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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The cosmic combat between good and evil, between God and Satan, is a
theme which permeates the pages of Scripture. From the crafty serpent of Genesis 3
to the ferocious red dragon of Revelation 12, the Scriptures recount the unfolding of
a cosmic battle which has raged from the beginning and will continue until the
Christ returns to make all things new. The outworking of this great battle is a major
motif in the whole of Scripture. The Gospel of Matthew is no exception, yet cosmic
conflict as a major theme in Matthew has perhaps not received the attention it
deserves.

D. A. Carson states, “It is true that the Synoptics provide some theological
reflection on what Jesus is doing when he eliminates demons from human
personalities . . . but it is the fourth Gospel that provides a theology of the devil.”
Similarly, regarding Matthew's demonology, Graham Twelftree suggests that

exorcisms are given “relatively low priority in the ministry of Jesus.”

Some,
however, have noted the important place of cosmic conflict in Matthew's Gospel.
Both Robert Charles Branden and Mark Allan Powell have argued that the

fundamental conflict present in Matthew's plot is that between Jesus/God and

Satan.?

) 'D. A. Carson, The Gospel According to John, PNTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1991), 53.

*Graham H. Twelftree, In the Name of Jesus: Exorcism among Early Christians
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 167-68.

SRobert Charles Branden, Satanic Conflict and the Plot of Matthew, Studies in

Biblical Literature 89 (New York: Peter Lang, 2006); Mark Allan Powell, “The Plot and
Subplots of Matthew’s Gospel,” New Testament Studies 38, no. 2 (Aprii 1992): 187-204.
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Attention to conflict as the central aspect of plot is important when
discussing the Gospel of Matthew. Many have recognized the escalating conflict in
Matthew between Jesus and the religious leaders, which culminates with the
apparent victory of the Jewish leaders at his crucifixion.* Yet in Matthew’s
multifaceted plot, the conflict motif runs deeper. I argue that conflict between Jesus
and the Jewish leaders is subservient to a more fundamental conflict that Matthew
consistently brings to the forefront in his gospel, namely, the cosmic conflict

between Jesus and Satan.

Thesis

My thesis is that a foundational theme in Matthew's Gospel is the cosmic
conflict between Jesus and Satan, and that Matthew does indeed develop a theology
of the devil. This broad motif, as it plays out specifically in Matthew's gospel,
permeates important themes and passages therein, and is thus foundational for the
plot of Matthew's drama.” My argument will unfold as follows: First, I establish this
cosmic conflict motif within Jewish literature, beginning with its Old Testament
context, and further evidenced in Second Temple literature, and so demonstrate the
likelihood that Matthew would draw upon this motif as a major aspect of his work.
As Williams and Farrar stated in their two part study on Satan, “The historical
problem thus becomes one of identifying how the peculiar emphases [regarding

Satan] of the NT emerged from Judaism.” It is the aim of this section to aid in

*Jack Dean Kingsbury, “The Plot of Matthew’s St(})\gy,” Interpretation 46, no. 4
(October 1992): 347-56; Janice Capel Anderson, Matthew’s Narrative Web: Over, and Over,
and Over Again, ]SNTSup 91 (Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1994), 188-89; Ulrich Luz,
Studies in Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 244; Frank J. Matera, “The Plot of
Matthew’s Gospel,” CBQ 49, no. 2 (April 1987): 233-53, who argues that Matthew’s plot
moves from Israel’s rejection of the Messiah to the Gentile inclusion in the people of God.

Milton Marx, The Enjoyment of Drama (New York: F. S. Crofts & Co, 1940), 51—
54.

Thomas J. Farrar and Guy J. Williams, “Talk of the Devil: Unpacking the
Language of New Testament Satanology,” /SNT 39, no. 1 (September 2016): 90.



providing an answer to that question. Second, I demonstrate topically the
importance of cosmic conflict to Matthew's gospel. Here I show how various aspects
of Matthew's Gospel can be better understood in light of cosmic conflict. Following
this, I focus on the plot of Matthew, demonstrating the prominence of cosmic
conflict in Matthew's Gospel through an analysis of its plot based on Aristotle's
understanding that every good plot has a beginning, a middle, and an end, which
portions will be demarcated by three important Matthean pericopes: 4:1-11; 12:22—
32; and 28:16-20.7 By providing the reader a narrative perspective of Matthew
through an analysis of its plot in light of this cosmic conflict motif, I show that
Matthew views the life and ministry of Jesus as the continuation and climax of the
cosmic conflict of the Old Testament, and that in Christ the conflict finds its

culmination when Jesus regains the dominion that Adam forfeited in the garden.

Background

As previously mentioned, specific works that focus entirely on cosmic
conflict in Matthew are scarce; however, there are important works about Matthew's
narrative in general, some of which touch on the conflict motif. Further, several
important works on spiritual warfare in general incorporate discussions of the
Gospels as a whole, or Matthew specifically. This section highlights important works

in these two areas.

Studies in Matthew’s Narrative

Richard A. Edwards. In his Matthew’s Story of Jesus, Edwards was one of
the first to call attention to the appropriateness of a narrative critical approach to

Matthew, arguing that due to its narrative genre, it is “inappropriate and misleading

"Aristotle, On the Art of Poetry, trans. S. H Butcher, 2Med., Library of Liberal
Arts, no. 6 (New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1956).



to impose upon it a precise outline.”®

Nevertheless, he proceeds to divide the Gospel
into “segments” which look much like an outline. He anticipates this criticism of his
approach by explaining that these segments should not be considered “self-
contained units” but rather “basic segments or moments in the continuing
narration.” Edwards then performs a running commentary on the narrative of
Matthew, taking into account narrative critical and reader response issues. '’

Two significant features of Edwards' work are his emphasis on the
narrator and the implied reader. The narrator is important for establishing a story's
point of view and thus he must be considered credible. Throughout his work
Edwards notes places where the reader is encouraged to make such a judgment of
the narrator. Regarding the implied reader, Edwards emphasizes that he is not
concerned with any particular reader in any century, but rather the reader which the
text itself posits. This is important because it emphasizes the work as literature in
and of itself, not dependent on any particular cultural phenomenon that the text
itself does not suggest. Edwards' work is important in that it brought attention to

the importance of reading Matthew as a narrative; however, conflict does not appear

as a major theme in his analysis until chapter 6.

Frank J. Matera. In a 1986 essay, Matera discusses the importance of plot
analysis in understanding biblical narrative."' His understanding of plot follows

Aristotle’s Poetics, noting two primary points regarding plot. First, plot is an

*Richard Alan Edwards, Matthew’s Story of Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985),

‘Edwards, Matthew’s Story of Jesus, 9.

"?Edwards is careful to point out that he is not attempting to write a commentary,
but rather it is “an attempt to point to significant features of the narration.” Edwards,
Matthew'’s Story of Jesus, 10.

""Matera, “The Plot of Matthew’s Gospel.”



“arrangement of incidents” which contains a beginning, a middle, and an end.
Second, plot is based on causality, because the middle flows from the beginning and
necessarily brings about the end. Matera, following Chatman, divides events into
kernel events, which are the most important, and satellite events, which are of
secondary importance.” In essence, a kernel event is fundamental to the plot of the
story, while satellites provide aesthetic value to the narrative.

Matera then proceeds to define Matthew’s plot. After making note of
certain important indicators, such as the beginning of Matthew and the end, Matera
defines Matthew’s plot as, “In the appearance of Jesus the Messiah, God fulfills his
promises to Israel. But Israel refuses to accept Jesus as the Messiah. Consequently,
the Gospel passes to the nations.”"? Based on this definition, Matera proceeds to
identify six kernel events in Matthew, namely, the birth of Jesus (2:1a), the
beginning of Jesus’ ministry (4:12-17), the question of John the Baptist (11:2-6),
Jesus’ conversation at Caesarea Philippi (16:13-28), the cleansing of the temple
(21:1-17), and the Great Commission (28:16-20). Based on these kernel events,
Matera arranges Matthew’s Gospel into narrative blocks by adding in the “satellite
events.” He offers the suggestion that, while similar to outlining the gospel, what he
has done is different because it is not dependent on certain phrases which are
repeated in the gospel, and thus allows for more of Matthew’s turning points to be
recognized.

Matera’s work is important to this dissertation in that it draws attention
to Aristotle’s understanding of plot, and applies that to the Gospel of Matthew. His

development of the idea of kernel and satellite events is also helpful in narrative

?’See Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and
Film (London: Cornell University Press, 1980).

“Matera, “The Plot of Matthew’s Gospel,” 243.



analysis. However, Matera overlooks conflict as a key ingredient in his discussion of

plot in general, and Matthew’s plot specifically.

Jack Dean Kingsbury. In his article “The Plot of Matthew’s Story,”
Kingsbury, like Matera, builds upon the notion that plot, in its most basic sense, has
a beginning, a middle, and an end. Kingsbury argues that in Matthew these divisions
are delineated by the repeated phrase Amd téte pfato in 4:17 and 16:21."* However,
unlike Matera, Kingsbury sees conflict as essential to a story’s plot. In this regard,
Kingsbury focuses on Jesus’ conflict with the religious leaders as central to
Matthew’s plot. The beginning of Matthew’s story (1:1-4:16) introduces Jesus, the
protagonist, and his adversaries, the religious leaders. The middle of the story (4:17-
16:20) is where Jesus first clashes with the religious leaders, and is divided into two
parts. In part 1 (4:17-11:1), Jesus first offers salvation to Israel through his teaching,
preaching, and healing. In part 2 (11:2-16:20), Matthew records the rejection of
Jesus as the Jewish messiah. The end of the story (16:21-28:20) includes Jesus’
journey to Jerusalem, as well as his suffering, death, and resurrection. For
Kingsbury, the cross is the culmination of Matthew’s plot. For Matthew and his
readers, it represents victory, while for the Jewish leaders it represents Jesus’ defeat.
Thus, while the narrative finds its culmination at the cross, it is the resurrection
which vindicates Jesus and demonstrates that at the cross he was indeed victorious.

Kingsbury improves upon Matera in that he recognizes the crucial aspect
of plot in Matthew’s story, focusing on Jesus’ conflict with Israel as represented by
the religious leaders. This leads him to emphasize Matthew 27:41-43 as the most
crucial passage in the end of Matthew’s story. While Kingsbury is certainly correct in

highlighting this conflict, he fails to focus attention on the deeper conflict between

"“Kingsbury, “The Plot of Matthew’s Story.”



Jesus and Satan.

Mark Allan Powell. Powell has contributed to this field through two
primary means. In 1990, Fortress Press published a monograph by Mark Allan
Powell titled What is Narrative Criticism?° This is a general discussion by Powell
regarding narrative criticism and its place in biblical studies. In chapter 4, titled
“Events,” Powell discusses the role of plot in narrative criticism and uses Matthew as
a case study. Powell later published an article titled, “The Plot and Subplots of
Matthew’s Gospel,” in which he argued specifically that the central conflict in
Matthew is the conflict between God and Satan.'® According to Powell, other
“subplots” were tangential, yet related, to this primary plot. Powell presents two
primary means of discerning Matthew’s plot, namely, causality and conflict
resolution. With regard to the former, the primary cause in Matthew’s story has to
do with saving his people from their sins (1:21; 9:13; 20:28).

Powell’s essay comes closest to the present work in that he argues that the
main plot of Matthew’s story is the conflict between God and Satan. However,
Powell spends as much time discussing the subplots of Matthew’s Gospel as this
primary plot. While this approach is helpful, the purpose of the present work is to
analyze the whole of Matthew in light of the primary conflict between the Jesus and
Satan. Nevertheless, Powell’s essay, as well as the following work by Branden, are the
only two studies I have found that analyze Matthew's plot from the perspective of

cosmic conflict.

David B. Howell. In his work Matthew’s Inclusive Story: A Study in the

Narrative Rhetoric of the First Gospel, Howell critiques the traditional methods of

Mark Allan Powell, What Is Narrative Criticism? (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991).

'“Powell, “Plot and Subplots.”



interpreting Matthew, particularly those which focus on salvation history as a way to
solve the tension between the implied readers of the Matthean community and the
historical persons who accompanied the earthly Jesus.'” Howell seeks to recast the
debate in literary categories “which are more sensitive to the movement and
dynamism of the story.”® The underlying question he seeks to answer concerns how
the “readers of the Gospel are to appropriate and involve themselves in the story and
teaching of the Gospel.”"® Howell lays out several literary presuppositions which are
necessary in narrative critical analysis. First, “The integrity rather than the
fragmentation of the Gospel narrative is assumed.” One important corollary is that
the Gospel is treated as a self-contained or closed narrative world. In other words,
“it is conceptualized as a complex structured entity in which partial meanings are
dependent upon their relationship to the whole.”*® This is important for the present
study of Matthew because, in order to discover the plot of the story, it is necessary to
recognize that the Gospel must be read as a whole, and hence a single narrative
thread can be established from beginning to end. Second, Howell presents point of
view as an indispensable element in narrative.” It is the point of view that reveals
the author's interpretation of a particular narrative world. Also, perceptions of the
characters and events in the story are filtered through the point of view of the author
who has shaped the narrative. Third, Howell argues that “The reader of the narrative
has a role in the production of textual meaning.” This falls under the category of

“reader-response” criticism, and seeks to determine in what way the reader is

"David B. Howell, Matthew's Inclusive Story: A Study in the Narrative Rhetoric
of the First Gospel, [SNTSup 42 (Sheffield, England: J[SOT Press, 1990), 15.

"“Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 17.
YHowell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 17.
**Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 33.

*'Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 37.



involved in the meaning of a text. Are they in the text, over the text, or with the text?
Howell opts for a textually centered approach in which the literary critic starts with
the text, thus focusing attention on the “implied reader,” who “embodies all the
predispositions necessary for a literary work to exercise its effect,” and is therefore
“on the receiving end of all the various textual strategies and rhetorical devices used
to comment, representing the response which the author may have been aiming at
for his audience.””” Finally, Howell states that “The most important aspect of the
interaction between reader and text is its temporal, situational dimensions.”** This is
important, since reading is not simply a sequential, irreversible linear experience.
Readers anticipate what is ahead, as well as revisit and revise their understanding of
the text in retrospect.

After his introductory material, Howell proceeds to analyze Matthew’s
story according to the paradigm he has set forth. In chapter 2, he critiques the
salvation-historical method of interpreting Matthew. In chapters 3—-4, he describes
the “narrative rhetoric of Matthew’s inclusive story by means of a narrative and
reader-response criticism that examines respectively the Gospel story, story-teller,
and audience.””* His goal is to describe how a reader experiences and applies the
story of Jesus as narrated in the Gospel. In chapter three, Howell focuses on the plot
of Matthew, arguing that the plot elements which structure the Gospel narrative are
that of promise/fulfillment and acceptance/rejection.”® Thus, while Howell’s work is
important in understanding the role of the reader in narrative criticism, as well as

how the implied-reader is presented in Matthew, he focuses little on conflict when

**Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 38-42.
*Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 43.
**Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 52.

*Howell, Matthew’s Inclusive Story, 132.



discussing the plot of Matthew, particularly the cosmic conflict between Jesus and

Satan.

Robert Charles Branden. In 2006, the Studies in Biblical Literature series,
published by Peter Lang, published Satanic Conflict and the Plot of Matthew by
Robert Charles Branden.?® In this volume, Branden utilizes historical and narrative
criticism to explore demonology in Matthew’s gospel. He spends a significant
amount of time examining the background of demonology in Matthew, including the
divine council literature as well as Jewish apocalyptic literature. Branden then
discusses the plot of Matthew, focusing on possible apocalyptic models, as well as
interacting with the views of Matera, Kingsbury, and Powell. Finally, Branden
applies the plot of Matthew to three problem passages, namely, 11:12, 11:23, and
13:58.

Branden’s work is important to my own as it is the only book-length work
arguing for Satanic conflict as the primary plot in Matthew. His chapter on Satan in
the Gospel of Matthew provides in depth exegesis of the temptation account as well
as the Beelzebul controversy. There Branden argues that both are in keeping with the
understanding of Satan in the Jewish apocalyptic literature of the day. He also has a
separate chapter on the plot of Matthew in which he analyses several views of
Matthew’s plot, ultimately adopting Powell’s view, with added discussions of the
summary statements and the crowds in Matthew.

While there is some overlap between Branden’s work and the present
study, there are significant differences which make this dissertation relevant. First,
Branden relates demonology in Matthew to the demonology of Second Temple

Judaism. While I recognize some common ground between Matthew’s demonology

*°Branden, Satanic Conflict.
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and that of apocalyptic Judaism, I argue that Matthew’s narrative follows primarily
from the Old Testament concept of the battle of the seeds beginning in Genesis 3:15.
Second, Branden has little to say about the plot of Matthew as a whole. He analyzes
Matthew’s utilization of Satan in two passages, namely, the temptation and the
Beelzebub controversy, and then has a chapter on various proposals concerning
Matthew’s plot. This work, on the other hand, offers a comprehensive analysis of
Matthew’s plot in light of cosmic conflict which goes far beyond simply discussing
Matthew’s references to Satan. Finally, my analysis seeks to discover the deeper
conflict behind all other conflicts present in Matthew’s gospel, which leads me to
analyze all the major characters in Matthew, both antagonists and protagonists, and
thus offers a much more detailed framework for analyzing Matthew’s plot in light of

the cosmic conflict motif.

Summary. This overview indicates that while the narrative reading of
Matthew has received attention in recent decades, few examples focus primarily on
cosmic conflict in Matthew’s Gospel. Branden and Powell appear to be the only two

who have looked at Matthew’s plot through the lens of cosmic conflict.

Studies of Cosmic Conflict

Although this project will focus on cosmic conflict in Matthew’s gospel,
many important works have contributed to the idea of cosmic conflict in Scripture. I

only summarize a sample of these here.

Gregory Boyd. In his God ar War, Greg Boyd sets forth this view through
an examination of cosmic conflict between God and the Satanic forces which oppose
him, arguing that the message of Scripture can only be rightly understood in the

context of this conflict.”” Boyd succeeds in demonstrating both the foundational

*’Gregory A. Boyd, God at War: The Bible & Spiritual Conflict(Downers Grove,
11



nature of cosmic conflict and the reality that according to Scripture, “The whole of
the cosmos is understood to be caught up in a fierce battle between two rival
kingdoms.””® Boyd’s overall paradigm for a combat context of Scripture is one I
demonstrate specifically in Matthew’s Gospel both through a topical analysis and
narrative exegesis. In Boyd's section on warfare in the New Testament, he makes
several important observations. First, in the Gospels, Jesus views Satan as having a
certain authority over the world. He is the “prince of this world” (John 12:31), he
holds authority over kingdoms (Luke 4:5-6), and he works his power in this world
through his demonic host. Second, the above ideas play an important part in Jesus'
understanding of the kingdom of God. Indeed, the kingdom of God is a warfare

concept.”

Walter Wink. Walter Wink produced a three-volume work on the notion
of power in the New Testament. The first volume, Naming the Powers, looks at the
language of power specifically in the letters of Paul. However, Wink does make one
statement in this volume which lines up nicely with the present work: “Jesus regards
his healings and exorcisms as an assault on the kingdom of Satan and an indication
that the kingdom of God is breaking in. The Gospel is very much a cosmic battle in
which Jesus rescues humanity from the dominion of evil powers.”?

In his second volume, Wink attempts to erode “the soil from beneath the

foundations of materialism” by reassessing the powers present in the New Testament

IL: InterVarsity, 1997).

**Boyd, God at War, 290.

*Boyd, God at War, 185. While Boyd and I differ significantly on what these
points indicate theologically, tfley are themselves true and important for understanding
cosmic conflict in Matthew.

*Walter Wink, Naming the Powers: The Language of Power in the New
Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 26.
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texts.”’ Wink examines these powers according to seven categories: Satan, demons,
angels of the churches, angels of the nations, the gods, the elements of the universe,
and the angels of nature. It is Wink’s discussion of Satan and demons which is
relevant to this dissertation. After assessing Satan’s role and function in Scripture,
Wink ultimately does not concern himself with whether an actual entity named
Satan exists, but rather how the Satan figure helps to make sense of people’s
experiences of evil.*’

Finally, in his third volume, Engaging the Powers, Wink suggests that the
institutional life of this world is a “domination system” whose spirit is Satan. The
book is largely an examination of the nonviolent response of Jesus to evil powers and
their worldly manifestations and how such should inform the church’s response to
those same powers. Thus, “We pray to God, not because we understand these
mysteries, but because we have learned from our tradition and from experience that

God, indeed is sufficient for us, whatever the Powers may do.”?

Graham Twelftree. Twelftree has written extensively on the subject of
spiritual warfare. His published dissertation, Jesus the Exorcist: A Contribution to
the Study of the Historical Jesus, added to the discussion of the historical Jesus, and
was followed by Christ Triumphant: Exorcism Then and Now, which attempted a
comprehensive examination of exorcism in the New Testament.** He continued to

write on the subject, completing no fewer than nine books and numerous journal

S'Walter Wink, Unmasking the Powers: The Invisible Forces that Determine
Human Existence (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 6.

3*Wink, Unmasking the Powers, 25.

3Walter Wink, Engaging the Powers: Discernment and Resistance in a World of
Domination (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2017), 337.

34Graham H. Twelftree, S[esus the Exorcist: A Contribution to the StucT{y of the

Historical Jesus (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1993); Graham H. Twelftree, Christ Triumphant:
Exorcism Then and Now (London: Hodder and Stroughton, 1985).
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articles. His most recent work, /nn the Name of Jesus, seeks to determine the early
church’s view of exorcism through an analysis of Q, the synoptic gospels, early
church fathers, and second-century critics of the Christian faith.*

In his chapter on Matthew, Twelftree recognizes that exorcisms “are a part
of the destruction of Satan’s kingdom and the realization of the power of the
presence of God,” yet he sees exorcism as being given “relatively low priority in the
ministry of Jesus.”*® Because of his focus on only exorcism passages, Twelftree
discusses neither the temptation narrative nor the Great Commission. These two
passages play a vital role in my analysis of Matthew’s plot and of his theology of

cosmic conflict as a whole.

James Kallas. In his work Jesus and the Power of Satan, Kallas argues that
the entire fiber of the Gospel narrative is dominated by the conviction that the world
is to some degree in bondage to Satan.*” In part 1, he discusses some of the literary,
historical, and theological background necessary for understanding the message of
the synoptic gospels. In this section he suggests that “While both the Godward and
Satanward views are valid, one is primary. And that which is primary in the
Synoptics is, as in Paul, the Satanward view.” He goes on to say that it is “not until
Hebrews and the later Johannine literature . . . does one find the Godward view
moving into the ascendancy.”®

Kallas then discusses the events of Jesus life, including the virgin birth

narratives, Jesus’ ministry, including his baptism and temptation, his trial and

STwelftree, In the Name of Jesus.
3Twelftree, In the Name of Jesus, 167-68.

68) Tames G. Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1960).

%Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan, 77.
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crucifixion, and finally, his resurrection and promised return. In each of these
sections, Kallas argues that the best backdrop for a proper understanding is one of
demonology. For example, regarding the virgin birth, “The same Spirit of God who
casts out demons (Matt 12:28), thus reestablishing the rule of God, is already active
in the time of Jesus’ conception and birth.” This fierce conflict surrounding his birth
demonstrates that “The invasion of God has precipitated resistance.”’ Kallas
interprets Jesus’ baptism and temptation in light of this theme as well. He argues
that the declaration of Jesus’ sonship is aimed directly at Satan, whom Jesus will
soon face in the wilderness.** And so Kallas continues his analysis, demonstrating
that the Synoptics as a whole are most properly understood against the backdrop of
a demonology of dualistic conflict.

Kallas’s work is important to the present work for a few reasons. First, his
general thesis with regard to the Synoptic narratives is relevant to Matthew’s Gospel
specifically. Thus, while Kallas looks at specific events in the Gospel accounts, and
comments on them in light of demonology, I look at cosmic conflict in light of
Matthew's overall story and theology. Also, Kallas has an individual section on the
kingdom of God. He spends the majority of this chapter discussing the Jewish
background of the kingdom, albeit with very little analysis of the Synoptic texts. He
ultimately argues that Jesus’ idea of the kingdom was entirely eschatological and
celestial, rather than earthbound and political.*" So while Kallas does relate the
kingdom of God to the theme of demonic conflict, the case can be made in a more
compelling way by looking at the text itself. While we do not agree in all the

particulars, one thing Kallas and I hold in common is that “The important factor is

$Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan, 101.
*Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan, 110.

*Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan, 125.
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not the demons themselves, but Christ’s superiority over the demons! That is what

the New Testament is most concerned about!”*

Summary. This brief overview of cosmic conflict studies indicates that
while attention to Satanic conflict certainly exists, there have been few works which
have focused solely on Matthew’s Gospel and how this conflict affects the narrative
and theological framework of Matthew.” While it is clear that conflict with demonic
forces is important in Matthew’s gospel, an in depth look at the role this motif plays

in the Gospel narrative is warranted.

Methodology

This work begins with an examination of the background literature that
may have informed the idea of cosmic conflict in Matthew’s gospel. This literature
includes portions of the OT and Second Temple Jewish apocalyptic writings. I seek
to determine what influence this literature had on Matthew, arguing that though

Second Temple literature certainly provides some context for this theme in Matthew,

*Kallas, Jesus and the Power of Satan, 212.

Studies in the demonic and spiritual warfare are prolific. I have attempted to
include works that touch on the current project. For some of the other works available, see J.
Kwabena Asamoah—Gyadu, “Conquering Satan, Demons, Principalities, and Powers:
Ghanaian Traditional and Christian Perspectives on Religion, Evil, and Deliverance,” in
Coping with Evil in Religion and Culture (New York: Rodopi, 2008), 85-103; William C.
Tremmel, Dark Side: The Satan Story (St. Louis: CBP Press, 1987); C. A. Evans,
“Inaugurating the Kingdom of God and Defeating the Kingdom of Satan,” Bulletin for
Biblical Research 15, no. 1 (2005): 49; Henry Ansgar Kelly, Satan: A Biography (Cambridge:
Cambridge Universit{; Press, 2006); Edward M. Bounds, Satan: His Personality, Power and
Overthrow (New York: F. H. Reveli, 1922); Johnny B. Awwad, “Satan in Biblical
Imagination,” Theological Review 26, no. 2 (2005): 111-26; Robert Recker, “Satan: In Power
or Dethroned?” Calvin Theological Journal 6, no. 2 (November 1971): 133-55; Rivkah Schérf
Kluger, Satan in the Old Testament, Studies ing/}m ian Thought (Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press, 1967); Willard M. Aldrich, “Satan’s Attempt to Keep Christ
from the Cross,” Bibliotheca Sacra 102, no. 408 (1945): 468-73; Daniel Day Williams, 7he
Demonic and the Divine (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990); James G. Kallas, 7};16 Real Satan:
From Biblical Times to the Present (Minnea]&mlis: Au%sburg Publishing House, 1975); James
G. Kallas, The Significance of the Synoptic Miracles, S.P.C.K. Biblical Monographs 2
(London: S.P.C.K, 1961); James G. Kallas, 7he Satanward View: A Study in Pauline
Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1966); Elaine H. Pagels, 7he Origin of Satan (New
York: Random House, 1995); Erwin W. Lutzer, The Serpent of Paradise: The Incredible
Story of How Satan’s Rebellion Serves God’s Purposes ([()Zhicago: Moody, 1996).
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the conflict motif that provides the primary context for his story is found in the Old
Testament.

The remainder of the dissertation blends two distinct approaches to the
discussion of cosmic conflict in the Gospel of Matthew. The first is a strictly
narrative reading of Matthew, moving through the Gospel from beginning to end,
demonstrating the prominence of cosmic conflict via a running commentary. While
this method is beneficial in showing how cosmic conflict permeates the narrative of
Matthew, if used exclusively it might be difficult to avoid a certain superficiality
when attempting to comment on the entire narrative.

A second approach is a topical study, in which a certain aspect of cosmic
conflict is discussed, examining each passage in which that aspect is prominent. This
approach adds volume to the discussion through an in—depth, exegetical analysis of
passages and themes that are most pertinent to cosmic conflict in Matthew. If used
alone, however, this approach places one in danger of missing the critical perspective
on how the theme develops in Matthew's narrative.

Seeing that both approaches have their strengths and weaknesses, I
capitalize on the strengths of each by beginning with an exegetical study of the
theme of cosmic conflict in Matthew’s gospel. Early chapters delve into the
characters and themes which relate to cosmic conflict.* I then include a chapter on
how cosmic conflict is fundamental to Matthew's plot. This chapter utilizes the
passages mentioned above as the story's beginning, middle, and end, and in doing so
demonstrates how cosmic conflict pervades Matthew's narrative, moving the story

line from its beginning to its culmination.

*This method of organization has been adapted from Jason Mackey’s 2014
unpublished dissertation. Jason Alan Mackey, “The Light Overcomes the Darkness: Cosmic
Conf%ict in the Fourth Gospel” (Ph.D. diss., The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary,
2014).
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Outline

In the present chapter, I have introduced the question at hand, as well as
surveyed those works which relate to my thesis. I have evaluated the history of
research and presented a rationale for additional work in this area. I have thus
offered a thesis which argues that cosmic conflict is a major motif in Matthew’s
Gospel, permeating its themes in such a way as to be central to its plot.

In chapter 2, I analyze the Jewish literature relevant to the cosmic conflict
motif to determine if, and in what way, such has affected Matthew’s framework.
Chapter 2 looks at specific and implied references to Satan and demons in the Old
Testament, as well as the battle of the seeds implied in Genesis 3. It also surveys the
apocalyptic literature of the intertestamental period to elucidate contextual clues as
to the possible background of demonology in the NT.

In chapter 3, I discuss the human antagonists of cosmic conflict. The
antagonists are those characters in the Gospel which at any point in time seem to
hinder the ultimate goal of the protagonist. These include the Jewish leaders, Herod,
Pilate, Judas, and at times even the disciples.

In chapter 4, I continue my discussion of the antagonists in Matthew’s
narrative, focusing on the non-human opponents to Jesus. These include Satan,
demons, and disease.

In chapter 5, on the other hand, I analyze the protagonists of Matthew’s
Gospel, including the magi, God the Father, the Holy Spirit, angels, and the
disciples. Jesus, as the main character of Matthew’s gospel, is highlighted in how
each of the characters relate to his person throughout Matthew’s narrative.

Chapter 6 then examines Matthew's plot in light of cosmic conflict. The
purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate how a recognition of the pervasiveness of
this theme in Matthew helps one better understand Matthew's narrative plot. I draw

upon the Aristotelian method, arguing that it is the theme of cosmic conflict, which
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began in the Old Testament and is prevalent in the life and ministry of Jesus, that
serves as foundational to Matthew's gospel. The oldest and most traditional model of
plot analysis comes from Aristotle, who famously argued that every good plot has a
beginning, a middle, and an end. The beginning has no necessary logical antecedent,
the middle contains the events which thrust the main character into trial, and the
end resolves all the preceding events such that it requires nothing after it for logical,
narrative resolution. Based on the above plot structure analyses, I argue that three
texts are essential to Matthew's narrative framework: 4:1-11; 12:22-32; and 28:16—
20. This chapter shows how Matthew's narrative weaves in and out of these three
texts a narrative web with cosmic conflict at its center.

Finally, in chapter 7, I offer a summary of the work as a whole,
demonstrating that Matthew indeed has a robust theology of the devil and that
cosmic conflict provides a foundational lens through which to view his narrative.

This dissertation asserts that a robust theology of cosmic conflict is
present in Matthew’s Gospel. This is demonstrated through a topical analysis of
characters and themes in Matthew’s narrative, as well as an analysis of the plot of the
Gospel in light of cosmic conflict. Having introduced the topic, chapter 2 delves into
the possible background to this motif in Matthew by analyzing the theme in the OT

and Second Temple apocalyptic literature.

19



CHAPTER 2
COSMIC CONFLICT IN JEWISH LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to explore the background to Matthew's
presentation of cosmic conflict. I first survey this theme as it portrayed in the OT,
and then how such was understood in the Second Temple apocalyptic literature,
which provides the immediate context for Matthew’s Gospel. While the latter
certainly provides a context in which Matthew writes, I argue that the OT is the

primary backdrop by which to analyze this theme in his gospel.

Cosmic Conflict in the Old Testament

There are two primary ways of analyzing this motif in the OT. The first is
to analyze individual passages which reference Satan or the demonic, and then
attempt to provide a summary of the whole of its theology of the demonic. A second
possibility is to trace the theme through the OT as one coherent story, elaborating
on important passages along the way. In keeping with the methodology of this
dissertation regarding Matthew’s Gospel, I begin with an examination of texts which
specifically refer to the demonic realm, and then show how this theme is woven

together into a coherent story line in the OT.

Satan in the OT

Satan is only specifically mentioned in three passages in the OT: 1
Chronicles 21:1, Job 1-2, and Zechariah 3:1-2. In Job 1:6, the author describes a day

“when the sons of God came to stand before Yahweh and Satan (jpi3) also came in
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their midst.”" What is in view here is a kind of heavenly council, in which the
supreme king, Yahweh, is surrounded by lesser spiritual beings who give account to
him and receive directives from him. One being is singled out among all the rest, a
being known as Jui7.> Yahweh asks this being, “from where have you come?” This
question does not imply ignorance on God's part as to the whereabouts of Satan, but
rather serves a rhetorical function in the narrative.® First, it singles out Satan from
among the other beings as having a unique role. Second, it is Yahweh who initiates
the conversation which leads to the major events narrated in Job.* Regarding the
former, Satan has been scouring the globe, presumably in active resistance to God

and his creation.” Regarding the latter, Yahweh proceeds to ask specifically regarding

~ 'All citations from the Hebrew Scriptures are my own translation unless
otherwise noted.

*There are two primary views regarding the role of jo¥7 in Job. The first is that

“the satan” here simply refers to a member of Yahweh’s heavenly court who serves a specific,
non-malevolent function. For this view, see Tremé)er Longman %II, _Job, Baker Commentary
on the Old Testament Wisdom and Psalms (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2016), 82; Marvin E. Tate,
“Satan in the Old Testament,” Rew’ew&EXfositor 89, no. 4 (September 1992): 461-74;
Walter Wink, Unmasking the Powers: The Invisible Forces that Determine Human Existence
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 39; Samuel R. Driver and George Buchanan Gary, A Critical
and Exegetical Commentary: The Book of Job, ed. Charles Briggs (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1921), 11; John H. Walton, Job, The NIV ppiication Commentary (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2012), 64-67; Pope likens the satan to the “secret police in Persia” who were “the
((?Ies and ears of the king.” M. H. Pope, Job, AB, vol. 15 (New York: Doubleday, 1965), 10.

lines reco%nizes a conflict between “two heavenly FB(Ersonalities in uneasy confrontation.”
David ]. A. Clines, Job 1-20, WBC, vol. 17 (Waco, TX: Thomas Nelson, 1989), 22. However,
Clines does not ultimately recognize the satan as a malevolent being, but rather as a member
of God’s heavenly court serving a specific function. Also Norman C. Habel, Job, Knox
Preaching Guides (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1981), 89. The second view is that jowi is a
malevolent being opposed to God, singled out as separate from the angelic hosts
surrounding God’s throne. Here see EImer B. Smick, Job, in vol. 4 of £BC, ed. Frank E.
Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988), 843-1060; Robert Alden, ]05:An Exegetical
and Theological Exposition of Holy Scripture, NAC, vol. 11 (Nashville, TN: Holman
Reference, 1994), 53; Gregory A. I%yd, God at War: The Bible & Spiritual Conflict (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997), 145-48. Boyd tperh:g)s most thoroughly and convincingl
defends this position. Finally, see David Wolfers, eeﬁ Things Out of Darkness: The B}c;ok
of Job, Essays and a New English Translation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 202. Wolfers
recognizes that Satan is here singled out as entirely separate from the heavenly council.
However, he then argues that Satan is “the projection of the spirit of doubt and skepticism
within the complex mind of the Deity itself."

SWalton, Job, 65; also Clines, Job 1-20, 17:20.

*Habel unnecessarily suggests that Yahweh’s raising the question of Job’s
goodness indicates “that the Satan may be verbalizing Yahweh’s own latent
misapprehensions.” Habel, job, 89.

> Pace Longman, who describes the accuser’s role as “a spy in God’s service.”
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Job, and this leads to Satan's accusation that Job is only blameless because God has
poured his blessings upon him (1:10).

It is in response to Satan's accusation that God permits him to chastise
Job. In a whirlwind of devastation Job loses his wealth and livelihood, his ten
children in a horrific storm, and then he is incapacitated by devastating health
problems. Each of these calamities take place in response to Satan's continued
accusation that Job is only blameless because God has withheld certain tragedies
from him. The last time Satan is mentioned by name in Job is when Yahweh allows
him to strike Job physically.

The book of Job is rightly considered to be a theodicy in which the author
grapples with the fairness of God amid tragedy.® The enemy is clearly Satan, who
accuses God's people in the presence of Yahweh. However, the answer to this
problem of evil in Job is not simply that there is a malevolent being who does wicked
things in the lives of good people, but rather that God as creator is in control of all
things and is just in all his ways. It is also important to note that Satan directly
questions the validity of what God has spoken.” Whereas God said that Job was
blameless and righteous, Satan suggested he is only so because of the gain it has
afforded him. Perhaps Day is correct in her assessment that “The satan is not

accusing Job, or at least not directly. He is attacking the problem at its source, by

Longman, Job, 52, 83.

°So Alden, Job, 40-41; Pope, Job, xv; Driver and Gary, The Book of. }[ob, li; Habel,
{?b, 60-69; contra Smick, who suggests that ]oi) largely ignores the problem ot theodicy.
owever, he also states, “Job thus realizes that God does not need man’s advice to control
the world and that no extreme of suffering gives man the right to question God’s wisdom or
justice, and on this he repents (42:2-6). On seeing the power and glory of God, Job’s
rebellious attitude dissolves and his resentment disappears.” Smick, Job, 860. This statement
seems to arrive precisely at the answer to the problem of evil in the world. It is found in
dependence on and trust in the sovereign God, whose ways are beyond comprehension.

"It was in the garden that the enemy first called into question God’s word. Here,

as gn Gen 3, God allows the accuser to question his word and so test a man. See also Smick,
Job, 860.
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accusing the creator of perpetrating a perverse world order.” As Wolfers states, “The
Satan’s name in Hebrew means ‘the adversary’ . . . in this book he functions as
adversary not of man or Job, but of God Himself. It is to Him that he delivers his
challenge . . . it is God whom he reproaches.” Satan is indeed an evil being who
seeks to thwart God's purposes, yet God remains the supreme ruler of all and
ultimately his plans endure."’

In Zechariah 3:1-2 Satan appears in a role similar to that which he had in
Job. In this passage, Joshua is standing before the Angel of Yahweh, with Satan
(o) on his right. This is similar to the heavenly counsel of Job in that Satan

appears before the Lord as accuser (v. 1),"" there are other angels present (v. 4), and

*Peggy Lynne Day, Satan in the Hebrew Bible (Ann Arbor, MI: University
Microfilms International, 1987), 58; also Boyd, who states, “The satan is calling into

question Yahweh’s wisdom in the way he orders his creation . . . it is not Job who is on trial
here, but God.” Boyd, God at War, 147.

YWolfers, Deep Things out of Darkness, 202; Angel M. Rodriguez agrees, and
notes the connection between the adversary of Job and the serpent of Gen 3, stating, “In
both cases, we find an adversary—the serpent, the satan-in dialogue with another person . . .
but the fundamental attitude of the adversary is the same. The tﬁeological concept of a
cosmic conflict is present in both, and the adversary’s primary object of attack is not Eve or
{)b; it is God Himself.” Angel M. Rodriguez. “Genesis and Creation in the Wisdom

iterature,” in The Genesis Creation Account and Its Reverberations in the Old Testament,
ed. Gerald A. Klingbeil [Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 2015], 234

""Wink appears to take a sort of middle ground regarding Satan’s identity in Job.
He first states that Sgtan is not a fallen angel but a fully credentialed member of the
heavenly court.” Later, however, Wink does attribute a sort of malevolence to Satan in Job
when he says, “Satan is here . . . an agent provocateur, actively striving to coax people into
crimes for which they can then be punished.” In the end, Wink misses the mark in
concluding that “Satan is not evil, or demonic, or fallen, or God’s enemy . . . [he] is merely a
faithful, if overzealous, servant of God.” Wink, Unmasking the Powers, 13-14. M

discussion of Leviathan in Job below will explain why this assessment is likely not the case.

""The Hebrew i;piy‘; 1’.}’7;7"7,’9 TRY 1VWD) emphasizes Satan’s active opposition to
Yahweh. Kreuzer states, “In Sach 3,1 tritt ‘der Opponent’ auf, ‘um in O position zu treten’;
diese zweifache Verwendung der selben Wurzel Eetont im Sinne einer Figura Etymologica
die geplante Gegnerschaft. Ebenso intensiv wird jowi aber auch zuriickgewiesen.” Florian
Kreuzer, “Der Antagonist: Der Satan in Der Hebrdischen Bibel—Eine Bekannte Grofie?,”
Biblica 86, no. 4 (2005): 539; also John Calvin, who says, “To retain the alliteration of the
Hebrew, the words may be thus rendered — ‘and the opponent standing on his right hand
to oppose him’ . . . The word [1VW], according to its use as a verb, participle, or a noun,
means an opponent or adversary, rather than an accuser.” John Calvin, Zechariah, Malachi:
Commentaries on the Twelve Minor Prophets, trans. John Owen, Accordance ed.
(Charleston, SC: BiblioLife, 2010), Zech 3:1-2n28.
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God addresses Satan directly (v. 2).'> Here, however, Satan is not even given an
opportunity to speak, rather Yahweh rebukes him and affirms his choosing of Joshua
as the high priest (v. 2). The Angel of Yahweh proceeds to remove the “filthy
garments” from Joshua, and he states, “Behold, I have taken away your iniquity from
you and have clothed you with white garments” (v. 4). These and the following
verses represent Israel’s restored priesthood, which itself is “a pledge of the approach
of the Messianic Kingdom.”*® Therefore, in this passage, Satan is the accuser who
stands in the way of a restored Messianic kingdom.'* As Kreuzer states, “Setzte man
die Bedeutung der Wurzel als unbekannt voraus, konnte man aus dem Kontext eine
Grundbedeutung erschlieflen, die sich im Wortfeld von ‘in Opposition Stehen’ bzw.
‘sich in Opposition stellen’ finden lieRe.”*®> Thus, Chambers is correct when he
states, “The force of this antanaclasis can hardly be expressed in a version—‘the

opposer to oppose’ him fails to convey the force of the proper name Satan.”"°

?So Ralph L. Smith, Micah-Malachi, WBC, vol. 32 (Waco, TX: Thomas Nelson,
1984), 199; on the scene of the heavenly councils in ANE literature, see Min Suc Kee, “The
Heavenly Council and Its Type—Scene,” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 31, no. 3
(March 2007): 259-73.

Samuel R. Driver, The Minor Prophets: Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Hagga,
Zechariah, Malachi (London: T.C. & E.C. Jack, 1906), 197.

“For an alternative understanding of Satan’s role, see Ryan E. Stokes, who argues
that this and other texts actually refer to the role of W7 as an executioner, rather than an
accuser. Ryan E. Stokes, “Satan, YHWH’s Executioner,” Journal of Biblical Literature 133,
no. 2 [2014]: 251-70.

YKreuzer,“Der Antagonist,” 537. Kreuzer goes on to state, “Somit lieRe sich zum
Auftreten von (oW in Sach 3 und Jjob 1-2 sagen: Im Verlauf beider Erzéhlung;n bedarf es
des Moments der Opposition. Diese wird von einer Figur verkorpert, die von Anfang an so
auftritt, dass sich Fragen tiber ihre Existenz gar nicht erst stellen sollen. Als Bezeichnung
wird deshalb ein abstrakter Titel gewahlt, der als eine Art ‘Platzhalter’ lediglich die
dramaturgische Rolle beschreibt: Jown = ‘der Antagonist.” Kreuzer recognizes the clear
intention of both the author of Job and Zechariah to present Satan as the opponent of
Yahweh, though he unnecessarily concludes that he is a previously unknown figure invented
solely for this purpose.

"“Talbot W. Chambers, The Book of Zechariah, in A Commentary on the Holy
Scriptures, vol. 14 (New York: Scribner, 1874), 35; see Kenneth L. Barker, Zechariah, in vol.
7 of EBC, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1985), 623. Barker seems to
agree, but states, “One cannot be dogmatic, as it is sometimes difficult to determine when
(or if) a common noun also began to function as a personal name.”
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However, once 1u¥1 is rebuked by Yahweh, Joshua is cleansed and the restored
priesthood and fulfillment of the promised Messianic kingdom commences. Here
again, while not specifically stated, the text implies that Satan, present as the
accuser, will question the validity of what God has said and is thus the enemy of
Yahweh.'” This is clear in Yahweh's rebuke: “Yahweh, who has chosen Jerusalem,
rebuke you” (3:2). It is God himself who has chosen Jerusalem, thus Satan's
accusations against her cannot stand.'®

The final reference to Satan in the OT is found in 1 Chronicles 21:1,
where the author states, “and then 19 stood over Israel and stirred up David to
number Israel.” Here the Chronicler is retelling the account of David's census found
in 2 Samuel 24. The accounts are very similar except for one important difference. In
the latter, it is God who, in his anger, incites David to number Israel, while in
Chronicles it is 1p% who provides the impetus. Several attempts have been made to
reconcile this apparent discrepancy.'® One attempt postulates that the Chronicler is

spinning the story in light of a later, more developed theology of Satan in an attempt

'7So Boyd, God at War, 153; contra Tate, “Satan in the Old Testament,” 464.
Tate recognizes that the satan here is clearly an o%ponent of Joshua and the Angel of
Yahweh, and perhaps Yahweh himself, yet concludes that such does not make him an
enemy.

'8As Barker states, "God’s sovereign choice of Jerusalem in grace shows the
unreasonableness of Satan’s attack." Barker, Zechariah, 623. Also Eugene H. Merrill, Haggai,
Zechariah, Malachi: An Exegetical Commentary (Garland, TX: Biblical Studies Press, 2003),
121.

YSee Boyd, God at War, 153. Boyd states, “It is obvious that the author of 1
Chronicles edited tﬁe assage in 2 Samuel to fit his own theology and purpose for writing.”
Also Jacob M. Myers, / Chronicles (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1965), 147; cf. Sara
{gaphet, who does not discuss the purpose for which the change was made, but argues, contra
oyd and Myers, that “satan” here is simpéy a common noun serving as “the antithesis of
{)oab.” Sara ﬁa,phet, I and Il Chronicles: A Commentary (London: Westminster John Knox
ress, 1993), 375. Also, see her discussion in Sara Japhet, 7 Chronik, Herders Theologischer
Kommentar Zum Alten Testament FreiburgDim Breisgau: Herder, 2002), 346—48; further,
see Ryan E. Stokes (“The Devil Made David Do It . . . or Did He? The Nature, Identity, and
Literary Origins of the Satan in 1 Chronicles 21:1,” /BL 128, no. 1 [2009]: 91-106. Stokes
argues that the Chronicler is reading the Samuel narrative in light of the Balaam account in
%\Iumlzz, and satan is a superhuman adversary meting out God’s divine retribution upon
srael.
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to absolve David of any blame. The presumed motive is to cast David in a positive
light since the Jews have been released from exile and the promise of a Messianic
King in the likeness of David is ringing in their ears. Thus, “By assigning blame to
Satan, the Chronicler, in a stroke of sheer genius, is able both to preserve David’s
integrity and to keep Yahweh’s reputation unblemished.”** However, there is a better
way to understand this text. The Chronicler is not changing the story to suit his
purposes, rather he is interpreting the words of 2 Samuel in light of his
understanding of the nature of God and the role of Satan.”’ In the words of Jim

Hamilton,

The Chronicler appears to have interpreted 2 Samuel 24:1 to mean that Yahweh
used Satan to accomplish his purpose as he did with Job. Yahweh did not tempt
David to sin . . . Satan did, but not apart from God's ultimate purposes.*

A few observations can be made regarding the above texts. First, while the

*°T. J. Wray and Grelgory Mobley, The Birth of Satan: Tracing the Devil’s Biblical
Roots (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2005), 67; also Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo
Madsen, who say the discrepancy is “due to the Chronicler, who desired to remove the
offence caused by the statement that Yahweh was the direct instigator of an act portrayed as
sinful.” Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Books of Chronicles, ICC (New York: Scribner, 1910), 246—47. Further,
see discussion in Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2012), 418-19.

*'So Wink states, “Satan furthers God’s will by visiting wrath on disobedient
mortals, and in so doing carries out the will of God.” Wink, Unmasking the Powers, 12.]. A.
Thompson states, “The Samuel passages suﬁgests that the sinful designs of Satan and David
were used by the Lord as agents of his wrath,” and that the Chronicler is focusing “on the
immediate rather than the ultimate cause.” . A. Thompson, First and Second Chronicles,
NAC (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 1994), 161. John Sailhamer argues similarly that
the Chronicler is not altering the Samuel text, but rather explaining it exe%gtically. John
Sailhamer, “1 Chronicles 21:1—A Study in Inter-Biblical Interpretation,” 7rinity Journal 10,
no. 1 (1989): 33—48. Sailhamer himself argues that “satan” refers to the enemies of Israel and
so God in his anger brings the enemies of Israel against them (42).

*James M. Hamilton, God’s Glory in Salvation through Judgment: A Biblical
Theology (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2010), 175; D. A. Carson, Divine Sovereignty and
Human Responsibifity: Biblical Perspective in Tension (repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock,
2002), 11-12; see also Boyd, God at War, 154. Ironically, Boyd makes a very similar
argument though his view of God’s sovereignty is very different. He states, “From one
Eerspective it was Satan who incited judgment, but from a broader perspective it was God

imself.” Tate states, “We may guess that the readers of 2 Sam. 24:1 understood that
Yahweh incited David through the means of a satan or other divine agent.” Tate, “Satan in
the Old Testament,” 466. Tate seems to agree that the Chronicler understood 0w as the
agent of Yahweh, yet, following Day (Satan in the Hebrew Bible, 113-32), he does not
believe the term 1s used as a proper noun.
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references to Satan discussed so far do not offer a full orbed theology of the devil as
found in the NT, there is an understanding of Satan as a being who is opposed to
God and his purposes.’® Second, Satan's goal as accuser is to thwart God's plans to
bring about his promise of a Messianic kingdom to his chosen people. Finally,
though Satan is opposed to God, ultimately he does not act outside of the realm of
God's sovereign purposes. Indeed, Satan's mischief becomes the vehicle by which
God accomplishes his plans on earth. Having discussed the direct references to Satan
in the OT, there are important less direct references which likely add to the Old

Testament understanding of Satan.

Genesis 3 and Satan

Another important avenue of inquiry is the account of the fall of man
found in Genesis 3. Genesis 1-3 is a foundational text for the OT, and thus if the
serpent of Genesis 3 is a reference to Satan, then it adds a vital piece to the puzzle.**

The Genesis 3 account sets the stage for everything that follows. In
Genesis 1-2, God creates the universe. It is a masterpiece which he calls good. The
crowning jewel of that creation is mankind, made in the image of God, given
dominion over all the rest of creation, created to walk with God. This perfect
fellowship in a perfect paradise is cut short, however, by the arrival of the serpent.
The serpent approaches Eve and begins to question God's command. After calling

into question the validity of what God had said, the serpent proceeds to portray God

*3So Paul Evans, “Divine Intermediaries in 1 Chronicles 21: An Overlooked Aspect
of the Chronicler’s Theology,” Biblica 85, no. 4 (2004): 557. Evans states, “Despite the
distinction between the O’%}Z:oncept of Satan and that of later intertestamental literature
%and the NT), jow in Chronicles is still a malevolent figure [yet] the term is still a long way

rom denoting the archenemy of God.”

**See Richard E. Averbeck, “Ancient Near Eastern Mytho raphy as It Relates to
Historiogra%hy in the Hebrew Bible: Genesis 3 and the Cosmic Battle,” in' 7he Future of
Biblical Archaeology: Reassessing Methodologies and Assumptions (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2004), 328-56. Averbeck has suggested that Gen 3 has not been given its due
attention in the cosmic battle motif found in Biblical and ANE literature. The current
discussion of Gen 3 and cosmic conflict seeks to speak in some measure to this void.
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as one seeking to hold something good back from his human creation. Adam and
Eve eat the fruit, and immediately their eyes are opened, they realize they are naked,
and their fellowship with God is broken. Important for the present discussion is
God's judgment and promise found in Genesis 3:15. After pronouncing judgment on
both Adam and Eve, God turns to the serpent and says, “I will put enmity between
you and the woman and between your seed and her seed, he will crush your head
and you will bruise his heel.” This passages contains the promise of the future
demise of the evil introduced by the serpent in the garden. This demise is
accomplished by the absolute defeat of the serpent by the offspring of the very
woman who failed to reject the serpent's temptation.

But what is the significance of this account? Perhaps it is just a story
intended to explain certain difficult aspects of life, such as the difficulties of manual
labor, child bearing, or even why the serpent crawls on its belly.*® Indeed, Tate
dismisses the notion that this text refers at all to the devil of later literature as “not
justifiable on an exegetical basis.”>® While the text of Genesis 3 does not explicitly
identify the serpent with Satan or any other demonic being, there are good reasons
to draw such a conclusion from the text.”” First, while the serpent is compared to the
animal kingdom, it is not explicitly identified as a natural creature. Indeed, the

serpent is set apart in several significant ways. First, it “was more crafty than all of

*>So Gerhard von Rad, Genesis, trans. John H. Marks, rev. ed., OTL
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1972), 92-93; Claus Westermann, Genesis 1-11, vol. 1,
trans. J. J. Scullion, A Continental Commentary (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House,
1984), 258-61; for an in-depth discussion of serpent language in ]gewish literature, see R. S.
Hendel, “Serpent,” in DDD), ed. Karel van der Toorn, Bob Becking, and Pieter W. van der
Horst (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 744-747.

**Tate, “Satan in the Old Testament,” 466.

*’ Against Karen R. Joines, “Serpent in Gen 3,” Zeitschrift Fiir Die
Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 87, no. 1 (1975): 8-10. Joines states, “The serpent of Gen. 3
is no satan.” While Joines seems to suggest that the serpent is an embodiment of evil, she
also calls the serpent “completely neutral” and even argues the serpent desired the good of
mankind. Joines’ overreliance on ANE literature seems to muddy her argument regarding
the serpent’s nature.
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the beasts which Yahweh had made” (3:1).?® The craftiness which is utilized in the
deception of Eve indicates that this creature does not fit into the category of “good”
with the rest of God’s creation.”® Second, the serpent’s ability to speak and reason
sets it apart from the other beasts which God had made.** Further, the nature of the
serpent’s actions clearly presents it as an enemy of God, which again differentiates it
from the rest of God’s creatures. Thus, the enmity created between the serpent and
the offspring of Eve seems to transcend that of the mere conflict between people and
snakes. As Boyd notes, “Crawling on one’s belly and eating dust (something snakes
do not do) were idiomatic ways of referring to defeat and humiliation in ancient
Semitic culture.” Finally, if the OT is read as a canonical whole, there is much
more to the story of the serpent in the garden than merely an explanation of the
behavior of snakes. While a full treatment of the relationship of Genesis 3:15 to the
OT is beyond what may be accomplished here, a summary of the concept is

beneficial to the purpose of this dissertation.

The Battle of the Seeds

The Battle of the Seeds refers to the enmity placed between the serpent

*So Thomas R. Schreiner, The King in His Beauty: A Biblical Theology of the
Old and New Testaments (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2013), 9; see Santiago Garcia—Jalén de la
Lama, “Génesis 3,1-6: Era La Serpiente La Mas Astuta Alimafia Que Dios Hizo,” Scripta
Theologica 38, no. 2 (May 2006): 425-44. He notes that D17V is used twice in Job and is
negative in both contexts, thus in Job 5:12 it is said that Yahweh “breaks the thoughts of the
oI7p.”

*9 Pace Garcia—Jalon de la Lama, who argues that this craftiness does not indicate
a lack of goodness in the snake: “En este sentido, que en Gn 3, 1 se califique de «astuta» a la
serpiente no entrafia, en principio, ningun juicio negativo. Ni la concesién de esta cualidad
com r9met)e la bondad de Dios. Solo hace que la serpiente tenga la capacidad” (“Génesis
3,1_ ,, 437 .

3°Smith believes the craftiness and reasonin1§ abilities of the snake should be read
against the backdrop of Mesopotamian Ophiomancy. Duane E. Smith, “The Divining Snake:
Reading Genesis 3 in the Context of Mesopotamian Ophiomancy,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 134, no. 1 (2015): 31-49.

*"Boyd, God at War, 157. Boyd also argues based on ANE sources that serpent

language often referred to demonic activity and thus reading Gen 3 this way fits its historical
context.
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and the seed of woman in Genesis 3:15, which has been widely recognized to refer to
God’s ultimate victory over the serpent through his Messiah.** This conflict is
graphically portrayed throughout the OT.*® The battle ensues with Cain and Abel,
where God warns Cain that “evil is crouching at your door” (Gen 4:7), yet Cain gave
into this evil and therefore was “of the Evil One” (tol movnpo¥; cf. 1 John 3:12).** As
Minear suggests, “Cain's murder of his brother Abel was a dramatic initial example
of the enmity between the seed of the woman and the seed of the serpent.”® Genesis
6 contrasts the godly line of Seth (“sons of God”) and the wicked line of Cain, even
as the two lines merge through procreation.* This results in a spiraling of mankind

into sin to the point that God is sorry he created them and he sends judgment to

3*While this interpretation has been favored throughout much of its interpretive
history, many modern commentators have disputed it. See discussion in John Skinner, A
Critical and Xe€et1'ca] Commentary on Genesis (New York: Scribner, 1910), 80-81. Skinner
notes its favorable interpretation throughout church history, yet himself rejects the
Messianic reading. For a brief but convincing defense of the Messianic interpretation, see
Walter R. Wifall, “Gen 3:15: A Protevangelium?” 03%36, no. 3 (July 1974): 361-65; also see
Thomas R. Schreiner, “Editorial: Foundations for Faith,” SB/T'5, no. 3 (2001): 2—-3; James
M. Hamilton, “The Skull Crushing Seed of the Woman: Inner—Biblical Interpretation of
Genesis 3: 15,” SB/T'10, no. 2 (2006): 30-55; further see Victor P. Hamilton, Handbook on
the Pentateuch: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, 2™ ed. (Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2015), 45-46. Hamilton ar%ues robustly for a Messianic reading, then states, “For
these reasons I believe that any retlection of d,en. 3:15 that fails to underscore the Messianic
emphasis of the verse is guilty of a serious exegetical error” (46).

33 Pace von Rad ( Genesis, 90, 102) and Rolf Rendtorff ( 7he Canonical Hebrew
Bible: A Theology of the Old Testament [Leiden: Deo Publishing, 2005], 15), who have both
argued that the theme of the fall is not present in the Old Testament.

**Boyd notes that scholars have argued that the reference to evil crouching is
meant to be a demonic reference. Boyd, God at War, 82. See also, M. K. Wakeman, God’s
Battle with the Monster: Study in Biblical Imagery (Leiden: Brill, 1973), 88; E. A. Speiser,
Genesis, 2" ed., AB, vol. 1 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1978), 29, 33.

35Paul Sevier Minear, “Far as the Curse Is Found: The Point of Revelation 12:15-
16,” Novum Testamentum 33, no. 1a (January 1991): 74; also Kenneth A. Mathews states,
“The adversary wins the first battle when Cain yields to sin and murders the woman’s seed,
Abel.” Kenneth A. Mathews, Genesis 1-11:26, NAC, vol. 1 (Nashville, TN: Holman
Reference, 1996), 246. For an in—depth discussion of the connections between Adam’s sin
and Cain’s sin, see Matthew T. Powell, “The Serpent Absent: Reading the Second Story of
Sin,” The Living Pulpit 18, no. 4 (October 2009): 1-3.

Another possible interpretation of this text is that the “sons of God” are fallen
angels who had intercourse with women, thus producing wicked men whom God eventually
destroyed in the flood. Either interpretation represents a continued conflict between the seed
of the woman and that of the serpent.
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wipe them out. By sparing Noah and his family, God confirms the Adamic
covenant (Gen 6:5-8). Sadly, humanity rebels against God revealing that its heart is
evil continually. Thus, at Babel, humanity strives to make a name for itself and in
essence be like God. As in the garden, God thwarts evil’s apparent triumph by
confusing language and scattering humanity across the globe (Gen 11:9).*” God then
chooses one man to be a blessing to the whole world. Abraham is a new Adam, and
God promises to reverse the curses of Genesis 3:15 through Abraham and his
offspring.>® This promise is reiterated to Isaac (Gen 26:3-4) and to Jacob (Gen
18:14-15; 35:12-13), yet its accomplishment is not without obstacles. These
obstacles culminate in the attempted murder of Jacob’s son Joseph by his brothers,
who decide to sell him into slavery. Yet God providentially elevates Joseph to second
in command over Egypt, and sovereignly brings Jacob and his entire family into
Egypt for protection. Thus, Joseph can say to his brothers: “As for you, you meant
evil against me, but God meant it for good, to bring it about that many people
should be kept alive, as they are today” (Gen 50:20). Therefore, in the Egyptian
sojourn the seed of the woman is miraculously preserved but also multiplied.
However, the seed again is threatened when a new Pharaoh enslaves the
Israelites, treats them harshly, and fearing their numbers, attempts to stamp out the

seed of woman by killing all Israel’s newborn males.* Though the promised

37See%ohn Sailhamer. Genesis—Numbers, in vol. 2 of EBC, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990), 104. Sailhamer notes that the people moved eastward to
build Babel, which is reminiscent of the movement East of the garden by Adam and Eve, as
well as Cain. Gordon J. Wenham notes a further connection to Gen 3 in God’s response to
the people’s sin. He states, “The structure (note the introductory 171 ‘since’ and 71 ‘now’)
and sentiments closely resemble 3:22, “Since man has become like one of us, knowing good
and evil, now lest he reach out . . . and live forever.” Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15,
WRBC, vol. 1 (Dallas: Word Books, 1986), 240.

3For a robust defense of this interpretation, see James M. Hamilton, “The Seed of
the Woman and the Blessing of Abraham,” 7yndale Bulletin 58, no. 2 (2007): 253; also
Kenneth A. Mathews, “Genesis,” in New Dictionary of Biblical Theology: Exploring the
Unity and Diversity of Scripture, ed. Brian S. Rosner et al. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity,
2004), 143; also see Schreiner, 7he King in His Beauty, 10-11.

39S0 Mathews, Genesis 1-11:26, 247.
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offspring is once again threatened, God raises up Moses to liberate the people of
God from the hands of the Egyptians. God demonstrates his absolute power when
he hardens Pharaoh’s heart and he demonstrates his authority over Egypt’s so called
gods by bringing them all to naught. In bringing Israel out of Egypt and delivering
them from the clutches of Pharaoh, who in Ezekiel is called “the great dragon” (tov
dpdxovta Tov wéyav; Ezek 29:3 LXX), Yahweh proves his covenant faithfulness,
though the Israelites continually sin against their creator. Israel finally enters the
promised land under the leadership of Joshua and, in a sense, the land promise is
fulfilled (Josh 11:23); yet Israel continues its rebellion and a pattern of sin,
repentance, and deliverance emerges.

Israel in the land is parallel to Adam in Eden. They are a stiff-necked
people who continually fall into idol worship and go after the false gods of the
nations until God raises up a king in the land. The first king, Saul, assumes the role
of the serpent when he attempts to kill the true king, David. Yet God preserves
David and raises him up as a king who follows after the ways of Yahweh. David is
presented as a new Abraham and a new Adam.* As in Genesis 3:15, David’s seed
will endure forever (Ps 89:35-37) and David and his sons will crush their enemies
beneath their feet (Ps 89:10, 23; 2 Sam 22:37-44).*" In a sense the covenant with
Abraham is fulfilled and in David an eternal dynasty is established. However, David
is an imperfect king and he also falls into sin; and so there are promises of a new
David (Hos 3:5; Mic 5:2—4, etc.).

David’s son Solomon seems to be that ruler. He is given incredible

wisdom, Judah and Israel are multiplied by as many as the sand by the sea, and they

*°So Stephen G. Dempster, Dominion and Dynasty: A Biblical Theology of the
Hebrew Bible (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 176.

*Several scholars connect these texts with the promise of Gen 3:15. See Wifall,

“Gen 3,” 363; Schreiner, “Editorial,” 3; Hamilton, “The Skull Crushing Seed of the Woman,”
31; see also discussion in Dempster, Dominion and Dynasty, 143-44.
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were happy (1 Kgs 4:20). A temple is built and there is unrivaled peace and
prosperity in the land of Israel; however, it all breaks down when Solomon falls into
sin, Israel is exiled into Assyria in 722 BC, and Judah is exiled into Babylon in 586
BC Though the prophets speak of a new covenant, a new David, and a new exodus,
there seems to be little hope and the serpent again seems to have triumphed over the
seed. Even when there is a return from exile under Ezra and Nehemiah, Israel
continues to be under foreign powers, and in 63 BC Israel is subject to the mightiest
of these foreign powers, Rome. In conclusion, it is not an exaggeration to say that
“Every sin and transgression, every act of ingratitude and rebellion, which had
brought these dire calamities on the nation, were the instigations of the Adversary;

all demonstrations of his eternal enmity against the God of heaven.”*

Summary. Woven through the OT is the thread of the conflict which
began in Genesis 3:15. While some have argued that Genesis 3 is scarcely
represented throughout the OT, this seems to arise from a certain word study fallacy
which ignores the fact that biblical writers often prefer to allude to previous accounts
through concepts and themes rather than precise wording.* When one recognizes
this, many thematic and conceptual links from Genesis 3 woven throughout the OT
emerge, forming consistent thread which tells the story of cosmic conflict between

the seed of the woman and the serpent.** Averbeck is insightful at this point:

The fact of the matter is that there is more to the serpent in Genesis 3 than has

*Hollis Read, The Footprints of Satan: Or, the Devil in History, or The God of
This World (New York: E.B. Treat, 1873), 66.

“Hamilton states, “Too much biblical theologcff has fallen prey to the word-study
fallacy and has failed to see that themes can be developed with synonymous terms.”
Hamilton, God’s Glory in Salvation, 77.

#See discussion in Mathews, Genesis 1-11:26, 245-48. Mathews notes that both
the seed language and the conflict language of Gen 3:15 take on a programmatic
significance. On the one hand, “Chapter 3’s oracle implies a hope tor the human family,”
and on the other hand “the strife between the elect line and the cursed” is envisioned
beginning with Cain and Abel and culminating in the defeat of Pharaoh.
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generally been recognized . . . the theme of a cosmic battle between God and a
serpentine monster bent on evil and destruction was alive and well in ancient
Israel. The narrative in Genesis 3 is relatively subtle as compared to some of the
poetic texts, but to the Israelites the message was anything but subtle precisely
because of their awareness of the theme and its significance for their
understanding of their God . . . . the prose narrative account in Genesis 3
makes full use of this mythological background in the sense that the writer
depends on the readers' (or hearers') awareness of it as it is expressed in biblical
and/or extrabiblical intertextual parallels.®

The present study differs with Averbeck in arguing that the serpent of
Genesis 3, as well as other serpent figures, such as Leviathan, ultimately point to
Satan, God’s arch enemy. As Pinero notes, “The devil appears associated with the
adversities and misfortunes of men represented by the protoplastoi.”*® As the OT
narrative ends, it appears as though the serpent has the upper hand, and it is within
this context that Matthew begins his gospel. However, before discussing cosmic
conflict in Matthew's gospel, there is another angle which may shed light on Satan in

the OT literature, namely, the great dragon, Leviathan.

Leviathan as Satan

Much discussion has taken place concerning the ever elusive “Leviathan”
of Isaiah 27:1. Is it a symbol of chaos, evil, specific nations, kings, or an hyperbolic
crocodile? Several positions have been championed, and valid points raised. Perhaps,
however, there is a way to integrate various viewpoints, while taking into account
the canonical nature of Scripture. With this in mind, I argue that Leviathan is not
merely a symbol of chaos, evil, or nations/kings, but that its ultimate referent is
Satan himself, who is the force behind world chaos and those who stand against the
purposes of Yahweh. Such an understanding springs from the broader context of

cosmic combat in the Bible outlined above. The argument begins with an

*Averbeck, “Ancient Near Eastern Mythography,” 88-89.

#A. Pinero, “ g;els and Demons in the Greek Life of Adam and Eve,” /SA/ 24,
no. 2 (December 1993): 206.
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examination of Isaiah 27:1-6 and its relationship to Genesis 1-3, which is followed

by discussions of Leviathan elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.

Isaiah 27:1-6 and Genesis 1-3. Isaiah 27 should not be interpreted without
regard for its context within the book of Isaiah. Isaiah might be properly
summarized as a book of judgment and salvation. It begins with a detailed account
of Israel's apostasy (Isa. 1:1-6:13), followed by the judgment that will result (6-12),
as well as God's subsequent judgment on many evil nations for the wicked intentions
of their heart (13-23). Chapters 24-27, often referred to as “the little apocalypse,”
not only describe God's final judgment on the entire world (24:1), but also his defeat

).*7 A brief discussion of these

of evil powers (27:1) and salvation for his people (27:6
four chapters will prove beneficial before addressing Leviathan.

Chapter 24 commences an exhaustive description of what appears to be
final judgment. The whole earth will be laid waste and made desolate with no
distinction among the peoples, who will be scattered (vv. 1-3).*® Verse 5 gives us the
reason: “For the earth is polluted under those who dwell in it; for they have
disregarded the laws, transgressed the statutes, broken the everlasting covenant.”
Thus, “a curse (77%) consumes the earth and those who dwell in it are punishable
due to their guilt (awy); therefore, the inhabitants of the earth are consumed by
wrath, and the men left are few” (v. 6). The phrase “everlasting covenant” reminds

the reader of the “everlasting covenant” God made with Noah never to destroy the

earth with a flood; this connection is strengthened by the language of the

1. Todd Hibbard, Intertextuality in Isaiah 24-27: The Reuse and Evocation of
Earlier Texts and Traditions (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 37.

“The author here appears to recall the earl cha&]ters of Genesis;g)articularly the
scattering of the people at Babel (Gen 11:19). So Geoffrey W. Grogan, /saiah, Jeremiah,
Laézéﬁntations, Ezekiel, in vol. 6 of EBC, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1986), 151-52.
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destruction and pollution of the earth.*

However, there are several reasons to consider the possibility that Isaiah’s
thought goes back even further to the initial covenant transgression of Adam.*® First,
while God declared the heavens and the earth to be good at creation, through Isaiah
he declares the earth to be “defiled” (n111). Second, in Genesis, Adam did what God
had “commanded” him not to do, and in Isaiah, the inhabitants of the earth have
“transgressed” God’s “laws” and “statutes.” Third, in Genesis 3:16, the ground is
“cursed” (17X) because of Adam’s transgression, and in Isaiah a “curse” (79%) devours
the earth because of the guilt of its inhabitants. Not only is the land subject to curse
because of Adam’s sin, but also humanity itself suffers from the curse (3:19).
Similarly, in Isaiah, the inhabitants of the earth suffer punishment and are consumed
by wrath because of their guilt (24:6). These parallels indicate that Isaiah is reaching
back to Genesis 3 and describing the universal results of Adam’s rebellion.”” It is
interesting that in the midst of describing judgment Isaiah erupts into shouts of
praise to God (24:14-16a). Verse 14 begins, “They lift up their voices.” Then verses
14b-16a describe a universal chorus of praise from the west, the east, the “coastlands
of the sea,” and “from the ends of the earth.” It seems here that Isaiah is describing a
reversal of the effects of the curse pronounced at the fall. Thus, while Adam’s sin
results in the judgments described thus far, Isaiah points to the hope that God’s

original purpose that Adam would multiply and fill the earth will still be fulfilled.

S0 John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33, rev. ed., WBC, vol. 24 (Nashville, TN:
Thomas Nelson, 2006), 379-80; Edward J. Young, 7he Book of Isaiah (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1992), 175; Otto Kaiser, [saiah 13-39: A Commentary (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1974), 183; Daniel R. Streett, “As It Was in the Days of Noah: The Prophets’
Typological Inter)pretation of Noah’s Flood,,” Criswell Theological Review 5, no. 1

(September 2007): 42-43.

>°For a persuasive argument for a covenant at creation, see Peter J. Gentry and
Stephen J. Wellum, Kingdom through Covenant: A Biblical-Theological Understanding of
the Covenants (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 2012), 19-22.

>'See similar argumentation in Grogan, Isaiah, 152.
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Again, the text turns to judgment, and this alternating pattern of judgment and
praise continues through chapter 26.%

Though a detailed exegesis of Isaiah 27:1-6 is beyond the scope of this
dissertation, some important points should be underscored. The phrase “in that day”
is used 66 times in the Hebrew Bible, and 42 of them occur in Isaiah. In prophetic
literature, and particularly in Isaiah, it seems to take on a special function, pointing
to a future cataclysmic event of apocalyptic and eschatological significance.>® As
Sweeney states, “With Isaiah 27, this theme becomes the climax of God’s universal
judgment and restoration in the so—called Isaiah Apocalypse.”* Isaiah ties this event
to the destruction of a mysterious creature named Leviathan. Several interpretations
have been advanced regarding the identity of Leviathan, ranging from a mere marine
animal to a symbolic reference to the enemies of God and Israel, or even a
representation of the chaos that existed before creation itself.>> While the idea of
Leviathan as hyperbolic of some marine animal is less likely, each of the alternate
positions has merit; however, one should be cautious in attempting to “tie Leviathan

down to one particular referent.”>® Thus, while there is a good deal of evidence

__ ’As Grogan states, “One feature of chapters 24-27 [is that] declarations of
coming judgment are interspersed with songs of thanksgiving.” Grogan, Isaiah, 153.

> Young states, “That day is the day of punishment, the day when Yahweh will
visit His punishment upon all His enemies. The phrase, therefore, is eschatological.” Young,
The Book of Isaiah, 232.

>*Marvin A. Sweeney, “Textual Citations in Isaiah 24-27: Toward an
Understanding of the Redactional Function of Chapters 24-27 in the Book of Isaiah,” /BL
107, no. 1 (1988): 50.

>For Leviathan as marine animal, see ClG. S. Cansdale, “Animals of the Bible” in
New Bible Dictionary, ed. 1. Howard Marshall, 3 ed. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity,
1996), 196-98; Jonathan Fisher and Mary Ellen Chase, Scriléture Animals: A Natural History
of the Living Creatures Named in the Bible (Princeton, NJ: Pyne Press, 1972), 294; for
Leviathan as Israel’s national enemies, see Young, 7he Book of Isaiah, 234; for Leviathan as
a symbol of chaos, see B. Doyle, The Apocalypse of Isaiah Metaphorically Speaking A Study
of the Use, Function and Significance of Metaphors in Isaiah 24-27 (Leuven: Peeters
Publishers, 2000), 328; John Day, “God and Leviathan in Isaiah 27:1,” Bibliotheca Sacra 155,
no. 620 (October 1998): 423-36; David ]J. A. Clines, ;‘;Ob,” in New Bible Commentary, ed.
Gordon J. Wenham et al. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1994), 482.

*Donald C. Polaski, Authorizing an End: The Isaiah Apocalypse and
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supporting both the ideas that Leviathan represents Israel's enemies as well as chaos,
both pre—cosmic and throughout history, neither of these ideas provides a sufficient
solution to the question.’” In fact, it is more likely that Leviathan represents that one
creature who is behind all chaos and opposition to God and his people, namely,
Satan.’® Indeed, after the description of Yahweh's judgment and overthrow of the
wicked nations, it is likely that this cataclysmic battle with Leviathan describes
nothing less than the overthrow of the evil behind all nations that oppose Yahweh.>
As Kaiser notes, “Behind 26.20f we saw Yahweh's judgment upon the nations; and it
follows . . . that after the incarnations of evil the evil itself must be conquered, and
that God has to destroy the last enemy, if 'that day' is really to bring the final
turning point in history.”®® Such an understanding encapsulates each of the above
interpretations, for who ultimately brings chaos and evil within God's creation but
Satan? And who is the ultimate power behind those world powers that continually

attempt to stamp out God's promised seed if not the serpent himself?*!

Intertextuality, Biblical Interpretation Series 50 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 290.

>"For a fascinating and insightful discussion of Leviathan, see Boyd, God at War,
93-113. Boyd argues convincingly that Leviathan, as well as other monster imagery, refers to
demonic forces opposed to Yahweh which are manifest in the chaos before creation and
throughout history.

**So Day, who states, “This enemy functions typologically, so that the principle
locus of the prophecy is the eschaton and the enemy Satan.” Day, “éod and Leviathan in
Isaiah 27,” 434. However, Day only interprets Leviathan in Isaia¥1 27:1 as a reference to
Satan, while in Job he is chaos and elsewhere he is Egypt and Babylon (436). Calvin argues
that Leviathan immediately re]};resents Egypt, but ultimately Satan. John Calvin,
Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Isaiah, trans. William Pringle, Accordance ed.
(Charleston, SC: BiblioLife, 2010).

*So Young, who argues, “The prophet is teaching that enemies of all kinds, those
who belong to the heights and those who belong to the depths as well as those that live in
the most inaccessible places will suffer the punitive judgment of God. Wherever the spirit of
opposition to God has appeared, in whatever kingdom it may be, there God will show
himself victorious.” Young, The Book of Isaiah, 235.

Kaiser, Isaiah 13-39, 179.
. . 61 enninﬁs states, “It is the antitypical leviathan behind the systems that express,
in OF(FOSIte ways, the antagonism of the devil to Christ . . . it is he to who is behind the

world empires that have oppressed Israel . . . He the devil is leviathan, the dragon or
serpent.” *'F. C. Jennings, Studies in Isaiah (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2001), 318-20.
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Further, it should be noted how the current passage relates to Genesis 1—-
3. Indeed, the parallels, present on both a thematic and textual level, are striking.®*
On a thematic level, Genesis 1-2 focuses on the theme of creation, while in Isaiah
27:1-6 the focus is new creation. While a major theme in Genesis 3 is the curse
Adam and Eve received because of their disobedience, Isaiah highlights Yahweh's
removal of the curse. The theme of cosmic combat permeates the story of the fall of
man, culminating in the serpent’s victory. Isaiah 27:1 presents a clear parallel when
Yahweh, in an apocalyptic eschatological climax, defeats the serpent and achieves the
final victory, thereby reversing the initial curse and victory of the enemy.

The textual parallels are even more impressive.”® In Genesis 3, it is the
“serpent” (¥n1) that is more crafty than all the other animals, and thus approaches
Eve and instigates the fall. In Genesis 3:14, God speaks directly to the serpent when
he speaks of the “enmity” (712°X) between the seed of the woman and the seed of the
serpent; it is due to the serpent's treachery that cosmic combat is foretold (Gen
3:15). In Isaiah 27:1, it is foretold that Yahweh himself will “punish” (772°) the
“serpent” (¥n1). In Genesis, God put Adam in the garden to “work” (72v) and to
“keep” (W) it (2:15), while in Isaiah 27:3, it is Yahweh himself who will “keep” (1x1)
it. The curse in Genesis 3 results in “thorns” (y2) and “thistles” (1717), while in
Isaiah 27:4, Yahweh's vineyard is without “thorns” (") or “briars” (n°%). In
Genesis 3, it is because Adam ate the fruit “from the tree” that the ground was
cursed, while in Isaiah 27:6 Jacob will “take root” and “fill the whole world with
fruit.” In Genesis 3:15, the seed of woman will “crush” (71%) the head of the serpent,

and in Isaiah, Yahweh will “slay” (3777) the dragon.

%For an exhaustive and helpful discussion of intertextuality as it relates to the
serpent/Leviathan motif, see Elaine A. Phillips, “Serpent Intertexts: Tantalizing Twists in the
Tales,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 10, no. 2 (2000): 233-45.

%For a discussion of the textual parallels between Gen 3 and Isa 27:1—4, see

Averbeck, “Ancient Near Eastern Mythography,” 352. In his article, Averbeck argues
convincingly for the cosmic conflict motif in Gen 3 and its connection to Isa 27.
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Finally, there are several parallels between the language of Isaiah 27:1-6
and Genesis 1-2. First, the eschatological phrase “in that day” (o1a) echoes the
continual repetition of “day” in the creation account. Second, in Isaiah 27:3, Yahweh
keeps the vineyard “night and day” (oin 1%%) and in Genesis 1:5, God names the
“Day”(ov) and the “Night” ( 1%"5 ). Third, in Isaiah 27:3, Yahweh “causes [his
vineyard] to drink” (7p%'), and in Genesis 2:6, Yahweh “causes [the ground] to
drink” (7pw). Fourth, Isaiah describes the vineyard as “pleasant” (7/n) in verse 2,
and in Genesis 2:9, the trees of the Garden of Eden are “pleasant (71n) to the sight.”
Finally, the description of Israel in 27:6, which states she will “blossom” and “put
forth shoots” and “fill the whole world with fruit,” alludes to the various descriptions
of God’s original creation in Genesis 1 where he makes plants “sprout” and “spring
up” and commands his creation to “be fruitful and multiply” (1:22, 28).

In conclusion, it may be confidently stated that Isaiah 24-27 is both
apocalyptic and eschatological. It envisions a time of God’s final judgment upon
sinful humanity when all wrongs will be made right and paradise will be restored.
Also, Isaiah 27:1-6 indicates a complete reversal of the curse found in Genesis 3. It
begins with a dramatic portrayal of the overthrow of the serpent (Leviathan) who
tempted Eve, and then proceeds to describe the renewed creation as a vineyard kept
by Yahweh himself. This renewal will be ushered in as Jacob/Israel take root and fill
the whole earth with fruit. This reversal is not only seen in the intertextual
connections mentioned above, but also when comparing the broad structure of the
passages (see Figure 1 below). Thus, in Genesis 1-2, God creates everything good
and creation is in proper relationship with him, but in Genesis 3 the serpent appears
and is successful in overthrowing God’s good creation. Isaiah 27 begins with Yahweh
overthrowing the serpent, and subsequently creation is set right. A visual

representation of these connections might prove helpful:
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Gen 1-2: Creation (70n, Apw, N5, or, 90w, 72p)

Gen 3: Cosmic Battle: Serpent Victorious (1w ,72'R ,wn1)

Isa 27:1: Cosmic Battle: Yahweh Victorious (3111, 7pa°, wWni)

Isa 27:2-6: Creation Renewed (700, N5, o7, N, "nY, 1x1)

Figure 1. Structural relationship between Genesis 1-3 and Isaiah 27:1-6

The first battle with the serpent resulted in the marring of creation, while
the final battle results in the renewal of creation. As House states, “The one God
who created history will also re—create it.”** The eschatological promises throughout
Isaiah then hinge on Yahweh’s complete overthrow of that serpent dragon called
Leviathan. Now that the connection between Isaiah 27:1-6 and Genesis 1-3 has been
established, as well as the importance of the overthrow of Leviathan, the next
question to ask is whether or not this idea appears elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.

It is apparent that while Satan is specifically mentioned in the Hebrew
Bible, those references do not constitute the extensive theology of the demonic
found in later literature, including the NT. However, if the above understanding of
Isaiah 27:1 is correct, then it might shed light on other passages which are similar in
content and so help further illuminate this cosmic conflict motif woven throughout
the pages of Scripture. Therefore, it is necessary to briefly examine other OT

references to the Leviathan/Dragon found in Job, Psalm 74, and Psalm 104.

Leviathan in Job. God’s meeting with Satan in Job 1:6 sets the stage for all

that follows. We learn from the start that Satan’s activity is not outside the realm of

%Paul R. House, O/d Testament Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity,
1998), 284.
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God’s control. The first reference to Leviathan is found in Job 3:8, where Job mourns
the day he was born and wishes someone would have cursed that day and prevented
his birth by awakening Leviathan.®® Though Job is merely using poetic language to
curse the day of his birth in light of the tragedies he has just experienced, his calling
upon Leviathan to undo God’s original creation suggests that Leviathan represents
an ancient and powerful enemy of Yahweh.*® Further, if one takes into account the
canonical nature of Scripture and the discussion of Leviathan thus far, the irony in
Job’s statement is apparent. In Job 3:8, Job calls upon Leviathan to deliver him from
the tragic circumstances which Leviathan (Satan) himself orchestrated in Job 1:6.
The next reference to Leviathan in Job is found in chapter 41 as God
responds to Job. After affirming from the whirlwind the fact that he can never do
wrong and demonstrating his absolute power over all of creation, Yahweh asks, “Can
you pull out Leviathan with a hook or with a rope cause his tongue to sink?” He
further declares “on the dust is not his likeness, the one made without fear. He sees
all that is high, he is king over all the sons of pride.” Leviathan is further described
as spewing flaming torches from his mouth, and smoke from his nostrils (vv. 11-12).
What (or who) is this beast? It seems unlikely that Yahweh is using this language to
simply demonstrate his superiority over a crocodile, as some have believed.®”” While
the language used here is clearly poetic, it is probably not hyperbolic. The sheer
amount of time given to the description of this creature indicates the climactic

nature of the passage. If the description were hyperbolic of a creature that could be

8) %Duane A. Garrett, Shepherd’s Notes: Job (Nashville, TN: Holman Reference,
1990), 325.

%Similarly, Eric Ortlund, “The Identity of Leviathan and the Meaning of the Book
of Job,” Trinity Journal 34, no. 1 (2013): 23.

’For example, Alden, Job, 400; Clines, Job 1-20, 17:1202; James A. Wharton, job

(Louisville: Westminster, 1999), 174-75; David J. Atkinson, 7he Message of Job, The Bible
Speaks Today (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1992), 151.
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captured or killed by men, the passage might be somewhat anti—climactic. No,
Leviathan is the final “creature” God sets before Job to demonstrate his ultimate
authority, and its description defies any known animal.® Considering this and the
previous discussion of Leviathan in Isaiah 27 and Job 3, it is best to see the
description of Leviathan here as a symbolic portrayal of God’s absolute sovereignty
over Satan, the serpent, who is the source of all evil, including that which Job has
experienced. Thus, Job begins with an account of God’s authority over Satan and a
reference to Leviathan, which Job ironically calls upon to relieve his suffering.®® The
book then ends with a dramatic description of God’s unsurpassed authority over
Satan and a reference to Leviathan, the “king over all the sons of pride” (41:26). One
finds “a subtle but powerful closure to the contest with which the book commenced;
while Job could not restrain Leviathan, God does.””® Throughout the book of Job
Satan has raged as the fierce Leviathan, proudly attempting to prove God wrong
concerning Job, yet ultimately is reduced to utter silence as a mere tool in the hands
of almighty God. In fact, Job’s account of Leviathan is “a resounding affirmation of

the Lord’s complete control over Leviathan and so also over good and evil.””*

Leviathan in the Psalms: Seven-headed monster or playful beast? The first

mention of Leviathan in the Psalms occurs in chapter 74:12-14:

But God my King is from old, accomplishing salvation in the midst of the earth.
You yourself shattered by your might the sea; you shattered the heads of the
dragons on the waters. You yourself crushed the heads of Leviathan; you gave
him as food to the people of the desert.

%So Garrett, Job, 90-91; Ortlund argues extensively for this understanding.
Ortlund, “The Identity of Leviathan.”

“For a detailed and fascinating discussion of the importance of irony in Job, see
Day, Satan in the Hebrew Bible, 86—90.

°Phillips, “Serpent Intertexts,” 240.

""Wolfers, Deep Things out of Darkness, 185.
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Here the Psalter Describes God's absolute authority over evil and chaos in
the world. The language could refer to God’s act of creation,” his deliverance of
Israel from Egypt,” or his victory over all pagan kings and deities throughout
history.” Verses 15-17 place the passage in the context of creation, yet verse 12
indicates an ongoing work of salvation wrought by God, the King. Thus, “The
assumption behind 74:12 is that Yahweh, as King, gives victory to his people.”” It is
likely then, considering the previously discussed references to Leviathan, that this
text indicates God’s continual demonstration of his authority over Satan and the
forces of evil. The passage acknowledges Yahweh'’s sovereignty at creation, in Egypt,
and throughout salvation history.”® He alone is creator and his mighty acts prove
that he alone is king over all his creation as they deal decisive blows to the head of
Leviathan. The Psalter, like the author of Job, portrays Yahweh as absolutely
sovereign, able to accomplish his purposes in spite of the ever—present activity of
Leviathan, the Evil One, in the world. Thus, he continually crushes the heads of

Leviathan because he is and always will be Lord over all.”’

"’John Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea: Echoes of a Canaanite
Mpyth in the Old Testament (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 23; also
Averbeck, “Ancient Near Eastern Mythography,” 342.

*Plummer suggests the “heads of Leviathan” refer to the princes of Egypt.
Will6i§1m S. Plumer, Psalms, Geneva Series Commentaries (Carlisle, PA: Banner ot Truth,
2016), 724-25.

"*VanGemeren mentions Egypt specifically but also states, “The psalmist chose
the language of Canaanite mythology to celebrate Yahweh’s victory over the nations.”
Willem A. VanGemeren, Psa/ms, in vol. 5 of EBC, ed. Tremper Longman III and David E.
Garland (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2008), 573.

>Rebecca Sally Watson, Chaos Uncreated: A Reassessment of the Theme of
“Chaos” in the Hebrew Bible (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2005), 163-64.

*Wyatt similarly argues that in Ps 74 the crushing of Leviathan contains both
ancient as well as historical elements and is ultimately tied to Yahweh’s salvific redergption
of his people. Nick Wyatt, Myths of Power: A Study of Royal Myth and Ideology in Ugaritic
and Biblical Tradition (Munster: Ugarit—Verlag, 1996), 164—69.

""Ramantswana sees Leviathan as an allusion to Egypt, yet argues that the conflict
here refers primarily to creation. Still, he concludes, “in Ps 74, Yahweh’s defeat of the
rimordial oEponent is viewed as an act that had a salvific function, which is ground for
ope that Yahweh will again defeat the contemporary political and military enemies to
restore stability.” Hulisani Ramantswana, “Conflicts at Creation: Genesis 1-3 in Dialogue
with the Psalter,” Old Testament Essays 27, no. 2 (2014): 564.
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In Psalm 104:24, the symbol of Leviathan is used in a different way. The
entire Psalm pours forth praise to God because of his creative power. He “stretches
out the heavens as a tent” (v. 2) and “set the earth on its foundations” (v. 5), “the
mountains rose, the valleys sank” (v. 8), and he “made the moon to mark the seasons
. . . the darkness and its night” (vv. 19-20). Verses 24-26 praise God for the
creatures with which he has filled the earth. The sea “teems with creatures,” one of
which is Leviathan, “which [Yahweh] formed to sport with (play in?) it.” It seems
then that the point of this Psalm is to praise God for the wonder of creation and to
glorify him for his authority over even the “great and wide” sea and creatures such as
Leviathan.”® Further, while in Psalm 74 God is praised for shattering the sea (m) by
his might and crushing the heads of Leviathan, in Psalm 104 God is praised for
creating the great and wide sea (1) and placing Leviathan within it. Day has pointed
out connections between this text and that of Job 40, including verse 29, where
Yahweh asks Job concerning Leviathan, “will you play with him as with a bird?””
This connection is significant, for, although Leviathan is a fierce monster, Yahweh’s
rhetorical question suggests that he himself can “play with” the sea beast.** Thus,
Leviathan in Psalm 104 likely functions similarly to that in Job. For such a fierce
beast to be nothing but God’s plaything, which he formed and placed in the sea,

demonstrates all the more his awesome power and sovereignty. Kwakkel is worth

quoting here:

Verse 26b points out that even the maritime monster Leviathan is made by
YHWH and is under his control . . . he has called it into being as his own toy,

®Watson, Chaos Uncreated, 236.

Day, God’s Conflict, 73; Gert Kwakkel, “The Monster as a Toy,” in Playing with
Leviathan: Interpretation and Reception of Monsters from the Biblical World, ed. Koert van
Bekkum, Jaap Dekker, and Henk R. van den Kamp (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 77-89.

% Also Kwakkel, who states, “The parallel [with Job 40:29] miJght suggest that

Psalm 104:26b attributes to God the Ver‘%thin that Job 40:29 denies to Job; that is, being
able to play with Leviathan.” Kwakkel, “The Monster as a Toy,” 84.
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“in order to play with it . . . in his dealings with Leviathan, YHWH shows his
supreme power . . . By stating that YHWH has formed Leviathan to play with it,
verse 26b provides a powerful argument in support of the central message of
the psalm. YHWH really deserves to be served as the true God and to be
praised forever.”!

Therefore, one finds both similarities and differences when comparing
Leviathan in Psalm 104 to that in Psalm 74 and Job 41, which, taken together,
indicate that while differing aspects of Yahweh’s sovereignty are highlighted, the
function of Leviathan remains the same.® If this is the case, then God is praised in
Psalm 74 for his ultimate defeat of chaos and the evil forces brought about by
Leviathan, and God is praised in Psalm 104 for his authority over chaos and

Leviathan even as part of his created order who only exist by God’s power (v. 27).%

Summary and Conclusion

In conclusion, Leviathan in the Hebrew Bible is most likely a symbolic
reference to Satan himself, the Evil One behind all the evil throughout the earth. In
Isaiah 27:1, his defeat is foretold as ushering in a renewed creation, a reversal of the
curse that he wrought in Genesis 3. In Job, Satan, despite all his attempts to thwart
God’s plan, is demonstrated to act within the realm of God’s sovereignty. Though he
is Leviathan who brings about chaos in the world (3:8), he is yet a mere creature
being led, as though writhing on a fishing hook, by God’s sovereign hand, subject to

his purposes (40:25). In Psalm 74, Yahweh’s victory over Leviathan is demonstrated

$'Kwakkel, “The Monster as a Toy,” 88-89. I stumbled upon Kwakkel’s reading of
this text after formulating my own argument. His view is similar in that he views Leviathan
as functioning similarly across all its usages in the Old Testament.

82 Pace Richard M. Davidson, “The Creation Theme in Psalm 104,” in 7he Genesis
Creation Account and Its Reverberations in the Old Testament, ed. Gerald A. Klingbeil
(Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 2015), 168—69. Davidson argues for entirely
different functions of Leviathan in these two texts, here its function being to highlight a
“theology of divine play.” Also see Payne, who thinks Leviathan in Ps 104 is a whale or
dolphin. J. Barton Payne, “ jIj’I’?,” TWOT, ed. R. Laird Harris, Gleason L. Archer. Jr, and
Bruce K. Waltke (Chicago: Moody, 2003), 476.

%Day, God’s Conflict, 74; also E. Lipinski, “Liwyatan,” in 7DOT, ed. G. Johannes
Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz—Josef Fabry (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995),
504-9.
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by language reminiscent of Genesis 3:15, for he “crushed the heads of Leviathan.”
God’s victory over Pharaoh in Egypt, his continual salvation of his people, and that
final eschatological death blow to Leviathan described in Isaiah 27:1 all demonstrate
God’s sovereignty. Psalm 104 celebrates God’s authority over creation and even over
the great sea and Leviathan, the ultimate symbols of chaos and evil, which are mere
playthings in the hand of almighty God.

The apparent connections between Leviathan and the serpent of Genesis 3
suggest that the same great serpent deceived Adam and Eve in the garden, initiating
the cosmic battle which raged throughout the OT between the seed of the woman
and the seed of the serpent. Therefore, when read as a canonical whole, the OT
depicts a cosmic battle between God and Satan in which, though God's ultimate
victory is guaranteed via the “skull crushing seed of the woman,” it is the serpent
who appears to continually have the upper hand. Boyd seems to recognize this when

he states,

While [Satan] does not play a central role in the thinking of Old Testament
authors, the raging cosmic sea and threatening sea monsters demonstrate an
awareness, however dim, that one of the gods is particularly opposed to
Yahwel’s rule.*

This naturally leads to the discussion of this theme in Matthew's gospel;
however, it is necessary to briefly highlight this motif in Jewish Literature of the

Second Temple period.

Cosmic Conflict in Second Temple Literature

The period between the Old and New Testaments brings an
intensification of the themes of cosmic conflict discussed so far. This is likely due to
the severe oppression under foreign powers Israel faced during this time period. As

Hellholm asserts, Apocalypses are “intended for a group in crisis with the purpose of

%Boyd, God at War, 143.
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exhortation and/or consolation by means of divine authority.”® What was a more
covert presentation of demonic activity and warfare becomes overt and prolific as
apocalyptic literature abounds. This section focuses on the development of a
theology of cosmic conflict in Second Temple literature, focusing primarily on Jewish

apocalyptic texts, as well as the Qumran documents.

Cosmic Conflict in Early Jewish
Apocalypses

Angelology in this period is often complex and contradictory, and thus is
a vast undertaking. An in-depth discussion is beyond the scope of this project.® It
will suffice for my purposes to focus on those texts which have likely points of
reference with Matthew’s gospel, particularly those that indicate a prince or leader of

demons.

D. Hellholm, “The Problem of A ocalyptic Genre and the Apocalypse of John,”
in Early Christian Apocalypticism: Genre and Social Setting, ed. Adela Yarbro Collins,
Semeia 36 (Decatur, GA: Scholars Press, 1986), 27; also see discussion in John J. Collins,
The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic Literature (Grand
Rapids Eerdmans, 2016), 50-52.

*For a helpful discussion of Apocal}arrptic as well as a catalogue of apocalyptic
works, seedl. Julius Scott Jr., Jewish Backgrounds of the New Testament (Grand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2000), 181-93; many works deal with angels and demons in the literature
of the Second Temple 1Period. See James C. VanderKam, “Apocalyptic Tradition in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and the Religion of Qumran,” in Re/igion in the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. John ].
Collins and Robert A. Kugler (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 113-34; George A. Barton,
“The Origin of the Names of Angels and Demons in the Extra—Canonical Apocalyptic
Literature to 100 A.D.,” /BL 31, no. 4 (1912): 156-67; William Caldwell, “The Doctrine of
Satan: II. Satan in Extra—Biblical Apocal tical Literature,” The Biblical World 41, no. 2
(1913): 98-102; Christoph Berner, “The Four (or Seven) Archangels in the First Book of
Enoch and Earfy Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period,” in Angels: The Concept of
Celestial Beings — Origms, Development and Reception (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007),
395-411; Stefan Schreiber, “The Great Opponent: The Devil in Early Jewish and Formative
Christian Literature,” in Angels: The Concept of Celestial Beings — Origzhs, Development
and Reception (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 437-57; Maxwell Davidson, Angels at

umran: A Comf)arative Study of 1 Enoch 1-36; 72-108 and Sectarian Writings from

umran (Sheftield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992). Several of these works as well
as other helpful studies can be found in Friedrich Vinzenz Reiterer, Tobias Nicklas, and
Karin Schopflin, eds., Angels: The Concept of Celestial Beings: Origins, Development and
Reception, Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature Yearbook 2007 (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 2007).
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Tobit. According to Wahlen, “Tobit stands out as an early representative of
popular demonology.”®’ In Tobit, Acuodaios Td movnpdy daupéviov (Asmodeus the evil
demon) continually visits the bedchamber of the godly woman, Sara, on her wedding
night and kills her husband before the marriage is consummated (3:7).88 We are not
told what Asmodeus’ role is in the demon world, but there might be a hint that he
represents the leader of demons in the articular construction o movypdv datpéviov.”
In the Babylonian Talmud, he is referred to as “the king of demons.”° As

Zimmermann states, in Tobit, “The air was filled with demons, and the all-pervasive

power of Asmodeus, the arch-demon.”" In any case, it is possible that later ideas of

Clinton Wahlen, Jesus and the Imﬁzrity of Spirits in the Synoptic Gos;pe]s
%Tﬁbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 30; Further, Moore states, “Here are mentioned for the
irst time in Scripture two supernatural creatures who will ﬁgure %uite prominently in
subse uent’]ewish and Christian traditions: the archangel Raphael and the demon
Asmodeus.” Carey A. Moore, 7obit: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary,
AB, vol. 40a (New York: Doubleday, 1996), 28.

8 All LXX citations, unless otherwise noted, are mX own translation from Alfred
Rahlfs and Robert Hanhart, eds., Septuaginta: Editio altera, Accordance ed. (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006).

%However, note Beate Ego, “Denn Er liebt sie’ (Tob 6,15 Ms. 319) Zur Rolle des
Diamons Asmodaus in der Tobit-Erzihlung,” in Die Dimonen: Die Damonologie der
israelitisch—jiidischen und frihchristlichen Literatur im Kontext ihrer umwelt, ed. Lange
Armin, Hermann Lichtenberger, and Diethard K. F. Romheld (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebec ,
2003), 309-17; J. Edward Owens, “Asmodeus: A Less than Minor Character in the Book of
Tobit: A Narrative—Critical Study,” in Angels: The Concept of Celestial Beings — Origins,
DeveIOﬁment and Reception (Betdin: Wafétfer de Gruyter, 2007), 277-88. Ego and Owens both
argue that Asmodeus is not an evil being opposed to God, but rather a personification of
things in the way of Israel’s deliverance, whether it be the personal sins of Israel (Ego) or the
outward forces of chaos and death (Owens). Frohlich suggests that Asmodeus is a e of
demon known as incubus” and is thus a further example of the type of sins committed by
the demons of the Watcher accounts in Second Tem})ﬁ)e Literature. Ida Frohlich, “Tobit
Against the Background of the DSS,” in The Book of Tobit: Text, Tradition, Theology, ed.
Geza G. Xeravits and Jozsef Zsengeiler (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 64. Further, Andrews and
Pfeiffer call Raphael and Asmodeus Tobit’s “chief dramatis personae.” H. T. Andrews and
Charles F. Pfeiffer, An Introduction to the Apocryphal Books of the Old and New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1964), 38.

%Pes. 110a reads: K17 73127 *TWT R3HN IRTAWKR RTW ao7nr Y RN 01 27 DK
Adin Steinsaltz Even-Israel, trans., "The William Davidson digital edition of the Koren Noé
Talmud, with commentaryi) Rabbi Adin Steinsaltz Even-Israel" (Jerusalem: Koren
Publishers), accessed November 27, 2017, https://www.sefaria.org/Pesachim.110a?lang=bi;
see discussion inéoseph A. Fitzmyer, Tobit, Commentaries on Early Jewish Literature (New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 2002), 150-51.

9'Frank Zimmermann, The Book of Tobit, Jewish Apocryphal Literature (New
York: Harper, 1958), 28.
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a prince of demons find their origin at least in part within this account. In is also
noteworthy that Asmodeus meets his end when bound (d¢w), and so “rendered
ineffective and harmless,” in Egypt by the angel Raphael, who was sent in response

to the prayers of Sara (Tob 8:3; cf. Matt 12:29).%

1 Enoch. Perhaps the earliest non—canonical work of the intertestamental
period to elaborate on evil angelic forces, Enoch is “the first great landmark of Jewish
demonology.”? Chapters 6-16, known as the Book of the Watchers, comprise an
expansion of the account of Genesis 6, where the sons of God intermarry with the
daughters of men, leading to mankind's widespread rebellion. In Enoch, these sons
of God are angelic beings led by Semyaza.”* They say to one another, “Come, let us
choose wives for ourselves from among the daughters of men and beget us children”

(6:2).%> These angels then taught mankind all kinds of wickedness to the point that

PF itzmyer, Tobit. Moore states, “The demon was incapacitated.” Note also
Raphael similarly “binds” Azazel in 7 Enoch 10:4 (see discussion below). Moore, 70bit, 40a:
237. Zimmermann suggests that the folk theme which has contributed to the formation of
Tobit is that of “the Dragon Slayer,” with Asmodeus being the dragon slain. Zimmermann,
The Book of Tobit, 7-11. Note ede’s allegorical reading: “While restrained from snatching
away the faithful [the devil] is allowed by this Lord and redeemer of ours to have dominion
over unbelievers.” S. J. Voicu, ed., Apocrypha, ACCSOT 15 (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 2010), 21.

%Elaine H. Pagels, “The Social History of Satan, the ‘Intimate Enemy’: A
Preliminary Sketch,” Harvard Theological Review 84, no. 2 (April 1991): 116; also
VanderKam, “Apocalyptic Tradition in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 122; Knibb states, “The Book
of Watchers, dating from the end of the third—century B.C.E., is the oldest Jewish
%pocal se that we possess.” Michael A. Knibb, “The Ethiopic Book of Enoch in Recent

esearch,” in Essays on the Book of Enoch and Other Early Jewish Texts and Traditions,
Studia in Veteris Testamenti Pseudepigrapha (Leiden: Brilf/ 2009), 2411. Nickelsburg states,
“Traditions collected in 7 Enoch were composed between the fourth—century B.C.E. and the
turn of the Common Era.” George W. E. Nickelsburg, 7 Enoch 1: A Commentary on the
Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 1-36, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 1:1.

%For a helpful discussion of the name Semyaza, see Siam Bhayro, “The
Shemihazah and Asael Narrative of 7 Enoch 6-11: Introduction, Text, Translation and
Commentary with Reference to Ancient Near Eastern and Biblical Antecedents,” Journal for
the Study of Judaism 39, no. 3 (2008): 233-35. Bhayro concludes that the name means “Sem
of Mount Hazzi [which] is where the angels descended” (22-23).

»All citations from the Pseudepigrapha are from James H. Charlesworth, ed., 7he
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha: Apocalyptic Literature and Testaments, 2 vols (Peabody,
MA: Hendrickson, 2011).

50



Michael and the other angels “observed carefully from the sky and they saw much
blood being shed upon the earth” and so cry out “you see what Azaz'el has done;
how he has taught all (forms of) oppression upon the earth” (9:1-6).°® God then
binds Azaz'el and casts him into prison until “the great day of judgment” (10:4-7; cf.
Matt 12:29; Jude 6). Further, chapter 40 indicates that demons play a role in
accusing those who are on the earth (40:7).

Satan is first mentioned in 7 Enoch 41:9, where he appears to be the
leader of the demons: “Surely neither an angel nor Satan has the power to hinder;
for there is a judge to all of them.” In chapters 53 and 54, the victory of the Messiah,
or Elect One, over the powers of evil is described. First Enoch 53:4 describes the
place of judgment reserved for the wicked: “So I saw all the angels of plague co-
operating and preparing all the chains of Satan.” Further, 54:5-6 contains a similar
description: “And he said to me, "These [chains] are being prepared for the armies of
Azaz'el . . . so that the Lord of the Spirits may take vengeance on them . .. as
messengers of Satan, leading astray those who dwell upon the earth.” Thus, in 7
Enoch there seems to be a development of the identity of the leader of the demonic
hosts, from Semyaza to Azaz'el.”” Azaz'el is then referenced synonymously alongside

Satan.”® Regarding each of these, Sacchi states, “[this head ‘Satan’ figure] is the first

*In contrast to Gen 6, the Enoch account intends to take the blame off of humans
and place it upon angelic beings. See discussion in Bhayro, “The Shemihazah and Asael
Narrative,” 25-28; also Helge S. Kvanvig;i]“Cosmic Laws and Cosmic Imbalance: Wisdom,
Myth and Apocalyptic in Early Enochic Writings,” in The Early Enoch Literature, ed.
Gabriele Boccaccini and John J. Collins, Supplements to the Journal for the Study ofljudaism
121 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 156-57; Nickelsburg, 7 Enoch, 40-41; George W. E. Nickelsburg,
“Apocalyptic and Myth in 7 Enoch 6-11,” JBL 96, no. 3 (1977): 386.

’Nickelsburg explains this development by positing that chapters 6-11 of 1
Enoch ]i)reserve an older story about Semyaza, and that material concerning Azaz’el was later
isnterpo ate6d. Nickelsburg, “Apocalyptic and Myth.” Similarly Pagels, “The Social History of
atan,” 116-17.

*Nickelsburg and VanderKam argue that Satan occurs here “as an evident
synonym for the arch—demon, Azazel, under whose tutelage his hosts lead humanity astray.”
eorge W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam, 7 Enoch 2: A Commentary on the
Book of 1 Enoch: Chapters 37-82, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 196.
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dim image of the devil” found in Jewish literature.” In chapter 69, the names and
misdeeds of fallen angels are listed. Verse 6 states, “The third was named Gader'el . .
. who mislead Eve.” Another reference pertinent to the present work is the mention
of Leviathan in 7 Enoch 60, which states, “On that day, two monsters will be parted—
one monster, a female named Leviathan . . . and (the other), a male called
Behemoth” (60:7-8). We find in verse 24 that these two monsters will be served as
food at the great eschatological banquet."” Finally, the Enoch Animal Apocalypse
(1:85-90) describes the history of Israel in cosmic terms, as a falling of demonic
beings who interfere with humanity and are then bound by the archangels until the
final judgment.'®" While the topic of angels and demons in the Enochian literature is
complex, Nickelsburg sums it up nicely: “From the complex of roles emerges a
picture of God the heavenly King, who administers the world through an immense

array of agents, whose roles and activities imitate a variety of models.”"*

The