, they may well abandon such a faith.

In light of the above considerations, we conclude that there are strong and weak points in the claim that Jesus and the New Testament authors used rabbinic methodology.  On the one hand, as noted above, some elements of rabbinic interpretive methods correspond to sound hermeneutic practice, and usage of such approaches does not threaten our understanding of Scriptural inspiration.  On the other hand, it is misguided to think that Jesus and the writers of the New Testament blindly imitated faulty rabbinic hermeneutics. 

4. Adaptation of Old Testament Texts  

According to the next theory, the New Testament writers’ goal in citing Old Testament texts was to reveal the mystery of Christ.  One might call this usage “Christocentric.”  Proclaiming Christ in the Old Testament was more important than respecting the Old Testament context.  Thus, the methodology was not as important as the goal.
  The New Testament authors did not view history objectively, but from the perspective of theology – what theological truth they could find there.
  In the words of Clark Pinnock, “In a sense they not only cite an old text but create a new one through their inspired, Christocentric approach.”
 
This approach resembles sensus plenior in that the Spirit may reveal to the New Testament writers a new meaning of Old Testament texts.  It is felt that the divine Author, who inspired the Old Testament writers, has the right to change or adapt the meaning of these texts.  Achtemeier writes, “He is God of the future, and is free to re-create the meaning of the past by what he does in the future,” and, “The Word of God is a dynamic reality which does new things in new times.”
  

 Still, this approach encounters difficulties.  First, as we have mentioned before, the New Testament writers did not cite the Old Testament in order to communicate a new revelation from the Spirit, but to obtain confirmation of their teaching from another authoritative source – the Old Testament.  In the Acts of the Apostles, for example, the Church’s evangelical thrust included appeals to Old Testament authority.
  New Testament evangelists sought to convince their audience of the truths already contained in the Old Testament Scriptures.
 

Second, one may challenge the claim that the Holy Spirit, being the Spirit of Truth, would handle the Old Testament in such a way.  Against the claim that the divine Author had the right to change the meaning of Scripture, it is more likely that He would preserve the truths He previously revealed.  Third, this theory operates on the principle that the “end justifies the means.”  Yet if, in order to attain a worthy goal – demonstrate Christ – incorrect methodology is employed, then what kind of result can we expect?  Does not methodology affect the quality of the result? 

5. Distinction of “Meaning” and “Significance,” and the Typological Interpretation of the Old Testament

When we examine the Old Testament quotations listed in the Appendix, in general, they present no real difficulty.  Dodd affirms that early Christian writers, in general, treated the Old Testament as history.
  Nevertheless, the cases assigned to the categories “New Application of an Old Testament Principle” (99 cases) and “Typological Fulfillment of an Old Testament Text” (18 cases) deserve special attention.  

In most cases of “New Application of an Old Testament Principle,” the New Testament author treats the Old Testament text fairly and reasonably.  For example, in 1 Peter 3:14-15, Peter applies a passage containing God’s encouragement to Israel not to fear Assyrian aggression (Isa 8:12-13) to believers in Jesus, who are faced with a new threat – hostile unbelievers.  Peter does not follow Isaiah exactly when the latter writes, “It is the LORD of hosts whom you should regard as holy,” but instead writes, “sanctify Christ as Lord in your hearts.”  Thus, he makes a new application of this text for those persecuted for Christ’s sake.  In addition, in Hebrews 13:5, a promise to Israel is applied to the Church: “He will not fail you or forsake you” (Deut 31:6).  We can be confident that if God did not forsake His Old Testament people, He will not forsake His New Testament saints either. 

The concept “New Application of an Old Testament Principle” reminds us of Hirsch distinguishing the meaning from the significance of a text.  The meaning does not change, but in varying situations, the significance may change, including its application in the canonical context.  Thus, we posit one stable meaning, defined by authorial intent, and numerous applications (significances) of the text.  The principle associated with the text in question may find various applications.  

What about the 18 cases classified as “Typological Fulfillment of an Old Testament Text?”  As stated previously, a “type” is an Old Testament individual, object, event, or institute that represents or symbolizes another, more important individual, object, event, or institute appearing in the New Testament, or even later in the Old Testament.
 

Several factors confirm that viewing the Old Testament typologically is justified.  The Old Testament frequently extends beyond itself to predict fulfillment of God’s plan in the future.  Therefore, it is fair to expect typological representations of those future events as well as prophetic predictions.  Moreover, the Bible is a Christocentric book.  Consequently, one should expect both prophetic and typological predictions of Messiah’s advent.  In addition, the unity of Scripture leads us to conclude that New Testament realities will be foreshadowed in the Old.  The unity of Scripture is often expressed in the term Heilsgeschichtliche, or “plan of salvation,” which throughout the canon is one, unified plan.
   

Consequently, when Matthew applies Hosea 11:1 – “Out of Egypt I called My son” – to the child Jesus’ return from Egypt, Israel serves as a type of Christ.  Some also view Jesus as the “recapitulation” of Israel.  In other words, he “summarizes” Israel in Himself.  Therefore, the Exodus of Israel can represent the “exodus” of Jesus from Egypt.  God’s appeal to Israel as “My son” also hints at a future fulfillment in Christ.  

Furthermore, when it says of Jesus, “not a bone of Him shall be broken” (Jn 19:36), John is referring to the Passover lamb (Ex 12:46), who typologically represents Jesus Christ.  David also serves as a type of Christ, when Paul associates his proclamation to the Gentiles of God’s greatness (2 Sam 22:50) with the preaching of the gospel of Christ to the Gentiles (Rom 15:9).  Additionally, Beale notes that in the Old Testament, God’s commission to an individual is not always totally accomplished, leading one to expect its future fulfillment.  We may take as an example God’s commission to Adam and Eve to “be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it” (Gen 1:28).

Some commentators hold that the entire Old Testament has a typological character.  Wenham claims, 

Scripture from beginning to end is prophetic; that is, it is forward looking and it is Spirit-inspired.  The ceremonies look forward and find their explanation in Christ, the experiences of the psalmists find their deepest fulfillment when Christ comes….  To them (the apostles) the OT as a whole and in all its parts was a witness to Christ.
 

Ellis sees in the following passages a direct indication of the typological character of the Old Testament.  1 Cor 10:11 says of Israel: “Now these things happened to them as an example, and they were written for our instruction, upon whom the ends of the ages have come.”  The Law is “a shadow of the good things to come” (Heb 10:1).  Old Testament feasts and rituals are “a {mere} shadow of what is to come; but the substance belongs to Christ” (Col 2:17).  Peter adds that to the prophets is was “revealed that they were not serving themselves, but you, in these things which now have been announced to you through those who preached the gospel to you” (1 Pet 1:10-12).
  Beale makes the interesting observation that these “typological interpretations” in the New Testament are often termed a “fulfillment” (see Matt 1:22-23; 2:15; 13:14-15; 27:9-10; Jn 13:18; 19:24, 28, 36; Acts 2:16-21), which confirms the prophetic character of these types.
 

Curiously, later Old Testament texts can relate typologically to earlier ones as well.  The exile to Assyria is compared to the “exile” in Egypt (Hos 8:13; 9:3, 6; сf. 11:5).  Similarly, the return from Babylon echoes the Exodus from Egypt (see Jer 23:7-8; Isa 48:20-21; 51:9-11).
  Even in the Old Testament, David is viewed as a type of the Messiah (Isa 55:3-5; Jer 30:9; Ezek 34:23).
   Von Rad claims that the New Testament writers simply continued this typological use of the Old Testament in their time.
  This would mean that in their typological handling of the Old Testament, New Testament writers were not imitating the rabbis, but the prophets.  

Therefore, in Von Rad’s opinion, one is justified looking at the entire Old Testament through the prism of typology: “Whenever one of God’s dealings with his people, or with an individual, is witnessed to, the possibility exists of seeing in this a shadow of the New Testament revelation of Christ.”
  Longenecker asserts that the early believers began their exegetical contemplations with Christ, and were ready to see him in all aspects of Old Testament history.

Yet, we must make a qualification here.  There are specific criteria for recognizing a true type in Scripture, which we delineated earlier in this chapter.  In addition, one must clearly distinguish typology from allegorization, the topic of the next chapter.  We must also further clarify some examples of “Typological Fulfillment of an Old Testament Text,” which may seem quite exaggerated.  This we will do in our next section.   

It is important to observe that, unlike the theories of “sensus plenior,” “canonical context,” and “adaptation of Old Testament texts” the system “typological fulfillment” preserves authorial intent.  Here, the meanings of words in the text do not change; they have no “additional” or “hidden” meanings.  The symbolism is found not in the words, but in the object, person or event itself, described by those words.  Each word has only one referent.  Yet, the referent itself may be a type, that is, have both a historical, and a symbolic application.  Thomas Aquinas once compared words with signposts, pointing to their external referents.  Yet, the referents themselves may also be signposts, pointing to something beyond themselves, that is, to their typological fulfillment.
 

6. Conclusions

In summary, we conclude that the most plausible of all the proposed theories for explaining the New Testament use of the Old Testament is the final one: “Distinction of ‘Meaning’ and ‘Significance,’ and the Typological Interpretation of the Old Testament.”  Yet, we have still to define how the New Testament writers determined which Old Testament texts contained types. 

Longenecker proposes the plausible idea that this practice began with the Lord Jesus Himself.
  He notes several examples of Jesus using typological interpretation (Matt 15:8-9; Mk 12:10-11; Jn 13:18; 15:25; and others).  It is significant that Jesus sometimes refers to “fulfillment” of Old Testament types in Himself, when there was no specific prophesy in view.  In the same vein, Greer feels that Jesus’ use of Psalm 110 (see Matt 22:44) gave His disciples sanction to use it in a messianic sense as well (сf. Acts 2:34-35; Heb 1:3, 13, 8:1; 10:12-13; 12:2; Rom 8:34; 1 Cor 15:25; Eph 1:20).

Furthermore, it seems fair to assume that after His resurrection, when He met with His disciples over a period of 40 days, Jesus showed them which Old Testament texts typologically applied to Him.  Shedd notes that Jesus began to explain to His disciples the Old Testament testimony about Himself after His resurrection (Lk 24:27, 44).  It logically follows that He would continue to do so until His ascension (Acts 1:3).
  So then, the twelve apostles, following the teaching and example of Christ, assigned to the texts of Scripture that Jesus so indicated a typological significance. 

In addition, one can postulate the existence in the Early Church of a collection of so-called “testimony books” which contained selected Old Testament texts that testified of Jesus’ messiahship and His mission (possibly, as argued above, indicated by Jesus Himself).  Besides this, there likely existed in the Church a general understanding that these passages were messianic.

Dodd makes a valuable contribution to this question.
  Although he rejected the idea of the existence of concrete “testimony books,” he nonetheless felt that this information was passed on by oral tradition.  Dodd believed that certain Old Testament passages were associated with one another, thought to bring out the essence of the gospel, and were known to Christian evangelists, apologists, and teachers of that time.
  He comments on the association between these passages, “Very diverse scriptures are brought together so that they interpret one another in hitherto unsuspected ways.”
 

Furthermore, in his research, Dodd observed how New Testament authors tended to employ many of the same Old Testament texts, namely: Ps 2:7; Ps 8:4-6; Ps 110:1; Ps 118:22-23; Isa 53:1; Joel 2:28-32.  He adds instances where different authors cite the same key passages differently: Gen 12:3 and 22:18 (in combination); Isa 6:9-10; Isa 8:14 and 28:16 (in combination); Isa 40:3-5; Hab 2:3-4; Zech 9:9.  Finally, although the key passage may have been quoted only once, other authors indirectly allude to it as well: Deut 18:15-19; Isa 41:1-2; Jer 31:31-34. 

In summary, Dodd advanced the following list of special Old Testament passages, which, in his opinion, the Early Church considered to have messianic significance.  In addition, New Testament authors could cite any part of these selected passages and, by association, the entire passage could be implied.  Dodd also held the opinion that Jesus Himself may have suggested these passages. 
Gen 12:3; 22:18; Deut 18:15, 19; Ps 2; 8; 22; 31; 34; 39; 41-43; 69; 80; 88; 110; 118; Isa 6-9:7, 11:1-10: 28:16; 40-53 (in general); Jer 31:10-34; Dan 7, Hosea (entire book); Joel 2-3; Zech 9-14.
 

So then, in the Early Church there existed an acknowledged group of passages considered to be messianic and, supposedly, suggested by Jesus Himself.  Longenecker supports this opinion by noting that Jesus, Matthew, and John use the typological approach more than Paul, Luke, and Mark.  This is because, unlike Paul, Luke and Mark, Matthew and John were among the company of twelve apostles who learned this approach from Jesus. 

We can offer still another confirmation.  Scholars have long recognized the biblical phenomenon named “the messianic secret,” which means that in the Gospels, we often note that Jesus conceals His identity and messianic role and forbids people to report His miracles.  The phenomenon is most marked in the Gospel of Mark (5:43; 7:36; 8:30; 9:9, etc.).  The reason why Jesus concealed His identity and mission from people “until the Son of Man rose from the dead” (Mk 9:9) is revealed in 1 Cor 2:8: “For if they had understood (the mission of Christ), they would not have crucified the Lord of glory.”  

Therefore, it was necessary in Old Testament times, on the one hand, to predict the coming of Messiah and His redemptive mission, so that these predictions would serve to confirm His mission when He appeared.  Yet, on the other hand, it was also necessary to conceal this information, that is, to keep the “messianic secret.”  It is fair to conclude, then, that, although the Old Testament does point to the coming messianic mission, it does so in a cryptic way through prophecy and types.  

In conclusion, we must make a pair of qualifications.  First, we argued above that introducing a new (or even a typological) meaning or application of an Old Testament text would undermine the role of the Old Testament as a source for confirming the genuineness of New Testament teaching.  Only the original meaning of Old Testament texts could serve as confirmation of the apostolic teaching, not a new meaning replacing the old one.  Does this disqualify typological interpretation of the Old Testament as well?  

Not necessarily.  If the proposals of Dodd and Longenecker are accurate, that a collection of messianic passages existed and were acknowledged by the Church, then the readers of the New Testament could consider the generally accepted messianic interpretation of these passages authoritative.  Thus, they could still serve as an “external” confirmation of apostolic teaching. 

Second, the phenomenon of the “messianic secret” sheds light on the question of why modern interpreters may not advance new “exaggerated” typological interpretations of Old Testament texts today.  The gospel is no longer “secret,” but “open” in the preaching of the apostles.  As Paul claims, “…which in other generations was not made known to the sons of men, as it has now been revealed to His holy apostles and prophets in the Spirit” (Eph 3:5, 9).  Therefore, one no longer needs to discover cryptic clues to the gospel, hidden in the Old Testament.  Strong affirms, “The freedom of these inspired interpretations, however, does not warrant us in like freedom of interpretation in the case of other passages whose meaning has not been authoritatively made known.”

Appendix: Old Testament Quotations in the New Testament
We devote this appendix to examining Old Testament quotations in the New Testament.  We will indicate the likely literary source for the New Testament writer employing the following abbreviations: LXX = Septuagint, and МТ = Masoretic (Hebrew) Text.  We will also point out how the content of the Old Testament quotations varies from the New Testament version, including comments on contextual questions as well.  The quotations are arranged according to the following categories, reflecting the correlation of the Old Testament context with the New Testament usage. 

(1) references to Old Testament history (38 occurrences)

(2) cases of direct fulfillment (or repetition) of an Old Testament prophecy in the New Testament (13 occurrences) 

(3) cases of fulfillment of messianic prophecy (45 occurrences)

(4) cases of direct application of Old Testament principles in the New Testament (48 occurrences)

(5) cases of new application of an Old Testament principle, prophecy or example (99 occurrences) 

(6) cases of typological fulfillment of an Old Testament type in the New Testament (18 occurrences)

(7) quotation of an Old Testament text by an incidental individual or unbeliever in the biblical narrative (5 occurrences)

(8) cases where the source of the quotation is unknown (5 occurrences)

When we state that the source of the quotation was the Septuagint, this does not exclude that the quotation may also agree with the Masoretic Text.  Yet, when a New Testament writer follows the Septuagint verbatim, we can likely regard the latter as the source.  At the same time, we will indicate when the Septuagint differs greatly from the Masoretic Text.

It is interesting to note that most Old Testament quotations are located in certain New Testament books and are practically absent from others.  Longenecker notes that most of the books that abound in Old Testament quotations (with the exception of the Gospel of John) were addressed to Jews, or to churches where a large percentage of the attendees were Jewish.

А. References to Old Testament History

Matt 5:21 = Ex 20:13

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 5:27 = Ex 20:14 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 5:31 = Deut 24:1 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Matt 5:33 = Lev 19:12, Num 30:2, Deut 23:21 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Matt 5:38 = Ex 21:24 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 5:43 = Lev 19:18 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 15:4а (Mk 7:10) = Ex 20:12

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 15:4b (Mk 7:10) = Ex 21:17

Source: LXX

Correspondence:

(1) In Matthew, the word αὐτοῦ (his) is omitted twice, but Mark has them.

(2) In Matthew and Mark, we have the imperative τελευτάτω (let him to be put to death) instead of the future τελευτήσει (he shall die). 

(3) In Matthew and Mark, we see a different order of words than in the‎ LXX: τελευτήσει θανάτῳ (he shall surely die)

Matt 19:4 (Mk 10:6) = Gen 1:27 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 19:5 (Mk 10:7-8) = Gen 2:24

Source: LXX

Correspondence:

(1) In Matthew, the word αὐτοῦ (his) is omitted twice.  Mark has it, but only after the word ‎πατέρα - father.

(2) In Matthew, the prefix of the verb προσκολληθήσεται (shall cleave) is missing, but Mark has it. 

(3) In Matthew, the construction πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκα (to his wife) differs from the LXX ‎τῇ γυναικὶ αὐτοῦ (to his wife), but Mark has the LXX version. 

Matt 19:18-19 (Mk 10:19; Lk 18:20) = Ex 20:12-16 and Lev 19:18

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Matthew, the word σου (your) is missing after πατέρα (father).

(2) In Mark, the phrase μὴ ἀποστερήσῃς (do not defraud) is added.

(3) In Luke and Mark, we have subjunctive mood instead of the future tense.

(4) In Luke, the order of commandments differs.

Lk 2:23 = Ex 13:2 and Ex 13:12 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)

Lk 2:24 = Lev 12:8 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: In Luke, we have the word ζεῦγος (pair) instead of δύο (two).

Comments: Luke’s quotation exactly corresponds to Lev 5:11, but the context there does not match.
 

Acts 7:3 = Gen 12:1

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In Acts, the phrase ‎καὶ ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου τοῦ πατρός σου (and from your father’s house) is missing.

(2) In Acts, the phrase ‎καὶ δεῦρο (and go) is added.

Comments: 

(1) Stephen claimed that God spoke these words to Abraham in Mesopotamia, while according to Genesis 12, God called him in Haran.

(2) Toy comments: “Stephen seems to follow a traditional interpretation of his day, which desired to represent Abraham’s movements as controlled from the beginning by divine guidance,” which corresponds to the Lord’s words in Gen 15:7: “I am the Lord who brought you out of Ur of the Chaldeans.”

(3) Stephen is not an inspired biblical author.

Acts 7:6-7 = Gen 15:13-14 and Ex 3:12

Source: LXX

Correspondence:

(1) Acts 7:6-7a differs from Gen 15:13-14:  

– order of words differ

– replacement of δὲ with καὶ
– replacement of the 2nd person pronoun with 3rd person. 

– replacement of the phrase πάροικον ἐν γῇ οὐκ ἰδίᾳ (strangers in a land not their own) with the phrase πάροικον ἐν γῇ ἀλλοτρίᾳ (aliens in a foreign land).  

– the pharse αὐτοὺς καὶ ταπεινώσουσιν αὐτοὺς (them, and will humble them) is missing. 

– the future tense δουλεύσουσιν (be enslaved) instead of the subjunctive mood δουλεύσωσιν (be enslaved).  

(2) Acts 7:7b differs from Ex 3:12 

– substitution of the phrase τῷ θεῷ ἐν τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ (God on this mountain) with the phrase μοι ἐν τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ (Me in this place).  
Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 7:18 = Ex 1:8 

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: exact

Acts 7:27-28 = Ex 2:14 

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: exact

Acts 7:32 = Ex 3:6

Source: LXX 

Correspondence:

(1) In Acts – ‎θεὸς (God) before Ισαακ and Ιακωβ (Isaac and Jacob) is missing.

(2) In Acts – plural ‎τῶν πατέρων σου (your fathers) instead of the singular τοῦ πατρός σου (your father) (maybe because of the influence of Ex 3:15).

Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 7:33-34 = Ex 3:5, 7-8, 10

Source: LXX

Correspondence:

(1) Stephen has an abbreviated version.

(2) In Acts – the imperative λῦσον (take off) instead of the infinitive λῦσαι (to take off).

(3) In Acts – ‎ καὶ τοῦ στεναγμοῦ αὐτῶν ἤκουσα (and heard his groanings) instead of τῆς κραυγῆς αὐτῶν ἀκήκοα (and heard his cry).  Both variants faithfully translate the Hebrew צַעֲקָתָם.
 

(4) In Acts – λῦσον (deliver) instead of ἐξελέσθαι (deliver).  Both variants faithfully translate the Hebrew הַצִּיל.

(5) In Acts – εἰς Αἴγυπτον (to Egypt) instead of ‎πρὸς Φαραω (to Pharaoh). 

Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 7:35 = Ex 2:14

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Acts 7:37 = Deut 18:15 

Source: МТ or LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Word order in Acts 7:37 differs from МТ and LXX, yet it agrees with Acts 3:22 except for omission of word κύριος (Lord).

(2) The singular pronouns in МТ and LXX (yours, you) in Acts 7:37 and 3:22 are plural (yours, you) for the sake of the audience.
 

Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 7:40 ‎= Ex 32:1 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Acts, ὁ ἄνθρωπος (man) is missing, but present in LXX and МТ. 

(2) In Acts, we see not the LXX ἐξ Αἰγύπτου (from Egypt), but ‎ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου (from the land of Egypt), yet Acts agrees with МТ.

Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 7:42-43 = Amos 5:25-27

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence and Comments:

(1) In Acts – different word order: ἔτη τεσσεράκοντα ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ (40 years in the wilderness) instead of ‎ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ τεσσαράκοντα ἔτη (in the wilderness 40 years).‎ 

(2) In Acts – missing the pronouns ὑμῶν Ραιφαν, τοὺς τύπους αὐτῶν (your Rompha, their images)

(3) In Acts – ‎ἐπέκεινα Βαβυλῶνος (beyond Babylon) instead of ἐπέκεινα Δαμασκοῦ (beyond Damascus).  Peterson thinks that Stephen said “Babylon” instead of “Damascus” because the Southern Kingdom (Judah) was exiled to there, while Amos was speaking of the exile of the Northern Kingdom (Israel).
 

(4) In Acts – οὓς ἐποιήσατε προσκυνεῖν αὐτοῖς (you made, to worship them) instead of ‎οὓς ἐποιήσατε ἑαυτοῖς (you made for yourself). ‎ 

(5) The phrase in МТ “Sikkuth your king” is translated in the LXX as “the tabernacle of Moloch.”  Archer feels that the difference is due to variance in vowel pointing.
  The name Sikkuth is found only here in the Old Testament.  The translations of Aquila, Symmachus and the Vulgate also have “tabernacle.”
 
(6) In LXX, the name “Kiyyun” (МТ) is translated “Remphan.”  Archer thinks that the change occurred because of similar Hebrew letters in these words.
  The name “Kiyyun” appears only here in the Old Testament.
  
(7) Archer suggests that Stephen used the Septuagint for apologetic purposes, even if it differed from the МТ.
 

(8) We also recall that Stephen quotes this verse from memory.  

Acts 7:49-50 = Isa 66:1-2

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Acts 7:49, the phrase λέγει κύριος (says the Lord) appears later. 

(2) Acts 7:50 reads ‎οὐχὶ ἡ χείρ μου ἐποίησεν ταῦτα πάντα (Did not My hand create all this?) instead of‎ πάντα γὰρ ταῦτα ἐποίησεν ἡ χείρ μου (My hand created all this).

Comments: Stephen quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 13:22 = combination of Ps 89:20 and 1 Sam 13:14

Source: LXX or МТ (paraphrase)

Comments: 

(1) The final words exactly correspond to Isa 44:28 (LXX), yet that context speaks of Cyrus.
 

(2) Paul quotes this verse from memory. 

Acts 14:15 = Ex 20:11

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 4:3 (cf. 4:9, 18, 22) = Gen 15:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Unlike LXX (Abram), Paul has “Abraham.” 

Rom 4:18 = Gen 15:5

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 9:9 = Gen 18:10 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ. 
Correspondence: Seifrid considers this a paraphrase.

Heb 4:4 = Gen 2:2 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact

Heb 6:14 = Gen 22:17

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Hebrews, εἰ (truly) replaces ἦ (truly), which reflects the word usage of that time.
 
(2) In Hebrews, we read not τὸ σπέρμα σου (your seed), but σε (you) in order to focus attention on Abraham.

Heb 8:5 = Ex 25:40 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Hebrews, the word πάντα (все) is added.

(2) In Hebrews, we see the participle δειχθέντα (shown) instead of the participle δεδειγμένον (shown).

Heb 9:20 = Ex 24:8

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ. 
Correspondence: 

(1) In МТ and LXX, it says that God “cut” (כָּרַת) or “established” (διέθετο) a covenant with Israel, but the author of Hebrews uses the verb ἐνετείλατο (commanded).

(2) Instead of the names יהוה (Yahweh) or κύριος (Lord), in Hebrews we read ὁ θεός (God). 

Comments: 

(1) O’Brian thinks that by the term “commanded” the author of Hebrews was stressing God’s initiative in establishing the covenant.

(2) Unlike the Old Testament narrative, in Hebrews 9:19, we read that Moses sprinkled the Book of the Law as well.
   

Heb 11:5 = Gen 5:24 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Hebrews – διότι (because) instead of ότι (because)

(2) In Hebrews – the perfect tense εὐαρεστηκέναι (was pleasing) instead of the aorist tense ‎εὐηρέστησεν (was pleasing). 

Heb 11:12 = Gen 22:17 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 
(1) In Hebrews, the word ἡ ἀναρίθμητος (innumerable) is added.

(2) In Hebrews, we have ἄστρον (star), while the LXX reads ἀστήρ (star).

Heb 11:18 = Gen 21:12 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Heb 11:21 = Gen 47:31 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments: МТ speaks of a “bed” (מִטָּה), while LXX speaks of a “staff” (מִטֶּה).  The consonants are identical.
 We assume that the translator of the LXX used a different vocalization.

Heb 12:20 = Ex 19:12 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
B. Cases of Direct Fulfillment (or Repetition) of an Old Testament Prophecy in the New Testament

Matt 24:29 = Isa 13:10 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Comments: Isaiah predicted that in the “Day of the Lord,” God will punish the world for sin, and Jesus repeats that warning. 

Jn 6:45 = Isa 54:13 

Source: closer to МТ
Correspondence: In John 6:45, the words “your sons” are missing.

Comments: 

(1) This eschatological prediction is fulfilled in part in the ministry of Jesus.

(2) Possibly, “your sons” is omitted in order to include believing Gentiles.
 

Acts 2:17-21 = Joel 2:28-32 (LXX and МТ = 3:1-5) 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence
: 

(1) In Acts – inversion of word order: οἱ πρεσβύτεροι (old men) and οἱ νεανίσκοι (young men).

(2) In Acts – ἐν τις ἐσχάταις ήμἐραις (in the last days) instead of μετὰ ταῦτα (after these things).

(3) Acts has the following additional words: άνω (above), σημεία (signs), κάτω (beneath) and καὶ προφητεύσουσιν (and they will prophecy). 

(4) Acts adds the word μου (“My” bondservants) in order to emphasize that these are not ordinary bondservants, but God’s servants.
 

(5) Acts and LXX have ἐκχεῶ ἀπὸ τοῦ πνεύματός (pour out of My Spirit), while in МТ – “pour out My Spirit.” 

(6) In Acts, the word γε is added (see v. 18)

(7) Instead of the MT הַנּוֹרָא (fearful), the LXX has ἐπιφανῆ (glorious), which also is in Acts.  

Comments: 

(1) A partial fulfillment.  Verses 19-20 are not yet fulfilled.  

(2) Marshall comments that it is not necessarily true that only “your sons and your daughters” will prophecy, since this is poetic style.
 

(3) Peter omits the words “for on Mount Zion and in Jerusalem” (Joel 2:32) in order not to exclude Gentiles.
 

(4) Likely, we may expect a future outpouring of the Spirit on Israel.

(5) We must recall that Peter quotes this passage from memory.

Acts 3:25 = Gen 22:18 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In Acts, we see a different word order.

(2) Acts has the word ‎πατριαὶ (families), while MT reads ‏גיים (nations) and LXX has ἔθνη (nations).  Geneses 12:3 has מִשְׁפָּחָה (families) (LXX = φυλαὶ‏), which is likely the source for Peter’s version in Acts.

Comments: 

(1) Possibly, Peter used ‎πατριαὶ (families) instead of גיים (nations) or ἔθνη (nations) in order to avoid the misunderstanding that he meant “Gentiles,” since he is preaching to Jews.
 

(2) Like Galatians 3:8, Peter equates the “seed” of Abraham with Jesus Christ.
 

(3) We must recall that Peter quotes this verse from memory.

Rom 10:13 = Joel 2:32

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: God’s future deliverance of Israel has already taken place among His New Testament people.
 

Rom 10:20-21 = Isa 65:1-2

Source: LXX.

Correspondence: 

(1) In v. 20, the order of words ‎ἐμφανὴς (was found) and εὑρέθην ἐγενόμην (became manifest) are interchanged.  

(2) In v. 21, there is a different word order in the phrase:‎ ἐξεπέτασα τὰς χεῖράς μου ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν (all day I stretched out My hand)

Comments: It is very likely that this is a direct prediction of the future inclusion of the Gentiles.  This passage is located in an eschatological context.  

Rom 11:26-27 = combination of Isa 59:20-21 and Isa 27:9

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:

(1) LXX has ‎ἕνεκεν Σιων (for Zion), МТ = ‏לְצִיּוֹן (to Zion), Paul = ‎ἐκ Σιὼν (from Zion). 

‎(2) МТ reads: “A Redeemer will come to Zion, and to those who turn from transgression in Jacob.”  Following the LXX, Paul writes, “The deliverer will come from Zion, he will remove ungodliness from Jacob.”  Seifrid writes, “Israel’s acts of repentance appear not as a condition for the atonement of its guilt, but rather as contemporaneous effects of the forgiveness that the Lord grants.”

(3) It has been suggested that, when changing the vowel pointing of the term וּלשׁבי, the translation results: “When he removes (לשׁוּבוֹ) ungodliness from Jacob,” which agrees with LXX and Paul. 

(4) The concluding words ὅταν ἀφέλωμαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν (when I take away their sins) are taken from Isaiah 27:9, except that Paul has ‎τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν (their sins) instead of ‎αὐτοῦ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν (his sin).

(5) Isaiah 27:9 differs from Paul’s version in that Isaiah has the passive voice: “Jacob’s iniquity will be forgiven.” 

Comments:    

(1) Isaiah 59:20-21 is a prophecy of the future eschatological salvation of Israel.  Although Isaiah 27:9 speaks of forgiveness of sins through repentance from idolatry, there exists in this context an indication of an eschatological fulfillment as well: “In the days to come Jacob will take root, Israel will blossom and sprout, and they will fill the whole world with fruit” (Isa 27:6).  Dunn states that in Hebrew thought, it was common to associate the forgiveness of sins with the restoration of Israel.
 

(2) Concerning the alteration ἐκ Σιὼν (from Zion), Dunn explains that here we either have a problem in transcription of the text (είς from the translation of the Hebrew became ἐκ), or that Paul changed the preposition in order to avoid the misunderstanding that the Deliverer would come only “to Zion.”  The mission of Messiah is universal.
  Psalm 14:7 confirms that salvation comes “from Zion.”
 

Rom 14:11 = Isa 45:23

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Romans, we see a different introduction: ζῶ ἐγώ, λέγει κύριος (as I live, says the Lord).

(2) Romans has a different word order: πᾶσα γλῶσσα ἐξομολογήσεται (every tongue will confess)

Comments: Like Romans 14, Isaiah 45 also speaks of eschatological salvation and God’s judgment. 

1 Cor 15:54 = Isa 25:8 

Source: МТ
Correspondence and Comments: 

(1) The МТ says, “He will swallow up death for all time,” but Paul has, “Death is swallowed up in victory.”  Possibly, Paul paraphrases МТ and then аdds the word “victory” to unite this verse with the following one.
 

(2) Paul’s version, κατεπόθη ό θάνατος είς νίκος (death is swallowed up in victory), differs from LXX, “Death, being strong, swallows them up.”  However, the translations of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion are similar to Paul’s version.  The rabbis often cited this verse to indicate the elimination of death in the age to come.
 

(3) Toy believes that the LXX translators rendered the Hebrew לָנֶצַח not “forever,” but “being strong” because that word can mean both permanence and preeminence.
  As a result of this association, “strength” might have become “victory.”
 

Gal 3:8 = Gen 18:18 or Gen 12:3

Source: LXX

Correspondence 

(1) In Genesis 18:18 = ἐν αὐτῷ (in him), but Paul and Genesis 12:3 have = ἐν σοὶ (in you).

(2) In Genesis 18:18 and Paul = τὰ ἔθνη (nations), but in Genesis 12:3 = αἱ φυλαὶ (families).

Heb 8:8-12 = Jer 31:31-34 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In some details, Hebrews differs from LXX, especially in its use of different verbs. 

(2) The version in Hebrews corresponds well to МТ, except it has ‎ἐγὼ ἠμέλησα αὐτῶν (I did not care for them) instead of אָנֹכִּי בָּעַלְתִּי בָם (I was a husband to them). 

Heb 10:16-17 = Jer 31:33-34 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Heb 12:26 = Hag 2:6 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Comments: The author of Hebrews changes the word order from “heaven and earth” to “earth and heaven” to correspond to his argument.
  

C. Cases of Fulfillment of Messianic Prophecy
*Note: Some of the following examples may also qualify as “typological fulfillment” (see section F below).  It is sometimes difficult to differentiate a direct messianic prophecy from indirect messianic typology.  

Matt 2:6 = Mic 5:2 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ 

Correspondence:
 

(1) In Matthew = “Bethlehem, land of Judah,” МТ = “Bethlehem Ephrathah,” LXX = “house of Ephrathah.”

(2) In Matthew = “leaders,” МТ and LXX = “thousands.”

(3) In Matthew, the phrase ὅστις ποιμανεῖ τόν λάον μου, “Who will shepherd My people” is added after the word “ruler,” possible taken from 2 Sam 5:2 (LXX).

(4) In Matthew = “by no means least,” МТ and LXX = “little to be.”

(5) In Matthew, “for Me” is missing. 

Comments: 

(1) Goldingay assumes that in the light of Christ’s birth there, Matthew could speak of Bethlehem more positively: “…by no means least among the leaders of Judah.”

(2) The replacement of “thousands” with “leaders” may have occurred because: (а) a city is represented by its leaders, or (b) the consonants in the words אֶלֶף (thousand) and אַלּוּף (leader) are the same.
 

(3) Longenecker informs us that the rabbis considered this passage messianic.
 

(4) Matthew speaks of “Bethlehem, land of Judah” to distinguish it from a city of the same name in the territory of Zebulun.
 

Matt 3:3 (Mk 1:3; Lk 3:4-6; Jn 1:23) = Isa 40:3 (Luke quotes Isa 40:3-5)

Source: LXX (differs from MT)

Correspondence: 

(1) In МТ, the highway is prepared in the wilderness, whereas in LXX and the Gospels, the voice is crying in the wilderness.

(2) In Luke, the word ‎πάντα (all) is absent before the term τὰ σκολιὰ (rough ground), yet it is missing in МТ and some LXX manuscripts as well.
 

(3) Luke abbreviates Isaiah 40:5.

(4) Luke has the plural ‎αἱ τραχεῖαι (rough roads) instead of the singular ‎ἡ τραχεῖα (rough road), and εἰς ὁδοὺς λείας (smooth roads) instead of εἰς πεδία (plain), which also differs from МТ.

(5) John has the verb εὐθύνατε (make straight) instead of ἐτοιμάσατε (prepare), which better corresponds with МТ.

(6) In Matthew, Mark, and Luke = τὰς τρίβους αὐτοῦ (His paths), but in LXX = τὰς τρίβους τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν (paths for our God).  Watts proposes that this change occurred so that “His” would refer to “Lord,” i.e., Jesus.

Comments:

(1) Isaiah was predicting the return of Israel from Babylon.  Blomberg feels, though, that since Isaiah’s prophecy exceeds in magnitude its historical fulfillment, we can expect yet a greater fulfillment in Christ.
 

(2) It is possible that the Gospel writers preferred the LXX to the MT because John the Baptist did not make straight paths for the Lord in the desert.

(3) We must keep in mind that this passage is found in a messianic context, i.е. Isa 40-53.

Matt 3:17 (Mk 1:11; Lk 3:22) = Ps 2:7; Isa 42:1.

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (allusion).

Matt 4:15-16 (Lk 1:79) = Isa 9:1-2 (LXX = 8:23-9:1)

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ 

Correspondence: Luke has a condensed version that differs both from Matthew, and from LXX-МТ. 

Comments: 

(1) Blomberg proposes that this prophecy was preliminarily fulfilled during the return from exile, but fully fulfilled in the coming of Messiah.
  Toy associates the prophecy’s preliminarily fulfillment with the Assyrian attack on the Northern Kingdom of Israel.
 

(2) The messianic significance of this prophecy is unmistakable in the light of the following context and the ministry of Jesus in Galilee. 

Matt 8:17 = Isa 53:4 

Source: МТ
Correspondence:

(1) Matthew has the word ‎ἔλαβεν (take) instead of נָשָׂ֔א (bear).

(2) In Matthew, the suffix in ‏וּמַכְאֹבֵינוּ (“our” diseases) is absent.

Matt 11:5 = Isa 61:1

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)

Matt 11:10 (Mk 1:2; Lk 7:27) = Mal 3:1 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ 

Correspondence: 

(1) The versions in the Gospels are nearly identical, yet they differ from LXX and MT.  Possibly, we are dealing here with an unknown source.

(2) The first part exactly corresponds to Ex 23:20 (LXX), but the second part is closer to Mal 3:1 (МТ). 

Comments: 

(1) In Mark, the prophecy of Malachi (Mk 1:2) and Isaiah (Mk 1:3) are both attributed to Isaiah.  It seems that Mark is following the rabbinic practice of mentioning only the main prophet.
  

(2) Kaiser feels that two fulfillments might apply here: one for John the Baptist, and another for the end times.  The “spirit” on Elijah, in fact, had once before been given to another, namely Elisha.
 

(3) The prophecy is applied to Jesus: “…prepare Your way before You,” instead of, “…clear the way before Me.”

Matt 12:18-21 = Isa 42:1-4

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ

Correspondence: 

(1) Unlike МТ, “and the coastlands will wait expectantly for His law,” Matthew follows the LXX: “And in his name the Gentiles will hope.”

(2) Some feel Matthew uses the Aramaic Targum here.
 

Matt 17:5 (Mk 9:7; Lk 9:35) = Ps 2:7; Isa 42:1; Deut 18:15

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (allusion).

Matt 21:5 (Jn 12:15) = Zech 9:9

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ, but closer to МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In Matthew, the verse is condensed.  The words וְנוֹשָׁע ‏צַדִּיק (just and endowed with salvation) are missing. 

(2) Matthew has a different beginning: ‎εἴπατε τῇ θυγατρὶ Σιών (say to the daughter of Zion), possibly taken from Isa 62:11. 

(3) John has yet another introduction: μὴ φοβοῦ, θυγάτηρ Σιών (fear not, daughter of Zion), possibly taken from Isa 40:9.
 

Comments: 

(1) Longenecker says that the rabbis considered this passage messianic.
 

(2) Matthew speaks of two animals, since the young colt had to be accompanied by its mother.

Matt 21:42 (Mk 12:10-11; Lk 20:17) = Ps 118:22-23

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

(1) In Luke, παρὰ κυρίου ἐγένετο αὕτη καὶ ἔστιν θαυμαστὴ ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς ἡμῶν (this is the Lord’s doing; it is marvelous in our eyes) is missing, but it is present in Matthew and Mark.

Comments: 

(1) Greer thinks that when Jesus spoke of Himself as the stone, this gave the apostles the freedom to do the same (сf. 1 Pet 2:7; Rom 9:33).

(2) In the next verse, Jesus continues speaking about the “stone”: “He who falls on this stone will be broken to pieces; but on whomever it falls, it will scatter him like dust,” which may be an indirect allusion to Isaiah 8:14-15 and Daniel 2:44-45, which are considered messianic prophecies.
 

(3) Toy suggests that in the original context, the “stone” was Israel, who was surrounded by Gentiles, but chosen by God.  In the New Testament, this image is applied to Christ.
 

Matt 22:44 (Mk 12:36; Lk 20:42-43) = Ps 110:1

Source: LXX 

Correspondence:

(1) In the Gospels, there is no article before κύριος (Lord)(but МТ = יהוה)

(2) МТ and LXX have “a footstool (ὑποπόδιον) for Your feet,” repeated in Luke.  Matthew and Mark have “under his feet,” which corresponds to Psalm 8:6.
  

Comments: The rabbis considered the psalm messianic.
  

Matt 23:39 (Lk 13:35) = Ps 118:26

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: On the one hand, this passage has eschatological implications.  On the other hand, Jesus was received into Jerusalem with these words.
 

Matt 24:30 (Matt 26:64) = Dan 7:13

Source: LXX 

Correspondence:

(1) Matthew has a different word order.  The LXX reads, “On the clouds of the sky came one as the Son of Man.” 

(2) In Matthew, the word ὡς (as) is absent.  

(3) Several LXX manuscripts have the preposition μετὰ (with) instead of ἐπὶ (on).

Matt 26:31 (Mk 14:27) = Zech 13:7 

Source: МТ
Correspondence:  

(1) Both Gospels have the first person “I will strike” instead of the second person imperative “strike” of Zechariah 13:7.  Here, the final part of Zechariah 13:7 may have influenced the Gospel writers, where the Lord Himself says, “I will turn My hand against the little ones.”
 
(2) Mark has a different word order than Matthew. 

(3) Matthew alone has the words τῆς ποίμνης (of the flock).

Comments: Blomberg notes that this passage is located in a messianic context.
 
Matt 26:64 (Mk 14:62) = Ps 110:1; Dan 7:13 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Lk 4:18-19 = Isa 61:1-2

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:

(1) Luke lacks the phrase ἰάσασθαι τοὺς συντετριμμένους τῇ καρδίᾳ (bind up the brokenhearted).  

(2) Luke adds the phrase ‎ἀποστεῖλαι τεθραυσμένους ἐν ἀφέσει (set free those who are oppressed) from Isaiah 58:6. 

(3) Luke has the verb κηρύξαι (preach) instead of καλέσαι (call).

(4) Luke ends his quote with “to proclaim the favorable year of the Lord,” omitting “and the day of vengeance of our God.”

(5) МТ has “freedom to prisoners,” absent in Luke and LXX. 

(6) Luke preserves the general sense of МТ   

Lk 22:37 = Isa 53:12 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact.  LXX gives a similar version: ἐν τοῖς ἀνόμοις ἐλογίσθη (сf. Luke’s version: μετὰ ἀνόμων ἐλογίσθη)   

Jn 12:38 = Isa 53:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Concerning correspondence to the original context, the contemporaries of Isaiah rejected his message also.
  

Jn 19:37 = Zech 12:10 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: The pronoun is changed to refer to Jesus.

Comments: Toy informs us that some rabbis considered this verse messianic.
 

Acts 2:25-28, 31 (Acts 13:35) = Ps 16:9-11

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Peter speaks of this as a messianic prophecy, and that David was aware of that (v. 30).

(2) The term שָׁחַת (pit) in Psalm 16:10 (МТ) can imply salvation from death itself, while the word διαφθοράν (LXX) more specifically speaks of “decay.”
 

(3) David did indeed die, so the verse must relate to another.

(4) MT has לָבֶטַח (in safety) instead of ἐπʼ ἐλπίδι (in hope) as LXX and Acts 2.

Acts 2:34-35 = Ps 110:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Acts 3:22 = Deut 18:15-19 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)

Correspondence: 

(1) The word order in Acts 3:22 differs from МТ and LXX, but agrees with Acts 7:37 except for omitting the word κύριος (Lord) from 7:37.

(2) Singular pronouns in МТ and LXX (yours, you) become plural in Acts 3:22 and 7:37 (yours, you) for the sake of the intended audience.

Comments: 

(1) According to Longenecker, the rabbis considered this passage messianic.
 

(2) Peter quotes from memory.

Acts 3:23 = Combination of Deut 18:19 ‎and Lev 23:29 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Comments: 

(1) This is a combination of a messianic prophecy of the coming great prophet with the oft-occurring verdict for a blatant violation of the Law: “He shall be cut off from his people.” 

(2) Peter quotes the verse from memory.

Acts 4:11 = Ps 118:22 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Comments:  

(1) Psalm 118 already contains another messianic prophecy (118:26).
 

(2) Jesus applied Psalm 118:22 to Himself in Mark 12:10-11.

(3) Peter quotes the verse from memory. 

Acts 4:25-26 = Ps 2:1-2 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Psalm 2 speaks of the rebellion of the nations against God and His Messiah.  The prayer of Acts 4, however, is directed against other enemies of Messiah – the Jewish leaders.  Their rejection of the gospel allows one to speak of them as Gentiles.  

(2) Toy notes that early Jewish commentators considered this psalm messianic.
 

Acts 8:32-33 = Isa 53:7-8

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) LXX and Acts differ significantly from МТ.  Nonetheless, LXX and Acts reflect the general thrust of the version in MT. 

(2) The eunuch read the version of the Old Testament (i.е. LXX) that was available to him.  It does not necessarily follow that this was the best text.
 

Acts 13:33 = Ps 2:7

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Unlike the use of this verse in Hebrews 1:5 and 5:5, Paul relates it to the resurrection of Jesus. 

Acts 13:35 = Ps 16:10

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 10:15 = Isa 52:7 (сf. Nah 1:15) 

Source: closer to МТ 

Correspondence: In Romans 10:15, the phrase “on the mountains” in absent.

Comments: 

(1) Morris writes that the rabbis acknowledged Isaiah 52:7 as a messianic prophecy.
 

(2) In Isaiah, the good news was preached to Israel, while in Romans 10:15, it is for all people.  Yet, we also take into consideration the eschatological sense of Isaiah 52:6 and the appeal to Gentiles in Isaiah 52:10.

Rom 10:16 = Isa 53:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Concerning correspondence to the original context, the contemporaries of Isaiah rejected his message also.
  
Rom 15:12 = Isa 11:10

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Romans omits ‎ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ (in that day) because for Paul that day has already come.

(2) МТ reads, “Who will stand as a signal for the peoples,” but LXX and Romans 15 have, “Who arises to rule over the Gentiles.”

Comments: According to Longenecker, the rabbis considered this passage messianic.
 

Rom 15:21 = Isa 52:15

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul fulfills the messianic mission predicted in Isaiah 52:15.

2 Cor 6:2 = Isa 49:8 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: The context of Isaiah 49 speaks of the saving mission of God’s Servant.  Paul emphasizes that today is the “acceptable time” and the “day of salvation.”  Therefore, one must take advantage of the grace of Christ now and actively spread the good news about Him.

Heb 1:5а = Ps 2:7 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: The goal of the author here is the show the preeminence of Christ over the angels.
 

Heb 1:5b = 2 Sam 7:14

Source: LXX (or МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments: According to Longenecker, the rabbis considered this passage messianic.

Heb 1:13 = Ps 110:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: The goal of the author here is to show the preeminence of Christ over the angels. 

Heb 5:5 = Ps 2:7 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) According to Longenecker, the rabbis considered this passage messianic.

(2) The goal of the author here is to show Christ’s appointment as a priest.
 

Heb 5:6 (Heb 7:17, 21) = Ps 110:4

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: Hebrews omits εἶ (also absent in МТ)

Comments: We note several indications of a messianic fulfillment of this verse:
 (1) Israel never had a king that also served as a priest; (2) the priesthood is eternal; (3) in Psalm 110, we find other messianic prophecies; (4) the rabbis considered it messianic. 

1 Pet 2:7 = Ps 118:22

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: In Psalm 118, we find other messianic prophecies (118:26), and Jesus applies Psalm 118:22 to Himself (see Mk 12:10-11).

1 Pet 2:22 = Isa 53:9

Source: LXX

Correspondence: LXX reads ἀνομίαν (lawlessness), but Peter has ἁμαρτίαν (sin).  Yet, notice that Peter used the term ἁμαρτίαν (грех) twice before in this context (v. 20, 24).

1 Pet 2:23-25 = allusion to Isa 53:4-7 

2 Pet 1:17 = allusion to Ps 2:7; Isa 42:1
Rev 2:26-27 = Ps 2:8-9 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ 

Comments: 

(1) Jesus, having received authority in Psalm 2, gives authority to His faithful in Revelation 2.

(2) The verb רָעַע (break) with different vocalization would read “shepherd,” which may explain the use of the verb ποιμανεῖ (shepherd) in Revelation and LXX.

Rev 3:7 = Isa 22:22

Source: МТ
Correspondence: In Revelation, instead of, “then I will set the key of the house of David on his shoulder,” Revelation has: “Who has the key of David,” because Jesus speaks not of others, but of Himself.
 

Comments: There are several indications of a messianic application of Isaiah 22:22: (1) Eliakim receives authority over the house of David; (2) in Isaiah 22:20 he is called “God’s servant”; (3) Isaiah 9:6 speaks of Messiah that “the government will rest on His shoulders.”

D. Cases of Direct Application of Old Testament Principles in the New Testament
Matt 4:10 (Lk 4:8) = Deut 6:13 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Matthew and Luke, the word ‎μόνῳ (only) is added.

(2) In Matthew and Luke, we have the word προσκυνήσεις (worship) instead of φοβηθήση (fear), which is found in МТ and LXX.  Possibly, the word “worship” is used due to Satan’s request from Jesus to worship him.
  

Matt 5:5 = allusion to Ps 37:11

Matt 9:13 = Hos 6:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 12:7 = Hos 6:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Matt 18:16 = Deut 19:15

Source: LXX 

Correspondence:

(1) Matthew condenses the phrase: ‎ἐπὶ στόματος δύο μαρτύρων καὶ ἐπὶ στόματος τριῶν μαρτύρων (by the mouth of two witnesses or by the mouth of witnesses) to ‎ἐπὶ στόματος δύο μαρτύρων ἢ τριῶν (by the mouth of two or three witnesses).

(2) In Matthew, we find the subjunctive mood σταθῇ (confirmed) instead of the future tense ‎σταθήσεται (confirmed) for the sake of grammatical agreement. 

Matt 22:37 (Mk 12:29-30) = Deut 6:5

Source: МТ or LXX

Correspondence:  

(1) In Matthew, we have “all your mind” instead of “all your strength.” 

(2) In Matthew, the preposition ἐν is used instead of ἐξ. 

(3) Mark adds ἐξ ὅλης τῆς διανοίας σου (all your mind) as well as “all your strength.”

(4) In Mark, we have ἰσχύος (strength) instead of δυνάμεώς (strength).

Comments: 

(1) Edwards feels that Mark added the phrase “and all your mind.”
  Yet, in Luke 10:27, the rich man quotes Deut 6:5 the same as Mark (but with a different word order). 

(2) Longenecker thinks that Mark may have added “and all your mind” due to the use of the Shema in Jewish liturgy, which took on various forms.
 

(3) Toy notes that in various copies of LXX, the Hebrew term לֵבָב (heart) is sometimes translated with καρδία (heart), and sometimes with διανοία (mind).  Possibly, both translations were used resulting in four elements: heart (καρδία), soul, mind (διανοία), and strength.
  

Matt 22:39 (Мк 12:31) = Lev 19:18 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: exact 

Mk 9:48 = Isa 66:24

Source: МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) The Hebrew imperfect tense (תָמוּת and תִכְבֶּה) is translated in LXX by the future tense, but in Mark by the present tense. 

(2) In Mark, the pronoun “their” after the word “fire” is missing.

Acts 23:5 = Ex 22:28 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In Acts, the word order differs slightly.

(2) LXX has the plural ἄρχοντας (rulers), while Acts has the singular. 

Comments: Paul quotes this verse from memory.

Rom 2:6 = Ps 62:12

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Paul has the third person (He) instead of the second person (You).

Comments: Paul employs a general biblical principle in his argument here.

Rom 3:4 = Ps 51:5

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Paul has the future tense νικήσεις (prevail) instead of the subjunctive mood ‎νικήσῃς (prevail). 

Comments: In Psalm 51, David speaks of God’s righteousness, when He rebuked Him for sin.  Paul has the same sense.

Rom 3:10-12 = Ps 53:3-4

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) V. 11 – paraphrased and abbreviated

(2) V. 12 – χρηστότητα (good) instead of ‎ἀγαθόν (good)

Rom 4:7-8 = Ps 32:1-2

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 7:7 = Ex 20:17

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 9:15 = Ex 33:19

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Rom 11:34 (1 Cor 2:16) = Isa 40:13 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Romans has a different word order: σύμβουλος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο.

(2) In Romans, we have ἢ (or) instead of καὶ (and). 

(3) In 1 Corinthians 2:16, the phrase καὶ τίς αὐτοῦ σύμβουλος ἐγένετο (or as His counselor has informed Him) is absent.  Also, the word συμβιβᾷ (instruct) replaces the word συμβιβάσει (instruct). 

(4) Romans lacks the final part of the quotation: ὃς συμβιβᾷ αὐτόν (who will instruct him).

Rom 11:35 = Job 41:3

Source: Closer to МТ.  Also similar to the Aramaic Targum.
 
Correspondence: Romans adds the word αὐτῷ (him) after ἀνταποδοθήσεται (paid back). 

Rom 12:19 (Heb 10:30) = Deut 32:35 

Source: Closer to МТ: “Vengeance is Mine, and retribution.”  Corresponds well to the Aramaic Targum.
  The same version in Romans is found in Hebrews 10:30, which may indicate the existence of an unknown source. 

Comments: In the Old Testament context, the topic is God’s judgment on Israel’s enemies.  The author of Hebrews sees in this a general principle.
 
Rom 12:20 = Prov 25:21-22

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Romans has ψώμιζε (feed) instead of ‎τρέφε (feed).

Rom 13:9 = Isa 20:13-17 and Lev 19:18

Source: A paraphrase of Isaiah 20:13-17, but Leviticus 19:18 is taken verbatim from LXX. 

1 Cor 1:31 = Jer 9:24 (paraphrase) 

Source: The same version is found in 2 Corinthians 10:17, which may indicate the existence of an unknown source. 

1 Cor 2:16 = Isa 40:13

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: An abbreviation.  The phrase ‎τίς αὐτοῦ σύμβουλος ἐγένετο (or has become His counselor) is absent. 

1 Cor 3:19 = Job 5:13 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact

Comments: Interestingly, Paul cites the words of Eliphaz, of whom God said that he had “not spoken of Me what is right as My servant Job has” (Job 42:7).
  

1 Cor 10:26 = Ps 24:1 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

2 Cor 9:9 = Ps 112:9 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

2 Cor 10:17 = Jer 9:24 (paraphrase) 

Source: The same version is found in 1 Corinthians 1:31, which may indicate the existence of an unknown source.

Gal 3:10 = Deut 27:26

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ, but closer to LXX.

Gal 3:12 = Lev 18:5 

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: In Galatians, the word ἄνθρωπος (man) is absent. 

Gal 5:14 = Lev 19:18

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Eph 4:25 = Zech 8:16

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact, except that Paul has the preposition μετὰ (with) instead of πρὸς (to). 

Eph 6:2-3 = Ex 20:12 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Ephesians has the verb ἔσῃ (will be) instead of γένῃ (will become).

(2) Unlike МТ, in the LXX and Еphesians, the phrase ἵνα εὖ σοι γένηται (in order that it might be well with you) is added.

Comments: Paul relates this verse to life “on the earth,” while Exodus speaks of the “land which the Lord your God will give you.” 

2 Tim 4:14 = Ps 61:13

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Paul has the second person pronoun (You) instead of the third person (He).

Heb 10:30 = Deut 32:35-36

Source: 

(1) The version in Hebrews is closer to МТ than to LXX.  МТ = “Vengeance is Mine, and retribution,” while Hebrews has “Vengeance is mine, I will repay”.  Yet, Hebrews 10:30 also corresponds to the Aramaic Targum.
  The same version in Hebrews is found in Rom 12:19, which may indicate the existence of an unknown source. 

(2) The second quote in Hebrews 10:30 corresponds exactly to Deuteronomy 32:36 in LXX. 

Comments: In the Old Testament context, the topic is God’s judgement on Israel’s enemies.  The author of Hebrews sees in this a general principle .
  
Heb 12:5-6 = Prov 3:11-12 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Unlike LXX, Hebrews has the word μου (my), which also is in МТ.

Heb 12:29 = Deut 4:24

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 
(1) In Hebrews, κύριος ὁ θεός (Lord God) is shortened to ὁ θεός (God). 

(2) Hebrews has the pronoun ἡμῶν (our) instead of σου (your). 

Heb 13:6 = Ps 117:6

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: exact

Jam 2:8 = Lev 19:18 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Jam 2:11 = Ex 20:13-14

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Jam 4:6 (1 Pet 5:5) = Prov 3:34 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Exact, except James and Peter have θεὸς (God) instead of κύριος (Lord).  Peter prefers to use κύριος only for Jesus.

(2) МТ reads: “Though He scoffs at the scoffers, yet He gives grace to the afflicted.”  The sense is similar. 

1 Pet 1:16 = Lev 11:44

Source: MT or LXX

Correspondence: Peter has a different word order (ἐγὼ ἅγιος εἰμι).  Some LXX manuscripts, though, have Peter’s word order. 

1 Pet 2:3 = Ps 34:8

Source: МТ or LXX

Correspondence and Comments: 

(1) LXX has the imperative γεύσασθε (taste), but Peter has a conditional clause εἰ ἐγεύσασθε… (if you have tasted).  Peter is confident that his readers are already believers – they have already “tasted.” 

(2) In Peter, the phrase καὶ ἴδετε (and see) is omitted.  It is thought that the command “to see” did not fit with the “milk” metaphor in verse 2.  Therefore, Peter omitted it.

(3) Peter relates this verse to the Lord Jesus (see 2:4), but in the Old Testament context,  יהוה(Yahweh) is in view.

1 Pet 3:10-12 = Ps 34:12-16

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: 

(1) Peter uses the third person instead of the second person from LXX.  Consequently, Peter omits all the personal pronouns in the second person.  This better corresponds to Peter’s context (v. 8-9), where he gave a series of exhortations in the third person.

(2) In Peter, instead of ὁ θέλων ζωὴν ἀγαπῶν ἡμέρας ἰδεῖν ἀγαθάς (the man who desires life and loves {length of} days), we have ὁ γὰρ θέλων ζωὴν ἀγαπᾶν καὶ ἰδεῖν ἡμέρας ἀγαθὰς (the one who desires life, to love and see good days).

(3) Peter omits the introductory question.

(4) Peter introduces the conjunctions δὲ and ὅτι to clarify the relationships between the sentences.

1 Pet 4:8 = Prov 10:12

Source: closer to МТ 

Correspondence: Peter speaks of a “multitude of sins,” while the МТ has “all transgressions.”

1 Pet 4:18 = Prov 11:31 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Peter does not have the word μέν.

(2) Unlike LXX and Peter, МТ reads, “If the righteous will be rewarded in the earth…” 

Comments: Archer asserts that the sense of МТ is preserved.
 
1 Pet 5:5 (Jam 4:6) = Prov 3:34 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:  

(1) exact, except James and Peter have θεὸς (God) instead of κύριος (Lord).  Peter prefers to use κύριος only for Jesus.

(2) МТ reads: “Though He scoffs at the scoffers, yet He gives grace to the afflicted.”  The sense is similar.

1 Pet 5:7 = Ps 55:22 

Source: = LXX

Correspondence and Comments: 

(1) LXX has the imperative ἐπίρριψον (cast), while Peter has the participle ἐπιρίψαντες (yet, a participle can carry the sense of a command, and this allows Peter to connect this sentence with the previous one).

(2) Peter has the plural pronoun ὑμῶν (your), but LXX has the singular σου (your) (yet, Peter is adapting the verse to his audience). 

(3) Peter adds the word πᾶσαν (all), making clear what is implied here. 

(4) Peter has ἐπʼ αὐτόν (on Him), while LXX has ἐπὶ κύριον (on the Lord).  Peter already mentioned God in the previous verse and, therefore, used the pronoun.

(5) Different word order, but Peter paraphrased.

(6) Different ending to the verse: ὅτι αὐτῷ μέλει περὶ ὑμῶν (for He cares for you).  Possibly, this is not meant as a part of the quote, but the words of Peter. 

2 Pet 2:22 = Prov 26:11

Source: = МТ
Correspondence: exact

Rev 3:19 = Prov 3:12 

Source: closer to МТ
E. Cases of New Application of an Old Testament Principle, Prophecy or Example
Matt 4:4 (Lk 4:4) = Deut 8:3 

Source: LXX 
Correspondence: In Matthew, the article (τὼ) before the participle ἐκπορευομένῳ (proceeds from) is missing. 

Comments: The principle of dependence on God applies both to Israel, who ate manna in the wilderness, and to the incarnate Son of God, who fasted in the wilderness. 

Matt 4:7 (Lk 4:12) = Deut 6:16 

Source: LXX 
Correspondence: exact

Comments: Israel tempted God by their grumbling in the wilderness, but Jesus would not tempt God by leaping off the temple.

Matt 7:23 (Lk 13:27) = Ps 6:8

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) The Gospels have a different verb: not ἀπόστητε (depart), but ἀποχωρεῖτε (depart).

(2) In Matthew, the word ‎πάντες (all) is absent.

(3) Luke has a different ending: not οἱ ἐργαζόμενοι τὴν ἀνομίαν (who practice lawlessness), а ἐργάται ἀδικίας (who practice unrighteousness)

Comments: 

(1) In the original context, the psalmist is speaking to his enemies after his deliverance from them.  Jesus, though, speaks of God’s judgement.  Possibly, Jesus is not so much quoting Psalm 6:9 as using words familiar to His audience to express His own thought. 

Matt 10:35-36 (Lk 12:53) = Mic 7:6 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)

Comments: 

(1) Micah speaks of betrayal within families in his time, which also applies in principle to divisions in families because of Christ. 

(2) Blomberg feels that here Jesus simply uses biblical terminology to express His own thought.
 

(3) In Luke 12:53, Jesus expands the idea, speaking of conflict in both directions: father against son, and son against father, etc.
 

Matt 11:29 = Jer 6:16

Source: МТ 

Correspondence: Matthew has ἀνάπαυσιν (rest), like the MT, whereas the LXX reads ἁγνισμὸν (purity).

Comments: Through Jeremiah, God invites His people to find rest by the “ancient paths,” whereas Jesus invites them to find rest in Himself.  
Matt 12:40 = Jonah 1:17

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact 

Comments: 

(1) Jesus compares the period of His stay in the tomb with the period Jonah was in the great fish. 

(2) The LXX term κῆτος means “sea monster”
, but the МТ reads דָּג, i.е. “fish.”
 

Matt 13:14-15 (Mk 4:12 [8:18]; Lk 8:10; Jn 12:40; Acts 28:26-27) = Isa 6:9-10 

Source: LXX (differs from MT)

Correspondence: 

(1) In Matthew and Acts, the qualifier ‎αὐτῶν (their) after ‎ὠσὶν (ears) is absent.

(2) Acts has a different word order in the beginning: Πορεύθητι πρὸς τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον καὶ εἰπόν (go to this people and say).

(3) In Luke, the passages is condensed, and the subjunctive mood and third person are used for grammatical harmony. 

(4) The version in Matthew differs greatly form LXX, but in many ways agrees with the Aramaic Targum.
  

(5) МТ states that the spiritual insensitivity of Israel resulted from God hardening their hearts.  Only John 12:40, which greatly differs from LXX, reflects this.  In the other New Testament versions, in general, the hardened condition of the disobedient is simply stated.  

Comments: Jesus and Paul’s situations echo Isaiah’s – people do not attend to God’s Word.  

Matt 13:35 = Ps 78:2

Source: closer to МТ
Correspondence: Instead of ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς (of old), Matthew has ἀπὸ καταβολῆς [κόσμου] (from the foundation of the world).  Toy comments, “It is not the foundation of the world that the psalmist has in mind, but the early times of Israelitish history.”
 

Comments: 

(1) Similar to how Asaph informed Israel about God’s saving works (Ps 78:5ff) through his “parable” (Ps 78:2), Jesus revealed the God’s plan of salvation in parables.

(2) Toy notes that Asaph does not really speak in parables, but simply relates the history of God’s people.
  

Matt 15:8-9 (Mk 7:6-7) = Isa 29:13

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:

(1) The Gospels omit αὐτῶν after χείλεσιν (“their” tongue) and the phrase ἐγγίζει μοι (draw near to Me). 

(2) The Gospels have the singular τιμᾷ (it honors) instead of the plural ‎τιμῶσίν (they honor).  Also, the pronoun με (Me) comes before τιμᾷ (it honors).  

(3) In Mark, the pronoun οὗτος (this) is placed at the beginning of the sentence. 

(4) In the Gospels, ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων (traditions of men) is placed at the end of the sentence.

(5) The Gospels omit καὶ between the words διδασκαλίας and ἐντάλματα ἀνθρώπων.  The following translation results: “Teaching as doctrines the precepts of men” instead of LXX: “Teaching the precepts of men and doctrines (LXX).  

(6) The sense of the MT is nonetheless preserved. 

Comments: Jesus equates Israel’s relationship with God at His time with that of Isaiah’s time.  Both groups paid God only formal worship instead of heartfelt devotion.
 

Matt 16:27 = Ps 62:12
Source: МТ 

Correspondence: 

(1) Matthew has the second person (You) instead of the third person (He).

(2) LXX has ἔργα (works), while Matthew has πρᾶξιν (work)

Comments: Psalm 62 states that God gives recompense, while Jesus applied this role to Himself.

Matt 21:13 (Mk 11:17; Lk 19:46) = Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Isaiah 56:7 (direct quote), Jeremiah 7:11 (paraphrase, in order to apply it to the Jews of Jesus’ time
).

(2) Mark continues the quotation from Isaiah 56:7 with the words πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν (for all the nations). 

(3) Luke has the verb ἔσται (will be) instead of κληθήσεται (will be called).

Comments: Isaiah 56:7 expresses a universal principle concerning the purpose of the temple.  Jeremiah 7:11 describes a situation similar to Matthew 21:13, where Israel violated the temple order. 

Matt 21:16 = Ps 8:2

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments:  

(1) МТ has עֹ֥ז (strenght) instead of the LXX αἶνον (praise).  In Psalm 29:1 (LXX), the word עֹ֥ז is translated τιμήν (honor), and in Isaiah 12:2 – by the word δόξα (glory).  Yet, the context of Psalm 8 requires the translation “strength.”

(2) Working off the LXX translation, Matthew 21:12 applies this verse to the children’s’ praise. 

Matt 22:32 (Mk 12:26; Lk 20:37) = Ex 3:6

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) The Gospels omit ‎τοῦ πατρός σου (your father)

(2) In Matthew, the article ὁ is placed before every occurrence of θεὸς (God).

(3) In Mark, the verb ‎εἰμι (I am) is absent.  

(4) Luke changes the case for grammatical harmony. 

Comments: 

(1) In the original context, Yahweh mentions the patriarchs as a confirmation of Moses’ mission to their descendants.  Jesus, though, employs this expression to prove the resurrection of the dead.
 

(2) Pao relates that the words of Jesus are confirmed by the fact that God spoke of the living patriarchs after their death.
 

Matt 27:9-10 = Zech 11:12-13 (сf. Jer 18:2; 32:6-9)

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ. 

Comments: 

(1) The term יוצר (potter) is similar in form to the word אוצר (treasury).  Some assume that the word אוצר (treasury) was in the original text.
  This latter variant is found in the Syrian and Aramaic translations, and in one Hebrew manuscript.

(2) Matthew’s uses the third person instead of the first person (I took the 30 pieces of silver) to show what the priests did with the money.
  

(3) The prophecy of Zechariah is ascribed to Jeremiah.  Toy thinks this was a copyist error during transcription.
  Others feel that Zechariah wrote “in the spirit of Jeremiah”
, or that Matthew is indirectly alluding to Jeremiah’s experience with a potter (Jer 18:2) or with the purchase of land (Jer 32:6-9).
  Only Jeremiah is mentioned because he is greater than Zechariah.
 

(4) Toy defends the view that all that these passages have in common is that they both speak of rejection of God and of 30 pieces of silver.
  

Matt 27:46 (Mk 15:34) = Ps 22:1

Source: Aramaic citation with translation.
 

Comments: 

(1) Jesus’ experience on the cross parallels David’s experience.  Jesus echoes the cry of David in Psalm 22:1.  Both experienced feelings of abandonment.  Von Rad views the psalmist of Psalm 22 as a type of Christ.

(2) Psalm 22 contains other prophetic (messianic) elements. 

Mk 4:29 = Joel 3:13

Source: МТ
Correspondence: Joel has the imperative: “Put in the sickle,” while Jesus speaks of a concrete action: “He immediately puts in the sickle.” 

Comments: Joel speaks of God’s eschatological judgment as a harvest.  Jesus, though, applies the image of a harvest to the gathering of His saints at the end times.

Mk 8:18 = Jer 5:21 or Ezek 12:2 (paraphrase)

Comments: Both in the Old Testament, and in Jesus’ teaching, the issue is the spiritual blindness of those who should know better. 

Lk 1:17 = Mal 4:6 (МТ = 3:24)

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Zechariah speaks of Malachi’s prophecy being fulfilled in John the Baptist. 

Lk 1:50 = Ps 103:17 (МТ = 103:17)

Source: МТ
Correspondence: Luke uses the pronoun “His” instead of the personal name of God, Yahwah (יהוה).

Comments: 

(1) Mary applies the general principle of God’s compassion for people to the kindness He has shown her and her people.  

(2) Toy sees in Mary’s praise an echo of Hanna’s praise in 1 Sam 2:1-10.

Lk 1:53 = Ps 107:9 (paraphrase)

Comments: 

(1) Mary applies the general principle of God’s compassion for people to the kindness He has shown her and her people.  

(2) Toy sees in Mary’s praise an echo of Hanna’s praise in 1 Sam 2:1-10.

Lk 23:30 (Rev 6:16) = Hos 10:8 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ.

Correspondence: The quotation in Luke also differs from the one in Revelation.

Comments: Hosea speaks of God executing His judgment on Israel by means of Assyria.  Jesus, however, speaks of the Roman assault, and the Book of Revelation – judgement on unbelievers.  The principle is the same – God’s punishment of those rejecting Him.

Lk 23:46 = Ps 31:5 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: Luke’s version differs from LXX only in that he uses the present tense παρατίθεμαι (commit) instead of the future tense παραθήσομαι (will commit).  In МТ, we see the imperfect tense אַפְקִיד, which can translate both ways.   

Comments: Jesus repeats an expression of trust in God, first uttered by the psalmist.  

Jn 2:17 = Ps 69:9а
Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: John has the future ‎καταφάγεταί (will consume) instead of the aorist ‎κατέφαγέν (has consumed) supposedly “in order to bring out the supposed predictive character of the passage.”

Comments: 

(1) Jesus shares with the psalmist zeal for God’s house. 

(2) Romans 15:13 relates the second part of this verse (Ps 69:9b) to Jesus.

(3) Psalm 69 contains many examples of messianic prophecy (see Ps 69:4, 9, 15, 19-23, 25).

Jn 10:34 = Ps 82:6

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact 

Comments: Jesus appeals to the Old Testament calling judges “gods” to justify His claim to be God’s Son.

Jn 12:40 (see Matt 13:14-15)
Acts 1:20а = Ps 69:25 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (maybe an abbreviation of МТ or LXX).

Comments: 

(1) Peter uses the singular instead of the plural in order to relate this verse to his situation.
 

(2) The psalmist rebukes and brings curses on his opponents.  Peter applies this to Judas, the opponent of Jesus. 

(3) Psalm 69 cоntains many examples of messianic prophecies (see Ps 69:4, 9, 15, 19-23, 25).

Acts 1:20b = Ps 109:8

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Acts has the imperative ‎λαβέτω (receive) instead of the optative λάβοι, possibly to coordinate this verse with the previous quotation.

Comments: Psalm 109 is a rebuke of a personal enemy of the psalmist.  Peter applies it to Judas Iscariot. 

Acts 4:24 = Ps 146:6

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: The disciples of Jesus apply the principle of God’s universal rule to their situation in dealing with their opponents.  In the words of Marshall, “The psalm contrasts the inability of human rulers with the power of God as creator of the universe.”

Acts 13:34 = Isa 55:3

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Acts has the verb διαθήσομαι (I will give) instead of the verb δώσω (I will give).

(2) Acts omits διαθήκην αἰώνιον (eternal covenant). 

Comments: In Isaiah 55, we read of an eternal covenant established with Israel in connection with “the faithful mercies shown to David.”  Paul, however, relates this promise to Jesus Christ in spite of the fact that the promise is addressed to the plural “you” (ὑμῖν).  In the strength of this connection with David, Paul can apply Psalm 16:10 to the resurrection of Jesus. 

Acts 13:41 = Hab 1:5

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Abbreviated.  Acts omits the words ἐπιβλέψατε (look) and θαυμάσια (wonder). 

(2) Acts adds the words ἔργον (work) and ὑμῖν (to you).
(3) In Acts, we have διότι (for) instead of ὅτι (for).

(4) The word בַגּוֹיִם (“nations,” in the vocative case) could have been mistakenly introduced during transcription of the MT from the original word בַוֹגּדיִם (scoffers), the word we see in LXX and Acts.
  Toy thinks the opposite – that the LXX translators committed the error.

Comments: 

(1) In the case of Hosea, the “astonishing” act of God would be Babylon’s assault as His punishment for Israel’s covenant unfaithfulness.  Similarly, if hearers of the gospel reject the word of salvation, there will be tragic consequences as well. 

(2) Paul quotes the verse by memory.

Acts 13:47 = Isa 49:6 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: Unlike Acts, Isaiah speaks of “Мy” salvation. 

Comments: Paul applies this messianic prophecy to the apostles, to whom Jesus entrusted the preaching of His gospel.  Jesus Himself did not preach “until the ends of the earth.”  He commissioned His disciples to do so. 

Acts 15:16-17 = Amos 9:11-12 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: Verse 16 greatly differs from LXX, but verse 17 is nearly verbatim.

‎Comments: 

(1) Amos speaks of the restoration of Judah and expansion of its territory.
  James, however, relates the restoration of David’s tabernacle to the exaltation of Jesus and His appointment as Messiah.  As a result of His exaltation, the Gentiles will seek God.

(2) Amos 9:12 (MT) reads: “…that they may possess the remnant of Edom,” while LXX and Acts reads, “…that the rest of mankind may seek the Lord”.  Archer suggests emending the МТ: not לְמַעַן יִירְשׁוּ אֶת־שְׁאֵרִית אֱדוֹם, but לְמַעַן יִדרְשׁוּ אֶתוֹ שְׁאֵרִית אָדָם, and that the LXX preserved the correct reading.
 
(3) James quotes the verse from memory, as Toy comments, “The deviations of the New Testament text from the Septuagint may thus be explained from the freedom which James (or his reporter) would use in quoting.”

Acts 28:26-27 (see Matt 13:14-15)
Rom 1:17 (Gal 3:11) = Hab 2:4

Source: closer to МТ
Correspondence: МТ has “his faith,” while LXX has “My faith.”  Paul lacks the pronoun.  Seifrid proposes that the LXX translators mistakenly took the pronominal suffix ו (his) for י (My).
 

Comments:  

(1) In Habakkuk 2:4, the Hebrew term אֱמוּנָה (amuna) literally means “faith” in the sense of “faithfulness.”  The verbal form אָמַן (aman), from which the noun אֱמוּנָה (amuna) derives, has two meanings: in the Niphal form – “faithfulness,” and in the Hiphil form – “trust.” 

(2) In the context of Habakkuk 2:4, the righteous person “waits” with perseverance for a vision from the Lord (2:3).  This contrasts with the proud person (2:4-5), who, in greed, gathers all for himself.  Therefore, in this context, we can assign to the word אֱמוּנָה (амуна) the meaning “trust.”

(3) Seifrid notes that similarly to how people in Habakkuk’s day needed to trust God in the face of adversity, people today need to trust Christ in the light of God’s coming wrath.
 

Rom 2:24 = Isa 52:5 (сf. Ezek 36:20, 23)

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) In Romans, we have a different word order, where the phrase “name of God” is stressed.

(2) In Romans, the phrase διὰ παντὸς (continually) is absent.

(3) In Romans, we see not τὸ ὄνομά μου (My name), but ὄνομα τοῦ θεοῦ (the name of God) 

Comments: In МТ, God rebukes other nations for degrading his innocent people.  In LXX, however, Israel suffers for its own sins.  Archer postulates that Israel was indeed guilty, since they went into exile for their own misdeeds.
  
Rom 3:13 = Ps 5:9 and Ps 140.3

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul assigns the characteristics of personal enemies of the psalmist (Ps 5) and evil persons in general (Ps 140) to the entire human race. 

Rom 3:14 = Ps 10:7

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Romans has a different word order. 

(2) In Romans, the word δόλου (lie) is absent.

(3) Romans has the plural pronoun ὧν (whose) instead of the singular αὐτοῦ (his). 
Comments: Paul assigns the characteristics of evil persons in general to the entire human race.

Rom 3:15-17 = Isa 59:7-8

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Verse 15 is abbreviated and paraphrased. 

(2) Verse 17 has ἔγνωσαν (know) instead of οἴδασιν (know)

Comments: That which was once addressed to God’s Old Testament people is now applied to all people. 

Rom 3:18 = Ps 36:1 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul assigns the characteristics of evil persons in general to the entire human race.

Rom 4:17 = Gen 17:5 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul assigns the phrase “many nations” to those who imitate the faith of Abraham.
 

Rom 8:36 = Ps 44.22

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: The psalmist suffers for God.  Believers in Jesus do the same. 

Rom 9:7 = Gen 21:12

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul associates Isaac, the son of the promise, with those who believe in God’s promise in Jesus. 
Rom 9:12-13 = Gen 25:23 and Mal 1:2-3

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Verse 12 is exact.  Verse 13 has a different word order, putting the phrase τὸν Ἰακὼβ ἠγάπησα (Jacob I loved) first. 

Comments: Paul appeals to God’s sovereignty in choosing Jacob over Esau to underscore His right to choose His elect independent of ethnicity, which runs contrary to conventional Jewish expectations.
 
Rom 9:17 = Ex 9:16

Source: МТ
Correspondence: The final part exactly corresponds to LXX.  The first part, however, greatly differs from it.

Comments: Paul applies Pharaoh’s experience with God to the general principle of God’s election. 

Rom 9:25 = Hos 2:23 (LXX = 2:25)

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ

Comments: 

(1) Hosea is referring not to Gentiles, but to Israel. 

(2) Seifrid feels that Paul is applying this promise made to Israel to God’s new people, which consists of both Jewish and Gentile believers in Jesus.
 

(3) Morris comments that the sinfulness of Israel reached a point where they ceased being God’s people, yet God will restore Israel.  If hope exists for those excluded from the covenant as punishment for sin, then how much more can those who have not been excluded by their own demerit (i.e., Gentiles) have hope?
 

‎Rom 9:26 = Hos 1:10 (LXX = 2:1)

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: See Romans 9:25 above.

Rom 9:27-28 = Isa 10:22-23

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ

Comments:  

(1) Just as only a remnant of Israel remained after Assyria’s invasion, only a remnant of Israel will believe in Messiah Jesus. 

(2) In Isaiah 10:20-23, there are elements that better correspond to eschatological than historical salvation.  At that time, people will “rely on the Lord” and “overflow with righteousness.” 

Rom 9:29 = Isa 1:9

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Just as God preserved a remnant of Israel from annihilation at the time of Isaiah, He will preserve a remnant of Jewish believers in Messiah. 

Rom 9:33 (Rom 10:11; 1 Pet 2:6-8) = combination of Isa 8:14 and 28:16 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)

Comments:  

(1) In 1 Peter 2:6-8 and Romans 9:33, we encounter exact verbatim expressions that are absent in both LXX and МТ: ἰδοὺ τίθημι ἐν Σιὼν λίθον (behold, I lay in Zion a stone), λίθον προσκόμματος καὶ πέτραν σκανδάλου (stone of stumbling and a rock of offense), and ὁ πιστεύων ἐπʼ αὐτῷ (he who believes in Him).  This may indicate the existence of another source not known to us.
  Some believe that the Early Church employed a collection of messianic prophecies, which were sometimes connected by a common word, like “stone.”
  

(2) At the same time, Romans 9:33 and 1 Peter 2:6 have different endings: ὁ πιστεύων ἐπʼ αὐτῷ οὐ καταισχυνθήσεται (Rom 9:33), ὁ πιστεύων ἐπʼ αὐτῷ οὐ μὴ καταισχυνθῇ (1 Pet 2:6; Isa 28:16 LXX). Some assume that Peter used the common source with Paul, yet corrected the ending to correspond it to Isaiah 28:16 in LXX. 

(3) In LXX, it states that if Israel would sanctify the Lord, He would not become for it a stone of stumbling.  This idea is absent from MT, Peter, and Paul.

(4) Toy points out that in the original context of both Isaiah passages, trust in God’s power over what people can do is emphasized.  Peter and Paul, however, apply this principle to faith in Jesus for salvation.
 

 (5) Seifrid notes that in Isaiah 28:16, God lays the stone, whereas in Isaiah 8:14, He Himself is the stone.
 

Rom 10:6-8 = Deut 30:12-14

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: 

(1) Verse 6: term ἡμῖν (for us) is missing.

(2) Verse 6: introduction is taken from Deuteronomy 9:4.

(3) Verse 7: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ.  Some assume that the words “who will descend into the abyss?” are taken from Ps 107:26.

(4) Verse 8: different word order for ‎σου ἐγγὺς (near you).

(5) Verse 8: the word σφόδρα (very) is absent.

Comments: It appears that in these verses, Moses is claiming that it is possible to keep the Law.  Paul, however, uses these verses to teach salvation by faith apart from the Law.  Several attempts are made to reconcile this discrepancy:  

(1) Some feel that Paul is not quoting Deuteronomy, but only uses words and expressions familiar to his audience.  We note that he does not introduce the passage with the formulas “Scripture says,” or “Moses says.”
  On the other hand, this passage reads like a direct quote.
  

(2) Mounce claims that what is meant is that one need not go up to heaven or descend to Hades to learn God’s will.  It is made clear in the gospel.
  Yet, in Deuteronomy 30, Moses speaks specifically not of discovering God’s will, but of keeping the Law. 

(3) According to Dunn, Paul is following the example of other writers of his time, namely Philo and the author of Baruch, who attribute this passage not to the Torah, but to either “wisdom” or “goodness.”  Paul, in his turn, applies it to the gospel.
  Yet, recall our discussion on borrowing rabbinic methodology. 

(4) Seifrid holds that the Law is fulfilled in Christ (Rom 10:4).  Therefore, what is written in Deuteronomy 30:12-14 about the Law may apply to Christ.

(5) Deuteronomy 30 is located in an eschatological context, which speaks of the circumcision of the heart (v. 6), an obedient people (v. 6 and 8), and future prosperity (v. 7).  Yet, these eschatological realities are accomplished only in Christ, which gives Paul reason to relate this verse to the gospel.  In other words, one need not go up to heaven in order to bring Christ down (He is already incarnate), and one need not go down to the pit to bring Christ up (He has already risen).  One needs only to accept the good news with a receptive heart and confess Him as Savior and Lord.  

(6) Strickland reminds us that the passage is located in a context predicting the future apostasy of Israel (chps. 30-32).  It would create a contradiction to claim, on the one hand, that Israel’s covenant failure was inevitable, and on the other, that Israel was capable of obeying the Law.

Rom 10:11 = Isa 28:16

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Romans has the future tense καταισχυνθήσεται (will be ashamed) instead of the subjunctive mood ‎καταισχυνθῇ. 

(2) In Romans, the word πᾶς (every) is added

(3) МТ has “not make haste (יָחִישׁ),” while LXX and Romans have “not be ashamed (καταισχυνθῇ).” 

Comments: See commentary on Romans 9:33
Rom 10:18 = Ps 19:4

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) In order to prove that the Jews have heard the gospel, Paul cites Psalm 19:4, which speaks of God’s revelation in nature. 

(2) Bruce and Morris feel that by Paul’s time, enough Jews had already heard the gospel that it was already available to the Jewish community worldwide.  Note that Paul wrote of the Colossian church that the gospel “has come to you, just as in all the world” (Col 1:6) and “was proclaimed in all creation under heaven” (Col 1:23).
 

(3) It seems that Paul employs the phrases “their voice” and “their words” to represent not the voice of creation, but the voice of preaching.

‎
Rom 10:19 = Deut 32:21 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Third person pronouns are changed into second person pronouns for the sake of context.

Comments: In the original context, God will “provoke” Israel by sending them into exile among the Gentiles.  In a similar way, at the present time, God is “provoking” Israel through the conversion of Gentiles to Himself.
 

Rom 11:3-4 = 3 Kin 19:10 (сf. 3 Kin 19:14) and 3 Kin 19:18

Source: better corresponds to МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) In Romans 11:3, the expressions בֶחָרֶב (with the sword) and לְקַחְתָֽהּ (to take it away) are absent. 

(2) In Romans 11:3, the order of sentences is inverted: not “torn down Your altars and killed Your prophets,” but “they have killed your prophets, they have torn down your altars.”

(3) In Romans 11:4, the phrase “in Israel” is absent.

(4) Paul uses the past tense, “I have left,” instead of the future, “I will leave.”

Comments: Paul compares the preservation of the righteous remnant in Elijah’s day with the preservation of Jewish believers in Messiah in his day. 

Rom 11:8 = Deut 29:4 and Isa 29:10

Source: LXX, but it is a combination of verses with paraphrase.  

Comments: 

(1) In his day, Moses recognized that “to this day the LORD has not given you a heart to know, nor eyes to see, nor ears to hear.”  Paul continues that theme, that even “to this very day” unbelieving Jews still do not understand God’s plan. 

(2) Isaiah speaks of the spiritual blindness of Israel as a punishment from God for its disobedience. 

(3) Both Moses (Deut 30) and Paul (Rom 11) promise a future restoration of Israel.

Rom 11:9-10 = Ps 69:22-23 

Source: see below

Correspondence: 

(1) Verse 9 differs greatly from both LXX and МТ. 

(2) Verse 10 exactly corresponds to LXX.

Comments: 

(1) Psalm 69 speaks of retribution to enemies of the psalmist, which were also enemies of God.  Paul applies these words to unbelieving Jews due to their hostile attitude toward God and His Messiah. 

(2) Psalm 69 contains many examples of messianic prophecy (see Ps 69:4, 9, 15, 19-23, 25).

(3) In Seifrid’s opinion, since David, the author of the psalm, is a type of Christ, the plausibility of a New Testament fulfillment is further strengthened.
 

Rom 15:3 = Ps 69:9

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Paul represents Jesus as a “suffering servant of Yahweh,” which David also was in his time. 

(2) Psalm 69 contains many examples of messianic prophecy (see Ps 69:4, 9, 15, 19-23, 25).

(3) Paul presents the voluntary sufferings of Jesus as an example for those who must condescend to weaker brethren.  

Rom 15:10 = Deut 32:43

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Moses summons the Gentiles to rejoice with Israel over its victory over its enemies.  Paul, though, summons the Gentiles to rejoice over their receiving salvation. 

(2) Morris comments that Paul only borrows from this verse the thought of summoning the Gentiles to rejoice, not the reason for the rejoicing.
 

Rom 15:11 = Ps 117:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Romans, the order of words differs: πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, τὸν κύριον. 
(2) In Romans, we have the third person imperative ἐπαινεσάτωσαν (let them praise Him) instead of the second person (praise Him!). 

(3) In Romans, καὶ (and) is added.  

Comments: In Psalm 117, we see a general exhortation to the Gentiles to praise the Lord.  Paul, though, gives a specific application to this exhortation – the Gentiles can praise the Lord for their inclusion in the covenant with Him.

1 Cor 1:19 = Isa 29:14

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: 

(1) 1 Corinthians has the verb ἀθετήσω (I will set aside) instead of ‎κρύψω (I will conceal).

(2) МТ expresses the action in the passive voice, while in LXX and 1 Corinthians, we have the active voice in the first person. 

Comments: 

(1) In the original context, God, through Isaiah, reproves His people for their superficial and insincere faith.  Because of this, He will remove the “wise men” from Israel.  Similarly, in 1 Corinthians, human wisdom cannot comprehend God’s plan – understanding comes only through revelation. 

(2) In both cases, human wisdom hinders people from knowing God and His plan.

1 Cor 3:20 = Ps 94:11

Source: LXX

Correspondence: In 1 Corinthians, the word ἀνθρώπων (people) is replaced by σοφῶν (wise). 

Comments: 

(1) Paul makes a more narrow application of the verse, highlighting the “wise” among people, since this is the theme of his discourse. 

(2) Toy suggests that the psalmist may be employing the word “people” in the same sense as Paul, i.e., to indicate the wise men of his day.
 

1 Cor 5:13 = Deut 17:7

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 1 Corinthians has the imperative ἐξάρατε (remove) instead of the future tense ἐξαρεῖς (you shall purge). 

Comments: This verdict is often repeated in the Old Testament for the excommunication of a covenant violator.   Its New Testament usage is similar. 

1 Cor 6:16 = Gen 2:24

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul expands the Old Testament principle of husband and wife becoming one flesh in order to include illegitimate extra-marital relations. 

1 Cor 9:9 (1 Tim 5:18) = Deut 25:4

Source: МТ or LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) The word order in 1 Corinthians corresponds to the MT, but the order in 1 Timothy does not.

(2) 1 Corinthians has the verb κημώσεις (muzzle) instead of the LXX φιμώσεις (muzzle). 

Comments: 

(1) Paul works off the Old Testament principle that the laborer is worthy of his wages, both in the field, and in gospel work. 

(2) In Toy’s opinion, when Paul says, “God is not concerned about oxen, is He?” he is not contradicting the Old Testament text, but is simply emphasizing the relative importance of gospel workers in comparison to beasts of burden.
 

1 Cor 10:7 = Ex 32:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul exhorts the church in Corinth with lessons from Israel’s history. 

1 Cor 14:21 = Isa 28:11-12

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ, but closer to МТ.

Comments: 

(1) Isaiah 28 relates that during the exile, the Gentiles will speak to the sons of Israel in other tongues.  This will be a sign of God’s rejection of them.  Grudem argues that Paul uses this verse in the same sense, that if during the worship service believers speak in other tongues, this will alienate unbelievers, who will interpret this as “rejection.”
 

(2) Ciampa and Rosner suggest that, just as Israel will not turn to God in a foreign land, unbelievers in Jesus will not turn to God during the worship service if they hear other tongues.
 

1 Cor 15:32 = Isa 22:13

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: Paul repeats the idiomatic expression of hopelessness found in Isaiah 22:13.

1 Cor 15:45 = Gen 2:7 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 1 Corinthians has the additional words πρὼτος (first) and Αδάμ (Adam).

Comments: Paul compares Adam’s condition at creation with the condition of the last Adam, Jesus Christ. 

1 Cor 15:55 = Hos 13:14 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ.

Correspondence: 

(1) The word order in 1 Corinthians basically corresponds to МТ. 

(2) In both МТ and LXX, the word “victory” is absent.  Ciampa and Rosner feel that Paul employed the word “victory” in order to align this verse with the previous one.

(3) МТ and LXX alternate the words “death” and “Sheol,” while in Paul, “death” is repeated twice. 

Comments: 

(1) In the book of Hosea, God invites death and Sheol to smite His disobedient people. 

(2) Although in the context of 1 Corinthians, Paul speaks of victory over death, one may still see in 1 Corinthians 15:55 a meaning similar to Hosea 13:14.  Paul sarcastically challenges death to smite: “O death, where is your victory?  O death, where is your sting?”  Then he answers this threat by saying: “But thanks be to God, who gives us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ!”

(3) Toy advances the idea that Paul is not so much quoting this passage, as using familiar terminology to express his own thoughts.
 

2 Cor 4:13 = Ps 116:10

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) In the original context, the author “believes” in the sense that he faithfully recalls what he had earlier said of his sufferings.  Paul uses these words to convey the thought that his faith is expressed in his speech. 

(2) Toy interprets the words of the psalmist as follows: “Now I believe.  Earlier I said that I suffer greatly.”  In so saying, he creates a contrast between the psalmist’s faith and his confession.
 

(3) Harris comments that from this Old Testament passage Paul extracts only one thought – faith prompts one to speak.
 

(4) Balla explains the situation thusly: Paul “shares the sufferings with the psalmist and also his faith that enables him to speak,” and that the psalmist speaks of “trust (belief) in God in spite of the afflictions.”

2 Cor 6:16 = Ezek 37:27 and Lev 26:12

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ (paraphrase)
Comments: Balla defends the view that God’s relationship with Israel included a call to holiness, which directly applies to New Testament believers as well.
 

2 Cor 6:17 = Isa 52:11 and Ezek 20:34

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:

(1) In 2 Corinthians, the order of sentences in Isaiah 52:11 is inverted.

(2) 2 Corinthians has αὐτῶν (i.е. worldly people) instead of Isaiah 52:11’s αὐτῆς (i.е. Babylon). 

(3) In 2 Corinthians, the final phrase κἀγὼ είσδέξομαι ὐμας (and I will receive you) is taken from Ezek 20:34 (LXX), where the МТ reads not “I will receive you,” but “I will gather you.”  Still, the basic sense of MT is preserved. 

Comments: 

(1) These are parallel cases.  The summons in Isaiah is to depart from sinful Babylon.  Paul’s call is to non-participation in the sinful lifestyle of this world. 

(2) Both Old Testament passages are located in a context where God is gathering His people and leading them out of the midst of worldly people.

(3) Also, see the commentary on verse 16 above. 

2 Cor 6:18 = 2 Sam 7:14 

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: 

(1) 2 Corinthians has second person pronouns instead of third person pronouns.

(2) 2 Corinthians has the plural “sons” instead of the singular “son.” 

(3) In 2 Corinthians, the words ‎καὶ θυγατέρας (and daughters) are added, possibly in imitation of Isaiah 43:6.

(4) It is thought that the phrase “says the Lord Almighty” was taken from 2 Sam 7:8.
 

Comments: 

(1) In the original context, this is a promise to a son of David (which would include the Messiah).  For Paul, this is a promise for believers in Jesus.

(2) Harris feels that “sonship” includes God’s people in general (see Jer 31:9) and, consequently, extends to God’s New Testament people.
 

(3) One may also consider that believers are “in the Son of David,” that is, “in Christ.” 

(4) Longenecker relates that the Jews considered this verse messianic.

(5) Paul reveals that this promise is also for women.
 

(6) Also, see commentary on verse 16 above. 

2 Cor 8:15 = Ex 16:18

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In 2 Corinthians, the order of words is different.

(2) 2 Corinthians has ‎ὀλίγον‎ (little) instead of ἔλαττον (little). 

Comments: Paul forms a principle out of what happened with manna – God supplies everyone with exactly what they need, both in the wilderness, and now in the Church.  Those who gathered much (in the wilderness) or receive much (in the Church), did not, or should not, have an excess.  Those who gathered little (in the wilderness) or receive little (in the Church), did not, or should not, have a lack. 

2 Cor 13:1 = Deut 19:15

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Abbreviated

Comments: 

(1) Paul applies the general principle of the number of witnesses to his oversight of the church.  If upon his third visit, he still finds disorder, he will discipline the church. 

(2) Douglas Moo holds that Paul is not intending to quote this verse, but is simply using words familiar to his audience to express his own thoughts.
 

Gal 3:6 = Gen 15:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In Galatians, the name Ἀβραὰμ (Abraham) replaces the name Αβραμ (Abram). 

(2) In Galatians, we see inversion of the words Ἀβραὰμ (Abraham) and ἐπίστευσεν (believed).

Comments: Paul applies Abraham’s experience of faith to believers in Jesus.  

Gal 3:11 (see Rom 1:17)

Gal 3:13 = Deut 21:23 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Paul possibly omits the words ‎ὑπὸ θεοῦ (by God), because he did not want to imply that Jesus was cursed by God. 

(2) In Galatians, we find the adjective ἐπικατάρατος (cursed) instead of the passive participle κεκατηραμένος (cursed).

(3) МТ does not have the words “on a tree.” 

Comments: 

(1) Paul makes a new application of the principle that “cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree.”  The crucified Jesus took upon Himself the curse of all humanity. 

(2) Beale sees a certain irony here.  In the Old Testament, a criminal was so punished.  But in Jesus’ case, an innocent person was.
 

Gal 3:16 = Gen 12:7

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Paul sees in the use of the singular σπέρμα (seed) an indication that Abraham’s heir is Christ.  Yet, one must also consider that the singular “seed” is the conventional way to speak of offspring.  Paul, in fact, uses σπέρμα (seed) in this way in Galatians 3:29.

(2) Bruce thinks that we can take the term “seed” in both senses: in relation to the offspring of Abraham, and in relation to Christ.
 

(3) Longenecker adds that Christ is the true representative of Abraham’s line.  Therefore, all who are “in Christ” inherit the blessing of Abraham.
 

Eph 2:17 = Isa 57:19

Source: LXX or МТ (paraphrase)

Comments: Isaiah speaks of the restoration of Israel, while Paul speaks of the spread of the gospel to both Jews and Gentiles.  In light of Isaiah’s emphasis on the inclusion of the Gentiles in general, we may still catch that nuance in the words: “Peace, peace to him who is far and to him who is near.”

Eph 4:8 = Ps 68:18 

‎Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Ephesians has ἔδωκεν (gave) instead of ἔλαβες (received).  The Syriac Peshitta and the Aramaic Targum also have “gave” in Psalm 68:18.
 

(2) Ephesians uses the third person instead of the second person. 

(3) Ephesians has τοῖς ἀνθρώποις (to men) instead of ἐν ἀνθρώπῳ (by a man). 

Comments
: 

(1) In the original context, God’s victory over His enemies and His ascent to Jerusalem is celebrated.  In a similar way, Paul celebrates Christ’s victory and His exaltation in heaven. 

(2) Archer defends the Targum translation by noting that it is impossible to give God what already belongs to Him.  In addition, the preposition ב before the word אָדָם (man) could imply that Christ received gifts in order to distribute them “among” (ב) people.
  

(3) Toy notes that the following context speaks of the eschatological glory of God’s people, which may lend to Psalm 68:18 a messianic sense.
 

Eph 4:26 = Ps 4:4 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) МТ reads not “be angry,” but רָגַז (tremble).  In the Old Testament context, this command is directed to enemies, so that they would fear God.
 

(2) In the LXX, רָגַז (tremble) is translated by ὀργίζεσθε (be angry), which Paul repeats. 

(3) Paul uses this quotation to teach the church how to handle anger. 

Eph 5:31 = Gen 2:24 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Ephesians has a new introduction: ‎ἀντὶ τούτου (because) instead of ἕνεκεν τούτου (because)

(2) In Ephesians, the pronoun αὐτοῦ (his) before the words πατέρα (father) and μητέρα (mother) is omitted. 

Comments: In Thielman’s words, Paul uses this quotation “to support his contention that Christ is one with the church and to introduce the new thought that marriage illustrates this unity.”
 
Phil 2:10-11 = Isa 45:23 

Source: LXX (paraphrase)

Correspondence: Paul applies this Old Testament text to Jesus, adding the phrases, “at the name of Jesus,” “those who are in heaven and on earth and under the earth,” and “that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”

Comments: In Isaiah, this verse speaks of Yahweh, while Paul applies it to Christ Jesus, thereby underscoring his Deity. 

1 Tim 5:18 (see 1 Cor 9:9)

Heb 1:6 = Ps 97:7 (сf. Deut 32:43 LXX)

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: Psalm 97:7 (LXX) reads: προσκυνήσατε αὐτῷ, πάντες οἱ ἄγγελοι αὐτοῦ (worship Him, all you His angels).  Hebrews 1:6 reads, καὶ προσκυνησάτωσαν αὐτῷ πάντες ἄγγελοι θεοῦ (let all the angels of God worship Him).  Thus, the second person imperative becomes a third person imperative.  

Comments: 

(1) The MT version, “Worship Him, all you gods,” fits the Old Testament context better, which speaks against idolatry.  However, the author of Hebrews prefers LXX since his goal is to show the preeminence of Jesus to angels.  In any case, both authors emphasize that God is worthy of praise.

(2) In Deuteronomy 32:43 (LXX), we read, καὶ προσκυνησάτωσαν αὐτῷ πάντες υἱοὶ θεοῦ (let all the sons of God worship Him), and later, ἐνισχυσάτωσαν αὐτῷ πάντες ἄγγελοι θεοῦ (let all the angels of God confirm Him), which corresponds to Hebrews 1:6 as well.
 

(3) The verbatim version of Hebrews 1:6 is found in the Biblical Odes (2.43): προσκυνησάτωσαν αὐτῷ πάντες ἄγγελοι θεοῦ.

(4) In the Old Testament, this verse speaks of Yahweh, while Hebrews applies it to Christ Jesus, thereby underscoring his Deity.

Heb 1:7 = Ps 104:4 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: Hebrews has ‎πυρὸς φλόγα (a flame of fire) instead of πῦρ φλέγον (flaming fire).  МТ = אֵשׁ לֹהֵט (flaming fire).  Ellingworth says that the version in Hebrews, πυρὸς φλόγα (a flame of fire), reflects changes that occurred in the Greek language at that time.
 

Comments:  

(1) Hebrew grammar (MT) allows the translations: “You make winds Your messengers (or “angels”), and flaming fire Your ministers,” or “You make Your messengers (or “angels”) winds, and Your ministers flaming fire.”  Yet, the Old Testament context speaks of creation.  Therefore, the first option is preferred.  Greek grammar (LXX) requires the translation: “You make Your messengers (or “angels”) winds, and Your ministers flaming fire.”  The author of Hebrews prefers the LXX, since he is contrasting the permanence of Christ to the more transient nature of angles.
  

(2) The author of Hebrews changes the discussion of God’s sovereignty over nature into a description of the nature of angels. 

Heb 1:10-12 = Ps 102:25-27

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Hebrews’ word order: ‎σὺ κατʼ ἀρχάς, κύριε (You, Lord, in the beginning) differs from LXX: κατ̓ ἀρχὰς σύ, κύριε. 

(2) Hebrews has the present tense διαμένεις (remain) instead of the future tense διαμενεῖς (will remain).

(3) Hebrews has the verb ἑλίξεις (role up) instead of the verb ἀλλάξεις (change).
(4) Hebrews adds ‎ὡς ἱμάτιον (as a garment) in verse 12 (2nd instance).  These words are absent in both LXX and МТ.

Comments: 

(1) In Psalm 102, these words are written about Yahweh, but in Hebrews – to Jesus, thereby highlighting his Deity. 

(2) The author of Hebrews uses this quotation to stress the permanence of the Son compared to the angels more transient nature. 

Heb 2:6-8 = Ps 8:4-6 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) Hebrews omits: ‎καὶ κατέστησας αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὰ ἔργα τῶν χειρῶν σου (You make him to rule over the works of Your hands).  Guthrie feels that this section is omitted, because earlier, the book of Hebrews spoke of the Son as the Creator.
 

(2) МТ reads, “You made him a little lower than God (אֱלֹהִים), but LXX has: “You made him a little lower than the angels.”  The LXX version better supports the author of Hebrew’s argument concerning the preeminence of the Son to the angels.
  

Comments: Jesus fulfills the role of the second Adam. 

Heb 3:7-11 (3:15; 4:3-7) = Ps 95:7-11 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: Hebrews 3:15 and 4:3-7 = exact. Hebrews 3:7-11 differs:

(1) ‎ἐν δοκιμασίᾳ (by testing) instead of ἐδοκίμασαν (tested)

(2) εἶδον (saw) instead of ‎εἴδοσαν (saw)

(3) addition of the word διὸ (therefore)
(4) ταύτῃ (this) instead of ἐκείνῃ (that)

(5) καὶ εἶπον (and said) instead of ‎καὶ εἶπαν (and said)

(6) ‎αὐτοὶ δὲ (but they) instead of καὶ αὐτοὶ (and they), which may imply that for the author of Hebrews, the error of God’s people arose because “they did not know My ways.”

(7) МТ and LXX associate the phrase “forty years” with “I loathed that generation,” while in Hebrews – with “saw My works.”

(8) Even though the МТ differs, its sense is preserved in LXX and Hebrews. 

Comments: Just as Israel failed to enter the Promised Land because of unbelief, God’s New Testament people may fail to obtain salvation for the same reason. 

Heb 10:30 = Deut 32:35-36

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: exact

Comments: In Deuteronomy, God promises His people “judgment” in the sense of vindication, but in Hebrews, it carries the sense of punishment.  The following explanations are offered: 

(1) the general context of Deuteronomy 32 speaks of God’s chastisement of His people, 

(2) that punishment, which God’s enemies undergo in Deuteronomy 32, can apply to His people, if they turn from Him, 

(3) through chastisement of backsliders, God vindicates His true people.
 

Heb 10:37-38 = Isa 26:20 and Hab 2:3-4 

Source: LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence: 

(1) In Hebrews, the first part of Habakkuk 2:3 is paraphrased with words borrowed from Isaiah 26:20: ‎μικρὸν ὅσον ὅσον (yet in a very little while). 

(2) Hebrews has: ὁ δίκαιός μου ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται, “My righteous one by faith will live,” LXX = 

ὁ δίκαιός ἐκ πίστεως μου ζήσεται, “The righteous one by My faith will live,” and МТ = “The righteous one by his faith (בֶּאְֶמוּנָתוֹ) will live.”  In some LXX manuscripts (А, א) we find, “My righteous one by faith will live.”
 
(3) Hebrews 10:38 rearranges the order of sentences from Habakkuk 2:4.  The result is that the “righteous one” becomes the subject of the sentence “…and if he shrinks back, My soul has no pleasure in him.”
 

(4) In Hebrews 10:37, the word ἐρχόμενος (coming), which in Habakkuk refers to the “vision,” now refers to Christ.
  Correspondingly, the article stands before ἐρχόμενος (“the coming one”).    

(5) МТ reads, “Behold, as for the proud one, his soul is not right within him,” while in LXX and Hebrews we have: “…and if he shrinks back, My soul has no pleasure in him.”  Archer posits that when the word נַפְשׁוֹ (his soul) was transcribed, the original letter י (My) accidentally became ו (his), and that the original was preserved in the LXX (“My soul”).  In addition, the word עֻפְּלָה (proud one) is related to the Aramaic word “shrink back,” which also corresponds to the version in LXX and Hebrews.

Comments: 

(1) The author of Hebrews applies the warning “…and if he shrinks back, my soul has no pleasure in him” to the “righteous one,” which supports the thrust of his epistle – believers should not revert back to Judaism.
 

(2) The situations of Habakkuk and the author of Hebrews are similar.  In both cases, believers must hold fast to faith in the face of opposition.

(3) Also see the commentary on Romans 1:17.

Heb 12:21 = Deut 9:19

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Hebrews adds the phrase ‎καὶ ἔντρομος (and trembling) 

Comments: 

(1) Ellingworth thinks that the words καὶ ἔντρομος (and trembling) are added for emphasis.
 

(2) The context of Deuteronomy 9 differs in that it records the experience of Moses on Mount Sinai after the golden calf was made.
  

Heb 13:5 = Deut 31:6 

Source: МТ
Correspondence: Hebrews has the third person instead of the first person.

Comments: God did not forsake Israel in its struggle against the inhabitants of Canaan, and He will not forsake believers in Jesus in their time of need.

Jam 2:23 = Gen 15:6 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: James focuses on Abraham’s faith being demonstrated in his sacrifice of Isaac. 

1 Pet 1:24-25 = Isa 40:6-8

Source: = LXX (differs from МТ)

Correspondence:

(1) 1 Peter has αὐτῆς (its) instead of ἀνθρώπου (of man), which is also in the МТ version. 

(2) 1 Peter adds the word ὡς (as). 

(3) 1 Peter has κυρίου (Lord) instead of τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν (our God).  Possibly, Peter changes τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν (our God) to κυρίου (Lord) in order to align it with the mention of the gospel of the Lord Jesus in the statement: “This is the word which was preached to you.” 

(4) МТ has the same sense, but LXX and Peter utilize a condensed variant with some modifications.  

Comments: This principle applies to both Israel and the Church.  In addition, this passage occurs in a messianic context. 

1 Pet 2:6-8 (see Rom 9:33 above) 

1 Pet 3:14-15 = Isa 8:12-13 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) 1 Peter has the possessive pronoun in the plural, i.e., “their fear,” instead of the singular as in LXX. 

(2) 1 Peter has the name “Christ” instead of the title “Lord of hosts.”

(3) LXX employs the double negative, while Peter has only one negative particle. 

Comments: 

(1) Peter exchanges the title “Lord” for “Christ” in order to apply this quotation to his situation.  So then, the second part of the quotation, which mentions Christ, is not so much a direct quotation as it is an application of an Old Testament directive to the Christian. 

(2) Isaiah exhorts Israel not to fear “their fear,” that is, what other nations fear (the assault of the Assyrians).  Peter, however, exhorts the Church not to fear its persecutors.
   

Rev 1:7 = Dan 7:13 and Zech 12:10 (paraphrase of both verses)

Comments: 

(1) In Daniel, the Son of Man comes on the clouds to the Ancient of Days, while in Revelation, He comes to the earth.  Jesus applied the text of Daniel 7 to His second coming.  The general context of Daniel 7, though, does concern the earthly reign of Messiah as well. 

(2) “Mourning” in Revelation concerns the coming judgment on unbelievers, while in Zechariah it concerns the repentance of Israel.
 

(3) Matthew 24:30 also contains a combination of Daniel 7:13 and Zechariah 12:10.

F. Cases of Typological Fulfillment of an Old Testament Text in the New Testament
Matt 1:23 = Isa 7:14 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Matthew = they will call, МТ = she will call, LXX = you will call.  

Comments: 

(1) Morris thinks that Matthew possibly included other parties in the naming of Jesus, particularly Joseph.
  Blomberg feels the pronoun “they” in Matthew refers to those who will someday come to know Jesus as Savior.
  Longenecker states that the use of the third person plural finds parallel with the Isaiah scroll of Qumran (1QIs).
 

(2) In the Isaiah scroll of Qumran (1QIs), the word “Immanuel” stands as a proper name, and not as separate words עִמָּנוּ אֵל (God with us), as in МТ.
 

(3) This prophecy concerns both Mary and an unmarried woman in Isaiah’s time.  Thus, the prophecy could have significance for both Ahaz, to whom it was given, and Mary.  The prophecy is fulfilled typologically in Mary. 

(4) The term עַלְמָה (alma) conventionally refers to an ordinary young woman, but may also refer to a virgin.  Therefore, in Isaiah’s time, the word עַלְמָה (alma) could refer to an ordinary young woman, who would bear a child after marriage.  In regard to Mary, though, עַלְמָה (alma) could refer to a virgin, who would bear a child in the state of virginity. 

(5) In Blomberg’s opinion, this prophecy was initially fulfilled in Isaiah’s child, mentioned in Isaiah 8:3.  The description of Isaiah’s child in Isa 8:4, in fact, parallels what was said of the virgin’s child in Isaiah 7:16.  In addition, Isaiah’s children “are for signs and wonders in Israel.” The future fulfillment of Isaiah 7:14 is alluded to in Isaiah 9:6.

Matt 2:15 = Hos 11:1

Source: МТ
Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Jesus is the “recapitulation” of Israel.  In other words, He “sums up” Israel in Himself (see below).  Therefore, the Exodus of Israel from Egypt can represent the “exodus” of the child Jesus from Egypt as well. 

(2) In connection with the above, we see definite parallels between Israel (specifically in its leader Moses) and Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew.  Jesus was born according to a promise (1:18ff), was rescued from death as a babe (2:1ff), departed from Egypt (2:15), passed through water (3:13ff), spent time in the wilderness (4:1ff), called twelve followers (4:18ff), gave a “law” on a mountaintop (chps. 5-7), performed ten miracles (chps. 8-9), sent twelve men to “spy out” the land (10:1ff), fed a multitude (14:15ff;, 15:32ff), and was transfigured before disciples (17:1ff).

(3) The phrase “My son” can apply to both Israel in general (Ex 4:22-23) and individually to the Messiah (2 Sam 7:14; Ps 2:7).
 

Matt 2:18 = Jer 31:15

Source: МТ 

Correspondence: 

(1) In Matthew, the phrase ‏‏עַל־בָּנֶ֖יהָ (for her children) is absent. 

(2) The sense of the phrase בְּכִי תַמְרוּרִים (bitter weeping) is expressed in Matthew’s phrase ὀδυρμὸς πολύς (great mourning).  

Comments: 

(1) Jeremiah writes of a tragic event, when the sons of Israel were banished to Babylon.  Matthew sees in this a typological representation of Herod’s slaughter of children in Bethlehem. 

(2) The prophetic nature of a type is indicated by Matthew speaking of it as a “fulfillment.”

Jn 13:18 = Ps 41:9

Source: МТ
Correspondence: In John, the word αὐτοῦ (his) is added at the end (differs from LXX and МТ) 

Comments: 

(1) The betrayal of the psalmist typifies the future betrayal of Jesus by Judas.

(2) Some assume that the first part of the verse, “Even my close friend in whom I trusted,” was omitted to avoid giving the impression that at some point Jesus trusted in Judas.
 

(3) The prophetic nature of a type is indicated by Jesus speaking of it as a “fulfillment.

Jn 15:25 = Ps 69:4 (paraphrase)

Comments: 

(1) Those who hated the psalmist typologically represent those who hated Jesus.

(2) Psalm 69 contains many examples of messianic prophecy (see Ps 69:4, 9, 15, 19-23, 25).

(3) The prophetic nature of a type is indicated by Jesus speaking of it as a “fulfillment.

Jn 19:24 = Ps 22:18

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments: 

(1) Christ’s experience on the cross parallels David’s experience of suffering, who serves as a type of Christ here.
  

(2) Psalm 22 contains many messianic elements. 

Jn 19:36 = Ex 12:46 and Num 9:12 (possibly Ps 34:20) (paraphrase)

Comments: The passage concerns the Passover Lamb, the bones of which must not be broken.  Jesus is a fulfillment of this type.

Rom 15:9 = Ps 18:49 (сf. 2 Sam 22:50) 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: The word κύριε (Lord) is missing, possibly because Paul represents Jesus as speaking these words.

Comments: Here we are dealing with David as a type of Christ.  Through the preaching of the gospel, Jesus truly glorifies God the Father among the Gentiles.

1 Cor 15:27 (Eph 1:22) = Ps 8:6 

Source: LXX or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) 2 Corinthians has the third person instead of the second person.

(2) 2 Corinthians differs from LXX in having ὑπο (under) instead of ὑποκάτω (under).

Comments: Jesus fulfills the role of the “last Adam” and accomplishes the commission given the first Adam.

2 Cor 6:16 = Lev 26:12

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) In 2 Corinthians, the phrase‎ ἐνοικήσω ἐν αὐτοῖς (I will dwell in them) is added.  Possibly, this is implied in the next phrase, “walk among them,” or Paul may have been thinking of Leviticus 26:11: “I will make My dwelling among you.”

(2) 2 Corinthians has the third person instead of the second person. 

(3) In 2 Corinthians ἐν ὑμῖν ‎(among you) is absent

Comments: Paul sees here a typological fulfillment in the Church of a promise made to Israel.  In Toy’s words, “He regards the church of Christ as identical spiritually with the true church of Israel.”

Gal 4:27 = Isa 54:1

Source: LXX

Correspondence: exact

Comments:  

(1) Paul typologically presents Sarah as a symbol of New Jerusalem, whose children are believers in Jesus.  To substantiate his claim, he compares the ruined city of Jerusalem, which subsequently enjoys prosperity (Isa 54:1), with barren Sarah, who subsequently gave birth to Isaac.  Believers in Jesus now enjoy those blessings, of which Isaiah spoke in chapter 54 of his prophecy.  Silva notes that Isaiah also speaks of Sarah in Isaiah 51:1-2.
 

(2) The Old Testament declares the results of Messiah’s sufferings (Isa 53) – the prosperity of God’s people.

Gal 4:30 = Gen 21:10 

Source: LXX

Correspondence:

 (1) Galatians omits the word ταύτης (this) after παιδίσκης (maid) twice.

 (2) Galatians has “son of the freewoman” instead of “Isaac.”

Comments: Paul typologically presents Hagar as a symbol of old Jerusalem (unbelieving Jews).  Like Hagar, they are also rejected, i.e., excluded as heirs of God’s promise. 

Heb 1:8-9 = Ps 45:6-7 

Source: LXX

Correspondence: 

(1) Hebrews adds the article and καὶ (and) before the word ῥάβδος (scepter) (first occurrence), and the article before the word εὐθύτητος (righteous), yet omits the article before ῥάβδος (scepter) (second occurrence). 

Comments: 

(1) The rabbis considered this passage messianic.
  It also refers to an earthly king, since mention is made of wife and children.  

(2) Here, Messiah is spoken of both as God, and as a person distinct from God.
 

Heb 2:12 = Ps 22:22

Source: LXX

Correspondence: Hebrews has ἀπαγγελῶ ‎(will tell) instead of διηγήσομαι (will tell).

Comments:

(1) The experience of Jesus parallels that of David.  Von Rad views the psalmist of Psalm 22 as a type of Christ.

(2) Psalm 22 contains many messianic elements.

Heb 2:13 = Isa 8:17-18

Source: LXX 

Correspondence: 

(1) Hebrews has a different word order for ‎ἔσομαι πεποιθὼς (I will put my trust in). 

(2) Hebrews adds ἐγὼ (I).

Comments: 

(1) The idea of trust in God when under threat concerns both Isaiah and Messiah.  

(2) In Isaiah 8:18, the “children” belong to Isaiah, while in Hebrews 2:13, they belong to Jesus.  Lane feels that these situations have some common features.  In his day, Isaiah represented the faithful remnant of Israel, which role Jesus also filled in His day.
  Similarly, just as Isaiah fathered natural children, Jesus “fathers” spiritual children. 

Heb 10:5-7 = Ps 40:6-8 

Source: Does not correspond to either LXX, or МТ
Correspondence: 

(1) The main difference from the МТ is that instead of “You opened (literally = “dug out” - כָרָה) my ears,” Hebrews follows LXX: “A body you prepared (κατηρτίσω) for me.”

(2) Origen and Theodotion have “ears” as well.
 

Comments:  

(1) Several explanations are advanced here for the LXX version: (а) the Hebrew text was mistakenly altered in transmission, while LXX preserved the original; (b) the LXX translators understood the figure of speech implied in the MT, that in order to “dig out ears,” God must first prepare a body; (c) here we have a case of synecdoche, where one part represents the whole (i.e., “ears” indicates “body”).

(2) This psalm is attributed to David, who may serve as a type of Christ.
 

(3) Kaiser sees in these verses a prediction of Messiah.  The Messiah could easily say, “In the scroll of the book (i.e., Scripture) it is written of me,” and, “Your Law is within my heart.”

1 Pet 2:9 = combination of Deut 14:2, Ex 19:6 and Mal 3:17

Source: LXX

Comments: The Church is God’s new people, to which all the titles previously attributed to Israel now belong.  Israel is therefore a type of the Church.  In the words of Carson, the epistle’s author is “showing how he understands the true line of continuity to run from the people of God under the old covenant to the people of God under the new covenant.”

1 Pet 2:10 = Hos 1:10; 2:1, 23 (paraphrase)

Comments: 

(1) Hosea speaks of Israel’s restoration after its “divorce” from Yahweh.  Peter, though, writes of the status of believers in Christ in comparison with their previous condition of alienation from God as unbelievers. 

(2) Most likely, Peter is speaking figuratively of believers as the “new Israel.”  Believers in Jesus are now “a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people for {god's} own possession” (v. 9), which previously described Israel.  Also of note is that in this context, unbelievers are figuratively called “Gentiles.”

G. Quotation of an Old Testament Text by an Incidental Individual or Unbeliever in the Biblical Narrative
Matt 4:6 (Lk 4:10-11) = Ps 91:11-12 

Comments: Satan is speaking.

Matt 22:24 (Mk 12:19: Lk 20:28) = Deut 25:5 

Comments: A quotation made by the Sadducees

Lk 10:27 = Deut 6:5 and Lev 19:18 

Comments: A quotation made by the rich young man

Jn 6:31 = Ps 78:24 

Comments: A quotation made by the Jews

Matt 21:9 (Mk 11:9; Lk 19:38; Jn 12:13) = Ps 118:26

Comments: When Jesus made His triumphal entry into Jerusalem, the people welcomed Him with these words as an expression of joy, yet possibly with a messianic connotation as well.
 

H. Cases Where the Source of the Quotation is Unknown
Matt 2:23 = ? 

Comments: 

(1) There may be a play on words between Ναζωραῖος (Nazarene) and ναζιραῖος (Nazirite)(see Judg 13:5-7).
  Possibly, Matthew is referring to the total dedication of Jesus to His Father, reflected in the Nazirite vow.

(2) There may be a play on words between Ναζωραῖος (Nazarene) and נֵצֶר (neṣer – “branch”)(see Isa 11:1).
  Toy writes, “The idea of the evangelist would then be, that Jesus, in being a resident of Nazareth… fulfilled the prediction that Messiah should be a neṣer or naṣr.”

(3) This may be a reference to Jesus’ human origin from Nazareth in Galilee, which corresponds to the humble nature of Messiah predicted in the Old Testament (see Isa 53:2-3).

Jn 7:38 = ?

Comments: 

(1) This verse may derive from Isaiah 55:1 (see Jn 7:37) or Isaiah 58:11.  It also may be an indirect reference to the ritual of pouring water during the Feast of Booths, which may symbolize the eschatological outpouring of the Spirit (Ezek 47:1-9; Zech 13:1).

(2) In Köstenberger’s opinion, Jesus was not referring to one specific passage of Scripture, but “the entire matrix of scriptural expectations associated with the eschatological abundance presaged by the Feast of Tabernacles.”

(3) Toy feels that John 7:38 derives from Prov 18:4 (LXX): “The word in a man's heart is deep water, and a river springs forth and a fountain of life.”

Eph 5:14 = ?

Comments: 

(1) Some propose that this verse is based on Isaiah 26:19; 51:17; 52:1; 60:1. 

(2) O’Brian asserts that we are dealing here with an early Christian hymn based on the above-mentioned Scripture passages.

1 Cor 2:9 = ?

Comments: 

(1) Origen claimed that this verse came from the lost book Apocalypse of Elijah.

(2) The verse may be an adaptation of Isaiah 64:4 – “For from days of old they have not heard or perceived by ear, nor has the eye seen a God besides You, Who acts in behalf of the one who waits for Him.”
  In this vein, Toy writes, “Paul gives a free expanded rendering after the Septuagint, taking only the general idea from the Old-Testament passage.”
 

Jam 4:5 = ?

Comments: 

(1) Douglass Moo thinks that in using the word “Scripture,” James is speaking in generalizations of “God’s jealousy,” noted throughout the Old Testament.
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