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The Gloss Half-Empty: The Sense of the Abraham Narratives in Galatians

One might say that Abraham is the star, or the leading character in Galatians. Paul uses the

Genesis Abraham narratives extensively in chapters 2-4, focusing on the relationship between the

Abrahamic promises and the Law, the covenant and circumcision, the “seed of Abraham,” and the

story of Sarah and Hagar.1 Paul’s interpretive eye could focus on grammatical minutiae in the

Genesis narratives, as in Gal 3:16 where he differentiates between “seed” ((rz/spe/rma) and

“seeds.”

Now the promises were made to Abraham and to his [seed]. It does not say, “And to
[seeds],” referring to many; but, referring to one, “And to your [seed],” which is Christ.

But, as Carol Stockhausen argued in a paper delivered nine years at this meeting, in Galatians Paul

also has the entire Abraham narrative in view, which he treats more or less sequentially. The text of

Genesis may not always rise to the surface level of Galatians, but it is present nonetheless in the

themes and explanatory texts that Paul uses to counter his opponents.

Now despite the strong presence of Abraham and identifiable excerpts from Genesis,

understanding just how Paul has represented his biblical subtext has been a chore requiring often

painful theological and textual contortions. The two most pressing difficulties in this regard are

Paul’s bewildering reconfiguration of Torah theology in chapter 3 and the equally odd Sarah and

Hagar allegory in chapter 4. The task of this paper is to exhibit overlooked semantic features of the

Genesis Abraham narratives that account for these Pauline puzzles.

What I am suggesting here is that in the interplay between the text of Genesis and early

Jewish exegetical tradition we can make sense of Paul’s interpretation of Abraham in Galatians. To

avoid confusion, my perspective on Paul’s biblical interpretation should be differentiated from two

extremes in recent Pauline scholarship: the first extreme overly emphasizes the creative nature of

Paul’s biblical interpretation. I am thinking particularly of Richard Hays, who denies that Paul

interpreted his scripture systematically, or according to a set of middoth, or hermeneutical
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principles. Paul was given, rather, to leaps of “metaphorical insight.”2 The other extreme demands

that Paul’s exegetical maneuvers reflect the peshat (plain-sense), or even the “original intent” of

biblical subtexts.3 To support this position one must dismiss notions of Pauline midrash and

“pesher-like” contemporizing exegesis (C. Stockhausen), as well as the usefulness of rabbinic tools

such as gezera shava in accounting for or cataloguing Paul’s biblical interpretation. What one gains

thereby is sanctuary from claims that Pauline theology was constructed with Jewish exegetical

techniques used poorly, or with hermeneutical principles that cannot abide given the historical-

critical disposition of modern biblical scholarship.

Besides making Paul a-historical, this sort of severing Paul from ancient Jewish exegetical

tradition persuades only those theologically predisposed to this view of the sacred texts. Paul’s

letters clearly contain biblical fragments and quotations interpreted in a manner that formally

reflects the practices of early Jewish exegetes from a variety of theological perspectives. One might

say that there is a family resemblance between the exegetical techniques found in Paul, Philo, the

Qumran documents, 1 Enoch, Jubilees, and even the Tannaitic literature. The question remains,

then, given our understanding of ancient interpretive tools and practices, how may we make sense

of Galatians’ exegetical glosses on the Genesis Abraham narratives.

My simple methodological tool comes from Daniel Boyarin’s Intertextuality and the

Reading of Midrash. Boyarin asked the Mekilta, “What in the Bible’s text might have motivated

this gloss on this verse?”4 The beauty of Boyarin’s question is that it holds in balance the text and

the interpreter. It recognizes that the ancient exegete is truly dealing with the characteristics of the

biblical text, while not limiting the range of interpretive possibilities. Because the Mekilta is by

genre a biblical commentary, composed from within a stable theological tradition, Boyarin’s task

was less complicated. As a situational and crisis oriented piece that emerged in a fluid theological

environment, in which the biblical subtext is often submerged, the gaps in Galatians present

numerous difficulties.

We can first fill in some of our gaps by consulting other early Jewish Abraham traditions

that were inspired by the language of Genesis. I am not thinking here of Abraham as the model
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proselyte or convert, an idea that is inspired by the entire narrative and is of obvious relevance to

Galatians. Rather, Abraham is often depicted with special knowledge. This knowledge takes

several forms: he was familiar with Torah and was Torah-observant; he was an astrologer; he was a

seer or visionary with access to secrets of the heavenly realms and the eschaton. I propose that each

of these conceptions of Abraham was engendered exegetically by specific, identifiable Genesis

texts, however much these traditions have been embellished. Moreover, these traditions of

Abraham’s knowledge are the necessary background to the sense of these narratives in Galatians.

I shall begin with Abraham the astrologer. Little more is needed to inspire this tradition

than Gen 15:5, in which Yahweh instructs Abraham to “Look toward heaven, and number the stars,

if you are able to number them.”5 The divine command outweighs the hesitation of lkwt, “if you

are able,” and it was assumed that Abraham was skilled to accomplish the project. In fact, both

imperatives — “look” ()n-+bh) and “count” (rps) — were taken as indications of Abraham’s

abilities interpreted, as is seen in Josephus’ statement that Abraham taught both astronomy and

arithmetic to the Egyptians (Ant. 1.167). But at the very least Abraham’s astrological prowess was

taken for granted.

The durability of this tradition is evident in Jubilees 12. Because it orients human behavior

to the behavior of celestial bodies rather than divine command, astrology is antithetical to the

theological purposes of Jubilees.6 One might expect that Jubilees would deny Abraham’s stature as

an astrologer, or render the words of Gen 15:5 differently. Instead, Jubilees presents Abraham

studying the stars before his “conversion” (12:16), but he then realizes that God is in control of the

rain (12:17–18). This is a subtle maneuver, but its effect is clear: Jubilees affirms the interpretive

tradition of Abraham’s astrological prowess (see Jub 14:4—5), but he no longer practices his art.

Furthermore, Abraham prays that God would

Save me from the hands of evil spirits
which rule over the thought of the heart of man (Jub 12:20)
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Like Paul in Gal 4:8–9, Jubilees views astronomical insight as a tool by which unseen evil forces

enslave humanity. But Paul contradicts Jubilees by associating “calendrical piety” with astrology,

and dismissing both as bondage (Gal 4:10).

When Paul states in Gal 3:8 that the gospel was pronounced to Abraham in advance he

extends the tradition of Abraham’s special knowledge. We can isolate in this context Abraham’s

knowledge of Torah before the Sinai revelation and his knowledge of eschatological secrets.7 The

idea of a preexistent Torah provides the convenient theological foundation for the possibility of

Abraham’s knowledge of Torah, but Abraham’s pre-Sinai observance is suggested in Gen 26:5:

Abraham obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my
laws (ytrwt).8

This is an expansive list of terms for divine prescriptions, and the presence of hrwt unmistakably

suggests to the early Jewish interpreter that it is Torah itself that Abraham had access to. The

Genesis base text is reflected with little embellishment in Sirach’s praise of Jewish heroes:

Abraham was the great father of a multitude of nations, and no one has been found like
him in glory; he kept the law of the Most High, and was taken into covenant with him…the
Lord assured him by an oath that the nations would be blessed through his posterity (Sir
44:19-21).9

Other early Jewish texts are more elaborate in their description of Abraham’s Torah-observance.

For example, the frequent device in Jubilees for understanding Abraham’s knowledge is the

heavenly tablets, a supernal repository of divine wisdom and the archetype of the Sinai tablets.

Among the many aspects of Abraham’s observance that Jubilees attaches to the heavenly tablets

are circumcision (Jub 15:25), the feasts of tabernacles (Jub 16:21-31) and first-fruits (22:3-9).

The biblical basis for Abraham’s knowledge of the future is probably Gen 18:17-19:

The Lord said, [to no one in particular] “Shall I hide from Abraham what I am about to do
(h#$) yn) r#$)), seeing that Abraham shall become a great and mighty nation, and all the
nations of the earth shall bless themselves by him? No, for I have chosen him
(wyt)dy yk), that he may charge his children and his household after him to keep the way
of the Lord by doing righteousness and justice; so that the Lord may bring to Abraham
what he has promised him.”

The language here would suggest to the early Jewish interpreter that Abraham received

eschatological secrets, as symbolized in the phrase h#$) yn) r#$). 4 Ezra 3:14 explicitly claims

that God revealed to Abraham secretly in the night “the end of the times.”10 Also, the Apocalypse



S. Davis Abraham Narratives in Galatians 5

of Abraham narrates Abraham’s vision of the future, which is introduced as “everything that will

be in the last days” (24:2).

We can also trace the tradition of Abraham’s special knowledge to Genesis’ portrayal of

him as a seer or visionary. In various episodes the deity or an angel addresses Abraham directly,

the familiar mode of revelation in apocalyptic narratives.11 Only Gen 15:1 explicitly speaks of an

Abrahamic vision (hzxm), but these other encounters with heavenly entities reinforce the point.

This idea of Abraham the visionary is picked up in the Genesis Apocryphon, which depicts

Abraham being informed by dreams (19.14) and visions (21.8; 22.27). In each case the dream or

vision is not suggested in the Genesis version of the story, so the author transferred Abraham’s

special insight from one context to another.12 In the Apocalypse of Abraham he is shown many

otherwise inaccessible sacred sites: for example, “God’s mountain, glorious Horeb” (12:3; Exod

3:1), the merkabah (18:12), the heavens, the seventh and eighth firmanents (19:4–9), and the

garden of Eden (21:6).

These traditions concerning Abraham’s special knowledge are reflected in Galatians in a

number of ways. Gal 3:8 introduces a principle that can be understood in two interrelated ways:

First, that the gospel was preached to Abraham is a de facto counterpoint to those early Jewish

texts that claim that Abraham had access to the Sinai revelation, and that his special reward was

associated with his obedience to this pre-Sinai Torah. Paul’s objective here is not to deny Torah,

however. This is why I prefer to describe his Torah theology as a reconfiguration. He reinforced his

counterpoint by assigning Torah a wholly temporal role in salvation history: Torah was given

centuries after Abraham; it was mediated revelation; it had a constraining role in this age, and that

it was not life-giving. Clearly Paul’s Torah is not transcendent in the same sense as that of the

rabbis or Torah-mystics. Christ and the gospel in Pauline theology assume Torah’s elevated roles.

Secondly, Paul’s understanding of Abraham is mostly eschatological: the gospel

announced to Abraham is the promised gentile blessing. Paul interprets the Abrahamic blessing in

terms of the gathering of Jews and gentiles on eschatological Zion, which he calls the “Jerusalem

above” (Gal 4:26). This is not Pauline exegetical whimsy, for Isaiah 51 suggests to him that
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Abraham and Sarah are the patriarch and matriarch of the new creation. Further evidence of the

gospel/Abraham connection is found in Rom 1:16–17, where Paul defines “gospel” in

eschatological terms and according to the language related to his interpretation of the Genesis

Abraham narratives.

We can apply Boyarin’s question to Paul’s interpretation of Hagar and Sarah without

relying on extra-Pauline traditions because his self-described “allegory” is without precedent. It is

true that scholars have identified some parallels in Philo,13 but these provide only a glimmer of

insight into what Hays describes as “hermeneutical jujitsu,” “a hermeneutical miracle calculated to

end the argument by leaving his audience agape.”14 Although I cannot argue that his allegory does

justice to Genesis, Paul’s syncopated symbolic exegesis of Abraham’s two sons and their mothers

can be understood. The key is in the semantic features of the promises.

The first thing we can observe is that for Paul the allegory is that Hagar and Sarah

represent “two covenants” (Gal 4:24). It is difficult to draw conclusions from a term that he does

not use elsewhere, but it seems to me that Paul uses “allegory” here to signify a symbolic

interpretation that cannot be justified using his normal exegetical principles. In other words, the

relationship between sign and signified in this section is Paul’s handiwork, rather than deriving

from Genesis. The logic of the allegory — if there is such a thing — is that Hagar and her son

Ishmael represent a “preliminary and preparatory stage that is superseded by something greater.”15

Paul develops the inferior/superior relationship between the two mothers of Abraham’s children to

reinforce his eschatological interpretation of the Abrahamic promises. The children of the promise

are superior to children of the flesh. Similarly, Paul’s comparison of the two Jerusalems (Gal 4:25-

26) is based on the superiority of the heavenly/eschatological archetype.

Because the items of comparison are asymmetrical,16 many interpreters fall into the trap of

saying more than Paul does with the allegory. We might first observe that, whereas targum and

midrash judge Ishmael to be an idolator and a wicked man,17 there is nothing inherently negative

about Paul’s depiction of Hagar and Ishmael.18 Paul represents Hagar as the archetypal matron of

slavery, the paidi/skh (Gal 4:22). This term is used to describe her in the LXX, translating hm)
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(Gen 21:10—13), while Ishmael is called hm)h Nb, “the son of the slave woman.”19 Therefore,

the slavery language applied to Hagar or Ishmael in Galatians is biblical rather than Pauline.

It is also a mistake to identify Jerusalem with its inhabitants.20 Unlike the author of

Jubilees, and perhaps his opponents in Galatians, Paul does not make comparisons in Gal 4:21-31

based on ethnicity or religious group.21 Although Isaac is associated with Paul’s audience as

“children of the promise” (4:28), Ishmael is not identified with a specific group, Jew or gentile. The

basis of comparison is history and eschatology, or the Pauline duality of ages.

Charles Cosgrove contends that “the main point of the allegory” is an unstated

Hagar/Torah “equation,” and that there is a Torah/Jerusalem connection that “goes without

saying.”22 Now, although no/moj occurs in the introductory statement to the section — “Tell me,

you who desire to be under law, do you not hear the law?” (4:21) — and to some extent the Mosaic

Torah is implicated with any mention of Sinai (4:25) in Paul, the main point of the allegory is that

Sarah is the matriarch of the group that is already experiencing eschatological freedom from this

present evil age, and whose constituents are not differentiated by ethnicity, class or gender. Some

regard “covenant” in v. 24 as code for “Torah” since the two terms belong to the same relational set

of images and are used in parallelisms a few times in the Bible (Ps 78:10; Hos 8:1). But perhaps

due to the hypostasization of Torah, Torah and covenant were not necessarily synonymous for

early Jewish exegetes, nor did Paul use “covenant” as a cipher for “Torah.”23 And, as we can

plainly see in Galatians 3, Paul is not shy when he has something to say about Torah.

Having steered clear of these obstacles, we may now ask why Paul suggested that the two

mothers were two covenants. His covenants equal the two elements of the Abrahamic promise: The

first element is particularistic, represented by the words lwdg ywg, or e[qnojme/ga in the LXX. The

second element might be termed universalistic, and is represented by Cr)h yywg lk and pa/nta

ta\ e[qnh. In other words, there is one Abrahamic promise that is exclusive to Israel, and a second

that is extended to all. In Gal 3:8 Paul identifies this second promise as the “gospel.”

By tracing the symbolic lineage through the mothers rather than the sons, Paul avoids

Isaac. We know that Paul circumvents Isaac because he writes him out of Gen 21:10, which is
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quoted in Gal 4:30. Yet Isaac is not a negative figure for Paul: he is Abraham’s “seed,” the

archetype of the “children of the promise” (Gen 4:28; Rom 9:7–9). It seems to me, then, that it is

not Isaac that Paul is concerned to avoid, but the real-time lineage of Abraham-Isaac-Jacob. The

plain-sense of the Genesis narrative is that Israel’s lineage was from Abraham, through Isaac and

Jacob. Thus by arguing through Sarah, Paul circumvents the traditional linear interpretation of

patriarchal history.24  But this disassociation of Isaac (i.e. Jacob/Israel) from the second element of

the Abrahamic promise is more a historically cogent datum than an ad hoc interpretation since in

Paul’s eyes Israel had not become a blessing to the gentiles. Thus his version of the Hagar/Sarah

story must be about figurative sons rather than real sons.

Now Paul does seem to be skewing the clear surface meaning of the Genesis narrative. But

there is something about the phrasing of Sarah’s promise in Genesis 17 that could have inspired his

interpretation. In Gen 17:15-16 God speaks directly to Abraham concerning Sarah: Her name is

changed, a son is promised to Abraham through her, she will be blessed, and she would be Mywgl,

eij" e[qnh in the LXX. For Paul this means that Sarah would be the mother of the gentiles; through

her the gentiles receive their eschatological “blessing.” Abraham is an ambiguous figure because

his promised blessing is for two different groups, whereas Sarah is associated with the gentiles

(plural) rather than a single people. Furthermore, it is clear from his quotation of Isa 54:1 that Paul

understands Sarah as the eschatological mother:

It is written, “Rejoice O barren one (stei/ra) who does not bear; break forth and shout, you
who are not in travail; for the children of the desolate (ta\ te/kna th=j e/rh/mou) are many
more than the children of her that is married” (Gal 4:27; Isa 54:1LXX)

Paul read Isaiah’s stei/ra as Sarah because she is called stei/ra (hrq() in Gen 11:30.25

Paul’s association of Ishmael with Jerusalem could also be based on the phrasing of the

promises. In the initial Abraham episode, Yahweh announces to Abraham that he will become “a

great nation” (Gen 12:2). This phrasing is replicated in the (a) portion of the Abrahamic promise in

Gen 18:18. The verbal analogies of this key phrase lwdg ywgl/ei)j e[qnoj me/ga are striking. It is

used in Gen 17:20 and 21:18 referring to Ishmael. Ishmael would be “a great nation.” The very
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same promise (lwdg ywgl/eij e[qnoj me/ga) is extended to Jacob in Gen 46:3, and to Moses in the

Sinai narrative: “…of you I will make a great nation” (Exod 32:10).26

I propose, then, that Paul connects the dots (as it were), aligning the (a) portion of the

Abrahamic promise with peoplehood (Jacob), Torah (Moses) and historical slavery (Ishmael).

I will conclude by granting that my hypothetical Paul is reading against the text: the

immediate context speaks of the covenant established with Isaac not Ishmael (Gen 17:19, 21) and

the entire patriarchal story is based on the Abraham-Isaac-Jacob/Israel lineage. But this line of

argumentation is consistent with Paul’s pattern of reinterpreting the promise in light of Christ and

the gentile mission, so one can at least wonder whether Paul based his contratextual figurative

interpretation of the Hagar-Sarah story on the twin details of the identification of Sarah with the

gentiles (Gen 17:16), and the similar wording of the initial promise to Abraham (Gen 12:2) and the

promise to Ishmael (Gen 17:20).27 None of us should be that amazed when early Jewish biblical

interpreters find their theological positions in the verbal nooks and crannies of the sacred texts.
                                                     
1Paul glossed selectively on Abraham texts. I refer here and there to the “Genesis Abraham narratives” generally, but I cite Paul’s

specific Genesis subtext when it is evident. The boundaries of the Abraham narratives are Genesis 12-25:11.

2R. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989). In practice Hays does not treat Paul’s

use of words, phrases, and even sentences from Mikra as mere accidents of Paul’s art.

3I am thinking of S. Hafemann, Paul, Moses, and the History of Israel (WUNT 81; Tübingen: Mohr, 1995). Hafemann’s goal, is to

present Paul’s use of Exodus 34 with Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36 as a “sober and careful” handling (458) of the “‘plain’ witness of the

Scriptures” (456), rather than as creative Christian use of Jewish techniques and traditions. He rejects H. Windisch’s “midrash”

evaluation of 2 Corinthians 3, and gezera shawa as the primary basis for Paul’s use of the Old Testament: “In 2 Cor. 3 Paul does

associate texts, but his association is based on close thematic links, which naturally manifest some verbal ‘hook-word’ associations, and

not on mere verbal ties. Moreover, Paul’s argument does not move forward solely on the basis of these associations, but is built on a

series of careful, logical supports and inferences. Paul’s OT texts in 2 Cor. 3 belong together naturally and not merely because they share

a common pool of terminology. In stark contrast, the later rabbinic practice of building analogies based on common terminology (gezera

shawa) is marked by its conspicuous lack of such thematic correlation and logical structure” (456-57). The same goes for pesher: “Paul’s

use of the Old Testament is conspicuously free of an appeal to some hidden meanig in the text which has now been revealed to him, to

his community, or even to Jesus, which can only be accepted if one first accepts the authority of this hidden and private revelation”

(457). According to Hafemann, Paul had no problem with the Law except that the Spirit (eschatology) is necessary to remove the veil

that pwvrwsi" places over its reading. In other words, he asserts the strong continuity between Pauline intertextuality and the intention

of Exodus 34 — a continuity which, apparently, only Hafemann and those who think like him can see, since the majority of modern

commentators are stymied by Paul’s moves, or feel one must resort to explanations more contemporary with the apostle.

4D. Boyarin, Intertextuality and the Reading of Midrash (Bloomington: University of Indiana Press) ix.

5The Targum and LXX versions of Gen 15:5 exhibit no trace of interpretive development. They faithfully render the pivotal phrase

lkwt �a, “if you can.” I assume that for the early Jewish interpreter the divine command �ybkwkh rps would overwhelm any purely

grammatical argument over the meaning of lkwt �a.

6This book proclaims a calendar that is divisible by sevens (tbv), and rebukes those who follow a lunar calendar (Jub 6:32–38).
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7Although the two forms can occur together, as in 2 Baruch 57, which suggests that Abraham’s generation knew of “the unwritten law”

(v.1), had “belief in the coming judgment,” “the hope of the world which will be renewed,” and “the promise of the life that will come

later” (vv.1-2).

8So m. Qidd. 4:14: “And we find that Abraham our father had performed the whole law before it was given, for it is written, ‘Because

that Abraham obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my laws.’” In the rabbinic literature there is a

difference of opinion about which Law Abraham obeyed: the majority position maintains “that the Patriarchs observed the entire law

given at Sinai”; other voices believed that Abraham obeyed the Noahide laws, or that “there was a progressive increase in the number of

commandments given by God to the pre-Sinai generations”  (Schultz, “Two Views of the Patriarchs,” 51).

9The Hebrew says Abraham kept hwxm, i.e. one specific command (= circumcision), whereas the LXX allows for a more expansive

obedience to novmo".

10See also Ps-Philo 23:10, in which Abraham’s son Isaac is “revealed the new age.”

11Yahweh (Gen 12:1; 13:14), Yahweh’s angel (Gen 22:11, 15), and Elohim (Gen 21:12; 22:1) speak to Abraham directly.

12Another text affirms that God used Abraham’s visions for instruction: “For from the beginning of our father Abraham’s laying claim to

the way of truth, You led (him) by a vision, having taught (him) what at any time this world is. And his faith traveled ahead of his

knowledge, but the covenant was the follower of his faith” (Apos. Con. 7.33.4; trans. D.R. Darnell, “Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers,”

OTP 2.678).

13I do not dismiss, however, P. Borgen’s use of Philo to explain Gal 4:21–31 (“Some Hebrew and Pagan Features in Philo’s and Paul’s

Interpretation of Hagar and Ishmael,” The New Testament and Hellenistic Judaism [eds. P. Borgen and S. Giverson; Aarhus: Aarhus

University Press, 1995] 151–64). Borgen contends that Hagar and Ishmael are to be understood in the context of Jewish proselytism:

Hagar was an “Egyptian by blood, and a Hebrew by deliberate choice” (Philo, Abr. 251; cited by Borgen, 158). Borgen sees Paul

condemning his opponents for making “slave-proselytes.” See also the discussion of philonic and rabbinic parallels in R. Longenecker,

Galatians (WBC 41; Dallas: Word Books, 1990) 205. Both Philo and Paul orient their interpretation around the slave/free polarity, the

status of their sons, and the expelling of Hagar and Ishmael. The Philo texts are: Congr. 9-10, 12, 14, 23; Cher. 9; Leg. All. 3.244;

Quaest. Gen. 3:19. The main rabbinic texts are: Piseq. R. 48:2; b. Ned. 31a; Gen. Rab. 55:7; Deut. Rab. 4:5.

14R. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989) 111–15.

15Longenecker, Galatians, 205. Philo, for example, allegorized on Hagar/Sarah in support of his distinction between lower and higher

forms of wisdom.

16For example, Paul does not provide a counterpart to the mevn-clause in Gal 4:24.

17For the rabbinic treatment of Ishmael, see Longenecker, Galatians, 201-03. In Exod. Rab. 1:1 the idolatry charge is founded on the

word qjxm (Gen 21:9), which the MT vocalizes as a D-stem participle; in the D-stem qjx means “to play” or “joke” (KB). The LXX

supplies what is gapped in the MT: Ishmael was playing (or “sporting”; paivzw) “with Isaac.” The LXX replaces the qjxm/qjxy
paronomasia, which would not transfer to Greek. In Midrash and Targum, the gap was filled in differently: Ishmael was playing with

idols. This tradition accounts, then, for Sarah’s demand that Hagar and Ishmael be expelled (Gen 21:10), and Abraham’s reaction

(�hrba yny[b dam rbdh [ryw; Gen 21:11).

18Unfortunately, Longenecker associates Paul with negative appraisals of Ishmael: “Closer parallels to Paul’s contemporization in Gal

4:21-31, however, can be seen in the Qumran War Scroll, where in 1QM 2.13 the battle plans for the ninth year include an attack on the

‘descendents of Ishmael and Keturah,’ for here Ishmael is seen as one of the progenitors of the ‘Sons of Darkness’” (Galatians, 205).

Paul does not even mention Ishmael by name, and although his implicit references to the “son of the slave” (4:22; 30) and “he who was

born according to the flesh” (4:29) do not flatter Ishmael, they are in no way comparable to the War Scroll’s indictment of these sons of

Abraham as “sons of darkness” (1QM 1.16; 2.13).

19Ishmael is also associated with Israel’s slavery in Egypt: “Ishmaelites” buy Joseph from his brothers (Gen 37:28).

20So e.g. Karen H. Jobes, who asserts that “In a radical historical and theological reversal, Paul claims that Christians, and not Jews, are

the promised sons of Abraham and the true heirs of the promises of the Abrahamic covenant” (“Jerusalem, our Mother: Metalepsis and

Intertextuality in Galatians 4:21-31,” WTJ 55 [1993] 299). In the larger context of Pauline theology there is some truth to this thinking,

but Paul would never agree with Jobes’ “not Jews” refrain (also 304; 306), and by using the dual Jerusalems in Gal 4:25-26, Paul

explicitly shies away from racializing his argument.
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21According to L. Martyn’s survey of the “virtually normative exegesis” of Gal 4:21–31, Christian interpreters from Marcion to modern

commentators have understood Paul as differentiating between Judaism as the religion of the flesh and slavery, whereas Christianity is

of the spirit and freedom (“The Covenants of Hagar and Sarah,” Faith and History: Essays in Honor of Paul W. Meyer [eds. J. Carroll,

C. Cosgrove, and E. Johnson. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990] 164–69). Martyn argues that Hagar represents the Law-observant mission

to the gentiles, in contrast to Paul’s Law-free mission symbolized by Sarah.

22C. Cosgrove, “The Law Has Given Sarah No Children (Gal. 4:21-30),” NovT 29 (1987) 225, 229.

23This is not the case with Paul’s use of “new covenant” in 2 Cor 3:6, in which one subtext (Jer 31:31-34) determines his phraseology,

while the other (Exod 34:29-35) determines his topic, the Torah. Also, I am not arguing that covenant and Torah are unrelated in early

Jewish literature: e.g. “covenant of this Law” (Bib. Ant. 23:2). My point has been that covenant, unlike Torah, was not personalized, and

therefore the terms were (generally) no longer an equivalent pair in parallelism.

24It is interesting that, for opposite reasons, in Jubilees Isaac’s role as the beloved son of Abraham is somewhat transfered to Jacob (see

e.g. 22:28). Rachel’s love for Jacob (Gen 25:28) had a significant precedent: “Abraham loved Jacob, but Isaac loved Esau” (Jub 19:15).

25Hays suggests that with this Isaiah text Paul “metaleptically evokes the whole rippling pool of promise found in the latter chapters of

that prophetic book” (Echoes of Scripture, 120), but description is too vacuous to be helpful.

26Ishmael would also be the father of twelve princes (�aycn/ e[qnh). Paul probably read the “twelve” here symbolically for the sons of

Jacob.

27“Contratextuality” is T. Donaldson’s term for Paul’s reading against the text (“Abraham’s Gentile Offspring: Contratextuality and

Conviction in Romans 4,” SBL Paper, 1992). Contratextuality is related to Hays’ “counter-reading” and “misreading,” and should be

differentiated from “countertextuality.” My thanks to Prof. Donaldson for situating (in personal correspondence) his “contratextuality.”
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