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CHAPTER FIVE
THE PROBLEM OF SENSUS PLENIOR

I. INTRODUCTION

No factor is cited as an argument against the inerrancy of Scripture
more often than the Bible itself. Whatever conclusions about the
nature of Scripture that can be demonstrated by theological deduc-
tion or on the basis of the claims of the Bible for itself must be tested
against the data of the text. And, many conclude, when these
phenomena are considered, the idea that the Bible is true in all that it
affirms becomes clearly impossible. Careful, objective study of the text
reveals numerous errors of one kind or another—historical inaccura-
cies, discrepancies between the scriptural record and the findings of
modern science, and, above all, contradictions between and within
biblical books.

Inerrantists, it is often alleged, are guilty either of sweeping these
phenomena under the rug of pure deduction or of doing a disservice
to the biblical text by foisting on it unlikely and sometimes fantastic
harmonistic explanations in order to save their theory. This criticism
comes from some within the inerrancy camp as well as from those
without. Robert Gundry, for instance, finds numerous clear, theologi-
cally motivated contradictions between Matthew on the one hand
and Mark and Luke on the other. He criticizes fellow Evangelicals for
failing to take seriously the force of this evidence and concludes that
inerrancy can be upheld only by adopting the extreme (and most
unlikely) hypothesis that Matthew has written in a “midrashic” style
and is therefore often uninterested in reporting historical fact.! More
typically, the weight of the phenomena is held to invalidate the notion
of inerrancy altogether. As William Abraham put it, “[The doctrine of
inerrancy] involves enormous strain when it comes into contact with
inductive study of the text. Indeed the strain is too great for any
reasonable person to want to bear.”

What may be said in reply to such a claim? "Induction”—the
process by which theological conclusions are drawn only as they
emerge from the data—certainly has a legitimate place in formulating
a doctrine of Scripture. But two things need to be said. First, as
Warfield pointed out long ago, the claims made by the biblical authors
for their writings is also evidence from the texts, capable of being
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molded into an inductively based argument for the nature of
Scripture. Some parts of the phenomena of the text may present a
problem; but it is wrong to cast the issue as one of induction versus
deduction?® Second, it should be recognized that induction and
deduction need to be used together in formulating a doctrine of
Scripture; not even “pure” scientists use induction to the exclusion of
deduction in the construction of theoretical models:

Nevertheless, it is true that all the phenomena of the biblical text
must ultimately be considered in the formulation of a satisfactory
doctrine of Scripture. Too many discrepancies between these phe-
nomena and the doctrine of inerrancy would cast serious doubt on
the validity of the doctrine. But, though often claimed, it is by no
means clear that the phenomena of Scripture present so great a
problem for the view that the Bible is completely truthful. Specific
issues relative to this problem are dealt with in several essays in these
two volumes: here, however, I will examine the problem created by
the use of the Old Testament in the New. Long a matter of fascination,
perplexity, and fruitful study to Christian preachers, theclogians, and
laypeople, the general issue of the Old Testament in the New has
received much scholarly attention in the last forty years’ Numerous
offshoots of the problem have taken root in the course of the
discussion, involving textual criticism, hermeneutics, and Jewish
exegetical history, to name only three of the more important.

The implications of the subject for the nature of Scripture have
also received considerable attention. Of specific interest to us is the
allegation that the way in which the New Testament uses the Old
Testament is incompatible with the notion that the Bible is com-
pletely true in all that it teaches. Paul Achtemeier’s statement of the
case is typical. To attribute inerrancy to the books of the Bible, he
claims, is to ignore the New Testament authors’' attitude to the 0ld
Testament, as demonstrated in their actual use of the Old Testament.
Their frequent modifications of the Old Testament text and their habit
of reading into that text meanings obviously not intended in the
original demonstrate clearly that they did not regard the Old
Testament as an eternal, unchanging, inerrant document. Rather,
Achtemeier argues, their use of the Old Testament shows that the
New Testament authors regarded the canonical books as part of a
living tradition that could be freely modified in order to fit new
situations. If we would be true to the New Testament itself, then, we
will not impose on the Bible a static, oracular status such as the
doctrine of inerrancy implies; we will view it and use it as the living,
changing, tradition that it is®

In formulating his argument, Achtemeier has two specific
phenomena in mind: (1) places where the New Testament uses a text
form of an Old Testament passage that differs from the accepted
Masoretic tradition and (2) places where the New Testament gives a
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meaning to an Old Testament passage that does not appear to agree
with the intention of the original. That the issues are intertwined is
obvious: new meanings are often given to an Old Testament passage
by means of a change in text. However, since Moisés Silva has dealt
competently with the textual side of the problem in his essay "“The
New Testament Use of the Old Testament" in Scripture and Truth, we
will focus in this essay on the second issue. To put the problem
simply: how can we accord complete truthfulness to writings that
appear to misunderstand and misapply those texts from which they
claim to derive the authority and rationale for their most basic claims
and teaching? Although not always framed in just this way, this
question has been one that has challenged Christian theologians from
the earliest days of the church. We would do well to glance at some of
the more important responses to this issue in the history of theology.

II. SOME HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

A. REJECTION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

The appropriation of the Old Testament by the New Testament is
one aspect, or manifestation, of a larger theological issue: the relation
between the Testaments, in particular the degree to which, and
manner in which, the Old Testament can be considered a "Christian”
book. Of course, some—Marcion in the ancient church, Harnack
more recently—have rid themselves of the problem by essentially
dismissing the Old Testament from the Christian canon. But this
radical alternative has wisely been rejected by the vast majority of
Christian theologians. For, in a very important sense, the identity and
viability of Christianity itself hinges on its relationship to the Old
Testament. Jesus was none other than the Messiah of the Old
Testament, and this meant that the church was forced to find a
“Christian” meaning of the Old Testament.

B. ALLEGORIZATION

The method that quickly became the most important way of
finding this “Christian” meaning was allegorization. Allegory finds
meanings hidden behind the words of the text; the text is treated as a
series of symbols that provides the discerning reader with a "higher”
or "deeper” meaning. Origen's role in making the allegorical approach
the Christian approach to the Old Testament was central. Without
denying the "literal” sense, he held up the "“spiritual” sense as
ultimately the most important. This sense, however, could be
perceived only by the spiritually “enlightened.”” Since this method
takes the New Testament as the "code” that provides the insight into
the “spiritual” meaning of the Old Testament, there was naturally no
“problem” in the way the New Testament used the Old.



182 Douglas J. Moo

While the allegorical method, then, quickly came to dominate
patristic interpretation of the Old Testament—as Henri de Lubac
says, "The so-called mystical or allegorical meaning was always
considered as the doctrinal meaning par excellence’® — other options
were explored. The “Antiochene” school is well-known for its
opposition to the excesses of Alexandrian allegory. In place of
allegory, they advocated a more historically based theoria concept,
according to which the Old Testament author's own vision was seen
as embracing both the ultimate Christian fulfillment and his immedi-
ate perspective? Still, the Antiochenes saw this Christian meaning as
a "higher sense” beyond the literal meaning, and their differences
from the dominant Alexandrian approach must not be overempha-
sized.'?

The ultimate codification of the allegorical approach came with
the formulation (by about the fifth century) of the famous quadriga
(“four horse chariot”), which outlined the four meanings to be found
in every Old Testament text: (1) the literal meaning, (2) the “allegori-
cal" meaning (the most important basis for doctrine), (3) the
“tropological” meaning (specifying the moral implications of the text),
and (4) the “anagogical” meaning (which provided the eschatological
focus of the text).!’ In practice, the basic distinction was between the
“literal” and the “spiritual” sense—or, to use the terms that often
were associated with the two meanings, the "letter” and the “spirit.” A
central motivating factor in the insistence on the spiritual sense was
the need for the church to show that its interpretation was the
“correct” meaning of the Old Testament, over against both the merely
literal, “Judaizing” interpretation of the Jews and the literal but
disparaging interpretations of the Gnostics.'?

As some Christians became reacquainted with Jewish interpreta-
tions—and some, including Andrew of St. Victor (twelfth century),
adopted many of them—the relationship of the literal and spiritual
sense was explored anew.' Thomas Aquinas' solution was widely
received. The literal sense is based on the words of Scripture and
should include all that those words may signify by means of
metaphor, symbolism, and the like. The spiritual sense, on the other
hand, is found in the things to which the words refer. Since the Bible
is the only book with both a human' and a divine author, only it can
possess this twofold sense.!*

Others, however, insisted that the "spiritual,” Christian sense was
the only true, literal sense, while some, more interested in finding
better historical justification for the Christian interpretation, pro-
posed a "double literal sense.” James Perez of Valencia (d. 1490)
distinguished between the grammatical sense and the hidden sense
spoken by the Spirit—an idea resembling the currently popular
sensus plenior approach that will be examined below.'* These
different proposals seem to be trying to take the “spiritualizing”
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approach to the Old Testament that had become standard and to put
it on solid footings by providing some systematic hermeneutical
foundations for the process.

C. THE REFORMATION

As is well-known, a key ingredient in the Reformers’ interpreta-
tion of Scripture was their general rejection of the traditional
“spiritual” meaning. Luther, after “driving" the "four horse chariot” in
his early biblical expositions, violently rejected the system. Indeed,
James Samuel Preus has argued that Luther's recovery of a genuine
historical appreciation for the Old Testament was a prime factor in
his theology and deeply significant for the course of the Reforma-
tion'® Luther gave to Old Testament Israel a religious experience in
its own right; and the Old Testament was viewed not simply as a
quarry for Christian symbolism but as a book with its own sig-
nificance. This meant, in practice, that Luther was freed from the
necessity of using an allegorical method to find Christian meaning in
the Old Testament; he recaptured a genuine sense of salvation
history. Thus, Luther’s interpretations, as Heinrich Bornkamm says,
are characterized above all by a “"comprehensive prophetic applica-
tion of the Old Testament to Christ.'7 If anything, Calvin was even
more insistent on the importance of the literal sense, as his many fine
biblical commentaries demonstrate.

Still, the Reformers and their followers certainly did not abandon
allegory entirely. Luther approves of an allegorical interpretation
where theological sense can be derived from a text in no other way;
and the “hermeneutical textbook” written by the Lutheran Flacius (d.
1575) contains limited approval for allegorical methods. In addition,
Protestant interpreters retained a sensus mysticus or spiritualis
alongside the sensus literalis, although there was concern to distin-
guish this secondary sense from Roman Catholic notions of the
mystical sense by insisting that it was part of the one sense intended
by the true author of Scripture, the Holy Spirit.’¢ The centuries of
“Protestant orthodoxy” (not to be as sharply distinguished from the
sixteenth-century Reformers as is all too common) saw a continuation
of these methods, with a greater emphasis in some circles on
“typology” as a hermeneutical key. The “Cocceian” school is espe-
cially famous for an overuse of typology, in which petty details of the
Old Testament text were accorded symbolic significance.!?

D. “SCIENTIFIC" HISTORICAL EXEGESIS

Throughout the period we have surveyed, most theologians,
however they explained the relationship, assumed that the New
Testament use of the Old Testament was valid and authoritative. This
assumption began to be seriously challenged in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries.? With the onset of higher criticism, the New
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Testament use of the Old came in for even more criticism. Insistence
on the “grammatical-historical" meaning as the only legitimate
meaning of the text sounded the death knell for an approach that
gave theological meaning to the Old Testament mainly by means of
spiritualizing exegesis or by reading back into it the meaning found
there by the New Testament2! No longer, naturally, was the New
Testament interpretation of Old Testament texts considered, ipso
facto, to be the correct interpretation. Where the New Testament
interpretation of the Old differed from the findings of modern,
“scientific” historical exegesis, so much the worse for the New
Testament. New Testament exegesis of the Old Testament was no
longer considered to provide the normative key by which the unity of
the Testaments could be asserted; and the New Testament authors
were accused of arbitrary and illegitimate exegetical procedures.

E. BEACTIONS TO THIS “RATIONALISM"

Responses to this new attitude were numerous and varied. From
the Protestant side, J. C. K. von Hofmann sought to reassert the unity
of the Testaments by demonstrating that the Scripture presents as its
basic structure a Heilsgeschichte (a “history of salvation”) and that
this historical process is what binds the Testaments together as
anticipation and realization?? The title of Ernst W. Hengstengberg's
magisterial survey, The Christology of the Old Testament, reveals that
he, too, is convinced of the essential unity of the Testaments: they
both, in different ways, speak of Jesus the Messiah.2? Patrick Fairbairn
advocated a properly defined, sober use of typology as an explanation
for the correspondence between Old Testament and New 24 From the
Roman Catholic side, John H. Newman strongly criticized “rational-
ists” for denuding the text of its spiritual import by refusing to go
beyond the literal sense. He argued that it was necessary to recapture
the early church emphasis on the “mystical” sense as the clue to the
divine intention in Scripture?s Similar proposals have been made by
Henri de Lubac and Jean Daniélou ¢ Other responses to the difficulty
will be canvassed below.

III. INITIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The problem, then, with which we are dealing is very much a
modern one—the product not, it should be emphasized, of a new,
innovative way to view Scripture but of the modern insistence on the
“historical” sense as the only legitimate meaning of a text.

A. A FIDEISTIC APPROACH

One way, then, of dealing with the problem, advocated both by
some Protestants and some Roman Catholics, is to argue that it is the
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modern view of exegetical procedure, not the New Testament, that is
at fault. The revelatory stance of the New Testament is the validation
for their interpretations; and when we cannot discover this meaning
in the Old Testament through our exegetical techniques, then we
should either abandon that method or else admit the inadequacy of
it.2‘7

There is no doubt some point to this proposal. The danger of
“modern snobbishness” —the conviction that only we moderns have
somehow transcended cultural bias and are uniquely able to
understand things correctly—is real. As Moisés Silva reminds us, we
must be careful not to think that “the authority and validity of
apostolic interpretation ... depend on its conformity to modern
exegetical method."?# In this, as in all other matters, Scripture itself
must judge our understanding, not we it; and ultimately, we will
conclude, it is impossible to "validate” the New Testament use of the
Old, in general or in detail, without a prior decision to accept what
they say as true and authoritative.

But while this kind of response is, at a certain level, adequate for
the problem, it is ultimately less than satisfactory. First, constant
dismissal of these kinds of problems by appeal to the uncertainties
and fallibility of all knowledge—the record of ancient history is far
from complete, modern science could very well be wrong, etc.—while
appropriate to a degree, would in the last resort place Scripture in a
realm above any real historical investigation or criticism. At some
point, the weight of unexplained discrepancies would be too much
for the doctrine to bear. Moreover, if apparent discrepancies between
our reading of the Old Testament and the apostles' reading are
dismissed out of hand because of the fallibility of our interpretation,
we are in a rather vicious circle; for we can know what the apostles’
interpretation of the Old Testament is only by using those same
methods that we have rejected.

A second reason for wanting to go beyond the fideistic course
outlined above is that the New Testament appeal to the Old
Testament is too basic to the church's very identity to leave it in the
realm of unexplained assertion. For all our legitimate emphasis on
Christ as the center and fulfillment of revelation and as the
“hermeneutical key" to the Old Testament, we sacrifice too much by
refusing to allow the Old Testament to stand, to some extent at least,
as an independent witness to the New. J. A. Sanders puts it well: “All
the while that we insist that nothing is exempt from the judgment of
Christ—even our faith-understanding of the Old Testament—we
must remember that the Old Testament was and, in some sense, is
the criterion whereby Christ is Christ."?* How can the church’s claim
that it, not Judaism, is the true “"completion” of the Old Testament be
validated if its (rather than Judaism's) use of the Old Testament
cannot be shown to best accord with the meaning of the Old
Testament?
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B. THE SUBJECTIVITY APPROACH

Another possible response to the problem is to eliminate it by
recourse 1o the inevitable subjectivity of all meaning and interpreta-
tion. A. T. Hanson, in dealing with this issue, for instance, criticizes
the notion that there is any "correct” meaning of a text, arguing that
one's presuppositions (one's Vorverstindnis) decisively determine the
meaning one arrives at?? It is true, as we will argue below, that
presuppositions play a critical role in the way the Old Testament is
read and applied. And it is also true that one’s presuppositions about
what the Old Testament is saying are due in part to faith rather than
to unaided reason. But without gainsaying any of this, we must insist
that presuppositions themselves can and must be adjusted to “fit” the
material under investigation: the “horizon” of the text and that of the
interpreter can be "fused.” Thus, without denying the problem of
subjectivity in interpretation, the notion that a “correct” interpreta-
tion of a text exists and can be found is both reasonable and
necessary.®!

What we can say, however, is that our ultimate decision about the
validity of the New Testament use of the Old will depend considerably
on our decision to reject or accept the presuppositions on which the
detailed applications of specific texts are based. These presupposi-
tions must themselves, of course, be evaluated; and one of the ways to
test them is to consider whether their acceptance leads to a more
natural understanding of the Old Testament than, say, the presuppo-
sitions at work in the Qumran community or among the rabbis. The
process is inevitably circular, but the circle is not a closed one. We
want to "break into” it at the level of the actual use of the Old
Testament in the New, consider this use in light of certain fundamen-
tal theological and hermeneutical presuppositions, and show that,
granted these presuppositions, the interpretations given these texts
need not be considered erroneous.

We conclude, then, that the apparently novel meaning attributed
to Old Testament texts by Jesus and the writers of the New Testament
do constitute a potentially legitimate objection to the inerrancy of
Scripture. Theirs was no casual appeal or an argument by analogy:
they repeatedly assert that we are to believe or do certain things
because of the witness of specific Old Testament texts. It is the
frequently causal relationship between New Testament claim or
teaching and Old Testament text that makes the problem a different
one than that which Silva illustrates by appeal to news reports
juxtaposing the Miami riots and the eruption of Mount Saint Helens
in 198022 Those reports did not claim either that the volcanic
eruption in Washington state caused the riots in Florida or that we
must understand the riots in a certain specific way because of the
mountain’s eruption. If the New Testament errs in drawing these
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relationships, then it has erred in a fundamental way—affecting, by
the way, not just incidentals but very basic matters “of faith and
practice.” S. Lewis Johnson is right: the doctrine of inerrancy
“requires that the meaning the New Testament author finds in the
Old Testament and uses in the New is really in the Old Testament."*3

It will be the purpose of this study to investigate this idea of New-
Testament-specified meaning being "really in" the Old Testament. On
what basis does the New Testament so confidently apply text after
text from the Old Testament? Before analyzing some of the most
important explanations of the situation, it will be helpful to clear the
way by removing what might be called some "“phantom” difficulties.

IV. CORRECTLY DEFINING THE PROBLEM

Statements of the problem posed by the use of the Old Testament
in the New for the doctrine of Scripture frequently magnify the
difficulties by failing to take into account certain important factors.
We will examine some of the most important of these.

A. THE NATURE OF INSPIRATION

Implicit in some discussions of the issue is the assumption that
inerrancy necessarily involves a “dictation” theory of inspiration.
Bruce Vawter, arguing that the New Testament exhibits great freedom
in interpreting the Old Testament as a witness to Christ, goes on to
say: "Clearly this was not done out of any belief that the prophetic
word that it adapted so plastically was in any sense the oracular
utterance of a delphic spirit, a word voiced from heaven fixed and
immutable, once for all."3* Now, as is well known, the vast majority of
inerrantists do not assume a mechanical, dictation-type of inspiration
theory such as Vawter’s quotation implies. The words of Scripture are
viewed as the product of a “concursive” operation whereby the
human author freely wrote what he wanted while the divine author at
the same time superintended and guided that writing. Once it is
recognized, then, that the view of inspiration held by inerrantists does
not entail the notion of an ahistorical, “oracular” process, scope for
flexibility in quotation and attention to historical context can be
allowed without invalidating inerrancy.®® This, of course, does not
solve all the problems that Vawter finds, but it does remove at least
one of his objections.

B. THE NATURE AND PURPOSE OF REFERENCES
TO THE OLD TESTAMENT

Another way in which the scope of the problem is illegitimately
expanded is by a failure to recognize the many different purposes for
which New Testament writers cite the Old Testament. Authors and
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speakers "quote” for many reasons, not all of which depend for their
legitimacy on the quotation being given an interpretation or applica-
tion completely in accord with the original context. For instance, if I
warn my children about the consequences of an action by reminding
them that “what they sow they shall also reap,” my applying Paul’s
words to a situation that he clearly never envisaged does not hurt the
effectiveness of the warning. My intention was not to quote Paul as an
authority, providing legitimate substantiation of my warning, but to
borrow his language in order to express vividly my caution.
What is crucial is to determine whether the author intends to
assert the “correct” meaning of the text and whether the “correct”
interpretation of the text is necessary for the point that the author is
making. Only in such cases does an apparent misinterpretation of a
text create difficulty. Granted the prominence played by the Old
Testament in the lives and cultural milieu of New Testament authors,
it is more than probable that they frequently used scriptural language
other than as authoritative proof. When in such cases they appear to
deduce a new meaning from the text or apply it to a new situation, it
is unjustifiable to accuse them of misusing the text or to infer from
their usage that they did not think the text was inerrant. We will
examine some specific categories of usage that should not, for this
reason, be included in our consideration of the problem.*¢

1. Use of Scriptural Language as a Vehicle of Expression

Much like the speech of a person raised on the classics will be
sprinkled with terminology and idioms drawn from those texts, New
Testament writers often—without intending to provide a “correct”
interpretation of the Old Testament text—use Old Testament lan-
guage as a vehicle of expression. Such usage will often suggest a
certain atmosphere or underlying concept that is important for what
the speaker or writer is trying to communicate.

We may take Jesus' words of lament in Gethsemane as an
example: perilypos estin hé psyché mou heés thanatou ("My soul is
sorrowful, even unto death,” Mk 14:34/Mt 26:38). The rarity of
perilypos (only eight times in the LXX, never in Philo or Josephus, only
twice in the NT), especially in combination with psyché, renders an
allusion to the “refrain” of Psalms 42 and 43 (perhaps originally a
single psalm) virtually certain?” But there is little evidence that we
should find in Jesus' allusion an attempt to cite the psalm(s] as
authoritative prefigurement of His sufferings in the Garden. Jesus
appears simply to be using familiar biblical language to express His
emotions. To be sure, Jesus' use of this language may suggest a
general identification of His plight with the psalmist's—oppressed by
enemies, seeking God's vindication and rescue—but we would be
wrong to accuse him of misusing the text or reading into it new
meaning if we were to find no evidence that Psalms 42-43 were
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predictive of Jesus' agony in Gethsemane. Moisés Silva cites Paul's use
of Deuteronomy 19:15 in 2 Corinthians 13:1 as a similar case?3$
Realizing the familiarity of all the New Testament authors with the
Old Testament, we can expect many such instances; and none is
germane to the issue discussed here.

2. The Application or Accommodation
of Old Testament Principles

In his important study of hermeneutics, E. D. Hirsch describes
the idea of what he calls a "willed type.” This involves the extension
or application of an author’s language, particularly in legal texts, such
that the application is not part of the author's specific, conscious
intention but at the same time can legitimately be seen as included
within the author's general meaning?® This phenomenon can be
observed in places where the New Testament applies an Old
Testament principle or law to a new situation.

As an example of one such instance, we can take Paul's oft-
criticized quotation of Deuteronomy 25:4 (“Do not muzzle an ox while
it is treading out the grain") in support of giving money to Christian
ministers (1Co 9:9). First, it is considered fanciful in the extreme that a
law providing for the welfare of animals should be applied by Paul to
the Christian ministry; and, second, he appears categorically to deny
in his next words that the law had anything to do with animals: "Is it
for oxen that God is concerned? Does he not speak entirely for our
sake? It was written for our sake” (rsv). Here Paul appears to equate
the “literal” sense with the “spiritual,” Christian sense.

Numerous explanations of Paul's procedure have been offered.
Longenecker sees this as one of the few examples of allegory in Paul.#°
Others think that Paul has adopted a Hellenistic Jewish exegetical
principle by which interpreters such as Philo were able to avoid the
crassly literal sense of such laws by appealing to the “higher sense"
really intended by God.! Walter Kaiser, however, expanding on the
approach taken by Calvin and Godet, argues that Paul's use of the text
depends strictly on the original meaning of the text, which in its
context is intended to inculcate in masters and owners a concern for
their laborers (whether animal or human). What Paul does is to draw
out in a legitimate way the significance of the law for the situation of
churches and their "workers." Paul is also right, then, in claiming that
the law is given for,"us” (e.g, human beings), not (primarily) the
oxen.** Moreover, Paul is probably not saving that this is the only
meaning of the law; the crucial word pantés is best translated not
“entirely” (as in the rsv) but “certainly” or “undoubtedly."3

Another possibility is that the phrase had become a popular
proverb to express the idea that a worker deserves to be paid. In this
case, Paul's application would not have to cohere in any sense with
the original, since his purpose in quoting it had nothing to do with
































































































