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Introduction

Abstract

ALAN D. HUMM.
The Decline of Prophecy in the Second Temple Period

(Under the direction of JOHN VAN SETERS.)

This study examines the position frequently encexgat in scholarship that Jewish

prophetic activity ceased shortly after the rebogdf the Jerusalem Temple,

Standard evidence cited in favor of this is gemgrmkufficient or even contrary.
Apocalyptic literature cannot be simply rejectechan-prophetic. Rather than
disappearing, the scope of prophecy in the Chrenamd later wisdom literature was
being expanded to include wisdom, psalmody, and eistoriography. Evidence for a
lapse is also lacking in the literature of the Hasean period, and examples of

charismatic activity can be found both here antheRabbinic literature.

Second Temple prophets cannot be distinguished éamnical prophets by
suggesting that they did not consider their wotktharitative. Charismatic activity
declined in the second century, AD as a resulisdgpointed political expectations and

the closing of the Hebrew canon in the same period.
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Introduction

I ntroduction

The purpose of this study is to investigate thagl®arance of prophecy in Judaism
which traditionally is said to have occurred eamlyhe Second Temple period. | will seek
to determine whether, in fact, people did stop pesying during this period, or whether
prophecy ever disappeared at all. This will invadweexamination of the pertinent
primary literature with an eye to determining whegtbr not it was viewed as something
of the past before the second or third century, A3.reasonable to suppose, given the
importance of the prophetic canon in the later 8dctemple period, that if prophecy did
disappear in this period, the contemporary liteeataight contain some reference
bemoaning the fact, or at least alluding to itadldition, where contemporary claimants
to inspiration are referred to, or where activitieat might resemble the prophetic are
recalled, one should reasonably expect the autb@smment in one of two ways. Either
they will reject or downplay it on the grounds tpadvphecy is no longer present in Israel,
or, in upholding the prophecy or claim, they willnement on the reappearance of the
Holy Spirit or make some similar theological staggity perhaps even drawing
eschatological conclusions from it. The evidenedt &urns out, leans in both directions

and will require some discussion.

In order to attempt this, however, it will be nesary to examine our understanding
of what exactly prophecy is. To a great extent loow defines “prophecy” determines
how one will view the data. This will involve nobly the much disputed question of
whether or not apocalyptic should be considereglpgoy, but also force a consideration

of the possibility that prophecy is being transfechthroughout this period, rather than
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simply disappearing. This question is made morkcdit by the fact that the terminology
our sources use is not always consistent. Josefadressample uses the tertpoentng in
connection with only two individuals after the abosf the canonical period, and one of
these he clearly regards as spurious. In spitei®fa number of his characters function in
ways reminiscent of biblical prophets, and thergasd reason to think that not only does

he regard them as genuine prophets, but that leedegimself in the same way.

Finally, in as much as it relates to our discussitowill be necessary to address the
problem of the development of canon. It has ofteenbsuggested that prophetic activity
declined in direct response to the rise of cannd,ia particular, to that of the Prophets.
In conjunction with this other suggestions and gadeseasons for the decline of
prophecy will be discussed. In light of the appanssovers among religious oral and
literary genres which are recognizable in thisquérit is also possible that prophetic
activity was not disappearing as completely ashiess supposed, but that it was shifting
in response to its religious and presuppositiongirenment. This will also need to be
studied, and, if such a rearrangement has occisoede attempt to identify where it has

gone will be necessary.

Much of the same material has been discussed varthng degrees of success, in
three fairly recent books on the subject of Newmtdmment prophecy by David Aune,

David Hill, and Wayne GrudemWhile each of these has been useful in this rekear

! See below, pp. 47-54.

2 David E. AuneProphecy in Early Christianity and the fine lent diterranean World (Grand Rapids,
MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1983). David HilNew Testament Prophe@iyondon: Marshall, Morgan and Scott,

\Y
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since in each of these cases “intertestamentalisbepvophetic activity is viewed with an
eye towards the light it might shed on the ChmspAenomenon of the same name,

specific treatment of the question of the declindisappearance of prophetic activity is
not attempted except in passing. Of these theibdgine’s, particularly in his treatment

of prophetic forms.

1979). Wayne A. Grudenthe Gift of Prophecy in 1 Corinthiarfg/ashington, D.C.: University Press of
America, Inc., 1982).

Vi
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Trandliteration
For the transliteration of Hebrew | have soughottow the system in which there

is a direct one-to-one correspondence betweenledthcharacter and its underlying
Hebrew character. This contrasts with the curpeacttice in libraries of phonetically
approximating the modern Israeli Hebrew pronuneratf each word. In doing so, | have
followed the character map in general use amonglah Sox =‘,2 =D, etc. In that

vein,n=h,v=t,x=s =g, andv =S

vii



The Decline of Prophecy

Rabbinic tradition
It has been the traditional position of both Jevaeld Christian literature since

about the second or third century, AD, to assuraelophecy in Israel came to an end
with the passing of the first generation of theinetfrom Babylonian captivity. Rabbinic
literature, where it is self-conscious at anyYateunited in the assertion that the

prophetic Spirit was taken out of the world whenl&gai penned his finahem

When the last prophets — Haggégchariahand Malachi died, the Holy
Spirit* ceased from Israel.(Tosefta Sotali3.2)

Until then, the prophets were prophesying by medijier in accordance
with] the Holy Spirit. From then on, turn your atten to, and obey the
sages. $eder Olam Rabbab0)

Since the Temple was destroyed, prophecy has b&en from the
prophets and given to the wisBapa Bathral2a)

Moses received Torah from Sinai and delivered &dshua, and Joshua to
the elders, and the elders to the prophets, angrdphets delivered it to
the men of the Great Assembljbot1.1)

It has been argued that the Rabbinic denial ofezopbrary ecstatic activity, rather

than being a testimony to their experience or oladiEm, is a reaction against Christian

% See below, pp. 57

* The capitalization or non-capitalization of “Hdbpirit” is always tricky outside of Christian litgture
(and sometimes even within it) since the relatigmsii thewmps ma God is not entirely clear in this period.
The choice to capitalize in this study does ndeotfan assumption that the authors viewed the Splyit
as the later Trinitarians came to.

® Note the close connection between prophecy angithe Spirit here.
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claims to possession of the Holy Spirit and accamgipeggy manifestation in prophecy
(renewed or otherwis@)lt is true that Justin Martyr argues from the pre= of

npooentika yopiopoto in the church of the second century that the thimigGod that had
been with the Jews were now with the Christiansthadthis indicated that Christianity
was the true religiowis-a-visJudaism. This explanation cannot be dismissed out of
hand, but it should be obvious, if such activitie=re visible in the Jewish communities,
that to simply point to them would make a much neffective refutation of Justin’s
argument than to deny the existence of all proph#usephus, also, who has no apparent
qguarrel with Christians, suggests that reliablgppezy has ceased, or is in serious

decline:

From Artaxerxes to our own time the complete histas been written but
has not been deemed worthy of equal credit wittetirer records,
because of the failure of the exact successioheoptophets.Against
Apion1.41)®

The topic of discussion in this passage is, of @euthe limits of the canon and not
prophecy, per se. That such understandings, howenéderlie the criteria used in the
limitation of the canon, not only in Josephus, inuRabbinic discussion as wélis

strongly suggested.

® Hill, Prophecy p. 33.Hill mentions, but does not emphasize this posgjbil
" Dialogue with Tryphor82:1.

8 All quotations from Josephus taken from JosepWesks trs. H. St. J. Thackeray, Ralph Marcus,
Alien Wikgren and Louis H. Feldmaiithe Loeb Classical Library vols., ed. E. Capps, T. E. Page, and
W. H. D. Rouse (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, }9B6r Josephus, as for the Chronicler, the writhg
history was one of the roles of the propthetpite of this passage, Josephus does not behat@rophecy
has disappeared, but he may believe that therawpscial authority in the canonical period whikither
absent in his day, or less easily discerned.

° Rudolf Meyer, TIpogntc: C. Prophecy and Prophets in the Judaism of thietigtic-Roman
Period,” G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, edBheological Dictionary of the New Testamdrans. G. Bromiley,
9 vols. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-1974) [hemntteT DNT], pp. 816f. Samuel Sandmeludaism

2
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A revival of prophecy was expected in orthodoxlesownith the advent, and as a
sign, of the messianic age. References to thisekiewy are rare enough to suggest that it
was not a very important aspect of Jewish schotadyght Num. Rabbali5.25;Ta’an
8a)° More importantly, as can be seen from the abovsaugs, the rabbis saw
themselves as standing in the prophetic tradiagrindeed being the inheritors of the
prophetic mantle. This was possible because theylsa mission of the prophets as
essentially being one of the exposition and intggiron of the Torah — the very activity

in which they so diligently labored.

Contemporary scholarship
For the most part, this traditional assessmerakisrt up by modern authotsis, of

course, firmly entrenched in all popular literatén@m either tradition which touches on
the subject? But it is characteristic of the vast majority efisus scholarship as well,
and is often taken for granted by reputable autivitout apparently considering the

reasons for their assumptiolis.

and Christian BeginninggNew York: Oxford University Press, 1978), p. 1B&e also Sid Leimaithe
Canonization of Hebrew Scriptures The Talmudic Bhdrashic EvidencgTransactions of the
Connecticut Academy of Arts and Scienvet 47) (Hamden, CT.: Archon Books, 1976).

% Hill, Prophecy p. 35.
 Meyer, op. cit. p. 816ee below pp. 32on prophecy in the wisdom movement.
2 For Christian writers it is, of course, renewedhwiohn the Baptist.

1350, for example Herbert G. May, éthe New Oxford Annotated Bible. Old Testangbiew York:
Oxford University Press, 1962). Gerhard von Rald, Testament Theologyol. 1, tr. D.M.S. Stalker (New
York: Harper and Row, 1962 [Germ. 1957]), p. 10@o€e Foot MooreJudaism in the First Centuries of
the Christian Era: The Age of the Tannaif@ambridge: Harvard University Press, 1950),23ff. Adin
Steinsaltz,The Essential Talmydr. Chaya Galai (New York: Bantam Books, 1976)1®, writes that it
died out “in the era of the Great Assembly,” whiplkrhaps, is not surprising, given the subjecheftiook.
Less justifiably, Donald E. GowaByidge Between the Testaments: A Reappraisal aiiSodfrom the
Exile to the Birth of ChristianitySecond Ed. (Pittsburg, PA: The Pickwick Pres80}®. 62, dismisses
the subject with the comment that prophecy comeastend after the fourth century, B.C., “as a recep
institution in Israel”. There are also importantegtions: Sandmel, op.cit., p. 174 comments thatistde

3
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The expiations that are given vary considerablgnfszholar to scholar. Prominent

among these is that of Wellhausen:

With the appearance of the law came to an endlthieedom, not only in
the sphere of worship, now restricted to Jerusakernin the sphere of the
religious spirit as well. There was now in existemn authority as
objective as could be: and this was the deathaytpecy™*
For Wellhausen, when, under Ezra and Nehemialpribstly theocracy filled the gap
left by the monarchy in the period of the restamatiit imposed on Israel a form of
religion in which variables were kept to a minimuaind all of religious life was fixed
from above. Prophecy, regarded by Wellhausen aagpect of fluidity and continuing
revelation in Israel’s religion, was not able totoue. Joseph Blenkinsopp notes that for

Wellhausen, this theocracy, and its prime spokesiawas the essence and origin of

post biblical Judaism (which he viewed as petrified useless.

With some variation, and perhaps without the pobainbvertones, this position is
followed by a number of authors. With the substitutof ‘canon’ for ‘law’, Blenkinsopp

comes to much the same conclusion about the réasprophecy’s demis®. Torah, he

the circle of the Rabbinic Sages the view that pemy had ended simply did not exist.” Meyer, op, Ci
cites numerous examples of charismatic behavi®erond Temple Judaism.

14 Julius WellhauserRrolegomena to the History of Israél J. Sutherland Black and Allan Menzies
(Edinburgh:Adam and Charles Black, 1885), p. 4¥®n Rad, op.cit., p. 102 comes very close to this:
“...when [the charismatic factor] finally disappedr the end of ancient Jahwism had been sealedathef
scribal religion had dawned.”

15 Joseph BlenkinsopProphecy and Canora Contribution to the Study of Jewish OrigiiNotre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1977), p.Bl8&nkinsopp also notes that Wellhausen was agtuall
more of a Romantic, in the tradition of Herder rnfzaHegelian. Were he a pure Hegelian this would
represent a triumph of the antithesis (the prophetigion of Israel being the thesis), and no kgats was
forth coming (p.21). The charge of anti-Semitismpsevalent in the German church of his day, is not
really applicable since “he held identical viewsabthe Christian church which inherited the Jewish
ecclesiastical model and was therefore subjettdsame strictures” (p.20).

'8 The suggestion that prophecy was squeezed ouirimynds not new, as is noted in Leiman, op. cit.,
pp. 198, n. 610. He points out that a medieval w@kfer Hasidin§544, advocates this suggestion.

4
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suggests representedixang of pre-existent tradition in response to the udmtability

of prophecy. With the emergence of canon/law, cnaatic activity became unnecessary
and disappeared while law triumphed. The much-rebegruit of the prophets was then
reinjected into Judaism with the emergence of thelpetic canon, but ongoing prophetic
activity disappeared entirely or was absorbed/mggidy the wisdom movemetitOther
Scholars would suggest that it was diverted orsfiamed into apocalyptit® which
transformation is often regarded as a fate worae tleath, but the question of the

relationship between prophecy and apocalyptic halle to be discussed later.

Evidence from the Hebrew Bible
Several passages can be adduced from later clgsiphets to support the view

that prophecy was in decline and that authors @gpgatto disappear even in their own
day.Zechariahl13.2-6 states, as if it were a good thing, thattteat day” people will be

ashamed of prophecy and visions:

“And on that day, says theorD of hosts, | will cut off the names of the
idols from the land, so that they shall be rememtb&ro more: and also |
will remove from the land the prophets and the ealspirit. And if any
one again appears as a prophet, his father ancematio bore him shall
pierce him through when he prophesies. On thaedayy prophet will be

Leiman argues that it was the other way around,that the disappearance of prophecy stimulated th
emergence of canon, or at least that it worked hatys.

7 BlenkinsoppProphecy pp. 2-9. Also idemA History of Prophecy in Israg{Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1983). It should not go unndtibat Blenkinsopp provides the synthesis which he
found missing in Wellhausen in the “unstable equilim” (Prophecy, p. 151) of coexisting traditiotsald
prophetic canons. He agrees that Judaism emegesliis period (although he shifts it a little late
include the canonized Prophets). But he viewsébkalt as positive rather than negative, and finds
distasteful the suggestion which he finds in éAdglphe LadsThe Prophets and the Rise of Judai§m
S. H. Hooke (New York: E. P. Dutton and Co., 198i&t the replacement of prophecy with exegesis
represents a “drying up” of Judaism in this pefiddstory, pp. 256.

18 50, for example, Robert R. WilsdProphecy and Society in Ancient Isra@thiladelphia: Fortress
Press, 1980), p. 29¥an Rad sees apocalyptic as growing out of wisd®ee. below pp. Ii
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ashamed of his vision when he prophesies; he wilpat on a hairy mantle
in order to deceive, but he will say ‘1 am no prepH am a tiller of the soil;
for the land has been my possession since my yduth.if one asks him
‘What are these wounds on your back?’ he will SBlye wounds | received
in the house of my friends.”

A number of writers understand this to be refertm¢he removal of the prophetic
spirit from Israelt? which, it is claimed, the author sees occurringigown time.
Besides the fact that this creates something gismfactodifficulty, since the author
obviously considers himself to be a prophet, tloe tlsat he places this event “on that
day” fares poorly with the suggestion that thisgag@e indicates a present or immediate
future fulfillment in the prophet’s own timeurthermore, the lumping together of the
prophets with unclean spirits and idolatry indicatgat what is being referred to are not
what Deutero-Zechariah regards to be true Yahw@tacles® This is further bolstered
by the reference to wounds on the prophet’s badsymably acquired in ecstatic or pre-
ecstatic self mortification (vs. 8)and by the reference to putting on a “hairy maintle
order to deceive” (vs. 4). The former would suggekirm of cult-induced ecstasy, not
characteristic of biblical propheé§and the latter implies that the message of thpheb
is not from YahwehThe intention of this passage appears to be muechaime as that of

Micah 3.5-8:

Thus says the@rD concerning the prophets
who lead my people astray....

19 See for example Blenkinsopiistory, p. 263; Hill,Prophecy pp. 2%, Gowan, op.cit., p. 62.
2 Meyer, op.cit., pp. 812

2 This is the implication of the question, at le@$te prophet’s response may, or may not suggest
parental discipline far prophesyirtginckley G. Mitchell,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Haggai and ZechariafiThe International Critical Commentaryol. 25 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1912), p.
339.

21 Kings18:27-29 ridicules similar behavior on the parthaf priests of Ba'al.
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Therefore it shall be night to you, without vision,
and darkness to you, without divination.
The sun shall go down upon the prophets,
and the day shall be black over them;
the seers shall be disgraced,
and the diviners put to shame;
they shall all cover their lips,
for there is no answer from God.
But as for me, | am filled with power,
with the Spirit of the bRD,
and with justice and might,
to declare to Jacob his transgression
and to Israel his sin.
The message, then, is not that true prophecy issavay out, but that in the “day of

salvation false prophets will, along with other things ofiath Yahweh disapproves, be

ashamed.

This passage has been assigned at least fouredifféates. Traditionally, of course,
it is connected with the first eight chaptersZethariahand would, therefore, come from
the early post-exilic period (about 520 BC. We datermine that prophecy was not on
the decline at that time, evidenced not only bgnefices to prophets Ezra-Nehemiah
but also, of course, by the prophetic activity eCHariah and Haggai. There are a number
of good reasons to believe that chapters 9-12 tosmparate unit by a different prophet
or prophets and may only have been attach&ohariahat a fairly late daté’

Nineteenth century scholars tended to lo€atero-Zecharialfand possiblyJrito-

% Meyer, op.cit. p. 813.

%4 The section does not claim any authorship by namokjding Zechariah's, anflech 11:12f is
attributed to Jeremiah Matt. 27:9. If the oracles originally circulated segalaand anonymously, it is
possible to envision their being attached to diffeéprophets in different collections. The finalaaxgement
may be influenced by a desire to have the numbeidr prophets end up at twelve (on this last pciee
Blenkinsopp History, p. 259).
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Zechariah— chs. 12-14) in the pre-exilic peridThis dating, of course, would make
ridiculous the suggestion that 13.2-6 containgéfierence to the disappearance of
prophecy, although an invective against false petgphccords well with what we know
of prophetic tension in that perié8iin this century scholars have tended to date this
section later in the post-exilic period based tms@xtent, but not exclusively, on the
presence of apocalyptic elemefit@lenkinsopp® regards it as a sort of prophetic link
between the classical period and apocalyptic (wh&hegards as quite distinct from
prophecy)In his view, the author of the passage does ndaan regard himself as a
prophet, and the suggestion that prophets and poypdre on the way out in his own day

would, therefore, not be directed toward himself.

Even if we accept the later dating the intentiothef passage remains the same.
The reference is not to the contemporary disappearaf charismatic activity but to
something which will happen “on that day”, on tlige of the messianic era, and
specifically to false prophets. In addition, evegiven the late date, both chs. 9 and 12
are identified as “oracles” and the self-undersitagndf the author or authors is clearly

prophetic. Contrary to Blenkinsopp’s understandhmgg their lateness justifies the

% J. Alberto Sogginintroduction to the Old Testamert. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1976 [ltalian 1974]) pp. 374

% For example, Jeremiah’s conflicts with officiabphets iner. 4:13f, 27:14ff, 28:5f, etc.

2730 Mitchell, op.cit., pp. 258Mitchell dates different sections variously t&33C, 247-222 BC and
217 BC. He views ch. 13 as coming from the laté#hese. Blenkinsopgistory, p. 261, assigns the first
section to 333 BC, but is undecided on chs. 12xté that they probably come from the period ef th
fourth to second centuries, BC.

28 Blenkinsopp History, p. 23f.
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interpretation of ch. 13 such that prophecy isenlishe, it rather provides us with firm

evidence of prophetic activity in the late Persiaarly Hellenistic periods.

Evidence is also frequently seen for the end didabprophecy irMalachi 4.5
where we find the famous prophecy about Elijahihgnhe hearts of Israel before the

day of the Iorp.*°

Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet befone great and terrible day
of the LorD comes. And he will turn the hearts of fathershirt children
and the hearts of children to their fathers, lestrhe and smite the land
with a curse.

But this is hardly convincing proof. It says nothiof a lapse of prophecy or
restoration after a lapse. Only if we postulate¢ Malachi lived in a period when
prophecy had disappeared and could assume supbeavidthout needing to state it can
we take the passage to refer to a renewal of poyphdis cannot be supported though,
for, if nothing else, the sanigso factoproblem noted above is present here. In addition,
we should remember that this prophecy is usualigdito the early post-exilic period,
during which time we know of at least two othergirets who were active (Zechariah
and Haggai, to which might be added the numeralsdf prophets we met above). One
could argue that Malachi came from a “dry” periodat the tail end of the prophetic
period when prophecy was becoming less commont iuatuld be very difficult to make
the case that he or his audience assumes the absgmophecy without any prompting

at all.

# It also indicates, however, that “prophet” is abways a complimentary teravid Halperin, private
communication. Moore, op. cit., p. 240.

39 Hill Prophecy pp. 21.
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The expectation of an eschatological prophet (degiyerhaps, frorbeut 18.15-
19) should not be confused with the restoratioprophecy. It is true that both of these
concepts are present in rabbinic literature antddhthe eschatological prophet can be
found in a wide variety of Jewish literature of hecond Temple period and later. It
should be obvious though, that the expectatiomdElgah figure preceding the messianic
age is quite possible, even within the context ifely received and recognized

contemporary charismatic activity.

Further evidence for prophetic disappearance istiames found idoel 2.2

(Heh 3.1f):**

It shall come to pass afterward,
that | will pour out my spirit on all flesh;
your sons and your daughters shall prophesy,
your old men shall dream dreams,
and your young men shall see visions.

We are once again faced with the now familiar peobbf Joel prophesying during
a period of prophetic silence, and once againgtleenothing in the text to suggest that
prophecy has or is expected to cease. The inteafitre prophecy is clearly that in the
eschatological age, prophetic activity will nottjbe limited to a small group of
pneumatic individuals, but will belong to all. & not suggested that in the present time
there are no prophets. Seen this way, the new &dopeal dispensation of the Spirit
differs from the old in that previously the Spwitprophecy was only given to a few at

God's discretion, and then not necessarily permiéyyenhile in the messianic age it will

3 ibid.

10
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be available to aff* At any rate, as Joel probably understood it, paissage has much the

same meaning akremiah31.33:

This is the covenant which | will make with the Bewof Israel after those
days, says thedrp: | will put my law within them, and | will writetiupon
their hearts: and | will be their God, and theylsba my people. And no
longer shall each man teach his neighbor and eadbrdther, saying,
‘Know the LoRD,’ for they shall all know me, from the least oéth to the
greatest, says theokp....*

That this view was also current in rabbinic thougltlear from the following passage:

God said, “In this world individuals have prophekibut in the world to
come all Israelites will be prophetsN@m. Rabbali5.25)

The strongest case for the failure of prophechéeHebrew Scriptures is found in

Psalm74.9 since it appears to refer to a time whenIpgop was in fact in declind

We do not see our signs;
there is no longer any prophet,
and there is none among us who knows how long.

Commentators are divided over the dating of thedmsThe passage just quoted
suggests the post-exilic period to most. The cdraeihe psalm, however, points to the

destruction of the temple. Such statements as

Direct thy steps to the perpetual ruins;
the enemy has destroyed everything in the sandt(iar. 3)
and

They set thy sanctuary on fire;
to the ground they desecrated the dwelling pldd¢byoname. (vs. 7)

%230 also Julius A. BeweA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Obadiah donél The
International Critical Commentarwol. 24, (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1911), pp X2Peslie C. Allen,
The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah and Mi¢@nand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 1976), p@f.
Allen, however, limits the outpouring to Judah asidel.

¥ See alsdze 39:29;Num 11:29.
3 May, op.cit., p. 7124ill, Prophecy pp. 2.

11
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are hard to reconcile with anything in the Secorthjfle period before 70, AB.Herbert
May,*® noting the difficulty, feels that references te temple in ruins must refer to
“some otherwise unknown event of the post-exiliag¥ since both Jeremiah and
Ezekiel indicate by their presence that “the préjgh@ovement was at its height” during
the Exile. But an “unknown” post-exilic event thett Mount Zion in “perpetual ruins”
(vs. 3) is problematic at least. Even the eventeuAntiochus IV, which could possibly
be described by vs. 4, cannot easily be the refefarss. 5-8’ Although admittedly,
they elicited a similar notice that prophets westavailable { Mac 4.46), too many of
the details oPsalm74 conflict with the description iklaccabeego justify
identification®

More importantly, the temporary failure of prophelnes not rule out the Exile.
Jeremiah’s own testimony suggests that there dra lawge number of characters like
him around. He makes reference to plenty of otheplpets, but they all seem to be
opposing him (23.9-40; 27.9)! When it turned owtttheremiah was right, it is likely that

most of them became very silent. In fact, it woaigpear from 18.18 that he predicted

% Aubrey R. Johnsorhe Cultic Prophet and Israel’s Psalmoiyardiff: University of Wales Press,
1979), pp. 217, 236 opts for the Babylonian desivac Mitchell DahoodThe Psalms II: 51-100rhe
Anchor Bible vol. 17 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1968), apsefers 586, BC, but allows for the
possibility of a catastrophe in 485. Charles Augsi®8riggs and Emile Grace Brigds Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the book of Psalfhg International Critical Commentaryol. 15.
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1907), pp. 151-154, gssinost of the psalm to the period following the
destruction of the First Temple, but consider v Be a Maccabean gloss. Moses Buttenwieser, The
Psalms Chronologically Treated with a New TranslatiNew York; KTAV, 1969 [orig. 1938]), rejects
both the Babylonian and Maccabean periods in fa¥arcatastrophe in the neighborhood of 344, BC.

% May, op.cit., p. 712, comments that one would ekfigo refer to the Babylonian period if not fes.
9, Therefore, he assigns it to some “unknown” posliegatastrophe.

37 Most writers agree with this point, hence the ‘fumkin event”. Buttenwieser, op.cit., p. 344, says th
disaster was around the time of Alexandahood, op.cit., allows the possibility of an Edterinvasion
around 485, BC.

12



Decline

this very silence at some point (Micah 3.5-8, quoted above). We can see, then, that the
argument from prophetic silence that the psalm rhagiost-exilic cannot be sustained.
Once this is accepted, the weight of the remaiewidence clearly points to an exilic date
for this psalm, and, of course, the argument thedn be used as evidence for the failure

of prophecy in the post-exilic period dissolvEs.

Finally, Daniel 9.2 & 24 are cited to the effect that in the pestic apocalyptic
communities prophecy was regarded as having corae &md and that their own

activities were not considered true prophecy:

I, Daniel, perceived in the books the number ofyeehich, according to
the word of the brDto Jeremiah the prophet, must pass before thefend o
the desolations of Jerusalem, namely, seventy y@exs2)

Seventy weeks of years are decreed concerningpgmple and your holy
city, to finish the transgression, to put an enditg and to atone for
iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousnessséal both vision and
prophet, and to anoint a most holy place. (vs. 24)

Vielhauer interprets this as follows:

The apocalyptic writer's understanding of himssl€iear: he is not himself

a prophet, but rather the authentic interpretgrophecy and as such is the

legitimate successor to prophé€y.
It is true that this illustrates the tendency favghecy to include the interpretation of
scripture, and especially earlier prophecy (heresymablyJer. 25.11 and/or 29.10).
This tendency is taken up and extended, as wesedlllater on, at Qumran, in Josephus

and possibly in the New Testament. But this dogsnaticate that the author’s self-

3 Meyer, op.cit., pp. 813

¥t is, perhaps, not coincidental t 75, which follows immediately, is a propheticpesse to the
situation whichPs 74 laments.

“0p. Vielhauer, “Prophecy”, in E. Hennechdgw Testament Apocryphal. 2, Ger. ed W.
Schmeemelcher, Trans. A. J. B. Higgins et al, EdgR. McL. Wilson (Philadelphia: 1963-65), p. 37.
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understanding involves his not being a prophet. dtare of the vision suggests that it is
not a simple interpretation; it is interpretatioedrated by an angel (which is also
characteristic of prophec§j.In fact, it is prophetic interpretation, and theter is the
prophet (as, indeed, all tradition makes Danieltolie, even though the book is included
in theKethuhim— perhaps due to its late acceptance as scripfloahis we might
compare Zechariah’s quoting and usderfemiah(Zech 3.8; 6.12 dependent der.

23.5; 33.15 andech 1.12; 7.5 dependent der. 25.11, 29.10§?

The suggestion that vs. 24 refers to the end gdlproy cannot be sustained either.
This is the opinion of Lacocque, who comments, “ieahas consciously put a final end
to prophecy in Israel*® Clearly, however, “to seal both vision and prophefers rather
to the eschatological fulfillment of prophecy, muatwhich at this point had

disappointed most expectations, a fact which ma lgaven rise to the eschatology of

1 Angels are seen as involved in prophecy primasiynediators, although the nature of that mediation
may change from situation to situation throughabtital and post-biblical literature. b Kings13:18 the
prophet says, “An angel spoke to me by the worth@fL.oRD.” God and his angel are used interchangeably
in Hoseal2:¥ andJudgesl3:21. 78 comes to be a synonym fenz in the exilic and post- exilic periods
(Isa. 42:19; 44:26Hag. 1:13;Mal. 3:1;2 Chr. 36:15). It is difficult to tell inJudge2:1-5 whether the
“angel of the IorRD" should be considered a heavenly being or a pripheessenger. Angels are
interpreters of prophecy idechariahl:12ff and, of course, in the Hebrew apocalyptic sectafiZaniel
(chs. 7-12). They are also mediators of apocalypsions, as for example, thhEzraand theRevelation of
John Edward Earle EllisProphecy and Hermeneutics in Early ChristianitywN&estament Essays
(TUbingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1978), pp.f8BlenkinsoppHistory, p. 239.

“2 BlenkinsoppCanon p. 1021t is interesting thafechariahandDaniel do not interpreferemiah
25:11 & 29:10 in the same way.

3 A. Lacocquele Litre de Daniel(Paris:Neuchatel1976), quoted without approval by Aune, op.cit.,
p. 375, n. 25. James A. MontgomefyCritical and Exegetical Commentary on the Bookahiel The
International Critical Commentarwol. 22 (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1927), p. 3Montgomery notes
but rejects the opinion that “seal” refers to cdration.
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apocalyptic. This is not, at any rate, an histdradesservation about the disappearance of

charismatic activity”

Maccabees
The book ofl Maccabeesontains several references which, taken together,

suggests that prophecy had come to an end or ieasatscarce in the Maccabean

period.

They deliberated what to do about the altar of baffering, which had
been profaned. And they thought it best to tedown, lest it bring
reproach upon them, for the Gentiles had defile8atthey tore down the
altar, and stored the stones in a convenient gladbe temple hill until
there should come a prophet to tell what to do witm. ¢ Mac 4.44-46)

Thus there was great distress in Israel, such@sbiabeen since the time
that prophets ceased to appear among theiag 9.27)

And the Jews and their priests decided that Sirhonld be their leader
and high priest forever, until a trustworthy propsieould arise....
(1 Mac 14.41)

And in light of these passages the following alsodmes relevant.

They fasted that day, put on sackcloth and sprth&khes on their heads,
and rent their clothes. And they opened the bodk@taw to inquire into
those matters about which the Gentiles were cangutie images of their
idols. (1 Mac 3.47-48)

In this last passage it appears that the Judeanssarg the Torah scroll for a type of

divination to determine the will of God in the stion. This course of action would seem
to suggest that prophetic oracles were not availabthe time, although this is not

beyond doubt. Taken together, these excerpts glealicate that the author of

4 S0, AuneProphecy p. 105; Montgomery, op.cit., p. 375; AlexanderDA Lella, The Book of
Daniel,, The Anchor Biblevol. 23 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1978) pp92344; May, op.cit., p.
1082. Another possibility is that in the eschatand only then) prophecy will, in faatease This is, of
course, contrary to much that we have seen sbdidigppears to be the intention of Paul i@or. 13:8-12.
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Maccabees views prophecy as being in a state séldfe expected renewal, but it is

impossible to tell whether he was looking for achegological or immanent restoration.

Meyer, however, discounts the suggestion that Mases reflects a supposition that
prophecy was a thing of the past and future bupregent. He thinks the whole situation
in which prophecy has declined and a prophet istadigs a set up for the arrival on the
scene of John Hyrcanus, who holds the threefoideotif prophet, priest and king. The
fact that prophets are in short supply beforeithasresult of the great calamity
surrounding the desecration of the terfip{for which compare our observations on
Psalm74 above). The main problem with this theory &t thohn Hyrcanus is never
actually calledpogpntng in the book of Maccabees. It is true that Joseghays that John
had the gift of prophecyApht 13.299, War 1.68, and c.fToseftaSotah13.5), although it
could be argued that this is not the same as l@eprgphet. There is also a reference in
the Testament of LeyB.14) to a “prophet of the most high”, who islbetiest and
king,® and whom R. H. Charles and 0. Eissfeidt assdretdohn Hyrcandé(although

this could just as easily be messianic and esabgitall).It is not satisfactory, however,

5 Meyer, op.cit., pp. 815

6 “And they said to me, ‘Levi, your posterity sha# divided into three offices....The third shall be
granted a new name, because from Judah a kingngi# and shall found a new priesthood in accotd wi
the gentile model and for all nations. His presdndeeloved, as a prophet of the Most High.. Tét. Levi
8.1l-15a, see alsdest. Benj9.2). Quoted from James H. Charlesworthe Old Testament
Pseudepigraphavol. 1 (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1988),791.

*"R. H. CharlesThe Greek Version of the Testaments of the Tweltreafths, (Oxford, 1908), p45.
Otto Eissfeldt, Theld Testament: An Introductio(ET:Blackwell, Oxford), p. 635Noted in Hill,
Prophecy p. 24.
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to argue from later or even contemporary opini@ugarding John that this is the view

and intention oMaccabee&®

Even if the author of Maccabeesloes want us to understand that prophecy has
disappeared completelyjts existence cannot be ruled out. The qualiftenstworthy”
(motov), in 14.1 may provide us with a clue to understagdvhat he really means. It is
entirely possible that there were claimants torthe but that they were not considered
“true” prophets by the Hasmonians or the authdhisf book. It is not difficult to find
references in the Bible to instances where kingsmaembers of the ruling class (would
have) preferred to reject unfavorable prophecidalas. Certainly an abundance of
examples could be culled from the experiences oferous Old Testament prophets, but
once again Jeremiah comes to mind as a prime erg(sg® for exampléer. 36.20-26),
and Amos is similarly rejected\(nos7.10-13). It is not without interest that the non-
Zadokite priesthood was condemned by Ezelbeb(40.46; 43.19; 44.15; 48.11). If the
existing prophetic community, particularly the aufprophets, held similar views, it is
entirely probable that the Hasmonean priesthooddvaject them as not ‘trustworthy’.
In fact, this appears to have been one of the bohesntention between the Qumran
sectarians and the ruling priesthood. The passaddaccabeesnay, therefore, represent
the author’s discrimination rather than observatiarn of this we cannot be certain. In

any case, it is certain thiftaccabeess only one witness in a widely diversified

“8 Josephus may be basing John Hyrcanus’ “gift oppeay” on the experience he recountin
13:282 where John hears a prophetic vaieehnically, however, this istzat gol and would not be
regarded as true prophecy in rabbinic circlessketbelow, p. 54.

*9 Hill, Prophecy p. 23, suggests that this passage may “simplyfoemulaic expression of pious
reserve in making decisions (cf. our ‘God willing’.
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community®® Although we must take his testimony seriously,carnot assume, simply
because the author does not recognize contempararismatic activity, that it does not

exist.

Three points regarding the view of the author hifreeould be noted. First, there is
no indication of when the lapse referred to begian.likely that prophecy may have gone
into serious decline as a result of the politiedigious turmoil of the period (as noted
above). In any case, we cannot be assured thibke referred to dates to the exilic
period, although it cannot be excluded either, thedest of the evidence we are
examining seems to point away from such a long-eeniine. Second, in none of these
passages is the expected renewal necessarily elgheal in any sense. In fact, it is far
more likely that the lapse is viewed as somethemgptorary, which is likely to have come
to an end at any time. Although, this is not cosrle, it does tend to downplay the
notion that prophecy in Israel hadasedThird, there is an obvious similarity bfMac
4.46 and 14.41 tezra2.63 andNehemiah7.65 where they are faced with the problem of

priests with unverifiable ancestry,

...the governor told them that they were not tdgsar of the most holy
food, until there should be a priest to consulnyand Thummim.
Since prophets are occasionally consulteBzara/Nehemiahit is clear that those books

do not assume that prophecy had disappeared ipéhatd. Apparently, somethimgore

0 David Halperin has pointed out to me that 14:4dutth probably be regarded as a separate source
from the author ol Maccabeesdlt is, according to the author, part of an offlalocument copied onto a
bronze memorial tablet and placed in Mt. Zion. Sitlte tablet assigns perpetual priesthood onlyrnmis
and the author df Maccabeegxtends it also to his sons (vs. 25 & 49), itnikely that he composed that
section himself. Such an arrangement, of coursis adother witness for the absence of trustworthy
prophets in the period (although the parallel iMaccabeess probably dependant on this). But the authors
of the memorial are clearly also pro-(or at least@)Hasmonean, and many of the same criticismyap
here as well.
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trustworthythan prophecy is looked for in this context — acsfp@variety of cultic
prophecy that is associated with the high pri¢ss. possible that we should see
analogous intentions accabeesThe situations referred to here are both of alaim
cultic nature and are both regarded as extremegdpitant (i.e., the service of priests in
EzradNehemialand the fate of a defiled altar and the acceptaheenon-Zadokite high

priest inMaccabeep®*

Obviously, this does not solve the problem preskhte9.27 where “the time that
the prophets ceased to appear” points to a tintteeinlemoter past. David Aune
comments that it was generally believed that tleatyclassical prophets had “appeared in

critical times™?

and that their message carried authority. ThecauthMaccabeesvould
then be recognizing that such authoritative prapbetnot seem to be present. To the
question of contemporary prophetic authority, hosvewe will have to returrt It is also
possible that this represents a bitter respongbepart of the author to the expectations
aroused by the apocalypselniel, and it has even been suggested that 9.27 cowdd be

“ironic paraphrase” obaniel 12.1>*

If this is the case, then the author’s rejectibn o
prophecy must be regarded as theological ratherdkperiential. Indeed, it suggests that

prophetic activity was commonly valued, at leassome circles, in that eschatological

*1 Aune,Prophecy p. 105. Aune comes to a similar conclusion, altfiofrom a different direction. It is
possible, although unlikely, that the Hebrew orrAgéc underlying these two passageMaccabeess
“priest (or prophet) with Urim and Thummim” whiclasbeen interpreted in translation. Although this
would be without exact precedent, théX stumbles over Urim and Thummim elsewhere as \eell. L Sa
14:41), suggesting that Alexandrian Judaism wagenerally familiar with the concept.

*2ibid., p. 105.
3 See below, pp. 7

>4 Jonathan A. Goldsteitl, MaccabeesThe Anchor Biblevol. 41 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1976),
pp. 48, 376Although, to be obvious this requires Theodotidbisek translatiorilhe actual similarity of
the underlying Hebrew/Aramaic cannot be determined.
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expectations had risen during this period as dtresiu. This, however, involves us in
some assumptions about apocalyptic’s relationshgraphecy which must now be

addressed.

20



The Transformation of Prophecy

Apocalyptic
It is well beyond the scope of this study to attempurvey of apocalyptic or a

reconstruction of its origins. Nevertheless, thistexice of a wide body of literature
which can potentially be interpreted as represgrtnophetic activity in the Second
Temple period cannot go unnoticed in an investigasiuch as this. The key question
appears to be whether or not apocalyptic can lerded as prophecy. It is quite common
in the literature to find such comments as th&albert R. Wilson, who in discussing the
changes that followed the restoration, commentsdigally, prophecy seems to have

disappeared and to have been replaced by apocalypti

Other authors, such as van Rad, do not even bahet@pocalyptic had its origins
in the prophetic movement.Von Rad’s argument is based primarily on the conoé
apocalypticvis-a-visclassical prophecy. He suggests that the predietbpects of
prophecy were never the primary ones, so the lfattthis literature contains predictions
(or pseudo-predictions) does not make it prophé&tie real content of prophetic speech
was the proclamation of Yahweh's expectations amdicued interaction in history. In
apocalyptic, however, events in time have all h@edetermined from the beginning, and
although there is some sense of personal respbtyséviidenced in the rewards and

punishments of the eschaton, even this is predetecthby God. Van Rad sees the true

5 Wilson, op.cit., p. 295.
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source of this understanding of history which viginge in terms of epochs in the
wisdom movementHccl. 3.1ff, for example). It is the wise who are able torptet this
literature Dan. 1.3f; 2.30; 5.11; 12.3), and it is into the realm o§gdom that such

passages @&noch72f and 60.1% must be classet.

In contrast to this, a number of scholars seeliteiture as having its roots in the
prophetic tradition transformed by alienating egdntthe post-exilic periotf. According
to this view, apocalyptic groups arose from projhetinorities which found themselves
in a losing conflict with a ruling non-eschatologjipriestly theocracy. Their view of
history grows out of an abandonment of the progtetthatology due to a loss of
political power on the part of these groups ancdetinergence of a Troeltschean
church/sect tension (priesthood=church, apocalgstap=sect}’ When the prophetic
groups found their expectations disappointed bydlseration, and themselves
something of an oppressed minority, the hope gblpetic fulfillment was increasingly
located in the eschat8fand their view of those who differed increasingiyarized into

a good-evil dualism. Robert Wilson comments,

In terms of sociological structure, peripheral grefic support groups and
apocalyptic groups are closely related to eachrpfiweit is not difficult to
understand how one might have developed into theroHowever, the

* von Rad, op.cit., pp. 363

*"ibid.

%8 paul D.HansonThe Dawn of Apocalypti®hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 19%&)lson, op.cit.;
Vielhauer, op.cit.0. Ploger,Theocratie und Eschatologi&959.

%9 S0 especially, Hanson, op.cit., pp. 15

%9 Robert P. Carroll, When Prophecy Failed: Cognifiiesonance in the Prophetic Traditions of the
Old TestamenfNew York: Seabury Press, 1979), p. 205.
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metamorphosis of prophetic support groups into alyptic groups marks
the demise of genuine prophetic activity in Isfdel.

The activity of the intervening period is represehby such works a&echariah
Trito-lsaiahandMalachi. This period is marked by anonymity, lack of higtal setting
and an increasing movement toward apocalytichese tendencies, it is argued, were
the result of the fact that contemporary propheag eing accorded less and less
authority due to the failure of earlier prophetrades, which had pointed to
political/eschatological bliss, to be adequatelfilfed in spite of the return from exile.
Zechariabs obscure visions, the meanings of which requiterpretation, safeguard the
authenticity of the message since both the visiahthe explanation come from God (or
an angelZech 1.9, 19; 2.2; 4.4). Since the oracle is the tesuh vision in the more
spectacular sense and not simply the prophet’srmasion of spiritual urges or
interpretation of outwardly normal events (Ag0s8.11-3), the possibility of the
prophet misunderstanding or misinterpreting igast apparently reduced, resulting in
increased authority for the oracle. This tendesayaviously carried to its fullest extent

in the apocalyptic literature of the Hellenistiaipd.®®

Von Rad’s argument that apocalyptic should notdeslered prophecy is -fairly
straightforward. It has neither historical nor itbgpcal connections and, although it may

draw from prophetic traditions, the only thing thegve in common is prediction. From

1 Wilson, op.cit., p. 308.
%2 Vielhauer, op.cit., p. 595.
83 Wilson, op.cit., p. 308.
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the point of view of the second group of schof4rhe distinction is more subtle. Some
would dismiss this literature with suggestion ttiet sects that produced these works
were not part of mainstream Judaism, while to athiee extensive use of prediction after
the fact is offensive. But for all, the primary angents are theological. Vielhauer asserts,
“the dualism, determinism, and pessimism of apgtaiyform the gulf which separates it
from prophecy.®® The questions of where this literature came frowh&hy it differs

from classical prophecy are only issues after doe df its disenfranchisement from the

prophetic world.

The prophetic belief in the End is in all essestaltochthonous, whereas
the apocalyptic is really built up from elementdrahian dualism.
Accordingly, the former predicts a termination ofation, the latter its
dissolution, its replacement by another and coraplejood world; the
former allows the now aimless powers, “evil”, toditheir way to God and
change to good, the latter sees good and evilyisaparated at the end of
days, the one redeemed, the other unredeemeddnrtbe former believes
in the sanctification of the earth, the latter deispof it as hopelessly
ruined; the former allows the original creativelwil God to be fulfilled
without remainder, the latter makes the faithlesstion powerful over the
Creator, in that it compels him to surrender Naturé®

The implications are subtle but cle@he picture is painted here of prophets-a-
vis apocalyptic which makes the former look for a# thiorld like everything which is
attractive to modern teleistic humanism. That thian unlikely assessment of classical
prophecy hardly needs to be defended here. Butiévwenaccept this assessment, the

assumption that theological/philosophical groundsaeceptable criteria for determining

% Not all scholars, notably Hanson, op.githo would accept the basic outline of this viewpais |
have presented it, would necessarily reject thetifieation of apocalyptic as a form of Second Téenp
prophecy.

% Vielhauer, op.cit., p. 596.
% Martin Buber Kampf um Israg1933), p50, quoted from Vielhauer, op.cit., 596.
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the incapability of prophecy and apocalyptic reseafundamental misunderstanding of
the nature of prophecy and prophetic inspiratiomictvis related to, but not defined by,
theology. The question of the historical originapiocalyptic is useful in determining
whether or not we should consider it genuine viargrexperience, but the real issue is
how it was viewed by the visionaries and their ezadand not whether modern theology
prefers it to classical prophecy. There is enobgllogical diversity in the body of
canonical prophe&that the fact that apocalyptic represents a nevicdwaew in

response to a new world situation should not offésedscholar.

The proposition that apocalyptic arises in smaitagan groups is important, but it
is in need of some qualification. Problematic &eassumptions that Wilson'’s
“peripheral prophetic support grouf$tould make drastic additions to an already
existing prophetic canon or could produce works were well enough received to be
absorbed into that developing canon. If these evdytts of the “oppressed and
powerless™ it is hard to imagine their receiving such wideemtance. Whatever the
social status of these groups or individuals, theirks received a great deal of support.
Hanson’s view of the Hellenistic Jewish world agidizd into radically contrasted groups

of the powerful versus the weak is too arbitrand eequires a good deal of qualification

to be useful® Nor can Pléger’s claim that the foreign influenientifiable in this work

67 Jeremiahvs. 2 Isaiah for example.

% wilson, op.cit., p. 308, and see quote, abifyas Wilson suggests, prophetic support groups an
apocalyptic groups are so close, it is hard torgeehe makes such a distinction between prophedy an
apocalyptic.

% Aune,Prophecy p. 110.
930 also Carroll, op.cit., pp. 269

25



Transformation

(most notably, its dualism, and to some extenpitture of the eschaton) demonstrate
that it must have come from an oppressed mindrity sustained. That the foreign
influence is present is clear. That the persecoéddre of the community makes it more
vulnerable to this is more difficult and the reeehgs often been the case in similar
situations (in America, for example, the Mormond #me Mennonites). It is much more
likely that these influences come in from the wisdoommunity whose eclectic nature is

well known’?

This, of course, brings us back to van Rad’s viele same criticisms regarding the
use of theology as a divining tool to identify phegy applies here, but the main problem
with his reconstruction is that it is not sufficieRlis criticisms do, however, shed a great
deal of light on the influence wisdom literaturelahe wisdom community must have
had on the prophetic community in the exilic peridde contrast between prophecy and
wisdom sometimes made in discussing the periotdeofitst temple cannot be sustained
here. In fact, in light of the blurring of distinehs between prophetic and sophistic
activity which we will see below, we may even béeab speak of a merging of the two

communities.

The most obvious question at this point is whetherapocalyptic writers regarded
their own work as prophecy. By most authors, thisiinply allowed? but some would

contend even this point. We have already noted @abdo®hauer’s suggestion that the

" Vielhauer, op.cit., p. 595.
2 30ggin, op.cit., p. 381.

3 H. H. Rowley,The Relevance of Apocalyptiev. ed. (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1955), pf.
Hill, Prophecy p.55. Charlesworth, op.cit., p. xxiv.
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author/editor oDaniel did not regard himself as a prophet. Following Rad he also
cites2 Baruch85.3 where we read, “but now, the righteous haenkassembled and the
prophets are sleeping*He comments that in context Baruch is portrayedaisg the
same things as Jeremiah had done and concluddabehatthor intends that “the prophets
have disappeared: the apocalypticists have talenglace and continue their work in
other but better ways.” In this, Vielhauer appra;tyet misses the point. It is not that
the visionaries continue or take over the workhef how defunct prophets which is the
implication of this passage, but that tteeg prophets. When Baruch acts like a prophet
and prophesies, he is, therefore, a prophet. Tibgdarbphecies look more like what we
would call apocalyptic simply indicates that in mend no such distinction exists. It
would not have occurred to the writer that therditg form of the work would cause it to
be considered non-prophefitThe canonical Revelation of John is another exaropl
apocalyptic which is clearly regarded both by ththar and, we are given every reason to
understand, by its audience as a prophecy in tlesfisense. Of the eighteen occurrences
of mpoennc and its cognates in this book, at least six arssibpby seven, refer to the

book itself or the activity of its authdf Finally, Ezra is referred to as a prophetiEzra

1.1 and 12.42, which, although it does not heljmuggard to the self-understanding of

the author(s), it certainly indicates how the beais viewed.'

" Vielhauer, op.cit., p. 595; von Rad, op.cit.3p3; Trans. from Charlesworth, op.cit., p. 651.

5 Although as A. F. J. Klijn points out in the inthaction to this work in Charlesworth, op.cit., 15,
the book comes from the early second century ADcamhot be construed to tell us very much aboat lat
Persian and Hellenistic views of prophecy anywaye Tprophets” referred to here are the “righteous
prophets and holy men” (vs. 1) of old and do nfieot on the presence or absence of charismatiitgct
in the writer’'s own day.

761.3-510.11; 22.7, 10, 18, 19 and probably 22.9.
" Aune, op.cit., p. 110.
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Prophecy in Chronicles
At the other end of the spectrum from apocalyphie,book ofChroniclesprovides

evidence of the possibility that prophetic activigis viewed as existing in a very
different form in the context of the Second Temmeiod. The historical period which

the Chronicler writes about, even if we inclugeraNehemiahdoes not extend into the
time during which prophecy is traditionally saidiave disappeared. We must be careful,
therefore, when we try to glean from such a documeformation about the writer’s

own day’® But there are a number of interesting ways in Whiis view of prophetic
activity diverges from that of his primary sour&amuel-Kingshat might suggest to us
that it either mirrors the tendencies of his ownedior is an attempt to influence them.

1 Chr. 25.la reads,

David and the chiefs of the service also set dpathe service certain of
the sons of Asaph, and of Heman, and of Jeduthba,skould prophesy
with lyres, with harps, and with cymbals.

This passage contains a textual variant. RB&quoted here follows th@ereand
the versions. ThEetib reads, “Heman and Jeduthun, the prophets, withshdt, etc. The
difference is significant, but for our purposes itihglications are essentially the same. It
appears that for the Chronicler, the leading ofpienmusic, or perhaps more likely, the
writing of psalmody was an aspect of prophecy. Thisirther strengthened HyChr.

15.22, 27 where thRSVgives.

Chenaniah, leader of the Levites in music, shoulktctthe music, for he
understood it. (vs. 22)

8 Although the time of the Chronicler’s writing carrbe determined with any degree of precisiors it i
generally assumed that he falls in the late Peiwiagarly Hellenistic periods.
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...all the Levites who were carrying the ark, amel singers, and Chenaniah

the leader of the music of the singergvs. 27)
Here the word translated “music” in each caseassa’, which normally means
‘oracle’.”® Once this relationship is noticed, a whole sesigsassages iGhronicles
become visible in a new light. hChr. 25.2-5, we find that Asaph, Jeduthun and Heman
are all regarded as prophets @fChr. 29.30; 35.15). I2 Chr. 5.12, we find that these
three are also Levites, and frdnChr. 16.4 that their commission was to “invoke, thank,
and to praise thedrb, the God of Israel” which is apparently one of phignary roles of
the Levites throughouEhronicles(1 Chr. 23.5, 302 Chr. 7.6; 8.14f° Furthermore, this
arrangement, according to the Chronicler, was éskedal under prophetic authorit® (
Chr. 29.25)%! In 2 Chr. 20.13f, one of the Levites delivers a prophetic oradtettie
midst of the assembly” to the effect that God waing to save them from the Moabites
and the Ammonites who were attacking them. Thiplpeay is then fulfilled when, under
the leadership of the Levitical singers, the arroggforth from the city praising God
only to find that the enemy had been destroyecadirelt is interesting that in vs. 14 the
Chronicler is careful to establish that the proplsponsible was a “Levite of the sons of

Asaph.” Prophecy is also associated with the higgspin2 Chr. 24.20f. One significant

detail can be found by examini2gChr. 34.30 where the Chronicler quotes his source,

"9 BlenkinsoppCanon p. 185, n. 37, refers the idea originally to Sihkel, The Psalms in Israel’s
Worship(Nashville: Abington Press, 1967), p. 56, who statesxwni 2w, “master of the oracle”.
Although, the sense of “worship” is not out of mdn light of its use by P for the bearing of tiike @&um
4.15, 19, 27, 49). Francis Brown, et &l.Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testani@mford:
Clarendon Press, 1907), p.

8 BlenkinsoppHistory, pp. 255, 279, n. 73.
8 Wilson, op.cit., p. 293.
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2 Kings23.2, verbatim, except that he substitutes “LavViter the Deuteronomist’s
“prophets”.

Taken together, these passages seem to indicafettiiae Chronicler there is very close
association between the ministry of the Levites @matismatic office. It is not impossible
that the pre-exilic cultic prophets were closelypmected with the guild of musicians, but
it is quite apparent that the author of this woidwed them thus in his own d&This,

in connection with the tradition (which probablynees from this general period) that a
number of the canonical psalms were penned by Asapi suggest that the writing of
psalms in the ministry of cultic worship was regat@s a form of prophecy. The
tradition that psalmody is (or can be) prophetiocas unknown. David’s identification as
a prophet in much of this literature is at leassdme extent based on his association with

the Psalms. The following passage is also instrecti

R. Levi said in the name of R. Hanina, “The elepsalms which Moses
spoke were spoken in the genre of propfieBut why were they not
written in theTorah? Because these are wordslofah, but those are
words of prophecy.”Nlidrash Tehillim90.4)
It is also noteworthy that in the prophecy of Zedtain Luke1.68-79, the greater part
falls into the categories of “invoke, thank, andipe” referred to above as the

commission of the Levites, and the entire utterarearly resembles a psalm.

It would be inaccurate to characterize the Chreniak simply equating prophecy

with psalmody or priesthood, and that is not thention here. The two Levitical/priestly

8 n light of this, it is not surprising that he &ksuch a dim view of “the Levites and the singbrsihg
forced out of financial necessity, to leave the kvafrthe temple and return to their fieldéeh 13.10). Is it
possible that this reflected a tendency which heisais own day?

83 poxo21 Hw 0°0ovA.

30



Transformation

prophecies specifically quoted in his work (20thd 24.26 noted above) are oracles in
the old fashioned sense and do not resemble psglai@dl. Nor are all the prophets
original to Chronicles identifiable as Levites. Aizh 2 Chr. 15.1-7), Hanani (16.7-10),
both unknown outside of this work do not appedré¢a@onnected with the cult in any

way?*

There is, in fact, another area, not generally@ased with charismatic activity,
which this writer regards as an aspect of the fanatf the prophet. In addition to
psalmody and the more classically recognized prophenctions, the prophet can also
be an historiographer. Beginning with David, anehtmumerous times throughChr. the
author sums up his account of each king’s reigh witeverence to the sources he
(presumably) used. His primary source is, of coussenuel-Kingsand, in fact, the
Deuteronomist uses the same technique. True ®ohise, wheneve8amuel-Kingsises
this formula ( Kings11.41; 14.49; 15.7; etc.) the Chronicler does @lsGhr. 29.29 is
an improvisation on the pattern). A certain peragatof the time he simply transmits
some form of the reference cited Bgmuel-Kingge.g.,2 Chr. 16.11=1 Kings15.24),

but frequently he takes the opportunity to prodsmarces of his own. Among these

8 Although, note the reference to the “teachinggitien 2 Chr. 15.3. The presence of non-cultic or
Levitical prophets irsamuel-Kingswhich then reappear hroniclesonly shows us how the Chronicler
uses his source material and reveals little tabasibhis view of prophecy in their regard. He dpedray
Nathan and Gad as more active in relation to titdrctheir offices as prophets than we would bk db
glean fromSamuel-Kinggfor example?2 Chr. 29.25 where they aid in the establishment ol #tical
functions in the temple). It is also, of coursesgible that the prophets mentioned here come frogrod
the Chronicler’s other sources (if such sourcestgxi
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original sources he produces no less than ninearates to historical writings by

prophets he has (usually) referred to eaffi@ Chr. 9.29 is a characteristic example.

Now the rest of the acts of Solomon, from firstast, are they not written

in the history of Nathan the prophet, and in theppecy of Ahijah the

Shilonite, and in the visions of Iddo the seer @ning Jeroboam the son

of Nebat?
This would seem to suggest that he views histosjolgy as one of the characteristic
activities of past prophets. It is not unreasonabksuppose, in light of this, that he
regards himself as entering into this sacred i@ditnd may well see himself as a
prophet. It is not possible to determine whethedigsv from a theological context in
which certain historical books were already acqgithe aura that would lead to their

eventual classification as “Former Prophets”, big certain that he contributed to its

growth®®

Sapient prophecy
Since the temple was destroyed, prophecy has b&en from the prophets
and given to the wiseBé@ba BathralZ2a)
We noted above that the rabbis saw themselvesistamdthe tradition of the prophets in
their exposition of scripture and in retrospecimwed the prophets as expounders and

interpreters of Torah. The targumdodgess.9 says that Deborah, being a prophetess,

81 Chr. 29.29;2 Chr. 9.29; 12.15; 13.22; 20.34 (see 19.2); 26.22;3233.19. The prophetic
chronicles he mentions are Nathan, Gad, Samugla®Hddo, Sheniah, Jehu, Isaiah and a mysterious
“Chronicles of the Seers (Hozai)". The issue of thike or not these sources ever existed, or whétieer
Chronicler used them if they did, does not efflet¢onclusions of this study. Only the degree tlwthe
theology of historiography as prophecy originaté Wwim is affected by such a discussion, and het t
existence of this theology.

8t is, perhaps, ironic that when the books welleeth Chronicles-Nehemiatvas not included in that
group.
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“did not cease to give exposition of the TordhErom the other direction, the canonical

wisdom literature came to be viewed in rabbinicles as prophecy.

Similarly it is written, “The words of Qohelet, tisen of David, king of
Jerusalem”. Is this all that Solomon prophesied®hgi not compose three
books, half of his wisdom in parablesif(é on Deutl.1)
This reflects the same tendency that we saw eanligre Chronicler and iMidrash
Tehillim on the psalms of Moses to expand the definitioprophecy such that it begins
to absorb genres which were previously distingudsihem it. Prophecy in the classical
period was certainly somewhat eclectic in its owht; but in the Second Temple period
we find the term being used inclusive of more amtargenres and media. Eventually,

any activity viewed as having been inspired byHioéy Spirit is regarded as prophetic;

hence, all scripture by definition becomes proptfécy

In our discussion of apocalyptic we noted that liesature had come under the
influence of the wisdom movement and suggestegaissibility that prophecy and
wisdom were beginning to merge and that apocalypdis one of the products. In the
wisdom community itself we see the same proced3rdm. 1-9, ‘wisdom’ begins to be
identified with revelation. In the later wisdomeliaiture this tendency becomes more
pronounced. Ifben Sirach24.3 it is portrayed as issuing “from the mouthhe Most
High.” ‘Wisdom’ is described as the source of prephin several passages in the

Wisdom of Solomon

8" Edward Earle Ellis, “The Role of the Christian phet in Acts”, inApostolic History and the Gospel
W. Ward Basque and Ralph P. Martin, eds. (GranddRapMI: Eerdmans, 1970), p. 58.

8 |_eiman, op.cit., p. 65ee, for exampl2 Tim 3.16.
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In every generation she passes into holy souls
and makes them friends of God, and prophets;

for God loves nothing so much as the man who hwils wisdom.
(7.27b-28)

And if any one longs for wide experience,
she knows the things of old,
and infers the things to come;
she understands turns of speech
and the solutions of riddles;
she has foreknowledge of signs and wonders
and of the outcome of seasons and times. (8.8)

Wisdom prospered their works by the hand of a pobphet. (11.1)
Here, ‘wisdom’, personified as a divine emanatisrgharacterized as the mediator of

prophetic revelation, much as we see angels useahie contexts (see above, p. 14,
n. 41, andHermas, Mand11), and the Holy Spirit in others (elga. 61.1;Mic. 3.8; etc.,

and throughout most of the New Testarfignt

The definition of prophecy is clearly shifting/hile, etymologically, botmabi’ and
npognng are probably best translated, ‘proclaint@they are used primarily of

characters functioning in the context of ecstatisemi-ecstatic states or whose

8 Leiman, op.cit., p. 66, notes thata: andwnpi M1 are used interchangeably in rabbinic literature
with regard to books in either ti@thubimor theNebi'im.

%11 is generally compared to the Akkadiaab(meaning “to name, call” and some attempt is made t
associate this with the prophetic call as being®ss to the Israelite concept of prophet. It mrih noting,
however, thahablcan mean “to declare”, which comes much closéhéaactual observable activities of
the classical prophets. The translation, “proclairhas the advantage that it also reflects the etygy
and usage atpoentng. According to Plato, the girl who receives theateaat Delphi (the Pythia) is called
povrig, and is said to bevBovg, but the men who interpret and/or present theleiiadts final form to the
inquirer are called thepoontot pavtevopsvev (Tim. 72b). Here thepoeng is the proclaimer/interpreter
of the ecstatic message rather than the messeimgself) but it should be noted that it is the féwzt the
message derives from the god (be it second haatatlows the man to be a “prophet” here. Thisos n
true elsewhere where the word can be used withgutedigious connotations at all. For example aih ¢
refer to poets, good (i.e. divinely ordained) dsigcal configurations, Egyptian priests, officeabers, able
philosophers (Plato), scientific specialists, aretiioal quacks, among others. Rene Laldatuel
d’Epigraphie Akkadiennead. Florence Malbran-Labat (Paris: Librairie @t#iste Paul Geuthner, 1976),
p. 315. Helmut Kramertpogpntg: A. The Word Group in Profane GreeRDNT VI, 787, 794.
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proclamation is based on such revelaftbim the Second Temple period, the concept of
prophecy expands to include activities and revahativhich, on the one hand, are not
connected to ecstatic inspiration at all (as favasan tell), and on the other, are not
necessarily intended for public proclamation. Pgti definition on ‘prophecy’ in this
later period becomes more difficult and is destittedecome harder as the word itself
begins to be restricted in reference to the cambemlection of the same name. Part of
our delineation of prophecy must, therefore, benphgenological. With this
understanding anything can be prophetic which résesrthe activity of one of the
historical prophets, but this very quickly becomesblematic since prophetic activity is
able to inhabit a wider sphere than we can contieeladefine as prophecy. By this, |
mean, that while history writing, for example, nta/regarded by the Chronicler as a
potential medium of the prophet, this does not nteahhe regards all historiography to
be prophetic. The same distinction can certainlynaee for psalmody or even the
interpretation of enigmas. So, for example, Nebdaokazar’s court contained a number
of characters so skilled, but only Daniel is regards a prophet. The key to the

distinction can be found iDan. 2.277:

Daniel answered the king, “No wise men, enchanteegicians, or
astrologers can show to the king the mystery wthehking has asked, but
there is a God in heaven who reveals mysterieshariths made known to
King Nebuchadnezzar what will be in the latter days

In fact, the dream was revealed to Daniel in aitwiof the night” (2.19), but the

real secret is revealed in 4.18 where the king @é#niel, “but you are able, for the spirit

1| recognize that this is an oversimplificationatdissical prophecy in particular, which actuallyrsts
between the ecstatic prophecy of thém and the sophistic prophecy of the Second Tempidam
movement.
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of the holy gods is in you” (see 4.9, 5.12, 14)eKly, then, is the active revelation of
God, whether it be through the Holy Spirit, “Wisdgror an angel. The prophet,
whatever his medium, is antermediary? between God and the human, and as such his
message is not perceived as originating in himsedn though he may have cognitively
participated in its reception (through researchgf@ample). Lindblom defines the
prophetic consciousness as the “revelatory stateird”,”® and this probably comes
closest of the various definitions that have beféered® to expressing the understanding
of the literature we are studying. It is possilthen to interpret scripture, to be wise, write
hymns or history, even to predict the future withloeing prophetic. The prophet,

however, can also be found in each of these aetiin his role as intermediaty.

There are, however, important differences withis titerature. On the one hand,
while it is not likely that the distinction betweanisdom and charismatic inspiration was
as clearly distinguished as it is today; on theentthe view of what constitutes prophecy
may have differed substantially in apocalyptic aagdient “schools” respectively. In the
apocalyptic literature the emphasis is clearlylmisionaryThere continues, if

anything, a distancing of the message from its humediator. As we saw earlier (p. 23),

2 This word comes from Wilson, op.cit., discussecppn21-28.
9 Johannes LindblonProphecy in Ancient IsraéPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1957), ppff173

% Various definitions are collected and discussedhimes Reilingermas and Christian Prophecy: a
Study of the Eleventh Mandag&upplements to Novum Testamentuoh XXXVII (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1973), p. 18, and HillProphecy pp. 1-11. See also above, p. 34, n. 90 and bgi3¥,n..98.

% There is no Hebrew term that corresponds diremitly yevdonpogntng. &1 is used for both
approved and disapproved oracles in the Hebrewptbeeis. The XX imposes its interpretation on the
majority of spurious or non-Yahwistic charismatistranslating by eithepevdompoeng or pavtig
(Jannes Reiling, “The Use EYAOITPO®HTHE in the Septuagint, Philo and JosephusNavum
Testamentu3 (1971), pp. 147-156, idenermas pp. 35, 4%). It may be possible to conclude that
‘false prophecy’ did not emerge as a defined gémseopposed to charismata which are regarded as

36



Transformation

the tendency is for the central vision to be exelnenigmatic, requiring divine
interpretation (so for exampl@an. chs. 7-12), thus protecting the vision even ferrth
from human error. It may, in fact, be this aspdamocalyptic which explains the almost
universal use of pseudonymity characteristic of genre’® In sapient circles, on the
other hand, the tendency is to draw prophecy magenzore into the natural sphere. It is
less and less the result of immediate inspiratowl, is looked for increasingly in the
realm of spiritual awareness or insight. It is ateteworthy that the concept of prediction
is de-emphasized in wisdom prophesra-visapocalyptic, although it clearly has not
disappeared (s&isd 8.8, above)’’ The Chronicler, from his cultic outlook, probably
stands somewhere in between these two extremegplibe extent that he tends to
naturalize prophecy, he stands closer to the vigtheowisdom schools. The data does
not allow us to speculate about how these litecangmunities viewed each other as
regards their respective concepts of inspiratithpagh the author df Macccabeés
opinion, noted above (pp. i probably provides us with a third, and more phar

critical opinion®®

‘prophecy’ whether they are inspired by Yahweh ob) mntil the post-exilic period, perhaps in respito
the “cognitive dissonance” of failed prophecy.

% On pseudonymity, see below, ppff68

" This brief contrast between apocalyptic and sagiesphecy needs to be tempered with the
observation that most of the apocalyptic heroesvégdom figures (e.g., Daniel, Baruch, Ezra, eébayid
Halperin, private communication.

% The question of the psychological nature of prepteas been a particular concern to scholars of the
New Testament phenomenon. The issue is whethehpegps, or can be, a product of reflection or
cognition, or if it originates, or at least is peired as originating, purely from outside the sabges
revelation. Writers such as Reilindermeneuticsbased on the eleventh mandatélefmas asserts that
Christian prophecy is to be distinguished from otBhristian ministries by its immediate inspirati®@o
also, Gerhard Friedrichgpoenmg: D. Prophets and Prophecies in the New Testargeirophets in the
Early Church”, TDNT, VI, p. 853. Against this, a number of scholaiguarthat much of what the early
church regarded as prophetic was actually thetrefubnscious thought, often drawing on received
traditions, prophetic or otherwise. The main argainfer such a position lies in the apparent contént
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much identifiable prophetic speech, particularlyaul, but also to some extentAnots which is often hard
to satisfactorily distinguish from teaching. Thisw is championed by, most notably, Eli$grmeneutics
[and see bibliography for other studies by Ellis]lowed by Hill, op.cit., and Wayne A. Grudem, opp. A
critique of Ellis can be found in AunBrophecy pp. 339-346. The evidence probably warns against
extremes in either direction.
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Prophecy at Qumran
The word “prophet” is never used in the Dead Seallsoof any of the people in the

Qumran community, or of anyone regarded as confieg the fifth century, BC. Yet
there are a number of reasons to think that sontteeddictivity there would fall within the
area that we have been calling prophetic, and thadrthe sect regarded some of their
activities or members as fulfilling that functiamthe community. Within the Qumran
literature, there is a certain amount of materiaicl probably belongs in this category.
TheWar Rulé® may have been regarded as prophetic, whethertavenshould classify
it as apocalyptic. It is strongly influenced by aplyptic thought, particularlpaniel,**°

and its time frame is future, but it does not Itk any other prophetic literature, and we

cannot know how the community viewed it, or eveadus. 1 QH 3.28-36 is a more

obvious example of prophetic utterance in the Quuitarature.

And the earth cries out because of the disastatsate come upon the
world.
And all its inhabitants cry aloud,
And all upon the earth rush madly to and fro:
They stagger in great disaster;
For God thunders with the noise of his strength,
And His holy abode resounds with his true glory;

% have accepted the title assigned to this worksbya VermesThe Dead Sea Scrolls in English
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1968), pp. 122-148.

10ipid., pp. 122
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The host of heaven utters its voice;
The foundations of the world tremble and reel;
The battle of the warriors of heaven sweeps adhesgiorld,
And returns not until it is finished and ended déoer and evef™*
If the author did not regard this apocalyptic pgssas prophetic, then he is certainly

writing in a style intended to imitate propheticetry %> We have already seen in this

period that psalmody was regarded as a potentidiumefor prophetic utterance.

But very little prophecy of this nature is foundtihe Qumran material which has
become available to dat® We do know that the Essenes were very eschatalbgic
minded and we have in the fragments of commentéoiesd near the Dead Sea a number
of examples of how they interpreted scripture estbgically. For example, the

fallowing exposition oHabakkuk2.7-8a:

[Interpreted, this concerns] the Priest who reloeléand violated] the
precepts [of God... to command] his chastisememhésns of the
judgments of wickedness. And they inflicted horrofgvil diseases and
took vengeance upon his body of flesh. And astfat which He said,
Because you have plundered many nations, all immaat of the peoples
shall plunder youinterpreted this concerns the last Priests afsiem,
who shall amass money and wealth by plundering&oples. But in the
last days, their riches and booty shall be deldénéo the hands of the
army of the Kittim, for it is they who shall be thremnant of the peoplegl
QpHab 8.16-9.7§%

11 Quoted from Matthew BlacK;he Scrolls and Christian Origir@ew York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1961), pp- 186

19250 also Matthew Black, “The Scrolls and Christighiin The Scrolls and Christianifyed., Matthew
Black, (London: S.P.C.K., 1969), p. 105.

193 Not all scholars have accepted the view that peophvas active at Qumran. M. Burrows, “Prophecy
and the Prophets at Qumran”lgnael’'s Prophetic Heritages Essays in Honor of &snvuilenburged. B.
W. Anderson and W. Harrelson (New York, Harper &ers, 1962) pp. 223believes that prophecy was
“regarded as belonging to the past and the futite’sees 1 QS 9.10 which he translates “until dmaiieg
of a prophet and the messiahs of Aaron and IseseSupporting this. More likely, however, the pgssa
should be translated “the Prophet” with VernleSSE p.87, 185, who regards this as a reference to the
eschatological prophet, on which see above, p. 10.

14 Quoted from Verme€)SSE p. 240.
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This type of exposition is generally referred tqpaserstyle interpretation because it is
used constantly in the Qumran literature where sixjom characteristically beginsr
hdbr or pSrw . The root meaning qfeSeris “loose”, but it comes to mean “disclose a
secret, diagnose, solve a riddle, interpret a my5st&° In biblical Hebrew the word is

used variously!

Who is the wise man, and who knows thierpretatiort® of a thing?
(Qoh 8.1)

for they too will pray to the Lord that he shouldugt them success in
diagnosis
and in healing for the sake of preserving lifeirgch38.14)
The word is used frequently Daniel chs. 2-4, and in ch. 5 of the interpretation of
dreams and the mysterious writing on the walks thie use iDaniel which undoubtedly
comes closest to the use at Qumran, where scriiuophecy was apparently regarded as
a complex eschatological riddle/mysterg) which required unlocking.

This was the special role of thaaskilim, a term which probably also comes fr@aniel

(note alsdDan. 9.22)%’

And those among the people who arakilim*°®

understand.... (11.33)

shall make many

...and none of the wicked shall understand; bugeghwho arenaskilim
shall understand. (12.10)

195 The following discussion ofws is based on that of Maurya P. HorgBesharia: Qumran
Interpretations of Biblical Book€atholic Biblical Quarterly Monographs Serié8 (Washington, DC:
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1979),.[%#80-237.

106 The LXX readshvotv here.

197 Frederick Fyvie BruceSecond Thoughts on the Dead Sea S¢r8bsond Edition (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1961), pp. 2#7

108 Actually, oy *22wn.
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Besides the fact thaibi’ is in this period being used almost exclusively of
canonical figures, one other reason that it is nagsed of Qumran members may be that
those filling that role are, under the influencéainiel, referred to amaskilim. We have
already seen that interpretation of earlier re@kve@cles was becoming part of prophetic
activity in the later period, and this is espegialbticeable irDaniel. It is possible, then,
and even probable, that they regarded the insplisstosuré® of scripture as
prophecy:*° This is strengthened by the fact that takilim were at least sometimes
regarded as possessing the Holy Spirit, which @seted above, p. 42, n. 111), is

closely connected with prophet¥.

As for me as anaskil have | come to know thee, my God, through thdtspir
that thou hast given me, and by thy Holy SpiriaVvé faithfully listened to
thy marvelous secret counsel. (1 QH 1911

Note especially that thmaskil hears “secret counsel” by means of the Holy Shifit

What is implied here then is not a wisdom that cefnem learning, however that may

199 «pjsclosure” is probably the best word for bringiout the various nuances-ufs.

11050 also EllisRole pp. 58, who, however, then goes on to equate prophecyeamthing inActs
which is problematic. Ellis points out that Jesnd ®aniel also interpret scripture with propheticherity,
and concludes that prophecy and scripture inteapogt are merging. But this must be viewed very
cautiously; there is a key distinction here whiehseems to be missing. Jesus, Daniel, (and thehéeat
Righteousness, as we will see presentlynateworthybecause their interpretations are prophetic and
authoritative while other’s are not. Most scriptimterpretation isot prophetic. Once there is a “scripture”
to interpret, the prophet can include such expmsiith his proclamation, but it is by no means ledito
such interpretation (note the main body of Jestusistny), and certainly not all biblical expositiavas ever
regarded as prophecy.

1 The assumption that thenpa mn had been removed from Israel usually accompahiedelief that
prophecy had ceased. See Meyer, op.cit., p. 816.

112 Quoted from Bruce, op.cit., p. 229.

1131t should be mentioned that at Qumran, the HoliyiSp one of many spirits, and may be an angel. 1
QH 17.17, "because of ttepirits which you have given me”, is also interesting. B#is, Hermeneutics
pp. 33f.
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play a part, but of the inspiration of the spwbich we might presume finds its main

outlet in the “disclosure” of prophecy.

Prophetic revelation may also be evidenced at Quifoyal QM 10.7where the
“ordering of the battles” is said to have been miaad®wvn by “your anointed ones, seers

of testimonies”, although this passage could refeéhe canonical prophets (note the

parallel use of “anointed ones” and “prophetsPim 105.15)"*

Regardless of whether some or all of the varmoagkilim were regarded as
prophetically interpreting the Prophets, it is agrtthat the Teacher of Righteousness was
viewed this way. The frequently quotpdSerof Hab. 2.1-2 in 1 Qplab 7.1-5 clearly

illustrates his prophetic-eschatological role:

...and God told Habakkuk to write down that whicbuhd happen to the
final generation, but He did not make known to kwiren time would come
to an end. And as for that which is saithat he who reads may read it
speedily interpreted this concerns the Teacher of Riglgress, to whom
God made known all the mysteries of the words &f $éirvants the
Prophets?®

Also pertinent in this context:

God took note of their deeds, for they sought hithh & perfect heart, and
he raised up for them a Teacher of Righteousnégatbthem in the way of
his heart, that he might make known to the laseggion what he was
about to do to the last generation — the congregatf deceivers.
(Damascus Rulé.10-12§*°

[The interpretation of the passage concerns] titots together with the
Man of the Lie, for [they did] not [believe the vadsrof] the Teacher of
Righteousness (which were) from the mouth of Godkewise,...
[concerns the trai]tors at the end of days. Theyll. vt believe when they

14 Burrows, op.cit, p. 224.
115 Quoted from Verme€)SSE p. 239.

116 Quoted from Bruce, op.cit., p. 226.
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hear all that is going to co[me up]on the last gatien from the mouth of

the priest into [whose heart] God put [understarglio interpret all the

words of his servants the prophets, by [whose] aod enumerated all

that is going to come upon his people and up[orcbingregation.]. (1

QpHab 2.1-10 [onHab. 1.5])**
These passages reveal that the Teacher of Rigimtesgisan interpret prophecy in a way
that other people, no matter how learned, cantainab. It in fact suggests that he has
prophetic revelation himself (note that his words ‘from the mouth of God”) in order
to interpret prophecies of the pa%tor at least that the community viewed him in that
way. It has been proposed, based on the suggekstioh QH 18.1# reflectslsa. 61, that
the Teacher of Righteousness regarded himselieassithatological proph&f But,
although it is certain that the author of this pagsbelieves he has received a special
dispensation of understanding from God, there areschatological implications, and it
is far from clear that the Teacher of Righteousietse writer. There may, however, be
some reason to believe that the community beliéwedto have filled this rolé? If this
is true, then if they ever regarded prophecy asigaseased, they must have seen
themselves as already living in the period whérad been renewed and our observations

regarding thenaskilim are further strengthened. The fact that he is méivectly referred

to in that way, however, should caution us in thigard?*

17 Quoted from Horgan, op.cit., p. 13.

18350 also Edward Earle Ellis, “Prophecy in the Nesstament Church and Today”,Rmophetic
Vocation in the New Testament and Tqdaypplement ttlovum Testamentumol. XLV, ed. Johannes
Panagopoulos (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977), p. 47],Hirophecy p. 37.

19 Burrows, op.cit., mentions and rejects this sutiges

12050 VermesDSSE p. 50; idem.The Dead Sea Scrolls: Qumran in Perspect®eveland, Ohio:
William Collins and World Publishing Co., 1978),195. He bases this on the equation of “the prdphet
1 QS 9.10with geberin 4.20-22, who is in turn identified with the Tokr of Righteousness in 4 QpPs
3.14-17.

121 Although it should also be noted that “the propliebnly referred to in this one passage, which
Vermes regards as having been written before thememity’s equation of the Teacher of Righteousness
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The Qumran community is generally assumed to haeea lpart of the Jewish sect
which Josephus refers to as Essenes. In lighteoddimmunity’s eschatological
interpretation of scripture there may be a par&léke to Josephus’ comment concerning

the Essenes:

There are some among them who profess to foréeliuture, being versed
from their early years in holy books, various foraigurification, and the
sayings of the prophet8\ar 2.159)*?2

In his description of his own prophetic abilitisg¢ below) interpreting dreams and
being able to decipher “ambiguous utterances obDihigy” (War 3.352) was part of what
made Josephus a prophet. So it is entirely likedy thepeSertype interpretation we find
at Qumran was at least part of what Josephus aenesidprophetic” about the

Essenes?®

Most, however, of that which Josephus reports apmpghecy among the Essenes,
does not involve interpreting scripture. He telisalbout a certain Essene, Manaemus,
who prophetically addresses Herod as “King of #aesJ while Herod was still a little
boy, and also predicts that he will “forget piehdgustice” once in poweAnht 15.373f).
Elsewhere he tells us about a dream that ArchdédadsSkilled dream interpreters were
unable to understand it, but another Essene, n&imean, interpreted the dream as
portending “a change in the situation of Archeland one that was not for the better.”

Within five days the prediction was fulfilled byshibeing summoned to Rome, and

and the Prophet was solidified, implying, perhdbpat he was no longer looked for after a certaiintpo
idem.,DSSE p. 50.

122 Here | have taken the liberty of substituting ‘isag” for the archaic “apophthegms”. The Greek
readsamo@Osypocty.

45



Roman Period

subsequently exiledAft 17.342-348). One extremely interesting stornystbtbw a certain

Judas

who had never been known to speak falsely in loplpecies...when he

saw Antigonus passing by the temple, cried ouig@bmpanions and

disciples, who were together with him for the puepof receiving

instruction in foretelling the future...Aft 13.315%)
to the effect that one of his prophecies was ketyito be fulfilled because Antigonus
was in the wrong place. It turned out, howevert ks prophecy was fulfilled in a
different place that had the same name. How exhetlyas teaching his disciples to

foretell the future is unclear.

The most noticeable aspect of these stories, hawewvhat they do not seem to
recall the characteristics of Qumran activity asadly as might have been hoped. It
should be noted, though, that Josephus does mahtabthe Essenes were not a
completely homogeneous group. He tells us, for gpt@nthat some felt that marriage
was commanded, while others believed that all @néh women should be avoided as
much as possibléNar 2.120@, 160). It is possible that other Essene groups hae raifit
characteristics. Besides being reminiscent of Damd Joseph, the story of Simeon also
resembles Josephus’ own prophetic call, which wealthe interpretation of dreams, and
the first story, which, although it is closest tory line to Johanan b. Zakkai’'s greeting of
Vespasian (see below) is also reminiscent of Jasgimilar oracle to him. The most
natural conclusion, then, would seem to be thatranoertain Essene groups, prophecy

functioned very much in the same way that it didasephus and among some of the

123 Although he does not uspogn et or its cognates of the Essenes, he doesmseia on several
occasions.
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more charismatic members of the Pharisees, althbuglequally possible that Josephus

is blurring the evidence to fit his own expectasion

Josephus
Josephus tells us in a number of ways, if nevaedlirectly, that he sees himself as

a prophet. The first criterion by which he makess ¢haim is that God reveals the future to
him. In a narrative that may be intended to funtas a type of prophetic call
(War 3.351-4) he tells us that while he was being utgesuirrender himself to

Vespasian,

...suddenly there came back into his mind those lyigiteams, in which
God had foretold to him the impending fate of teevs and the destinies of
the Roman sovereigns. He was an interpreter ohtsead skilled in
divining the meaning of ambiguous utterances ofibdy; a priest himself
and of priestly descent, he was not ignorant optioghecies in the sacred
books. At that hour he was inspirestovc yevouevog) to read their
meaning, and, recalling the dreadful images ofétent dreams, he offered
up a silent prayer to God. “Since it pleases thse,it ran, “who didst

create the Jewish nation, to break thy work, sfodeine has wholly passed
to the Romans, and since thou hast made choice spirit to announce
the things that are to come, | willingly surrenttethe Romans and consent
to live; but | take thee to witness that | go, asta traitor, but as thy
minister.”

The phrasegvbouc yevouevog, reveals that his dream interpretation, in spitei®
own natural abilities, concerning which he inforass comes directly from the immediate
revelation of God. The fact that Josephus doesis®the terminology of tHexXX should
not keep us from noticing that his experience appetic. This, at least, is probably how

Josephus understands it himself.
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After he was taken to Vespasian, he predictedrtothat he would become
emperor, and that Titus would succeed him, and igerequested to be held in custody

against the fulfillment of his prophecy:

For | myself ask to be punished by stricter custafdyhave dared to trifle
with the words of God.War 3.402)
When Vespasian did become Emperor, he remembesepidas and liberated him:

Thus Josephus won his enfranchisement as the re#ard divination, and
his power of insight into the future was no londescredited. (Var 4.628)

Josephus seems to see his reference to his puesitent inWar 3.352 (above) as
further strengthening his claim to prophetic atyivElsewhere, Josephus connects both
the priesthood and the temple with the divine spimt 7.9Gf, 8.114, 13.298).'%* The
connection between priesthood and prophecy isxwtigive to Josephus. We have
already noted the emphasis on Levitical prophe&hronicles andJohn11.51 contains
an interesting reference to the High Priest, Caaphbpeaking prophetically in spite of
himself, clearly because of his offit&.In Josephus’ own writings this is supported,
besides in the passages referred to abovanbyl1.327 where the High Priest receives
an oracular dream, int 13.282, 299 (cf. War 1.68f), where John Hyrcanus, to whom
he attributes the threefold office of priest, kiagd prophet, is said to be have been able
“to foresee and foretell the future”, and in 3.18anre the High PriestlsoSen

(‘breastplate’) is said to signify “oraclé®

124 Hill, Prophecy p. 30.

125 Another possible example could be in Bidache13.3, where the prophets receive tithes “for they
are your high priests.”

126 The word he uses fgon is esonv. Solomon Zeitlin, “The Essenes and Messianic Ergien”, in
Solomon Zeitlin’s Studies in the Early History atldism vol. Il (New York: KTAV Publishing House,
Inc., 1974), p. 89, thinks that this etymology aisfiects on Josephus’ view of the Essenes.
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He also recommends himself, it should be recabgdalling on the fact that “he
was not ignorant of the prophecies in the sacrek®d Even more than simply knowing
their contents, he was “skilled in divining the me of ambiguous utterances of the
Deity.” When this is seen in light 8/ar 2.159 (quoted above, p. 45) where the prophecy
of the Essenes is connected to their knowledgeagf@tic canon, it suggests strongly
that thepeSerstyle interpretation we saw at Qumran was alsav@teby Josephus as an
aspect of his prophetic abilitg’ This is further strengthened kyar 6.313f where he
refers to an “oracle, likewise found in their sacseriptures, to the effect that at that time
one from their country would become ruler of the'ldi§ It was interpreted messianically
by his Jewish contemporaries. “The oracle, howéwerjinforms us, “in reality signified
the sovereignty of Vespasian.” It is interestingtttihe verb heréniow (“signify”), is
frequently used in much the same wayeser(e.g.,Heb 12.27;1 Pet 1.11). If this is
how Josephus is using it here, and it does seda, tthen apparently he views his

interpretation of the oracle as prophetic “disctesu

The real purpose behind all this, though, and thg ke sees his sacré@dxovog
(War 3.354) functioning, is in the writing of historhat he would view this as a
prophetic function may also seem a little strangest, but the Chronicler has set the
stage for this, as we saw earlier, and the classifin ofJoshuathrough2 Kingsin the
Hebrew canon as the “former prophets” was probablyide usage by this time. At any

rate, Josephus makes the relationship quite clear:

12750 Hill, Prophecy p. 28; AuneProphecy pp. 138f.
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From the death of Moses until Artaxerxes, who sedeéd Xerxes as
king of Persia, the prophets subsequent to Mosetewine history of the
events of their own times in thirteen books. Theaaming four books
contain hymns to Sod and precepts for the conduntiman life.

From Artaxerxes to our own time the complete histaas been
written, but has not been deemed worthy of equeaitwith the earlier
records, because of the failure of the exact sscme®f the prophets.
(Apion|.40f)

The importance of history being written by propHegs in their ability, through

revelation, to ascertain facts that would othentsa@inknown to them:

...seeing that, on the contrary, the prophets alawktlhis privilege,

obtaining their knowledge of the most remote andeart history through
the inspiration which they owed to God, and comingtto writing a clear
account of the events of their own time just ay tecurred. Apion 1.37)

[Keeping records was] assigned to their chief psiesad prophets — and
that down to our own times these records have la®hif | may venture to
say so, will continue to be, preserved.Apion 1.29)

By taking up his history where the “prophets” left he makes it clear that he sees
himself to be continuing the work of those prophEts this task Josephus was doubly
suited, being both prophet and priest! In conteikt what we have already seen of his
claim to prophetic anointing one would be hard peelsto argue that Josephus would
recognize a difference in quality between the “petc” histories of the Bible and his

own 128

Josephus does not use the tapmenmgc of himself, nor, generally, of any of his

contemporaries, since he reserves this word fquhets of the classical periotf.He

128 Bt see above, p. 2, n. 6.

129t is not without significance that he only us@sentmg and its cognates three times of anyone after
the canonical period. He usgsogntewn of John Hyrcanus twicedit 13.299 and parallel iwar 1.68),
andrpoentg in Ant 1.240 of an historian. The other instancempbonmg (War 6.286) refers to hired
charlatans, and is either sarcastic or a mistak&idCE. Aune, “The use GIPO®HTHE in Josephus” in
Journal of Biblical Literature 101 (1982), p. 419.
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does, however, use the terfagkovog andevbovg yevopevog of himself anduavtig of
Essene seers and political foretellers. ¥flitoncludes from this that Josephus knew that
the age of “immediately inspired and unquestionalbithoritative prophecy was past and
gone”. Therefore, says Hill, he could not use grenttpoentng of contemporary
phenomena even though the function contind&But, to conclude, from the fact that he
does not usepopntng of himself, that he did not believe that his owoghetic activity
was comparatively accurate is hardly defensible.siild be careful to distinguish
between vocabulary which Josephus is able to setentamong options (likgavric,

and vocabulary which he simply receives from stathd@age. From what we have seen
so far the reservation of the tenpoenc for biblical prophets was probably a standard
practice by the time Josephus wrote his histo@esisequently, the fact that he does not
apply the term to himself, should certainly nodes to think that he does not see
himself in that traditiort>? In a similar fashion Josephus’ contemporary, HaminDosa,

when asked if he was a prophet, replied in languageniscent oAmos

| am no prophet, nor am | a prophet’s son, butithi®ow | am favored. If
my prayer is fluent in my mouth, | know that heg(fick man) is favored; if
not, | know that it (the disease) is fat.

130 Hill, Prophecy p. 31.

3Libid. pp. 3@. This, however, erroneously assumes thattaeTestamenprophets were regarded as

“unquestionably authoritative” in their own day.

132 The fact that the term is used in tiew Testamerih reference to a contemporary revelatory
proclamation does not alter this situation. New Testamertommunity seems to have resurrected the
word group as part of the theological frameworkvhich the Spirit of prophecy is universally dispeds
and the general absorption@fd Testamenprophetic pattern, as they understood it, intowhekings of
Christian prophecy.

133phBer. 34b. Quoted from Vermeslesusp. 75.
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Hanina certainly thought that Amos was a prophad, the fact that he quotes him
in this context, would seem to suggest that hekghire is one too (in function, at least, if

not in name). The same can probably be said ophose

Josephus disliked people he considered to be gketeto prophecy because they
stirred up messianic expectations (of which heppsaved). He frequently uses
yevdompoenng of those who predict incorrectly. Into this catggfall the “sign
prophets™®** Theudas and the Egyptian (both of whom are prgtiaimwn to us from
Actg who, independent of each other, gathered folleviegrclaiming to repeat the
military exploits of the biblical Joshuafit 20.97, 169f, War 2.261-4; and see
Acts5.36; 21.38). He also bestows this title on a prophab wromised divine
intervention for Jerusalem during the siegéa( 6.283f), but this is far from surprising
since such intervention would specifically contcadihe message of Josephus’ own
prophetic dream regarding Vespasisa( 3.351f). In spite of Josephus’ disparaging
view of these characters, they are noteworthy fileepoint of view of this study in that
their presence and apparent wide acceptance (hoskwed lived) demonstrates that the

populous was not convinced that prophecy had coraa end either®

134 This is the label assigned to this group of messitype figures who are referred to in Josephus by
P.M. Barnett, “The Jewish Sign Prophets — A.D. 40-% Their Intentions and Originfew Testament
Studies27 (1981), pp. 679-697. Barnett lists the fallogvpassages in Josephus (and elsewhere) as
representing this grougint. 18.83f; 20.9f (Acts5.367); 20.188War 2.258f, Ant. 20.167, 172; Ant.
20.169f, War 2.261-3 Acts21.38,bSahn67a?).

135 Although it must be cautioned that messianic etqim brings with it the hope of the outpouring of
the Spirit, so it cannot be told with any degreeertainty whether the popularity of these characte
evidences a viewpoint in which prophecy is potdigtitill active or simply highlights eschatologlca
fervor.
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He speaks favorably on the other hand of a cedtesns b. Chananiah who
prophesied the doom of the temple beginning ab2uA® in a manner resembling an
Old Testament woe oracle (although he does nogitisertpopntg Or yevdompoPnTng

in referring to him):*®

A voice from the East,
A voice from the West,
A voice from the four winds;
A voice against Jerusalem and the sanctuary,
A voice against the bridegroom and the bride,
A voice against all the peopléVar 6.301)
B. Chananiah continued to proclaim such oraclelemsalem until, during the siege, he
was shouting “Woe once more to the city and topiheple and to the temple” and then
added “and woe to me also”, whereupon he was pigrkitied by a stone hurled from
the bastilla. Josephus also reports a great dedhef oracular activity in Jerusalem at

this time, and particularly at the temple, but galig does not approve.

At this point it should be clear that Josephusrditiregard prophecy as having
come to an end in Israel, although he certainlugin there was an abundance of false
prophecy as well. It is instructive when,Ant. 13.5, followingMaccabeeshe substitutes
“since their return from Babylon” for “since theni that the prophets ceased to appear
among them” irl Mac 9.27*" It should not be ignored, however, that most o&tle
gives as prophecy is essentially predictihThis may be because of his audience. Or it
may be because prediction/fulfillment is the masirardly verifiable aspect of

prophecy. This is, of course, the criteria esthlelisin Deuteronomy for testing true and

138 Hill, Prophecy p. 29.
137 Goldstein, op.cit., p. 48.
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false prophecy, a particular concern to Josephissown view of prophecy is by no
means so limited — it involves not only foreknowdeg but also priesthood,
interpretation of scripture, and, most importantfye writing of history. One of the key
roles of prophecy in Josephus is to show that Gatrfot abandoned Israel, but had
warned them of immanent disaster. They, on therdtaed, had refused to listen,
preferring rather their own eschatological hopes expectations. Another purpose of
prophecy here is to prove that Israel’s militamjuiie@ did not indicate that God did not
exist, or was not capable of preventing it. His gwophecies also fall into this category,
to some extent, and serve to justify his own astiovhich might otherwise be construed

as cowardice or lack of faith.

Bat Qol
We have already noted that rabbinic theology cltisegrophetic period at the

same time that it regards the canon as having t@@apleted. After that the role of
Yahweh's representative is taken over by “the mieth@ great synagogue” meaning,
presumably, the forerunners of the rabbis themseBat once the direction of the Spirit
through prophetic utterance was no longer availabighe occasions when direct
revelation was needed the role of the prophet cbelthken in rabbinic literature by the

bat qol or “celestial voice”.

When the last prophets — Haggai, Zechariah and dfaldied, the Holy
Spirit ceased from Israel, but they received messag means of a bat gol,
(Tosefta Sotali3.2)

138 Burrows, op.cit., p. 224.
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It was not a new phenomenon in Israel. There anenaber of instances where it is
recounted that the bat qol was heard in the bilgieaod. So, for example, it proclaimed
Tamar’s innocence, vindicated Samuel from the ahafgnisuse of office, and
confirmed Solomon in the famous true mother denisidBut after prophecy was
rejected, the bat qol was viewed as the only remg@imeans of communication between
Sod and man® It was mainly valuable on those occasions whesarable argument
and interpretation of scripture had been takeraaad it could go without hope of
resolve. This was apparently the situation whe, legal dispute between the schools of
Shammai and Hillel, an agreement could not be exhchhe opinion of the Hillel school
was declared valid by thsat gol*** But most of the time the function of the celestial
voice seems to have been to bear witness to tiieydar holiness of one character or

another. For example, we find Hillel as the obadivine praise:

When the elders came to the house of Gadia inhteracheavenly voice
proclaimed to them: There is a man among you warftifie holy spirit,
but this generation is unfit for it. They fixed theyes on Hillel the
Elder!*?

Thebat gol however, apparently had only limited authorityaneas of halakhah. A
rather amusing story is told about Rabbi Eliezéfyrcanus who after a lengthy legal
polemic had still not convinced his opponents.rsorder to bolster his arguments he

performed several miracles. These, however, bedetaced irrelevant, he called out, in

139 Mak 23. cf. DeutR 11.10;Sot 13.6;Shab 560; RH 21b. A. Rothkoff, “Bat Kol” Encyclopaedia
JudaicalV {Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House, 1971). 4.3

140y omagb. Rothkoff, op.cit. p. 132.

14lyBer 1,7; 3.73. Geza Vermeslesus the Jew: A Historian’s reading of the Gosfrelsladelphia:

Fortress Press, 1973), p. 243 n. 116.
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frustration, “If my teaching is correct, may it peved by Heaven”. Thieat qol
answered, “Why do you dispute with rabbi EliezeH2 Tialakhah always agrees with
him!” In spite of this, though, he was not ablectmvince enough people that his
arguments were correct, since decisions of thawgene to be arrived at by majority

vote, *®

Although the celestial voice was sometimes headféams, it was usually external
and very frequently associated with the death atyr&*** So, for example, when
Eleazar of Modiim was killed by Bar Kosiba the d¢aittvas rebuked bylzat golwhich

said,

Woe to the shepherd of idolatry who abandons thekflA sword upon his
arm and upon his right eye! His arm will wither dmd right eye become
dim! You have killed Rabbi Eleasar of Modiim, thenaand the right eye of
all Israel. Ta’anit 69)

Presently, Bar Kosiba’s citadel féff

Interestingly enough, heavenly voices like thisgu#e common in the New
Testament, and often serve the same purposes.\@exees considers the voice at Jesus’

baptism to be &at gol and in addition to this, at least four other desices obat qolin

12 Tosefta Sotali3.3. VermesJesusp. 24, n. 30. Theat qgolalso has good things to say about R.
Hanina and others.

143Vermes, op.cit., pp. 81Gershom ScholenT,he Messianic Idea in JudaisiNew York: Schocken
Books, 1971), pp. 291At which God is said to have laughed and saidy @ildren have defeated me, My
children have defeated me.” It should be mentidms@ however, that it is very likely that that qol
along with the miraculous, may well come into thaigount spuriously as a way of subtly countering an
accepted conclusion in favor of R. Eliezer's alstive.

144E g., at the death of the mother and seven $8its§7), at the executions of Hanina b. Teradyon
(AuZar18a), and R. AkibaBer. 61b), and for a Roman officer who sacrificed his tifiat R. Gamaliel II
might be spared. Rothkoff, op.cit., p. 324.

145 Edwyn BevanSibyls and Seers: A Survey of Some Ancient TheafrRevelation and Inspiration
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1929), p..108
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theNew Testamertan be identified: the transfiguratioMdtt. 7.5 and parallels), the
“voice from heaven” ilohn12.28 (which is heard differently by different jpé=), Paul

on the Damascus roaddts9.4ff, 27.#f, and 26.14—here with some interesting
variations which may, or may not, shed some lightlee nature of thbat qolas regards
who hears what), and Peter’s rooftop visi8et6 10.13f and 11.%). It is noteworthy that
the first three, those referring to Jesus, alhtid the most prominent category in the
rabbinic literature — public declaration of a persoholiness, etc. The last two represent
occasions where natural reason or inclination baddd and supernatural intervention was

appropriate*®

One other instance is of interest. The prophecywpinich Josephus presumably
bases his designation of John Hyrcanus as a propdreated ilAnt. 13.282, was also a

bat got

...for they say that on the very day on which hisssfmught with
Cyzicenus, Hyrcanus, who was alone in the templmibg incense as high
priest, heard a voice saying that his sons hadigfstated Antiochus....and
so it actually happenéd’

This is of particular interest since it indicatbattJosephus, unlike his rabbinic

successors, regarded thet qolas prophecy.

Rabbinic Prophecy
In spite of the theological assertion that proph&ag a thing of the past, there is a

certain amount of activity, even within Pharisa@fRinic circles, which appears to

146 Grudem, op.cit., p. 132. The command to write dévenvision, inRev 1.10, may, as Grudem notes,
represent a sixtNew Testament bat qdb which should be addé€tev 10.4. Both of these, however, being
in the context of apocalyptic, may function a dittifferently.
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conform to the working definition which we arrivatlabove (p. 3. Meyer makes
reference to a small but significant group of peapho might fit into this category® In
one way or another prophetic activity is ascribe@Gamaliel Il T. Pesahinl.27), R.

Meir (ySotahl.4) and R. Simon b. Joch&Shebi9.1), while R. Samuel is said to have
seen the future at the hour of his dedthSptah13.4 & par. Meyer thinks thieat qolhas
been inserted here to replace a “genuine propbefierience” for dogmatic reasorts).
Johanan b. Zakkai received a similar death bedwi§iSotah9.17) and he was also
adept at “the contemplation of scripture which ktmlecstasy’y(Chag2.1), but the most
impressive story about him tells how during thegsief Jerusalem his nephew smuggled
him out of the city hidden in a coffin. After hetgmut he met Vespasian and greeted him
as the emperor. Soon after that, news came fromeRammfirming Johanan’s

prediction®°

In addition to this Josephus mentions a group @iriBaic prophets in the court of
Herod @Ant 17.43f),*** and Hanina b. Dosa, who, as we have already sbewe,

p. 51f), may have acted propheticallyBer. 34b; bYeb 121b).

1471 am dependant on David Halperin for bringing tp attention a parallel version of this story in
Tosefta SotaB3.5.

148 Meyer, op. cit., pp. 843
9ibid., p. 824.

0ibid. J. W. Doeve, “The Flight of Rabban Yohanam Zakkai from Jerusalem — When and Why”,
in Ubersetzung and Deutung: Studien zu dem Alten Mestaund seiner Umwellijkerk, Holland:
Uitgeverij G. F. Callenbach b. v., 1977), pp. 5Q-&gues convincingly that b. Zakkai escaped and
“prophesied” just before Vespasian was proclainmageror and the latter's imminent ascension wag, as
were, in the air anyway (about May, 69, AD). Untexse circumstances, b. Zakkai's prediction woad b
natural rather than pneumatic, and would not tleeeefall into the category which we are calling
“prophecy”. But ultimately, the issue is not whathe Zakkai was a prophet, but whether he was pexde
as such by his biographers (and perhaps contenipgrariting about him at a time when prophecy
supposedly had ceased.

51 Meyer, op.cit., p. 823.
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But by far the most important oracular activity it rabbinic circles is that
attributed to R. Akiba, who provided oracular suppor Simeon bar Kosiba. In one
passage, in a combination of (apparently misdicggbeophetic insight and a creative
word play on the Aramaic workbkba’ (“star”) in Num 24.17, he declared concerning

Bar Kosiba, on the eve of the disastrous secondsBemar, that he was the messiah.

Rabbi Akiba interpreted, “A star has come forth oludacob” as “[Kosiba]
has come forth out of Jacob”. When Rabbi Akiba baw[Kosiba], he said:
This is the King Messiah. Rabbi Yohanan ben Tadied: Akiba, grass
will gl;g(z)w out of your cheek-bones before the soafid comes.yTa’an
68d)

Akiba’s ecstatically influenced proclamation antésequent support of the ill-fated
Bar Kosiba rebellion was almost certainly partiaigponsible for the subsequent
rabbinic distrust for inspired utterari@&(in concert, perhaps, with reaction to Christian
claims to the prophetic Spirit, as we saw earligiis worth noting here that the style of
exposition which R. Akiba uses &tum 24.17 is reminiscent of thpeSerstyle

interpretation used at Qumran and perhaps in Jaseph

Philo
In Philo, we encounter a somewhat different vietve Tirst thing we notice is that

Philo is perfectly content to use the termpsonng, andrnpognteia in reference to a
contemporary phenomenon. More than that, in hisudsion of Abraham, he says that
“the holy word (epog Aoyog) assures prophecy to every worthy mang es259). We

have already encountered the concept of widelyawaitpopnteia in Wisd 7.27

152y Taan 68&d. Quoted from Vermeslesusp. 134.

13350 also, Meyer, op. cit., p. 828.
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(quoted above, p. 84 But, while this passage has a tendency to naarnarophecy and
equate it with wisdom, which should not be surpgsio us since it comes out of the
post-exilic wisdom school, Philo goes much fartlier;him, tpopnteia is exkotacic and
evbeog katakmyn te kot pavia (Heres313-15). Philo puts himself in the category of
prophet and says he experiences ecstatic frenan“as the prophets are inspiredéefes

69f). When a person prophesies he

...has no utterance of his own, but all his utterazarees from elsewhere,

echoes another’s voice. The wicked may never betarpreter of God so

that no worthless person is God-inspired in thgpereense. The name only

befits the wise since he alone is the vocal inséminef God, smitten and

played by his invisible hand. Thus all whom Mosesatibes as just are

pictured as possessed and prophesytgrgs259-260)
Obviously, for Philo the concept of prophecy is maiving in the same direction as it is
at Qumran and the wisdom circles. Philo is very leatip that the prophet’s mind does
not participate in the utterance when God speaksitfh him*>* This is, perhaps, why
the “wicked” cannot be prophets. It may seem siahgn that he asserts that prophecy is
available “to every worthy man” given its obviouglgstatic nature as Philo understands
it. But, to this might be compared Paul’s statemeidt Cor. 14.5 that “I want you to all

speak in tongues, but even more to prophesy” wier&rophecy” referred to is

probably of the ecstatic variety’

It is possible that the intelligentsia in AlexaradriJudaism, represented by Philo,

were more open to ecstatic activity and its accamipg attitude of ongoing revelation

154 sandmel, op.cit., p. 299.

155 Although this depends on how “ecstacy” is defirfedul probably does not refer to the more
dramatic varieties where the prophet, for exaniplapt aware of the utterance or loses controhniy
case, however, it is likely that prophecy for Padhirly close to what it is for Philo, althougbtrall would
agree. See below on Hill's response.
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than their Palestinian counterparts. But it is seagy to be careful in interpreting Philo’s
view on prophecy since the neo-Platonists alsonhaigtic experiences, and Philo is
certainly influenced by Greek philosophy. It hasiibsuggested that he simply
“substitutes the term ‘prophecy’ for the platoreéenh ‘recollection™° It may be in this

context that he describes his “prophetic” expemenc

On other occasions, | have approached my work eamdysuddenly
become full, the ideas falling in a shower fromaband being sown
invisibly, so that under the influence of the devipossession | have been
filled with corybantic frenzy and been unconsciofianything, place,
persons present, myself, words spoken, lines writer | obtained
language, ideas, an enjoyment of light, keenegirvigpellucid distinctness
of objects, such as might be received through yiks as the result of
clearest showingDe Migr. Abr. 35)

In addition to this, the close connection betwethie twise”, noteworthy in several
of the passages above, may actually be more closlaed to the emerging opinion
among the Platonists that philosophy equals proptiemn to the Palestinian concept of

“sapient prophecy” which we looked at earlier (Bgff).

Hill is highly critical of Philo’s concept of progty as current and calls it “...either
an acute Hellenization of the Jewish concept oppeay, or a Hellenistic view of
prophecy justified on a biblical basis...”, and a@sig of being a “significant departure”
from contemporary Jewish literatuf¥.To accuse Philo of being over-influenced by
Greek thought is fairly justifiable, but we showlot dismiss him completely out of hand.
In any case, he provides us with yet another testynto the fact that prophecy was not

universally regarded as having passed away inaitneif century, BC. If he stood alone in

16 Aune,Prophecy p. 147.
57 Hill, Prophecy p. 33.
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this opinion, then Hill's criticism would be valibut it should be obvious at this point

that he did not.

The Pharisees/Rabbis looked down on enthusiagberence since it threatened
the stability of biblical interpretation and nornvély. But on a popular level, and in some
cases, apparently, among the more educated agheebelief in the continuing and
manifest operation of the prophetic spirit, exreliin a wide variety of manifestations,
ecstatic or otherwise, must have continued througtie Second Temple and early

rabbinic periods.

New Testament and Second Temple Prophecy
TheNew Testameh? itself, not only contains no hint of the failurepsophecy at

some time after the restoration or to a renewakrophecy under the New Covenant, but
actually makes references, without comment, to Ipetip activity that would supposedly
fall into that period. In th&ospel of Lukethe story of the nativity is speckled with
prophetic activity on the part of ordinary peoptel.67ff we are told that “Zechariah was
filled with the Holy Spirit, and prophesied....” Jystor to that, as Mary greets Elisabeth,
we read that “Elizabeth was filled with the Holyi®pand she exclaimed with a loud cry,
‘blessed are you among women...[etc.]” (fh2This passage is not specifically called
prophecy, but is reminiscent of prophecy and isoohiced with the same formula used in
vs. 67, which, taken together, probably indicales it is also prophetic. The magnificat,

vss. 47-55, being portrayed as spontaneous poeaty also be intended by Luke in this

138t is well beyond the scope of this study to syrire extent and nature of Christian prophecy, the
existence of which was never doubted anyway. Weheivever examine thdew Testamerior evidence
that prophecy was regarded as having lapsed cgiag benewed.
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way*® This suggestion is strengthened in light of thenbw traditional, connection
between psalmody and prophecy. Chapter 2 givesasiore examples. In the story of
Simeon (vss. 25-35) we are told that from sometwetere the story begins “the Holy
Spirit was upon him” (vs. 25). He has earlier reedia prophetic word that he would see
the Messiah (vs. 26), he shows up at the templevsiation §v t® nvevpati) (vs. 27),

and he prophesies to Mary (vssf)34° Immediately after this story we hear about Anna
who is specifically calle@dpoonrig, and who, presumably, recognizes Jesus as the
Messiah (vss. 36. All this, of course, occurs before John’s appeae as Elijah
redivivus and so also before any possibility of the esdbgical outpouring of the Spirit
(which actually occurs after the Resurrection}hi$ is a reawakening of prophetic
activity which foreshadows or indicates the “davgnaf the messianic er&* then Luke

is doing an extremely poor job of bringing this,@ihce there is no reference anywhere
to that effect. Nor, even, is the argument thaphezy has ceased ever used by Jesus’
opponents in any of the Gospels. For such a sujipos$o be sustained, one would have
to accept that Luke’s audience knew and took #psé and expected renewal so
completely for granted, that his reference to compierary prophecy would immediately

raise eyebrows. But his audience was at least ynGsthtile among whom the notion of

15950 also Edward Earle Elli§he Gospel of Luké&lew Century Bible Commentaf@rand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1974), pp. ¥4This passage is particularly reminiscent of Héwsmarayer, which in turn is
not called prophecy in its context. It is interegtithough, that Hannah is regarded as one ofethens
prophetesses in Israel accordingvteg. 14a. It is likely that the unborn John’s “leap” is algiewed as
prophetic.

180 Could Simon’s request for dismissal here be resaithe@ ancient prophet who has been holding the
prophetic lamp for la these many years being altbteepass it on now that the great Prophet has wdme
will take up the torch in his place (almost in thanner ofAbot1.1, except that here the prophet delivers to
the messiah rather than to the Great Assembly)?

181 30 Ellis, ibid., pp. 72
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lapsed prophecy was unkno#f.In fact, Delphic activity, as well as Roman oracul

activity was on the upswing at this time.

A great deal is made out of John the Baptist inGbspels as the fulfillment of
Malachi4.5 (e.g.,Matt. 11.7-15, 17.10-13). But, as we saw when we dssxlidalachi,
there is nothing here to suggest a lapse in prgphebat context, and neither is there
anything to suggest a restoration in this. Thermigloubt that the Gospels portray John
as a major figure in the history of salvation, batis viewed as the last great prophet

before the Messiah and the eschatological kingdb@oa *°3

We have already noticed that the intentiod@él 2.2& is not a restoration of
prophecy but a generalization of the availabilityre prophetic Spirit. Nor is there any
evidence in the way Peter interprets iActs2 that it should be understood any other
way. The eschatological expectation here doesewhdo be for a renewal of prophecy
per se, after a silence, but rather for a univeaa@bn of prophecy, which, for Luke in
Acts is seen fulfilled (or beginning to be fulfilled) the universally available baptism of
the Holy Spirit. This is in fact one important aspef the Spirit found in thélew
Testamen{Rom 8.9;Acts8.17), but not in the Hebrew Scriptures. Prophasyar as

Paul is concerned, is available to any Christian wghwilling to{niovv (1 Cor. 14.1). In

162 Aune, Prophecy pp. 23, 47.

183 0n John the Baptist as prophet, it is interesiimgight of Josephus’ views on the subject of
prophecy, that although he is discussed, and biddlyy as regards repentance and baptism is regiswe
Ant 18.117, no mention is made of John as prophet in Josephus

64



Roman Period

Acts it is one of the manifestations that regularlganpanies the reception of the Holy

Spirit by believers, somewhat less frequently ttmgues Acts19.6) %4

Although quotations of earlier propheciesNigw Testamemtriters is, for the most
part, limited to theOld Testamenthere are a number of famous quotations from
intertestamental literature in thetter of JudeBesides numerous quotes from @id
Testamentve find references, some clear, some less shethsgsumption of Mosgss.

9), 1 Enochl.9 (vs. 15) and Enochl10.4-6 (vs. 6). Ellis has tried to show that the
structure ofludeis characteristic of peSertype commentary on scripture similar to what
we have already seen in the eschatological inteooe at Qumran. If this is so, then the
use ofEnochhere, and perhaps tAssumption of Mosgsuggests access to and
reception of portions of intertestamental literatas inspired. Indeed, if Ellis is correct,
Enochis seen as being inspired in such a way thagitires prophetic interpretation,
which Judeis providing (Ellis suggests that Jude is the samthe prophet JudasActs
15.27, 32)"** It is possible to interpret this such that it skahat at least some members
of theNew Testamer@ommunity never envisioned the kind of closed cawbich
emerged out of the rabbinic tradition. In factgsitikely that a doctrine of canon, by

which | mean a list of scriptures which is regardedn some sense final or closed, is not

184t is worth noticing, however, that Peter quotes passage frodpelin reference to the Pentecostal
tongue speaking iActs2, which may indicate that tongues was considarggbe of prophecy (s€eCor.
12.10; 14.1-25). Aunélrophecy pp. 105-201, rejects the proposition that alli€tans could prophesy.

185 Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutigsp. 221-238.
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present in the early church at #ff,and even the extent to which it is present in iuma

of this period is hotly debatéf’

In view of this, there is evidence of sorts gw Testamerdcceptance of the
authority of some of the intertestamental literatidowever, Jude certainly believes that
at least the portions &nochwhich he is quoting come from Enoch himself. Unithese
circumstances this can hardly be taken as evidiatdne would consider the products of
charismatic or visionary activity from the periadquestion to be truly prophetic/inspired
and therefore potentially scripture. It does, hogvesuggest that his view of what can be
regarded as scripture, and therefore very likedyiew of continuing revelation is closer

to Qumran than it is to Yavne.

All of this taken together points fairly uniforméway from the assumption that the
New Testamer@ommunity believed that God had not been on spgakirms with Israel
during the so-called “400 silent years”. It woulave probably been a significant aspect
of New Testamergneumatology if they had held this opinion, antityss completely
missing. An argument from silence is always prolago) but when the literature is as
diverse as the early Christian literature is, dredapologetic value of a restoration

theology so useful, were it believable, it canm®idgnored. This, in concert with what we

186 James BartHoly Scripture: Canon, Authority, CriticisngPhiladelphia: The Westminster Press,
1983), pp. 19-29, suggests that the concept oharcat all in theNew Testamergeriod is entirely
anachronistic. Albert C. Sundbeffhe Old Testament of the Early Churtfarvard Theological Studies
vol. XX (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 196&gues convincingly that the doctrine of a closed
Old Testamentanon was not finalized in the church before kil tor fourth century, and was not agreed
upon by all even then.

187 sundberg, op.cit., and Barr, op.cit., argue fdeaish canonization process which only begins after
the destruction of the Temple, Leiman, op.cit., BiehkinsoppProphecy see the process as complete,
except among sectarian groups like Qumran, befeédeginning of the Roman Period.
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have already seen in other Second Temple commsimitid literatures makes the
supposition that the Christians believed that peaghad ceased and been subsequently

restored very difficult to defend.
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The Fate of Prophecy

Authority and Pseudepigraphy
A number of writers, while accepting the preseriggrophetic activity in the

Second Temple period seek to find a qualitativardison between this material and
canonical prophec}® While Hill, for example, concedes that apocalyfiterature
“presumably reflect[s] genuine revelations” on gaet of the authors, the fact that almost
all apocalyptic is pseudepigraphic creates diffiesl That someone should see their
work as prophetic and yet be willing to intentidpdlide and even falsify the authorship
of his prophecies has often been explained, buairesdifficult to harmonize with what
would normally be expected of prophetic charadtdt.seeks to explain this difficulty by
suggesting that theuthorssaw their work as inspired but inferior to thatlodir
predecessors. He notes, especially, the absemt&mf to inspiration by the Holy Spirit
in the formulated expression “Thus says tl&k’ (except for in theSimilitudes of
Enochandl Enoch37-71), so characteristic of their canonical ceypdrts. In order,
therefore, to give their work popular credencepitesof their own uncertainty they

ascribed their visions to earlier and more religitephets->®

188 This in various forms is the opinion of GrudemllHind Vielhauer (see the Bibliography for the
various respective works).

9 Hill, Prophecy p. 25.
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There are some serious problems, however, with an@nalysis of the situation.
First, the absence of “Thus says tlerD’ probably reflects a change in prophetic style,
which is obvious throughout apocalyptic anyw&ft is hard to imagine how the prophet
would fit this formula within the context of a vigi (except, perhaps, as part of a sub-

171 1f a man claims to have been

prophecy like the oracles of Jesus indiisrelatio.
shown something by an angel how much more of andaiauthority do we need? We
can, of course, question his honesty, his sanitgyen the angel’s allegiance, but we can
do the same when a prophet prefaces his oracleéWiins says the @rD’! The fact that
prophetic style has changed is hardly enough tdfyubke assertion that the authors did

not believe that they were receiving messages (hessages — how else does one define

spiritual authority in prophecy?) from God.

The most likely explanation for the phenomenons®yglepigraphy is that,
although the authors saw their activity as on Hmesplane as that of their biblical
counterparts, they realized that their works wdaddmore widely accepted if people
thought they came from an earlier period and mamngoius prophets (although it is
noteworthy that many of the worthies to whom thecatypses were ascribed were not

traditionally associated with prophetic activitgince the process which we have already

170 Aune,Prophecy 106, notes that the forms ©fd Testamenprophecy are mostly lacking from “early
Jewish” prophecy, but are replaced by new oned.n@alatives are occasionally found in early Jeveisd
New Testamergrophetic worksl En 14-16, 714 Ezral4;Acts9.24f; Rev 1.9-20; 10.8-11 (p. 98). The
“Oracle of Assurance” can be fourfdEn 95.1-3; 96.3; 104.14 Ezral2.46; Luke1.30; 12.32;
Acts27.24;Rev 1.17 (pp. 98. The Messenger formula is “functionally replacéy’the “oath formula’1
En. 98.1, 4, 6; 96.6; 103.1; 1042 En 49.1;Asclsa 1.8; 3.18 ApcMos 18;3 Bar. 1.7;TestSal1.13;Rev
10.6;1 Clem 58.2, by the “integrity formula”l En 104.11;Rev 22.18; Prv. 30.5; Qoh 4.14;Sir. 18.6;
42.21;ApcPaul 51, and by the “legitimation formulaDan. 2.15, 45; 8.261 En 90.41;2 Bar. 40.4; 71.2;

4 Ezral2.35 (pp. 116with n. 100).

" n any case, the formuta anx 73, common as it is in the prophetic corpus is aralea formula,
not a statement of authenticity. Note its abseao®ng the classical prophets, frétosea
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noticed inMaccabeesof a developing theology of closed prophecy witbificial circles,

at least, was well under way, they were probalgliytriHerein lies a crucial distinction.
That the prophets viewed their oracles as authimétaloes not mean that others did. It
may be that the apocalypticists viewed their warls@important to their own time that
they regarded the deception of pseudonymity to inecassary evil’” Palestine was not
the only place where pseudonymity was used innt@isner Herodotus7.6 refers
disapprovingly to a certain Onomakritos who forgeacles in the names of pastvtaz,

but Plato is much more sympathetidRep 415 where he does not disparage the forging

of oracles for good purpos&s.

172 \jith variations, this is the conclusion most ofterived at by scholars. So AuReophecy p. 109;
Wilson, op.cit., pp. 30 291, see it also as an attempt to protect thenasy himself from rejection after
popular support for prophecy has diminished (aadactor which he identifies as essential for fretx
activity), as a result of unfulfilled propheciesHRCharles;The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old
Testamentvol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), pp. viidx10, reminiscent of Wellhausen, believed
that prophecy was forced underground by the emeggehlaw which made further revelation impossible.

1731n addition to the explanation of pseudepigraplmciv we have noted, it might also be worth
suggesting that not all examples of falsely ascritnathorship necessarily derived from the authors
themselves. (I) Some prophecies may have beerew@dthionymously with false authorship later added (i
order to bolster the authority of the work) by @®dor someone other than the author. (This idoguaus
to what happened to the booktébrewsin theTextus Receptis(2) In other cases the author’'s name may
have been replaced by a scribe. (3) In a very feseg it's even possible that confusion arises frenfact
that the author had the same name as some eatienare famous ecstatic. So, potentially, the bafok
Revelationwhich is obviously closely connected to apocatyptadition but is not pseudepigraphic. The
traditional equation, however, of the author o§thork with John the Apostle is an example of i sf
thing that could lead a book into pseudepigraptagnef it was not so originally. (4) Independentriv®
could have been added to earlier or separate pgigmdphs (or even authentic works) and are only
apparently by the author of the first part (compgatsaiahwhich very likely was originally separate, as
evidenced by prophetic call, but was appendeddaamtrk of Isaiah at an early date, probably because
taken together they neatly fill one scroll). Alsothe introduction to the Greek versionksdtherthere is a
little apocalyptic vision which does not seem tafiall in the context. It is likely that it wasiginally
independent or in a different context, and has Isegerficially imposed on the story of MordecaiyAn
combination of these, however, probably represemiigsa small segment of the literature. AuRepphecy
p. 111, notes that pseudepigraphy is not alwaydeteeso, Hermas, John the Revelator, John the 8apti
and the Teacher of Righteousness did not requéiade the groups these addressed “completely textep
the eschatological status of their respective feassdnd leaders”.
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Hill and Grudem’find in this failure to obtain public acceptance &uthentically
ascribed prophetic works during this period thelerce for their supposition that after
the fifth century, BC “the authority derived fromet action of the prophetic Spirit had
been withdrawn [by God] along with that Spirit® The real problem with this is that it
assumes thandependenprophets’® wereeverseen as having real authority by their
contemporaries. With the possible exception ofoiteasional post-exilic figure, it is very
difficult to find any of the biblical prophets whegrophecies were recognized as
carrying the full weight of divine authority in tin@wn day. It is only in retrospect that
such judgment has ever been given to any propheagyoprophet. If the opinions of a
prophet’s contemporaries were the final judgesropbetic authority the Bible would be

much shorter than it is.

Canon and Decline
Sooner or later the idea that prophecy had disapgdd®ad prevailed both in

Judaism and in the Church. Although prophetic &gtnf some variety continues in the
later Roman period manifesting itself in apocalyptnd related mystical literature, the
type of activity which Josephus describes and whiak so active in the early church

comes to be seen less and less. This study woufttcbmplete if we did not ask a few

174 Grudem, op.cit.

S Hill, Prophecy p. 22, with Grudem, op.cit., and Vielhauer, dp.@. 583. Grudem applies this lack
of prophetic authority to thew Testamergrophets as well. Reminiscent of Leiman’s distortbetween
inspired and uninspired canon, he contrasts “diaumority of actual words” with “divine authoritf
general content”, the former of which is no longegsent after the classical prophets (pf)2Criticizing
problems of detail in Agabus’ prophecyAéts21.1d, he comments that “accuracy of detail was
traditionally an essential mark of authenticity” §0). Needless to say, the same net could betaseaich
many of the canonical prophets.

176 By this | mean prophets who were not in the dieznploy of the person they addressed, or whose
prophecies were characteristically contrary todbsires of their audience.
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guestions about what happened even though we lbaatuded that it did not happen as

early as is generally supposed.

The most commonly cited culprit is the developn@itanon. Blenkinsopp
proposes that the Deuteronomist wrote partly ipoase to the unpredictability of
prophecy. He argues that Torah was a fixing ofypstent tradition in an attempt to
stabilize Yahwistic religion. In this Blenkinsopgdis it was successful. With the
emergence of the “canonical’ law prophecy was unédblcompete and disappeared. Its
charismatic function was later filled by the geha@eptance as scripture of a collection
of the prophets!’ He may be correct in his assessment of the motif/é#se Deutero-
nomist, although his assumption that prophetic matenly began to attain the status of
scripture in the late Persian and early Hellenigéidods may have to be modified in light
of Jeremiabs use ofMicah and the Deuteronomist’s reference to “his servergs
prophets” 2 Kings17.23) in a way that suggests that this is extlrmarifiable and

recognized.

Sid Leiman also sees a connection between thengeadiprophecy and the rise of
canon but, approaching it from the other directguggests that the disappearance of
charismatic presence may have stimulated the dewelot of canon. While prophecy
was active there was no need to codify becausesGmditinued revelation could be
expected. Prophecy, however, according to Leimas, limked tceretz Yisraeland

consequently disappeared with the exile. As a teduhis, the prophets were collected,

17 BlenkinsoppProphecy pp. 2-9, 84 102;History, pp. 258. His interpretation of the situation is
essentially an attempt to apply the sociologicabties of Max Weber to Jewish religion of the late-
exilic through early post-exilic periods.
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edited, published and canonized. With the retuwmfexile prophecy reflowered but
could not compete with canonized prophecy and cpresgly permanently
disappeared’® The most glaring problem here is that prophettivig, while it may
have set on hard times early in the eXifreflowered” before the restoration in the

person o Isaiah at least.

But both of these assessments suffer from some pthblems. First, both use the
term ‘canonization’ in a way that suggests thabmmittee or executive decision is at
work here following which the entire orthodox commty recognizes some collection as
inspired and normative. There is, however littledence for such activity before Yavne,
if even ther®° Rather works attained this status through a psoekbeing read and
increasingly honored by the religious and educatedmunity at large (although one
should not underestimate the influence that migh¢xercised in such a process by a
charismatic leader like Ezra). While it is likehyat collections of legal, historical, and
prophetic tradition were circulating, or at leasghn to do so, in the exilic and post exilic
periods, and it is certain that some of these exadliytbegan to take on normative, or
scriptural status, there is little reason to baigvat this process hindered continuing

revelatory activity any more than it did the protioic of wisdom or worship literature.

78 _eiman, op.cit., p. 198.

179 perhaps evidenced Bs 74 (see above, p. f)1In any case the activity of Ezekiel spans thidye
period and is only connectedha’aretzby letter and ecstatic vision!

180 Canonization’ is in fact probably an inappropeiaerm for even what Blenkinsopp and Leiman
intend, and should be reserved for the procedstahbking for the purpose of exclusion of disawed
works rather than for the general approval of neeso So John Van Seters, “Canon Criticism or Hisabr
Criticism: Must We Decide?”, (Presidential addrdsfivered at the meeting of the Society of Biblical
Literature, Southeast Region, March 1984), andBseg op.cit.. pp. 7% on the various and diverse uses of
the word ‘canon’.
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Second, both Blenkinsopp and Leiman assume thatatore scripture and
prophetic activity are incompatible and this islpemnatic. The question of scripture is in
many ways closely connected to that of the endablpecy. But they are not the same.
From the outset it must be noted that the existeheerecognized body of scripture and
that of a closed canon are two very different situnes. While it is obvious that a closed
canon can have detrimental effects on ongoing mtphactivity there is little reason to
believe that the communal recognition of a cerbandy of material aBeonvevpotog by
its nature anathematizes the belief that God cdrdaes continue to communicate to the
community. The coexistence of these two notioreyvident in the early churcl2 (

Tim. 3.16;2 Pet .20f while alsol Thes5.19-21;1 Cor. 14.1, 5). Even the presence of a
closed canon, though, does not seem to precludexieence of, and reverence for, the
process of ongoing revelation through propheticgimdlar activities as can easily be
witnessed in the modern Pentecostal movements vitveqgrotestant Bible certainly
represents an inexorably closed canon. It wouletapghen that while the word of God
embodied in thgpaen, can compete with pneumatic expression, it doés no

automatically replace it.

The third problem should be the most obvious &t plaint. Prophetic activity
simply did not disappear in the fifth century. lust however be admitted that it
underwent a process of transformation, as has metexl, and some of this may be

related to its competing, or at least coexistinthwai body of scripture.

Nevertheless, the tendency for people to engatfeese sorts of activities less and

less as Judaism entered the rabbinic period magtueected to canonization. If
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canonization, in the proper sense, did not occtil after the destruction of the Second
Temple, then there is indeed a positive chronoldgiorrelation between these two
processes. In spite of my assertion that ongoimglaéon and normative canon can, and
sometimes do coexist, the fact remains that theyiaeasy bedfellows. Even in modern
Pentecostal groups the tendency is to submit otteeasther to its counterpart. In most
groups prophetic utterance is subjected to theisgraf biblical doctrine (as it is
understood by the community), and is rejectedfdils the test. Alternatively, although
less frequently, in some groups the scriptureganeed (or disregarded) in light of the
revelation, normally calling o Cor. 3.6 for justification. It is, therefore, not
unreasonable to suppose that as the concept o$adcand normative canon attained
wider acceptance in the early centuries, AD, traismatic activities were in some ways
discouraged. Since the very concept of a canongmw of the desire to put a cap on the
influx and popular use of unorthodox religiousri#iire as scripture, the assertion by
religious leaders that the Holy Spirit and its anpanying prophetic inspiration were
taken away after Ezra could, on a pragmatic lguelye a quite useful tool, shedding an
unfavorable light on subsequent literature. Thisasto suggest that the theology of the
passing of the Holy Spirit was an historical inventintended to support the canon, but
rather that the two concepts were mutually suppednd may have evolved together. In
studies of early Christianity, the disappearancgrophecy is usually seen as a result of
the tension between charisma and ordained offitle the latter eventually winning

out!®! This has its parallel in the period of Jewishdmgat which we have been looking.

18LE_ g., Friedrich, op.cit., p. 861.
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It is very likely that the Hasmonians attemptedame ways to suppress charismatic
activity and this tendency may be visibleliMac However, they were not successful.
Although no evidence exists in this regard it sodikely that such conflict was present
in early rabbinic Judaism. This is, of course, hrowariation on the sociological
explanation which we saw in Blenkinsopp’s view meméd above, except that the
institution in this analysis is the leadershiploé thurch and synagogue rather than the
canonized tradition. These should not be viewenh@isially exclusive paradigms. Since
canon is essentially a product of the religiousléeghip, and that same leadership is the
authorized interpreter of canon, they can standthay against extra-canonical and

pneumatic influences.

A number of scholars have suggested that propheappeared at the end of the
biblical period primarily as a result of its beidgcredited by unfulfilled expectations in
the post-exilic period®? Once again, though, this seems to have broughit abe
emergence of apocalyptic eschatology rather thamifappearance of prophetic activity.
The connection between the failure of charismatdietion to find fulfillment and its
eventual apparent disappearance, however, likeahen explanation, should not be
dismissed so quickly. The problem may, as with cabe in the location of that
disappointment and its consequence in the earlyexalic period. The disastrous
outcome of the Jewish revolts of AD 68 and 132thenother hand, conforms much more
closely to the actual historical disappearanceswfish prophecy. Much of the evidence

we have looked at for pneumatic activity in thetficentury, AD has, in fact, been closely

182 5ee above, p. 70, n. 172.
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connected with these revolts and most of the csagkved these attempts at
political/religious liberation positively (Josephiren Hanina and Jesus are exceptions).
It is very likely that it was in fact these unfli#id hopes which brought about the end of

popular support for prophecy and for the most gadphecy itself.

In the church, expectation was apocalyptic rathan tpolitical, but they may have
experienced the same kind of problems. Insteadagfecy being discredited through
unfulfillment, it may have become a seed bed farsgicizing tendencies. IRom 12.6

Paul exhorts that prophecy should be “in accordavittethe faith™®*

suggesting that
much prophecy, even at this early time, was nathé&bDidachethere is reason to believe
that in the later first century “false” prophetsrevéairly commonplace and often hard to
judge. This can also be gleaned from Hernhdahdatell.Did. 11.10 suggests that
prophets often did or commanded things “in theiSpirhich would, if they were not
regarded as prophetic, be unacceptable to the coiyritf It is likely that such
prophetic activity eventually became unacceptabklaé Church, and prophecy, both
genuine and spurious, went into semi-forced retn@mT his, in fact, appears to be the

situation in IrenaeusA@dvHer 3.9.9) where he warns that the battle againsttdfosm is

driving true prophecy out of the church.

183 This translation is far preferable to the standargroportion to our faith” RS\ which makes little
sense in the context.

184 Eduard Schweize€hurch order in the New Testamge@tudies in Biblical Theology32
(Naperville, 111.: Alec R. Allenson, Inc., 1961),1#3, n. 522, suggests that the permissible but
unacceptable behavior of the prophets here isitspirmarriages” representing Christ's relatioritie
Church. Although this fits the context, it is nofggested by, or essential to it.
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In light of the connection between charismatic e@stgand prophecy, which has
been emerging, however, it is likely that prophdigy/not disappear into a void. Wilson

comments that in millenarian groups

The intermediary is a crucial figure in the grotgy,he is the means by
which the group gains access to the spirits, whealaecting the group’s
journey toward salvatiotf®

| suggest that thisecome®ible exegesis after prophecy disappears, thdaanit
contributes to that disappearance. If the spiii ta give accurate information or
requires too much discernment because of confijgiiophetic pronouncements, then
there is a source of pure and (thought to be)iabld revelation, once there is a canon.
The intermediary is still needed, but he is nowittterpreter of Scripture, though he may
be a prophetic interpreter. Now, rather than “Tsags the LORD...”, the prophetic
formula is “The Scripture says...” or “God says...(6vlled by a verse of Scripture —
e.g.,2 Cor. 6.16)". The key here is not that the prophetlyeen replaced by the teacher,
but that the spirit has been replaced byyjhepn as the source of prophetic knowledge
(although the Spirit may be the illuminator of #Merd, as at Qumran). For the audience,
this has the advantage that if prophecy fails, ste the Spirit is lost, while if

interpretationfails, scripture is still available as a verifialdource of truth.

18 wilson, op.cit., p. 79.
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