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Matthew's narrative of Judas' death is climaxed by the
last, and perhaps the most complex of his Reflexionszitate.
In keeping with other quotations of this type, uncertainties
concerning the source(s) and textual basis exist, complicated
in this case by the problematic reference to Jeremiah. The
disparate elemerts of the quotation and their close relation-
ship to the details of the narrative, along with apparent
contradictions to the parallel narrative in Acts 1:17-20,
suggest the existence of a creative exegetical procedure.
And many would call this procedure a midrash./1l/ The legitimacy
of this designation can be determined only after the close-knit
threads of narrative and gquotation have been unravelled. It
will be convenient to proceed by examining the quotation first
and then the relationship of the narrative and the quotation.

I. The Quotation

The text of the citation is drawn mainly from Zech 11:13,
although several important elements find no counterpart in
Zechariah. In view of the ascription of the citation to
Jeremiah, these extraneous elemnents are best explained by
supposing that a passage from that prophecy has influenced the
quotation./2/ It will be necessary to test this hypothesis
by looking closely at the relationship between Lhe quotation,
the narrative and suggested background passages from Jeremiah.
The complexity cof the textual background and the freedomwith
which the texts are used warrant a phrase-by-phrase
investigation of the citation. For convenience of reference,
I include here the MT and LXX of Zech 1l: 12b-13:

1127980 PN MIAT OINN?Y :ADD DreYe 7opTaN 177p7n
qpan o2eY%Y ANPRY OA?7YN PP WK PR TR IXITATIN
SXIPATIN IR 072 1AN 778N
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neee cctnoav TV uLoddv pou TPLEROUTO &p?upoﬁs.

l*xuo eUnEY xdpuog apds pe hdahs avrovg elg

10 ywvevtApLov, xal oxfdal Eu 66nuu6v Eoruv,

ov 1pérov ééouupéaanv bep adTiv. xaL EAXBOV

Tous tp»&ROvta uoyapoﬁs xau EvéBarov aldtovg

_els Tov_olrov xuplov els 10 xwvevtdolov.

xal £AaBov T& TpLdxOvVTa apylpura (Matt 27:9b) is a fairly

straightforward rendering of the beginning of the second major
clause in Zech 11:13. As in 26:15, Matthew uses the word
dpylprov, which may be a reflection of his Markan Vorlage
(cf. Mark 14:11)./3/ Eiafov is probably to be understood as
a third person ('impefsonal') plural, as against the first
person singular of the LXX./4/ This medification may reflect
the tradition, since Matthew presents the priests as 'taking'
the money (v 6--idBovrcg 1& 4pydpia). Since dpylpia is perhaps
a reflection of Matthew's Markan source, no decision can ke
reached regarding the textual background of the phrase.

THY Topfiv 10U tetuunpdvou (Mt 27:9¢) is closer to MT
than to LXX, which deviates considerably from the Heb. The
personalized tetuunuévov perhaps depends on a vocalization of

%0 'the price' as W72 'the honored one' (cf. the Pesh.)./5/

Tty beautifully captures the irony inherent in 19?
('excellence'), while retaining the basic meaning of 'price,'
since tivud can convey either of these ideas./6/ The freedom
with which Matthew treats his Zechariah source is already
evident, in the transposition of the two clauses, xal ciafov
.+ - and ThHy Tepdv . . .

ov érvpfcavto 4xd U@y "IopafA (Matt 27:9d). The change of
pexrson in the verxb is a necessary translation modification,
since tiudw is transitive, while P? is intransitive, but
the change undoubtedly also commended itself to Matthew as
more closely approximating his tradition./7/ The phrase
clearly depends on MT since LXX has nothing comparable. &nd,
like its Heb. counterpart, 1P has a partitive sense./8/
Matthew substitutes ul@v 'Iogpad) for the Hedrew pronominal
suffix, a modification required because of the lack of an
antecedent for the pronoun./9/ 1In the followzng phrase,
the reading Céunav is generally preferred to £wxa, the
following pou and the OT verse providing strong temptation to
assimilate to the first person./l0/ On the other hand, the
following « may have led to the addition of the v/l1/ and
the narrative context would have exercised a powerful attraction
to the third person plural./l12/ On the whole, Ebwkav is
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more difficult and should probably be preferred. The less
forceful 6¢éwul (contrast LXX &vpdilw, MT 77¥) is perhaps
used because the context '. . . calls for a less forceful
action on the part of the Jewish leaders.'/13/

With the phrase el TV &ypdv 10D epuudws the major crux of
the quotation is reached. No extant text or version gives any
hint that a field is involved in the events narrated in
Zechariah 11. While its presence in the quotation is no doubt
due to the prominence of a field in the tradition associated
with the death of Judas, the attribution of the citation to
Jeremiah invites attempts to relate the mention of a field to
a passage from that OT book. The passages usually suggested
are Jeremiah 18 and 32./14/ The former passace features
Jeremiah's visit to the house of the potter, while the purchase
of a field figures prominently in the latter. dyyeTov
dotpdnLvov ('earthenware jar') in Jer 32:14 is often cited as
the point of contact belween Jeremiahh 32 on thke one hand, and
Jeremiah 18 and Zechariah 11 on the other./15/ Torrey
conjectures that the Hanamel of Jeremiah 32 may alsc have been
the potter of Jeremiah 18, but this supposition is without
evidence./16/ fpa and Y are common roots and do not provide
sufficient basis for the joining of Zech 11:13 with Jer 32:9/17/
Therefore, the only real parallels are found in the fact that
a pottexr is featured in Jeremiah 18 and Zech 11:13 and the
purchiase of a field in Jeremiah 32 and the Judas tradicion. The
links between Jeremiah 18, 32 and Zech 11:13 are tenuous at
best and it is difficult to reconstruct a process by which
they would have been joined togethexr. It is therefore
necessary to ask if any other passage from the book of
Jeremiah may provide a more relevant backgrourd for the
narrative in Matt 27:3-8.

One's attention is immediately drawn to Jer 19:1-13.
Two verbal links exist between Jeremiah 19 ané Matt 27:3-10:
‘innocent blood' (@2py 07 [LXX: alpdrev &dduv]--v 4) and
'potter' (1¥17 [LXX: reniaopévov]--vv 1, 11). Even more
striking is the thematic parallel: Jeremiah prophesies that
a locality associated with potters (v 1) will be renamed
with a phrase connoting violence (v &) and used as a burial
place (v l1), as a token of God's judgment upon Jerusalem (and
in particular, upon the Jewish leaders (v 1))./18/ While a
'field' is not specifically mentioned in Jeremiah 19, the
contextual similarity to Matt 27:3-10, taken in conjunction
with the verbal connection (especially the key-word 'potter')
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is a scolid basis for associating Jeremiah 19 with the gquotation
in Matt 27:9-10. If, as seems likely, the parallel between

the tradition of Zech 11:13 and Jeremiah 19 was first
discovered through the common mention of a 'potter,' the MT

has surely been the basic text employed, since LXX paraphrases
1¥1? in Jer 19:1 and 11.

The last phrase of the guotation again has no counterpart
in Zech 11:13./19/ Based on the belief that the reference
to the field is from Jeremiah 32, Torrey feels that Jexr 32:6
and 8 have given rise to the reference to God's command./20/
Lindars proposes a more complex background. The words #add
guvetaley wdpuog are found in Exeod 9:12, where they indicate
the fulfillment of God's promise to Moses that, notwithstanding
the plague of boils, Pharach would continue to harden his
heart against the requests of the Israelites. This verse from
Exodus is related to Zech 11:13 through the mention of the
furnace used for the production of the ashes which caused the
boils (Exod 9:8; cf. LXX Zech 11:13: xuveuvtrhdpLov [‘foundry‘]).
Thus, the 'ingenious' exegete 'expresses the idea of the divine
command, suggested to him by Jer 32 (39). 14, in the phrase
found in the Exodus passage.'/2l/ The LXX word for 'furnace'
in Excd 9:8 is not the same one found in Zechariah, however,
and the whole reconstruction is generally too 'ingenious'
to be acceptable.

However, while dependence on Exod 9:12, mediated through
Jeremiah 32, deoes not seem sufficient te explain the phrase in
Matthew, an element of truth in this reconstruction can be
seen when it is recognized that the phrase xa$d guvétoafev
npLog in BExod 9:12 is only one of a number of similar sayings
in the OT./22/ 1t is probable that Matthew draws on this
stereotyped expression as a paraphrase of the opening words
of Zech 11:13, 'and the lLord said to me.'/23/ That the words
must be an attempt to introduce Zech 11l:13a into the citation
is demonstrated by the anomalous pou. The verbal agreement
between the phrase in Matthew and the LXX rendition of many
of the 'obedience formulas' indicates that Matthew was aware
of the expression in its Greek form./24/

The formula guotation is therefore built up from several
OT =slements: the foundation and essential struclure is provided
by thc phrases drawn from Zech 11:13, but the mention of the
field provides an important 'remocdelling' of the quotation,
based on the Judas tradition and with reference to Jeremiah 19,
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while the concluding phrase adds a 'decorative motif,'

drawn from the traditional 'obedience formula.' Jeremiah
is mentioned in the introductory formula because Jeremiah 19
was the least obvious reference, yet most important from the
point of view of the application of the quotation./25/

Before turning to the narrative, a significant aspect of
the text-form of the quotation should be emphasized: its
close dependence on the MT. Several of the phrases from
Zech 11:13 must depend on the MT, the influerce of Jeremiah 19
is probably mediated through familiarity witl the Heb., and
no part of the gquotation depends on the LXX against the MT,
{The phrase xadd cuvétafév por wlovocs, while dependent on the
Greek, is not an exception, since it is a stereotyped formula
independent of any one OT passage.) It is not unlikely,
therefore, that the MT is the sole Vorlage for the
quotation./26/

II. Narrative and Quotation

What now can be said about the relationship between this
complex citation and the narrative which it interprets? On
the one hand, there can be little doubt that the tradition has
exerted considerable influence on the quotation. The
introduction of the 'field' is, of course, the most notable
example of this influence, but other minor deviations (the
third person plural verbs, &(éuu. for 7p¥ ) are also best
attributed to the impact of the tradition. What might be
termed a 're-orientation of the text' has occurred--a phenomenon
we will explore in more detail at a later point. But now it
must be asked whether the reverse process has taken place.
Have elements from the OT passages crept intc or influenced
the narrative?

The 'thirty pieces of silver' (v 3) is an allusive
reference to Zech 11:13. That the idea of betrayal money is
not taken from the OT is probable since Mark records the
transaction without alluding to Zech 11:13. It cannot be
finally determined whether the exact sum is an accommodation
to the prophecy or an element in the tradition which helped
éirect Matthew's attention to Zechariah 11./27/ The latter
alternative should not, however, be ruled out as summarily
as it often is.

afpa &8¢ov forms the first link in the chain of 'blood'
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references which serve as an important literary motif in the
sgory {price cf blouvd--v 6; [ield of blood--v 8)./28/

alua aY%pov is, therefore, suspect as a subsequent addition
to the tradition, perhaps based on the OT (Jer 6:15 or 19:4,
especially)./29/ However, 'to shed innocent blood' is a
standard OT expression for a particularly heinous crime/30/
and is not, therefore, unnatural on Judas' lips./31/ 1I1f
Matthew himself is responsible for the expression, he has
probably been influenced by general usage rather than by a
particular OT passage.

The action of Judas described in v 5, 3(das 18 dpydpin
eig 1By vadv, echoes the command in Zech 11:13 to throw the
silver pieces into the MN? 1?1 (oTnov xuptou). While the
verb is #vdBaiov in LXX, flnTtw is used in A' and 7, so it is
thought possible that Matthew has added this detail to the
tradition on the basis of the OT text: 'It is known, as in
the Acts wversion, that Judas died suddenly and that the money
was used to buy land, but it is assumed that the money was
first thrown into the house of the Lord, because the prophecy
says so.'/32/ However, this interpretation is open to several
criticisms. It is, perhaps, unlikely that Matthew would have
presented Judas as throwing the coins into the sanctuarv
(vaedg) /33/ had he been creating the tradition. Moreover, if
the priest's role in the transaction is historical, their
involvement must have been precipitated by an action similar to
that described in v 4. At any rate, no OT text provides a
plausible basis for the addition of this element. It has even
been suggested that Judas' gesture should be understood as a
Jewish legal custom, apparertly valid in the time of Jesus,
according to which a seller who wished to revoke a deal, but who
had been refused by the buyer, could deposit the money involwved
in the transaction in the Temple, and so effect a revcecation.
/34/ This historical context cannot be ruled out, but guestions
concerning the date of the law and concerning its applicability
to this kind of situation mean that caution is necessary in
basing very much on it.

One further point might be raised with regard to the
appropriation of the prophecy as a whole by Matthew. It is
sometimes overlooked that the specific context of Zech 11:13 is
not as congenial to the function of the text as a prophecy of
Judas' dealings with the Jewish leaders as it might be. For the
'I' of Zech 11:13 is unambiguously identified as the prophet
himself, in the role of Yahweh's appointed good shepherd
{i.e., ruler), which role seems to be understood as a
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prefigurement of Christ's as the rejected shespherd par
excellence. Matthew seems to be at pains to interpret Zech
11:13 so as to avoid the manifest absurdity of identifying
Judas with the rejected shepherd while, at the same time,
appropriating the passage as a prophecy of the history of

the betrayal mcney. This he can do only by substituting
circumlocutory constructions for the first person verbs of
the OT passage. We have seen that, in fact, this is exactly
what is done: ‘they' (the priests), rather than the rejected
shepherd himself as the prophecy strictly reqguires, take the
silver coins and give them to the potter. The importance of
this insight for the specific question before us is obvious:
the necessity to avoid directly ascribing to Judas any of

the actions of the rejected shepherd in Zechariah renders it
unlikely that Matthew would introduce an action on Judas'
part ('throwing the coins into the temple') that does just
that. Thus, although the verb used (4Cxtw) may be taken from
the OT, it must at least be questioned whether the reference
to Judas' throwing the coins into the temple in v 4 has been
introduced on the basis of the OT quotation./35/

While v 5 is said to represent an attempt to introduce an
element from Zech 11:13 into the narrative which was omitted
from the quotation, it is argued that eLs Tov xopBavBv in
v 6 is a doublet of el¢ . . . uepaufws in the citation. Some
scholars think this alleged dual understanding of the phrase
from Zech 11:13 is based on a variant reading of J¥IN
'treasury' for 1¥1? ‘'potter.'/36/ While no Heb. MS reads
q¥IN  the Pesh. ]A;ha seems to presume such a reading, which,
in view of the verbal similarity, could easily have been
subsequently altered to ¥1? ./37/ However, the translation of
the Pesh. is too slight a support for the suggested emendation
and 1¥1? must surely be retained as the lectio difficilior./38/
And it must also be noted that, in general, the evidence for
the use of variant readings in this way is slight. But if
clc TOv nopBavliv cannot rest cn a variant reading, it is
nevertheless possible that the phrase is evidence of Matthew's
understanding of Zech 11:13 in a dual sense. This
interpretation would have been facilitated by the word-play

X177 -=WIN /39/ and may, moreover, be based on the belief
that the 1¥1? in Zech 11:13 was a minor temple official
connected with the treasury./40/

The latter possibility is not, however, likely; /41/ so
the brunt of the argument must rest on the presumption that
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Matthew was aware of, and utilized the word play1¥17 -- XN
in the writing of Matt 27:3-10. Several irdications speak
against this. To begin with, there is some doubt that neopBaviig
in v 6 actually means 'treasury.' This meaning for the word
is very poorly attested, a single passage in Josephus (Bell. 2.
175) being the only alleged example besides Matt 27:6./42/
Moreover, Girtner has argued that the meaning of the word in
Josephus is 'sacred gifts,' a definition more in accord with
the meaning of the root 1317 elsewhere and appropriate in

the context./43/ wopBaviv in Matt 27:6 may theorefore, dencte
not the treasury, but sacred gifts which were deposited in the
temple, to which the silver thrown by Judas could not be

added because of the profane purpose for which it had been
used./44/ A certain conclusion on this matter is probably
impossible, but even if xopSuviic is translated 'treasury,'

a sericus objsction can be raised against the supposed double
fulfillment of 1X¥1? : the priests' decision not to put the
woney inlo ths treasury contradicts the explicit statement in
Zech 11:13 that the money was to be thrown X1°A"%YN ./45/
This objection cannot be dismissed as demanding 'too rigid an
application of the quotation to the circumstances of the
context' or as failing to reckon with the 'more indirect
applications of the quotation.'/46/ An indirect application
ig one thing, but the deliberate introduction of an element,
based on a wvariant interpretation, which expressly contradicts
the command of the prophecy is quite another. In olhex words,
were Matthew inventing details here in order to fulfill OT
prophecy, it is reasonable to expect that his creation woald
be in strict accord with that prophecy.

Verse 7 introduces an important link between the narrative
and the mixed quotation of vv 9-10--Gypds 7ol xepapfwsg. The
fact that a field was in some manner involved in the tradition
associated with Judas' death is generally accepled in view
of the prominence of a fielé in the seemingly independent,
Semitic-colored account in Acts 1:16£ff and the unexpected
addition of ‘field' to the guotation in Matthew. However,
it is generally believed that the ‘Field of Blood' mentioned
in v 8 is the historic kernel of the legend, while the
connection with 'potter' and the change of name has been
invented in crder to bring the money into contact with a
'potter,' as sech 11:13 indicates./47/ There is some basis,
however, for thinking that a potter's field was a part of
the original tradition. Benoit points out that the traditional
site for ‘'Hakeldama’ was an area which was a source of clay
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for the potters of Jerusalem and which, in view of its evil
reputation, was a natural location for the burial of
strangers./48/ The priest's purchase of the field for this
purpose would be in accord with rabbinic custom./49/ Moreover,
the fact that the linking of 'field' with 'potter' is not
found in any of the relevant OT texts and that this connection
does not correspond exactly to the role played by the 'potzer'
in Zech 11:13 favors viewing the element as traditional rather
than as an OT-inspired creation./50/

We conclude, therefore, that there is reason to doubt
whether any important part of the narrative in Matt 27:3-B
has been created under the influence of OT passages. As we
have seen, several points in the pericope are not in complete
harmony with tae OT prophecies cited, pointing to restraint
on the part of the transmitter of the tradition. Most
important, the unique features of the mixed guotation in
vv 9-10 constitute a strong evidence for thc dominant role
played by the tradition in the process. As Benoit says,
‘. . . the tradition recorded by Matthew in his gospel cannot
be explained by reference to the biblical texts alone, since
on the contrary, it governs the disconcertirg use made of
them . . . .'/31/ 1In view of these considerations it is most
reasonable to think that the evangelist composed Matt 27:3-10
on the basis of a tradition that came to him substantially
in the form in which we now have it. It is probable that Jesus'
betrayal for a sum of money first led Matthew to Zech 11:13,
where the singular mention of a 'potter' reminded him that the
site of the 'Field of Blood,' purchased with Judas' ill-gotten
wages, was traditionally associated with the activity of
potters. This, in turn, led Matthew to the passage of
Scripture with a number of suggestive parallels to the
tradition, Jeremiah 19. Matthew collates Jeremiah 19 and
Zech 11:13, thercby indicating, at the same time, Lhe
fulfillment of the prophecy regarding the wages of the rejected
shepherd and that concerned with the destiny of the Valley
of Topheth./52/

Presupposing this exegetical work is the identification
of Jesus as the rejected shepherd of Zech 11:4-14. Indeed,
the correlation of the destiny of Jesus, the God-appointed
leader of Israel, with the similar fale of Zechariah seems to
be the primary motivation for the narrative and quotation./53/
Thus, stress is placed on the fact that the money was the price
at which the 'precious one' was valued by the Jewish leaders.
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This purpose is evident in Matthew's modifications of the
quotation, which, as we have seen, serve to involve Judas and
the priests in the action narrated in the text without
destroying the identification of Jesus with the Shepherd.

Thus, the wages given to the prophet in Zech 11:12 are
given to Judas in Matthew, the actions perZormed by the prophet
in Zech 11:13 are transferred to the priests, and the monesy
goes not to a potter directly but for the purchase of a
'potter’s field.' While these changes are major enough, it
is important to note that there is no departure from the basic
thrust of Zechariah's prophecy. While Judas is the direct
recipient of the 'wages' in Matthew, Jesus is the one being
evaluated at this level--just as the prophet's worth is
evaluated in Zechariah 11. The verb changes serve to describe
the actions from the recipients' point of view, and the
addition of 'the field' extends the idea of the money being
given to the potter. Nevertheless, it is obvious that
the Matt 27:%, 10 gquetation evidences a considerable
modification of text. Another important technique observed
here, for which there is ample precedent in Jewish literature,
is the combination of passages, based to some extent on the
use of similar words or phrases.

III. A Midrash?

In the current situation of terminological 'fuzziness'
with respect to terms like pesher and midrash, it is meaningless
and can be misleading simply to label a particular text with
these terms. Until generally accepted meanings of such terms
are forthecoming, it is essential that scholars carefully
state 'working' definitions and, beyond that, note both
similarities and differences between NT and various Jewish
exegetical procedures, Much of the confusion surrounding the
term 'midrash' for instance, is caused by its applicatior by
different scholars to three different "levels' of the
exegetical procedure: literary genre,/54/ exegetical
method, /55/ and hermeneutical axioms./56/ Thus the exegetical
methods of the rabbis (exemplified in the middot of Hillel
and R. Ishmael b. Elisha) may closely resemble the methods
emploved by the Qumran sectarians/57/ or NT writers, but their
hermeneutical axioms or genre of writing may be entirely
different. Similarly, an eschatological crientation and
revelatory basis may characterize both Qumran and NT exegesis
(hermeneutical axioms), but exegetical methods may differ
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appreciably.

In discussing midrash in Matt 27:3-10, then, it is crucial
to make comparisons at several levels./58/ In terms of ljiterary
genre, the historical narration style of Matthew finds no close
parallel in rabbinic or Qumran literature. The rabbis exhibit
little interest in history as such; any narratives which are
found tend to be homilies based on biblical characters or
illustrations for halakic purposes., The detailed correspondence
of narrative and context is, of course, found in the Qumran
pesharim, but these, significantly, are written ostensibly
as commentaries on the text.

At the level of exegetical method, similarities with
the procedure of both the rabbis and the sectarians are
obvious: combination of texts based on possible word-plays
and modificaticn of the OT text to suit its application are
well-known in koth types of literature. But with respect to
what is for many the crucial characteristic of midrash--the
creation of narrative based on the OT--/59/ Matthew's
procedure is nct, as we have pointed out, analogous to
rabbinic practice./60/

This last point leads us, finally, to say something
about hermeneutical axioms. For the NT authors, as in a
somewhat similar manner for the Qumran sectarians, the impact
of recent historical events was the decisive influence on
exegetical procedure. They were ‘concerned not with
interpreting the OT, but with interpreting an event in terms
of the OT.'/6l/ This fundamental datum is ultimately what
distinguishes NT exegesis from most rabbinic exegesis. The
latter functioned within the framework built up of tradition,
current community needs and Scripture and came to expression
in the form of detailed gquidelines for behavior and edifying
stories, sometimes loosely linked to a biblical book. Granted
such a framework, creative influence on biblical narratives
from other OT texts is not unlikely. But in the NT, exegesis
functions within a framework cdominated by very recent events
surrounding the life of Jesus of Nazareth, and came to
expression in, among other things, what are ostensibly
historical narratives. The creation of narrative under the
influence of the OT is a priori less likely in this kind of
framework simply because there is less interest in the OT
per se. 1In this respect, the NT situation is much closer
to that of the Dead Sea community, and few scholars have
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suggested that the scrolls feature narratives created on the
basis of Lhe OT.

In other words, resemblances between Matt 27:3-10 ard
the rabbinic literature at the level of exegetical procedure
are outweighed by differences with respect to literary genre
and hermeneutical axioms. Whether one wants to speak of
midrash in Matt 27:3-10 depands, then, on the stage of
exegetical procedure about which one is speaking. But if the
term is used to designate, as it most often does Loday in
NT studies, a creative influence of the 0T on the tradition,
I would think the term inappropriate here.
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