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Introduction

One of the most crucial issues involved in the inspiration of
Holy Scripture is the question of the relation between the Old and
New Tesltaments, and in particular, the use of OT quotations by NT
writers.” Those who maintain a high view of the inspiration of
Scripture recognize the Bible’s self-testimony affirming the fun-
damental unity and harmony among its various parts.” Accepting
this affirmation leads to the assumption that the NT writers remain
faithful to the original OT contexts in their citation of OT passages.
This has been the consistent position of Christian scholarship until
the rise of the historical-critical method in the wake of the En-
lightenment.

‘ The rationalistic presuppositions and procedures of historical
criticism have led to an entirely different view of both inspiration
and the relationship between the Testaments. A corollary of the
historical-critical method posits a fundamental disunity among and
between the Testaments, since they are seen as the products of a
long development of oral tradition and various written sources
redaacted by fallible human writers with differing theological agen-
das.” According to the prevailing view of current critical scholar-
ship, Jesus and the NT writers often took OT passages out of
context, reinterpreted and reapplied them in light of the Christ-
event, and thus imposed a NT meaning upon the OT that was
foreign to the original meaning.

Raymond Brown summarizes the liberal, historical-critical
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perspective with regard to OT materials cited by NT writers as
predictions of the Messiah as follows: “This conception of prophecy
as prediction of the distant future has disappeared from most
serious scholarship today, and it is widely recognized that the NT
“‘fulfillment’ of the OT involved much that the OT writers did not
foresee at all.” He continues, “There is no evidence that they [the
OT prophets] foresaw with precision even a single detail in the life
of Jesus of Nazareth.”*

Even among evangelical scholars, it is frequently asserted that
the NT methods of interpreting the OT passages often do not
incorporate sound exegesis, but rather utilize Christological reap-
plication based upon first-century interpretational techniques such
as rabbinic midrash, Hellenistic allegory, and/or Qumran-style raz
pesher (“mystery interpretation.”)” It is further suggested that
since the NT writers (and Jesus) were inspired, they had the right
and authority under the Holy Spirit’s guidance to reinterpret and
reapply to Jesus what originally in the OT did not refer to Him.®
The implication of these modern claims argues for the necessity of
modifying the traditional view of inspiration in order to accom-
modate the apparent distortions of the OT passages by the NT
writers.

But is it necessary to dilute the historic high view of the
inspiration of Scripture? Is it true that the NT writers have fol-
lowed a common first-century Jewish practice of reapplying, and
thus distorting, the contextual meaning of the OT passages they
have cited?

A recently published Cambridge dissertation by David I
Brewer may be destined to rock the presuppositions, and even
topple the “assured results,” of current critical scholarship regard-
ing first-century Jewish exegetical methods. Brewer summarizes
the conclusions of his research: “the predecessors of the rabbis
before 70 CE did not interpret Scripture out of context, did not look
for any meaning in Scripture other than the plain sense, and did
not change the text to fit their interpretation, though the later
rabbis did all these things.”®

Brewer then throws down a challenge: “If the conclusions of
this work are correct it demands a fresh examination of the New






