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The current article seeks to bridge a common scholarly bifurcation (casual or otherwise) 
between New Testament and Hebrew Bible corpora by investigating the phenomenon of 
“reflection stories” (Zakovitch, 1993). While reflection stories are explored almost solely 
within the HB, few recognize the continuation of these narrative techniques within the 
New Testament, in the present case, as it pertains to the presentation of Jesus. The author 
will illustrate how the Gospels utilize the Aqedah, the Aqedah’s reflection stories, and the 
Aqedah’s development within the Second Temple literature (i.e., its reception) to cast 
Jesus in a contemporary idiom initially borne out of the Hebrew Bible. 
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Introduction 

 
James Kugel states that in spite of the parting of ways of Judaism and Christianity, 

the latter, originally a Jewish sect, “adopted a number of Jewish assumptions about how 
to go about interpreting the Bible.”1 Kugel’s statement, written in passing over thirty years 
ago, represents an increasingly accepted axiom in NT studies, namely that the NT could 
(should?) be accurately described as a reception of the Hebrew Bible.2 This truism 
anticipates the obvious, that the NT Gospels reflect a deep resonance with the Hebrew 
Bible, as the former’s contents have naturally been generated through and crafted in the 
idiom of the latter. This paper will focus on one nexus of the NT’s reception of the Hebrew 
Bible: the Aqedah and its echoes within the Gospels.3 The Aqedah, along with its 
“reflection stories” within the Hebrew Bible, acts as a quasi-template for the Gospels’ 

 
1 James L. Kugel, In Potiphar’s House: The Interpretive Life of Biblical Texts (New York: 

HarperCollins, 1990), 1. Richard Hays, in Echoes of Scripture in the Gospels, stresses that “Jesus and his 
first followers were Jews whose symbolic world was shaped by Israel’s Scripture” (Richard B. Hays, Echoes 
of Scripture in the Gospels [New Haven: Yale, 2016], 6). Benjamin Sommer’s introductory remarks in his 
masterful study on inner-biblical exegesis arguably also obtains in the NT (Benjamin Sommer, A Prophet 
Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 40–66 [Stanford, CA: Stanford, 1998], 1–5).  

2 Mikael Winninge, “The New Testament Reception of Judaism in the Second Temple Period,” in 
The New Testament as Reception, ed. Mogens Müller and Henrik Tronier (New York: Sheffield, 2002), 15–
16. 

3 Here, I use “echoes” in a broad sense. For a helpful treatment on the more technical uses of “echo,” 
“allusion,” “influence,” etc., see Sommer, A Prophet Reads Scripture, 6–31.  
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portrayal of Jesus.4 Moreover, as will be examined, the Aqedah’s reception during the 
Second Temple period itself engendered an influx of interpretive motifs,5 representative 
of ancient Jewish literature generally, which too found their way into Jesus’s portrayal.6 
While there have been studies that have alluded to connections between the Aqedah and 
the Gospels,7 the present work seeks to provide a fresh synthesis. The current article 
attempts to enlarge the notion of inner-biblical interpretation—predominantly explored 
within the ‘Old Testament’—to include other corpora,8 in this case the NT, while 
providing a potentially fruitful expansion mediated through Müller and Tronier’s notion 
of “New Testament as reception.”9  

This paper will seek to convince the reader that the NT Gospels’ portrayal of Jesus 
has been heavily influenced by the Aqedah: a combinatory portrayal comprised of the 
Aqedah itself, its “reflection stories” within the Hebrew Bible (hereafter: HB), and textual 
features amassed during its own reception within the Second Temple period (hereafter: 
STP). First, we will define Yair Zakovitch’s “reflection stories” and briefly summarize 
other methodological matters germane to the current argument. Second, we will explore 
reflection stories of Genesis 22:1–18 (the Aqedah) within the HB.10 Third, the analogies 
between the Aqedah and Jesus’s presentation in the Gospels will be presented. Fourth, 
we will investigate how the Gospels refract the reflection stories of the Aqedah. Fifth, we 
will investigate how various expansions of the Aqedah among STP literature are assumed 
within the Gospels. The intended effect of this approach will be to explore further the NT 

 
4 For a definition of “reflection story,” see below. 
5 See Kugel, In Potiphar’s House, 3–6, 253–258. 
6 Kugel, In Potiphar’s House, 256. For the regenerative nature of Jewish literature, see Michael 

Fishbane, The Midrashic Imagination: Jewish Exegesis, Thought, and History (New York: State University 
Press, 1993). 

7 See throughout. 
8 This approach, which seeks to include other corpora within the study of the HB’s inner-biblical 

interpretation, is not an attempt to elevate certain corpora/libraries over others. Rather, it is an attempt to 
show the ubiquity of similar modes of composition and exegetical techniques across corpora/libraries 
during the same period and often within a certain broad stream of religious tradition. Though the very 
phrase inner-biblical interpretation is freighted both denotatively and connotatively, I simply use the 
phrase to represent the method that is most often applied to the HB. In some sense, the term rewritten 
Bible could have been applied in the same way: evoking the method yet recognizing its use as a technical 
referent to rewritings of the HB. See D. Andrew Teeter, “On ‘Exegetical Function’ in Rewritten Scripture: 
Inner-Biblical Exegesis and the Abram/Ravens Narrative in Jubilees,” Harvard Theological Review 106, 
no. 4 (2013): 373–402.  

9 Mogens Müller and Henrik Tronier, eds., The New Testament as Reception (New York: Sheffield, 
2002), vii–viii, 1–14, passim. See also Hans Höbner, “New Testament Interpretation of the Old Testament,” 
in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, ed. Magne Saebø (Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 332–372. 

10 Throughout this article, when I refer to Genesis 22 I specifically am referring to the story of 
Abraham’s sacrificing of Isaac comprised in verses 1–19. 



Gossage: Aqedah within the Gospels                                         22 
 

as reception, with Jesus’s portrayal representing an amalgamation of intertextual factors, 
not unlike the study of inner-biblical exegesis typically traced within the HB, though often 
in isolation from other STP texts.11 

 
Reflection Stories 

 
The laconic nature of Hebrew narrative is widely acknowledged. Instead of 

providing lengthy details, the authors of the HB rely on distinct literary conventions to 
structure their narratives. The reflection story is one such convention. Yair Zakovitch 
defines a “reflection story” as a narrative in which the author shapes a character using 
allusions to another character intending to “awaken in the reader undeniable associations 
to the source-story.”12 One familiar with Robert Alter’s work will notice the similarities 
between his “type-scene” or “narrative analogy” and Zakovitch’s reflection story.13 
Zakovitch and Alter both conclude that type-scenes, analogies, and reflection stories—all 
features of inner-biblical exegesis—are most often intended to provoke value judgments.14 
Joshua Berman, another proponent of reflection stories (though preferring the term 
narrative analogy) builds upon Meir Sternberg’s definition of analogy, claiming that 
“what distinguishes narrative analogy from [a basic] analogy is primarily a quantitative 
issue.”15 Thus, the more pervasive the similar elements, the greater likelihood of an 
intentional link, resulting in a higher probability of the author’s intentionality, 

 
11 This study assumes in its methodology that the New Testament community and thus its literature 

is viewed as a continuation or application of the Hebrew Bible, not unlike the Qumran community. (See 
Geza Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English [London, England: Penguin Books, 2004], 26–27, 
54–57, 68–76, 84–90). Thus, the NT becomes an extension of the HB’s inherent intertextuality, permitting 
an analysis where the NT’s textual interconnectedness to the HB is presupposed. A helpful analogy might 
be the Temple Scroll at Qumran, the book of Jubilees, or even the book of Ruth, which are all veritable 
examples of the “pregnant biblicism” of the STP by which the HB becomes a language in and of itself and a 
repository of conceptions used in the formation of related texts (William Tooman, Gog of Magog: Reuse of 
Scripture and Compositional Technique in Ezekiel 38–39 [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011], 19). 

12 Yair Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass: Reflections/Inversions of Genesis Stories in the 
Bible,” Biblical Interpretation 1, no. 2 (1993): 139–152, esp. 139 and 152. 

13 Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 21. 
14 We assume Fishbane’s broad term ‘inner-biblical exegesis’ because we recognize that analogies 

are intentionally evaluative and thus are meant to provoke value judgements. Anticipating one of our 
analogies below and couching it in purposely oversimplified language, we find: Jesus is good like Isaac, God 
is magnanimous like Abraham, and Judas is bad like Absalom. For the author’s intention via analogies, see 
Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139–152; Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative, 21. See also, Moshe 
Garsiel, The First Book of Samuel: A Literary Study of Comparative Structures, Analogies and Parallels 
(Ramat-Gan: Revivim Publishing House, 1985), 16–32; Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in 
Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 350–379. 

15 Joshua Berman, Narrative Analogy in the Hebrew Bible: Battle Stories and Their Equivalent 
Non-Battle Narratives (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 1. For Sternberg’s definition of analogy see Meir Sternberg, 
The Poetics of Biblical Narrative (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 365. 
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demanding “explicit evaluations” on the part of the reader.16 Typically explored within the 
HB alone, the present study concerns itself with a cross-corpora analogy: the depiction of 
Jesus in light of both Genesis 22 (the Aqedah) and the Aqedah’s own reflection stories 
within the HB. It is to those reflection stories of the Aqedah itself that we now turn. 

 
The Aqedah and its Reflection Stories 

 
We will now explore the various reflection stories of the Aqedah within the HB. 

While much more could be said within this section about the various relationships 
between these stories and their ‘source story’ (Gen. 22), the reader should consider this 
section as preliminary, foundational to the exploration of the Gospels at the culmination 
of this article. 

 
Saul and David 

 
Pleins rightly notes that the Saul-David complex deliberately mirrors the Aqedah 

in meaningful ways. Saul perfidiously ‘adopts’ David as his own son with a treacherous 
bride price of 100 Philistine foreskins, intending to take David’s life (1 Sam. 18:17, 25).17 
The very son whom Saul obtains through a marriage and an elaborate bride price he 
simultaneously seeks to kill. Abraham too acquired a son through a protracted process 
and then attempted to take his life (read: sacrifice). Naturally, Saul’s analogical actions, 
unlike Abraham’s, are viewed in a negative light by interpreters. Saul’s claiming David as 
“my son” ( ינב , 1 Sam. 24:17, 26:21) heightens the drama of the Samuel narrative while 
concurrently strengthening the story’s association with the Aqedah.18 

 
Resurrection Miracles: 2 Kings 4:18–37 and 1 Kings 17:8–14 
 

Next, Levenson, emphasizing the potential “genetic relationship” between Genesis 
18 and 2 Kings 4 via the shared theme of miraculous conceptions by barren women, goes 
one step further, describing the resurrection of the Shunammite’s son (2 Kings 4:18–37) 
as “correspond[ing] markedly” with the Aqedah. First, Isaac’s life, though not saved by a 
miracle-worker, is certainly rescued by a “heavenly being’s dramatic intervention,” as is 

 
16 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139. See also Garsiel, 28–29. To explore how analogy-

making is at the essence of human cognition, see Douglas R. Hofstadter and Emmanuel Sander, Surfaces 
and Essences: Analogy as the Fuel and Fire of Thinking (New York: Basic Books, 2013), 3–32. 

17 For David as Saul’s son, see J. David Pleins, “Son-Slayers and Their Sons,” Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly 54 (1992): 34. 

18 Pleins, 34. 
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the Shunammite’s deceased son.19 Second, various inversions are discovered when 
comparing 2 Kings 4 and Genesis 22. Abraham and the Shunammite woman encompass 
the male/female binary. The Shunammite woman travels to a “mountain” (2 Kings 4:25) 
to save her son’s life, whereas Abraham journeys to a “mountain” (Gen. 22:2) to offer his 
son’s life. Similarly, both texts include servants ( רענ , 2 Kings 4:18–37, 11x; Gen. 22:1–19, 

5x) which only becomes significant when considered in tandem with the “saddling” ( ׁשבח , 

2 Kings 4:24; Gen. 22:3) of a “donkey” ( ןות רומח ;Kings 4:22, 24 2 ,א , Gen. 22:3, 5) in each 
story. Whereas the Shunammite woman demands that her servant “head out and go!”      
( ךל גהנ ו , 2 Kings 4:24), Abraham orders his servants to “wait here” ( םכל וב   Gen. 22:5).20 ,ׁש
Exploring such marked correspondences, this Aqedah reflection story (2 Kings 4:18–37), 
like the Saul-David complex, as we shall see, has been further refracted within the 
Gospels, broadening the scope of the Aqedah’s influence on Jesus’s persona.  

Our next “reflection story,” 1 Kings 17:8–24, has many correspondences21 with 2 
Kings 4:18–37, and by means of Levenson’s resurrection matrix, intimates a further 
refraction of the Aqedah utilized in the Gospels. While these connections with the Gospels 
are explored below, it is worthy to note that both Elisha and Abraham are called to go to 
a distant location (Zarephath and ‘one of the mountains’, respectively), and immediately 
respond by “getting up and going” ( ךליו םקיו , 1 Kings 17:10; Gen. 22:3).  

 
David and Absalom 
 
 The next reflection story of the Aqedah within the HB is that of Absalom’s 
rebellion. This story fits Zakovitch’s more typical “reflection story” wherein the new 
character is purposefully crafted to act as “the antithesis of a character in another 
narrative and that character’s actions.”22 As will be shown, such an inversion of the 
Aqedah is obvious. In the LXX, “wood” and “a knife” are integral to the Aqedah (µάχαιρα, 

22:6, 10 LXX; ξύλα, 22:3, 6, 7, 9). When David initially flees Jerusalem, it is out of fear 

that Absalom will overtake him and destroy Jerusalem with “the sword” (µαχαίρης, 2 Sam. 

15:14). Absalom’s head is then caught in a tree, specifically, in a “thicket” ( ךבוׂש , 2 Sam. 

18:9), likely a purposeful allusion to the “thicket” ( ךבס ) which entangled a ram in Genesis 
22:13. Thus, Absalom takes the conceptual space of both the (un)righteous son and the 
replacement ram. Furthermore, in Genesis 22, God commands Abraham to sacrifice Isaac 
and at the last second intervenes. While Abraham is obedient to sacrifice Isaac (laudably 

 
19 Jon Douglas Levenson, Resurrection and the Restoration of Israel: The Ultimate Victory of the 

God of Life (New Haven: Yale University, 2008), 125–26. 
20 See Sternberg’s ‘proteus principle’ (Poetics, 437).  
21 Lissa M. Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, Apollos Old Testament Commentary 9 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP 

Academic, 2014), 322, 326–328. 
22 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139. 
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so), contrastively, David commands his soldiers not to harm Absalom (2 Sam. 18:5). 
Instead of freeing Absalom from the tree and thus obeying David’s command not to hurt 
Absalom, Joab and ten young men ( םירענ ) take his life (2 Sam. 18:15). This marks a stark 

contrast with Abraham’s young men ( וירענ ) who accompany him on his own journey to 
Moriah and are instead obedient to their master (Gen. 22:5, ‘sit down and wait’). 
 

The Gospels and Genesis 22 
 

The Aqedah has manifold textual links with the Gospel stories. These purposeful 
connections cast Jesus in a distinct way, mirroring the themes within Genesis 22 itself. 
We will now explore these links between the Aqedah and the New Testament Gospels’ 
portrayal of Jesus.  

Initially, both Jesus and Isaac are miraculously conceived. The language in 
Matthew 1:20-21 is markedly similar to Genesis 17:19 LXX.23 Jesus’s mother is a young, 
(presumably) fertile virgin, while Sarah is an older woman who “stopped having monthly 
menstruation” (Luke 1:26–38; Gen. 18:11), which together represent a sort of merism via 
the antipodes of fertility and barrenness wherein conception is equally miraculous.24 
Next, Isaac is described as Abraham’s דיחי . While דיחי  can indeed connote “only” or 
“solitary” (Judg. 11:34), the proximity of Genesis 22 to Ishmael likely engenders the rarer 
connotation of “favored.” The LXX often translates דיחי  using the word αγαπητός, 
describing Isaac as “your beloved son” (τὸν υἱόν σου τὸν ἀγαπητόν, Gen. 22:2 LXX), similar 
to Mark 1:11 where God calls to Jesus from the heavens saying, “You are my beloved son” 
(ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός).25 God calls again from heaven during Jesus’s transfiguration (Mark 

9:7; Matt. 17:5): “This is my beloved son” (οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός µου ὁ ἀγαπητός)–an episode 
strongly associative of his death (see Mark 9:9–13, Matt. 17:9–13) and reminiscent of 
Isaac’s near-death experience on Mount Moriah, where God too calls out to Abraham 
(Gen. 22:11, 15). On the other hand, Aquila’s translation from the second century CE 
understands the typical connotation of דיחי  (‘only’) to predominate and thus in his 

translation of Genesis 22 offers µονογενής in its place. The most famous example of 

µονογενής in the NT is John 3:16, in which Jesus is described as God’s µονογενής: “For God 

so loved the world that he gave his only son” (τὸν υἱὸν τὸν µονογενῆ). Thus, the broad 

semantic field of דיחי  is utilized to describe both Jesus’s divine sonship and Isaac’s human 
sonship as manifested in the LXX and Aquila recensions. 

Additional broad analogies between Isaac and Jesus are sundry. Genesis 22:6 
notes Isaac’s ironic bearing of wood, the tool of his looming death, as do the Gospel writers 

 
23 Gen. 17:19 LXX: Σαρρα ἡ γυνή σου τέξεταί σοι υἱόν, καὶ καλέσεις τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ισαακ //Matthew 

1:20b–21a: Μαρίαν τὴν γυναῖκά σου…τέξεται δὲ υἱόν, καὶ καλέσεις τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν.  
24 See Sternberg’s ‘proteus principle’ (Poetics, 437). 
25 All translations of Greek and Hebrew are my own unless otherwise noted. 



Gossage: Aqedah within the Gospels                                         26 
 

who portray Jesus as carrying his own cross (John 19:17).26 Another obvious connection 
concerns the location of their sacrificial deaths. The coalescence of traditions in 2 
Chronicles 3, indicating that Mount Moriah ( הירומה רה ) is the location of Solomon’s 
temple, engenders a similarity between the location of Jesus’s and Isaac’s respective 
sacrificial deaths.27 Adding to the significance of such a similarity, Grassi astutely notes 
that prior to Jesus’s sacrifice he is portrayed in the Gospel of Luke as praying in the 
Garden of Gethsemane on the Mountain of Olives (22:39), not unlike the mountainous 
location of the Aqedah ( םירהה דחא , Gen. 22:2). In Mark 14:33, at Gethsemane (Mountain 
of Olives), Jesus takes a few of his own young men (Peter, James, and John) during his 
“test” (see below) as does Abraham (Gen. 22:4).28  

Both Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac and God’s sacrifice of Jesus procure benefits for 
future generations. The blessings unilaterally promised by God from Genesis 12 will 
become manifest in part due to Abraham’s obedience: “Because ( רׁשא ןעי יכ ) you have done 
this” (Gen. 22:16).29 In a similar vein, Jesus is “given” by God for the benefit of “the world” 
(John 3:16), but his own obedience is also vital for the gift to become efficacious.30 
Furthering the point, each son’s death is explicated in sacrificial terms: Jesus as “the lamb 
of God who is removing the sins of the world” (John 1:29) and Isaac as one who is to be 
“offered . . . as a burnt offering” ( הלעל םׁש והלעהו , Gen. 22:2). Many have noted that God 
the Father becomes the obedient father writ large, staving off the death of Abraham’s son 
in Genesis 22, but offering his own son to the world’s benefit in the NT Gospels.31 

 
26 For an explicit connection between Isaac and the method of Roman crucifixion, see Genesis 

Rabbah 56.3 in Moshe Mirkin, Bereshit Rabbah (Tel-Aviv: Yavneh Publishing House, 1971), 268. 
27 Levenson’s description of an ancient’s conception of life and death as a spectrum is helpful in 

this regard. See Levenson, Resurrection and the Restoration of Israel, 38–40. Even later Rabbinic 
commentary indicates that Isaac was killed and brought back to life. See further Jon D. Levenson, The Death 
and Resurrection of the Beloved Son: The Transformation of Child Sacrifice in Judaism and Christianity 
(New Haven: Yale, 1995), 180, 192–199. Some interpreters have found significance in the prosaic reference 
to three days or the third day found in both stories. Genesis 22:4 has Abraham seeing the place of sacrifice 
“from a distance” on the third day, while Jesus prophesies of his rising again three days after his crucifixion 
(i.e., Matt. 16:21; John 2:16). 

28 Joseph Grassi, “Abba, Father (Mark 14:36): Another Approach,” Journal of the American 
Academy of Religion 50, no. 3 (1982): 449–458. For the importance of Jesus’s “test,” see below. 

29 See 4 Maccabees 6:20 and 17:22, where the blood of martyrs works to the benefit of the nation 
of Israel. For a pertinent discussion, see Geza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, in Judaism: Haggadic 
Studies (Leiden: Brill, 1983), 198 –199. See Vermes, Scripture, 202–204 for a fruitful connection between 
Midrashic exploration of Aqedah and its connection to the suffering servant of Isaiah. 

30 See R. W. L. Moberly, The Bible, Theology, and Faith: A Study of Abraham and Jesus 
(Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 133. 

31 Levenson, Death and Resurrection, 220. Apart from the more obvious connections, a few minor 
associations could be offered which further support our thesis. First, both sacrifices include a donkey, which 
presumably accompany both Abraham and Jesus to Jerusalem: to Moriah in the case of Abraham ( רומח , 

Gen. 22:3, 5) and with Jesus during his triumphal entry (ὄνος, Matt. 21:2; ὀνάριον, John 12:14). The triumphal 
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The next locus of similarity concerns the notion of testing. During his own final 
test, Jesus addresses his disciples, urging them to be vigilant that they do not succumb to 
the “test” (πειρασµόν, Mark 14:38), presumably referring to the temptation of 
disobedience.32 Genesis 22:1 LXX uses similar language to describe Abraham’s testing 
(ἐπείραζεν). As is often noted, the Abraham cycle is created through an obvious inclusion 
with Genesis 12:1–8 and 22:1–19, and throughout the history of reception, both texts have 
been recognized as involving “tests,” though the verb הסנ  only appears in the latter.33 
Comparatively, the Gospel of Mark forms its own test-inclusion as it relates to Jesus: the 
first being in the wilderness where he is tested (πειραζόµενος) by Satan and the second 
taking place in the Garden of Gethsemane where Jesus calls out to God, “Father, not my 
will but yours” (Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42), perhaps hoping that the unthinkable task that 
lies before him might be removed. Jesus’s first test in the wilderness finds similarities to 
Genesis 12:10. In Matthew’s parallel account, Satan crafts a food test, urging Jesus to 
create loaves of bread from stone. Similarly, Abraham’s first test is related to food ( בער , 
Gen. 12:10), where Abraham presumably fails.34 Moreover, Jesus’s second and final test 
has its own similarities to Abraham’s final test. After Jesus implores his disciples, and just 
as Abraham calls his young men to “sit down here” (καθίσατε, Gen. 22:5 LXX) while he 

goes to worship, Jesus commands his disciples to “sit” (καθίσατε, Mark 14:32) while he 
goes to pray in seclusion. Both texts use identical verbal constructions.35 During Jesus’s 
prayer at the Mount of Olives/Garden of Gethsemane, an “angel from heaven” (ἄγγελος 
ἀπ’ οὐρανοῦ) ministers to Jesus, evocative of the “angel of the LORD” (ἄγγελος κυρίου) who 

called to Abraham “from heaven” (ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ), alerting him of passing the final test. 
After their ultimate respective trials, both Abraham and Jesus explicitly return to their 
servants/disciples (Gen. 22:19; Mark 14:39–40).36  

 
entry of course hearkens back to Zechariah 9:9 where a donkey (and colt?) carry even greater significance. 
Naturally, both Abraham’s and Jesus’s respective sacrifices require a journey. While Abraham’s journey to 
Jerusalem (i.e., Moriah) in Genesis 22 is obvious, the Gospel of Mark maintains a tripartite structure with 
each phase taking place in a distinct geographic location terminating in Jerusalem. Mark 1:1–8:21 takes 
place in Galilee, 8:22–10:52 is set on the way to Jerusalem, and 11:1–16:8 (16:20) represents the climactic 
crucifixion transpiring in Jerusalem proper.  

32 R. T. France, The Gospel of Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New International 
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002), 586–587. 

33 Gary Rendsburg, How the Bible is Written (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2019), 475–477. See 
Scott B. Noegel, “Abraham’s Ten Trials and A Biblical Numerical Convention,” Jewish Bible Quarterly 31, 
no. 2 (2003): 74–75; Menachem Posner, “What Were Abraham’s 10 Tests?” Chabad.org, 1 April 2021, 
bit.ly/3dQn9o2; James L. Kugel, How to Read the Bible: A Guide to Scripture, Then and Now (New York: 
Free Press, 2007), 122, 128. 

34 Yair Zakovitch, “And You Shall Tell Your Son . . .” (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1991), 20–25. 
35 Καθίσατε occurs three times in the NT all in relation to the Garden of Gethsemane (Matt. 26:36; 

Mark 14:32; Luke 24:49) and only 8 times in the LXX. 
36 Grassi, “Abba, Father (Mark 14:36),” 450–452. 
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As has been argued, the Aqedah itself has greatly influenced the Gospels. Jesus’s 
appellatives, manifold locutions, and the very arrangement of his test at the Garden of 
Gethsemane support this thesis through the principle of accumulation. While the texts 
offered by the Gospels indicate a direct reliance on Genesis 22, there are other Gospel 
traditions which have utilized the Aqedah’s “reflection stories”37 already constructed 
within the HB. It is to these reflection stories and their utilization within the Gospels that 
we now turn. 

 
The Aqedah’s “Reflection Stories” within the Gospels 

 
 “Reflection stories” do more than offer character sketches. Sternberg notes that 

the analogical process intrinsic to the HB can include any and all “elements” of a story; 
thus any and all textual elements within a story can be the focus of a “reflection story.”38 
Such careful shaping constructed via the shared texture of pericopes demands the reader 
take part in the interpretive process, and therefore a certain level of familiarity with the 
source material is expected of the reader.39 Yet, the reflection story (or what may be more 
colloquially termed a narrative analogy) itself is a phenomenon predominantly explored 
within the HB. However, if Müller is correct in presuming the methodological notion that 
the NT cannot be properly examined as “independent or self-sufficient literature” apart 
from the HB, then one is right to anticipate that the NT stories are designed to further 
refract those within the HB.40 In this section, we will simultaneously explore “reflection 
stories” of the Aqedah present within the HB while investigating their refractions within 
the NT Gospels, thus tracing a lineage of reception between corpora.  

 
Saul and David // Religious Leaders and Jesus 

 
Tracing this motif of the “dangerous father” into the New Testament, Botner, in his 

brilliant analysis of Mark’s controversy chiasm (Mark 2:1–3:6), singles out Jesus’s 
recapitulation of David’s actions at Nob from 1 Sam. 21. Presumably Jesus’s mix-up of 
Abiathar and Ahimelech (Mark 2:26), rather than a categorical error, is a rhetorical 
maneuver used to associate the scorned Jesus with the victimized David (1 Sam. 21:1–9) 
and intimidated Abiathar (1 Sam. 22:20–23) who both escape Saul’s murderous plots.41 
At the end of Mark’s controversy chiasm (and evidenced throughout the Gospels), the 
Pharisees take counsel with the Herodians on how they might destroy Jesus (3:6). It 

 
37 For a definition, see below. 
38 Sternberg, Poetics, 378. 
39 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 152.  
40 Winninge, “The New Testament Reception,” 1. 
41 Max Botner, “Has Jesus Read what David Did?,” Journal of Theological Studies 69, no. 2 (2018): 

484–499. 
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appears that Mark has created a large-scale analogy, “awakened” (to use Zakovitch’s 
language) via Jesus’s explicit reference to Abiathar and David, both fleers of Saul’s wicked 
schemes.42 Summarily, David’s and Jesus’s renown both infuriate their superiors who 
seek their destruction.43 As a result, the “reflection story” of the Aqedah in the Saul-David 
complex has been further mirrored by the author of Mark to focus on Jesus’s role as the 
youthful, innocent victim, not unlike David and, ultimately, Isaac.44  
 
Resurrection Miracles: 2 Kings 4:18–37 // Mark 5:21–24, 35–40; and 1 Kings 
17:8–14 // Luke 7:11–17 
 

Next, reminiscent of the relationship to the Aqedah, texts in Mark 5 and Luke 7 
appear to further refract the echoes of the Aqedah within 2 Kings 4:18–37 and 1 Kings 
17:8–14. Mark 5:21–24 and 35–40 combine to tell the tale of Jairus and his dying 
daughter, a tale that has many similarities with the tale of the Shunammite woman. In 
Kings, the Shunammite-mother’s son dies, and after hastily searching for Elisha in the 
countryside, the mother lays upon Elisha’s feet ( וילגר , 2 Kings 4:20–27,) imploring the 
man of God to follow her back home—“he rose and went after her” (v. 30). Comparatively, 
the male Jairus finds his daughter nearing death, after which Jesus appears to go with 
him (ἀπῆλθεν µετ’ αὐτοῦ, Mark 5:23–24). Matthew’s parallel account shows an even greater 

congruence to 2 Kings 4:30: “Jesus rose and followed after him” (ἐγερθεὶς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
ἠκολούθησεν αὐτῷ, Matt. 9:19; cf. הירחא ךליו םקיו ). In Kings, Gehazi (Elisha’s servant) enters 
the house before the man of God (2 Kings 4:30–31), and contrastively in Mark, Jairus’s 
servants, having exited their own house, meet Jesus prior to his entering Jairus’s house 
(Mark 5:35). This concatenation of binaries—mother and father, son and daughter, 
entering and exiting—likely exemplifies Sternberg’s proteus principle by which opposing 
perceptual elements are utilized to form a purposeful linkage.45 Finally, both miracles are 
done furtively with the man of God closing the door “behind them” ( םהינׁש , 2 Kings 4:33; 

 
42 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139. 
43 Also, 1 Samuel 18:8–9 describes Saul’s initial jealous rage against David, whereas 1 Samuel 

18:28–29 further emphasizes Saul’s fear of David after David’s continual success. From this point on, Saul 
intends to destroy David (1 Sam. 19:1). In some sense, the religious leaders (conceived broadly as our 
analogy’s equivalent of Saul) seek to destroy Jesus out of jealousy (Mark 15:11), yet the fear of the people, 
borne out of their devotion to Jesus, staves off Jesus’s destruction (cf. Matt. 21:46; Mark 11:18, 12:12; Luke 
20:19, 22:2; John 7:13, 12:42, 19:38, 20:19). 

44 One might note Pleins’s awareness of both Isaac’s and David’s utter submissiveness to their 
respective fathers. Just as Isaac appears to be a willing participant in his father’s plan, so David refuses to 
take the life of Saul, his literary father and treacherous enemy. See Pleins, “Son-Slayers,” 36–37. Of course, 
the Gospels are replete with examples of Jesus’s affinity with David. 

45 Sternberg, Poetics, 437. See also the comment above comparing the young and fertile Mary with 
the old and barren Sarai. 
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cf. Gen. 22:6, 8) and Jesus forbidding the presence of witnesses apart from a few disciples 
(Mark 5:37).  

Our next “reflection story,” 1 Kings 17:8–24, has many correspondences with 2 
Kings 4:18–37, and by means of Levenson’s resurrection matrix, such similarity 
represents a likely “reflection” of the Aqedah which has been further refracted in Luke 7.46 
Both passages depict the miraculous healer (Elijah and Jesus) arriving at the gate of a city 
(1 Kings 17:10; Luke 7:12). Jesus and Elijah both heal sons of widows (1 Kings 17:17; Luke 
7:12). The revived sons are both returned to their mother directly by the healer (1 Kings 
17:23; Luke 7:15b). Finally, upon each son’s revival, a proclamation of the miraculous 
work of God is offered: by the widow in Kings (1 Kings 17:24) and by onlookers in the 
Gospel of Luke (7:16).  

In summary, the two tales in Kings and the various resurrection stories in the 
Gospels concern a parental figure and a child who is dead or nearly dead. While the two 
narratives from Kings (1 Kings 17:8–24; 2 Kings 4:18–37) contain obvious echoes of the 
Aqedah terminating in the miraculous “resurrection” of a son, the Gospels have 
constructed reflections of reflections (what we have called refractions). Taking up the 
broad conceptual matrix of the Aqedah, the effect of such stories positions Jesus as a 
miraculous deliverer from death, not unlike the הוהי ךאלמ  (working on God’s behalf, no 
doubt) of Genesis 22:11 or Elijah and Elisha in Kings, culminating in the depiction of Jesus 
conquering his own death via resurrection.47 
 
David and Absalom // Jesus and Judas 
 
 Our last example of an Aqedah reflection story from the HB concerns the life of 
Judas Iscariot as mediated through the life of Absalom, which maps onto the Aqedah in 
remarkable ways. Specifically, it appears that Jesus and Judas are placed in the 
conceptual space of David and Absalom respectively, only for the relationship to be 
“awakened” in the reader through shared lexemes, themes, and conceptions formed from 
the David-Absalom complex.48  

To begin, both duos embody the father-son relationship. While David and 
Absalom’s relationship is obvious, Jesus does indeed call his disciples “children” (τεκνία, 
Mark 10:24, John 13:33; παιδία, John 21:5). More broadly, the implied relational aspect of 
Jesus and the twelve is facilitated in the narrative via the rabbi/disciple relationship 

 
46 Lissa M. Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, Apollos Old Testament Commentary 9 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP 

Academic, 2014), 322, 326–328. 
47 Matthew Thiessen, Jesus and the Forces of Death: The Gospels’ Portrayal of Ritual Impurity 

within First-Century Judaism (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2020), 109–112. 
48 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139. 
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which encompasses explicit father-son dynamics.49 With the relational setting in view, 
the following argumentation will explore the vibrant portrayal of Judas’s betrayal of Jesus 
as combinatory of various textual elements of the David-Absalom complex and the 
Aqedah generally. 

First, and most well-known, Judas betrays Jesus with a kiss (κατεφίλησεν, Matt. 
26:48–49). Absalom attempts to usurp his father’s throne by stationing himself outside 
of the gate of Jerusalem where he would kiss (κατεφίλησεν, 2 Sam. 15:5) those who passed, 
ingratiating himself to the masses and eventually fomenting a rebellion against his father. 
Moreover, both Judas’s and Absalom’s betrayals are borne out of selfish ambition: wealth 
and power, respectively. David is forced to flee when Absalom’s coup commences in 
Jerusalem (2 Sam. 15:14–17). Contrastively, Jesus welcomes Judas’s deception, which too 
takes place in Jerusalem, hinting at Jesus’s goal of crucifixion while intensifying his image 
of innocence (Mark 14:48–49). David’s fear of his rebellious son marks a diametric 
contrast with Abraham’s orientation towards his own obedient son, Isaac. With Jesus 
becoming as obedient as (or perhaps more obedient than) Isaac and facing a similarly 
treacherous plan at the hands of his son, Judas, a deeper incongruence is felt between 
Jesus and Judas. Jesus’s own fearless receptivity of his son’s deathly betrayal highlights 
a weightier shift from that of the Aqedah, thus furthering Jesus’s portrayal as innocent, 
pious, and courageous. 

In the garden, Judas’s retinue comes prepared with “swords and clubs” (µαχαιρῶν 
καὶ ξύλων, Matt. 26:47, 55; Mark 14:43, 48; Luke 22:52), both integral tools of Jesus’s 
capture. When David initially flees Jerusalem, it is out of fear that Absalom will overtake 
him and destroy Jerusalem with “the sword” (µαχαίρης, 2 Sam. 15:14). Jesus remains in 
the garden, yet both David and Jesus have servants ready and willing to defend their 
king’s honor, though contrastively, David flees (2 Sam. 15:14–17). David’s servants boldly 
proclaim, “Whatever my lord the king decides, we are ready” (2 Sam. 15:15), with Jesus’s 
disciples’ commitment manifesting through slicing off one of the aggressor’s ears, 
ironically with a “sword” (µάχαιραν, Matt. 26:51). Absalom’s head is “captured” ( קזחיו , 

ἐκρεµάσθη, 2 Sam. 18:9) by a tree just as Jesus is “seized” (ἐκτράτησαν, Mark 14:46) by 

Judas’s entourage and eventually “hanged” (κρεµασθέντων, Luke 23:39) on a tree of his 
own, reminiscent of the ram from Genesis 22:13 and Absalom in 2 Samuel 18:9.50 After 
Absalom’s and Jesus’s respective captures, both “Israel” and Jesus’s disciples “flee” 
(ἔφυγεν, 2 Sam. 18:17 LXX; ἔφυγον, Mark 14:50) the scene.  

 
49 See Reinhard Neudecker, “Master-Disciple/Disciple-Master Relationship in Rabbinic Judaism 

and in the Gospels,” Gregorianum 80, no. 2 (1999): 245–261; Dean O. Wenthe, “The Social Configuration 
of the Rabbi-Disciple Relationship: Evidence and Implications for First Century Palestine,” in Studies in 
the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint Presented to Eugene Ulrich, ed. Peter W. Flint, Emanuel 
Tov, and James C. Vanderkam (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 143–174. 

50 At the risk of going further than the evidence permits, Jesus’s crown of thorns and his own 

entanglement on the “tree” (ξύλου, Acts 5:30) may evoke such texts.  
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Moreover, in Luke 22:49, Jesus’s disciples ask if they should “strike” (πατάξοµεν) 

using the “sword” (µαχαίρῃ), evocative of Joab’s claim that he would have given the 

onlooking men ten shekels of silver if they would have “struck” (ἐπάταξας, 2 Samuel 18:11 
LXX) down Absalom. Whereas David’s obedient servant states that he would not “stretch 
out his hand” (οὐ µὴ ἐπιβάλω χεῖρά µου, 2 Sam. 18:12) against Absalom, Judas’s men 

willingly “lay hands” on Jesus (ἐπέβαλον τὰς χεῖρας, Mark 14:46), as described using a near 

exact repetition of Genesis 22:12: “do not lay your hand” on the boy (µὴ ἐπιβάλῃς τὴν χεῖρά 
σου, Gen. 22:12). Next, Absalom’s and Jesus’s betrayals both involve bribes of silver (Matt. 
26:15; 2 Sam. 18:11).51 This dense matrix of correspondences emphasizes the disciples’ 
justified (though hasty) desire to protect their leader, whereas Joab, his םירענ , and Judas 
succumb to bribes and sordid gain. Such scheming culminates in the death of both 
Absalom and Jesus with a “spear” (2 Sam. 18:14; John 19:34).  

Considering that the biblical world is often mediated via the Tun-Ergehen 
Zusammenhang, Absalom’s and Judas’s deaths intimate a cosmic justice.52 Judas’s guilt, 
created by forsaking Jesus, animates his suicide through hanging (Matt. 27:3–5). 
Contrastively, Absalom’s own hanging is indicative of a perceived cosmic justice (strongly 
contrastive of Jesus’s undeserved crucifixion, see above) explicated not only through 
Nathan as a result of David’s sin with Bathsheba (2 Sam. 12:11) or merely via Absalom’s 
own treachery (2 Sam. 13:23–33, 15:1–31, 16:15–23), but through a combination of the 
two.53 Contrastively, Jesus’s innocence and unjust death are further exemplified through 
the concatenation of correspondences and conceptual juxtaposition of Absalom and 
Judas. The cosmic justice representative of Judas’s and Absalom’s deaths find 
incongruence with the pious Jesus comparable to Isaac in Genesis 22. 

Hearkening back to a previously treated “reflection story” where Jesus and Elisha 
both witness dead sons near the gates of the city (1 Kings 17:10; Luke 7:12), David too first 
hears of his own child’s death at the םירעׁש  (2 Sam. 18:24). Upon receiving the news, David 

stresses his love for Absalom through the dense repetition of “my son” ( ינב , 8x in 2 Sam. 

19:1, 5), evocative of the intense emotionality shaped through the repetition of ןב  in the 
Aqedah narrative, often argued as underscoring the father-son relationship.54 Moreover, 

 
51 The Joseph story is a commonly cited analogy to Judas’s deception. 
52 Regarding the so-called Tun-Ergehen Zusammenhang, see Klaus Koch, “Is There a Doctrine of 

Retribution in the Old Testament?” in Theodicy in the Old Testament, ed. James L. Crenshaw (Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press, 1983), 57–87; Michael V. Fox, Proverbs 1–9, Anchor Bible 18A (Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday, 2000), 91–92. One might also note the matrix of correspondences between Job, 
Abraham/Isaac, and Jesus. In some sense, Job and Abraham’s own analogical relationship is further 
exemplified in Jesus, the innocent sufferer par excellence, who also finds himself offered up by his father, 
though willingly, as the Gospels would have it. See Moberly, 84–87, 201–202. 

53 See n. 46. 
54 Robert Alter, Genesis, 104; Levenson, Inheriting Abraham (Princeton: Princeton University, 

2012), 70. “Son” occurs 10x in Genesis 22:1–19. 
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the repetition of endearment—“Absalom, Absalom” (19:1, 5)–too is reminiscent of that 
found in Genesis 22:11: “Abraham, Abraham.”55 Such a construction is also utilized in the 
garden narrative, when Jesus cries out, “Abba, Father!” (αββα ὁ πατήρ, Mark 14:36) and 
upon the cross, “My God, my God” (Mark 15:34), redolent of both Isaac’s call to his father 
in Genesis 22:7, “my father” ( יבא , πάτερ), and the angel of the LORD’s call from heaven, 
“Abraham, Abraham” (Gen. 22:11).56 Jesus’s own sacrificial moment, lacking a divine 
intrusion, works to “evoke” similar emotionality as spoken by David (2 Sam. 19:1, 5) and 
the angel of the LORD (Gen. 22:11).57 Such similarity simultaneously stresses Jesus’s role 
as an obedient son (i.e., Isaac), in which he himself calls out to God in a manner suggestive 
of some of the HB’s most celebrated characters via a repetition of endearment.58  

One can offer a few conclusions upon recognition of the dense matrix of 
comparisons between Absalom’s and Judas’s betrayals. Broadly, the Aqedah’s 
implementation within the David-Absalom complex and its further reflection in the story 
of Jesus’s arrest seeks to denigrate the behavior of the disobedient sons (Absalom and 
Judas) while elevating the righteousness of the three fathers: Abraham, David, and Jesus 
(conceptually related to Judas via the rabbi/disciple relationship). David’s prohibition of 
violence against Absalom and his emotionality towards the death of his son highlight 
David’s pure devotion to Absalom despite Absalom’s evil machinations. Similarly, with 
the narrative spotlight shining on Jesus’s own obedience to his father (God), Judas is 
further indicted for the wicked treachery aimed at his father. Moreover, the wholly 
obedient son, Jesus, is perceived as standing in solidarity with Isaac while foiling Judas’s 
wickedness. The rectitude of Abraham, Isaac, David, and Jesus are only intensified at the 
elicitation of Absalom and Judas’s waywardness. 

Stories of David, Absalom, Elijah, and Elisha all epitomize “reflection stories” of 
the Aqedah within the Hebrew Bible. According to the evidence presented above, various 
elements of these stories have been utilized in the construction of Jesus’s portrayal within 
the Gospels. In Mark 2, the author uses the Saul-David dispute in Samuel to further 
portray the Pharisees’ opposition to Jesus. The resurrection miracles of Jesus blend 
language and themes from the Elijah-Elisha complex, emphasizing Jesus’s own 
miraculous healings while portending his resurrection. Judas’s treachery at the Garden 
of Gethsemane utilizes the story of Absalom’s death to accentuate Jesus’s innocence and 
the traitorous crucifixion by reversing the Aqedah through what Pleins calls the “father-
betrayer” trope. The Aqedah, deeply enmeshed within various narratives of the HB, 

 
55 Ronald J. Williams and John C. Beckman, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, 3rd ed. (Toronto: 

University of Toronto, 2007), §16b. 
56 Grassi, “Abba, Father (Mark 14:36),” 450–52. 
57 Zakovitch, “Through the Looking Glass,” 139. 
58 God calls out to the following characters in such a manner: Abraham (22:11), Jacob (Gen. 46:2), 

Moses (Ex. 3:4), and Samuel (1 Sam. 3:4, 10). David (2 Sam. 18:33, 19:4), Elisha (2 Kings 2:12), and Jehoash 
(2 Kings 13:14) call out in a similar fashion to Absalom, Elijah, and Elisha, respectively.  
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shapes and sharpens the argumentation of various stories within the NT Gospels. As 
noted, there is an expected fluency of the reader on the part of the author to appreciate 
the subtle and perhaps contemplative argumentation produced by such reflections. By the 
very presence of these intricate and pervasive reflection stories in the Gospels, our 
methodological assumption—that the NT is intended to be a reception of the HB marked 
by expansive reflections—finds greater support in that the Gospels’ authors employ the 
presumed textual knowledge of the HB. One may remember Kugel’s observation which 
began this article: the early disciples of Jesus were Jews.59 We will now survey the 
reception of the Aqedah during the STP and how various accretions to the Aqedah story 
manifest within the narratives of the Gospels. 

 
The Second Temple Period 

 
Shift in emphasis. Levenson notes that during the STP, Jewish interpretation of 

the Aqedah developed a focus on Isaac’s role as a “willing participant,” which he attributes 
to the “profound effect of persecution and martyrdom.”60 Specifically, the role of Seleucid 
persecution (167–164 BCE) created a perceptual shift in the importance of the Aqedah 
story as one of willing martyrdom, with Isaac representing the archetypal hero who laid 
down his life in obedience to the Almighty. The Gospels participate in this received 
tradition as both the preceding argumentation and Jesus’s own willingness would 
indicate. The following surveys a few pertinent examples of STP literature where Isaac’s 
willingness takes center stage. 
 4 Maccabees, written between 63 BCE and 70 CE, offers the most compelling 
insight regarding this shift.61 A mother, encouraging her sons to accept death over 
transgression of God’s law, exclaims, “You owe it to God to endure all hardship for [God’s] 
sake, for whom our father Abraham ventured boldly to sacrifice his son Isaac, the father 
of our nation; and Isaac, seeing his father’s hand, with knife in it, fall down against him, 
did not flinch” (16:19b–21a).62 Moreover, 4 Macc. 13:12 describes how “Isaac gave himself 
to be sacrificed for piety’s sake.”63 Isaac, a relatively flat character in Genesis 22 (now 
depicted as a courageous martyr who bravely stares down the tool of his destruction, as 4 
Maccabees would have it), becomes the model whom the onlooking mother encourages 
her sons to emulate. Another textual example of the Aqedah’s perceptual shift during the 
STP is found in 4Q225 (late second century BCE) which describes Isaac commanding his 

 
59 Kugel, In Potiphar’s House, 1. 
60 Levenson, Inheriting Abraham, 96–97. 
61 Hugh Anderson, “4 Maccabees,” in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 2, ed. James H. 

Charlesworth (New York: Yale University Press, 1985), 531–536. 
62 Anderson, “4 Maccabees,” 561. 
63 Anderson, “4 Maccabees,” 558. 



Dialogismos 5 (2021)                                                            35 

father to “tie me well,” lest Abraham’s sacrifice is rendered profane, presumably through 
a sloppy incision.64  

Similarly, Genesis Rabbah 55:4 indicates that what spurred on the sacrifice itself 
was an argument between Ishmael and Isaac over who was the more obedient son. 
Ishmael claims that being circumcised at thirteen years old was a superior act of 
obedience, while Isaac claims that his own circumcision on the eighth day of life renders 
his circumcision more valuable. Isaac then states, “If the Holy One, blessed is he, revealed 
himself to me, and asked that I cut off one of my limbs, I would not hesitate.” So, the 
midrash goes, “Immediately, ‘God tested Abraham.’”65 Here, the Aqedah test is less about 
Abraham’s obedience and more about Isaac’s proving his own. Isaac, far from a passively 
bound sacrifice, has now developed into an integral character whose obedience is as 
laudable as his father’s. While more could be said about this shift in emphasis, we will 
now explore how the Gospels themselves partake in this shift in their rendering of Jesus.  

  Expansions within the Gospels. The bulk of STP expansions of the Aqedah 
tradition as found in the Gospels are presented in the episode at Gethsemane (Mark 
14:32–42; Matt. 26:36–46; Luke 22:40–46). Such a dense collocation of germane 
references within this specific text is to be expected, considering Jesus here is depicted as 
a willing sacrifice par excellence.66 To begin, let us explore Jesus’s depiction at 
Gethsemane alongside the Aqedah within Jubilees. According to Jubilees 17:16 and 18:9, 
Mastema, a figure reminiscent of the “adversary” ( ןטׂש ) in Job 1–2, goaded God to test 
Abraham’s faithfulness, culminating in the Aqedah.67 Similarly, in the Gospels, “Satan 
entered Judas” (Luke 22:3), forging a comparable scenario in which Jesus too becomes 
involved in a paternal sacrifice spurred on by the demonic. Also, Luke 22:31 has Satan 
(σατανᾶς) lurking behind the scenes of the Garden of Gethsemane/Mount of Olives 
episode. Contextually, John 13:27 describes Satan’s entering of Judas during the 
Passover, which, in both Luke and Mark, occurs immediately prior to the Garden of 
Gethsemane episode. Furthermore, each depiction of Judas’s demonic indwelling occurs 
immediately prior to Jesus’s final test, not unlike Jubilees’ portrayal of Mastema’s direct 
involvement in the Aqedah, Abraham’s final test.  

 
64 Leroy Andrew Huizenga, “Obedience unto Death: The Matthean Gethsemane and Arrest 

Sequence and the Aqedah,” Catholic Bible Quarterly 71 (2009): 509. See Genesis Rabbah 56:8 and Targum 
Pseudo–Jonathan 22:10 which both attest to such a tradition. 

65 Mirkin, Midrash Rabbah, 260. 
66 See Jacob Neusner, Sifre to Deuteronomy: An Analytical Translation (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 

1987), 90, where the Shema’s commandment to love the LORD with all one’s “soul” is correlated with Isaac’s 
self-binding upon the altar. 

67 See Mirkin, Midrash Rabbah, 260; D. J. Harrington, “Pseudo-Philo” in The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha, vol 2., ed. James H. Charlesworth (New York: Yale University Press, 1985), 297–377 esp. 
299; 4QPseudo-Jubilees Frag. 2, col. 1, lines 8–13, which speaks of a retinue of jealous angels, not only 
Mastema. 
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Naturally, Genesis 22:1 LXX stresses that the Aqedah is indeed a test (ἐπείραζεν), 
correlative to Jesus’s own test at the Garden of Gethsemane and his warning to his 
disciples in Mark 14:38 against failing their own “test” (πειρασµόν, cf. Luke 22:31–34, 40, 
46). As already mentioned, while Jesus’s first test in Mark 1:13 is at the behest of Satan, 
it appears that the second is to be viewed in a similar fashion. Mark 1:13 explicitly 
mentions the “testing” (πειραζόµενος) of Jesus by Satan, creating what I coin as a test-
inclusion, forming yet a stronger connection between Jubilee’s portrayal of the Aqedah, 
Genesis 22 itself, and Jesus in the garden.68 The conceptual collocation of a test, a Satan-
like figure, and a portended sacrifice provides ample evidence of the STP’s reception of 
the Aqedah as influencing the Gospels’ portrayal of Jesus, in this case mediated by 
Jubilees. 

Our next example of the Gospels’ reception of the Aqedah’s accrued tradition 
during the STP concerns the solidarity between Isaac and Abraham. In Josephus, Isaac is 
portrayed as receiving God’s command to Abraham with “joy” and finding it “impious to 
disobey” his father, let alone God, causing him to rush headlong toward “the altar and his 
doom” (Ant. 1.13.3–4).69 STP tradition appears to have capitalized upon the Hebrew word 

ודחי  (“together”) as representing more than traveling in the same direction, but also unity 
of intent, as Genesis Rabbah 56:4 states: “They walked along together, one to bind and 
one to be bound, one to slay and one to be slain.”70 This midrash is reflective of the STP’s 
expansion of Isaac’s significance within the Aqedah itself, and such a conception appears, 
perhaps in nascent form, in Mark 14:36 as Jesus cries out in agony, “Not what I will, but 
what you will,” where Jesus comes face to face with his imminent death but still submits 
to his father.  

Related to Jesus and God’s solidarity, one should note the use of ‘Abba’ in Mark 
14:36. ‘Abba’ is often implemented in the Targums when a human father is addressed, yet 
there is no extant pre-Christian text in which “an individual addresses God as ‘abba’,” 
resulting in a unique embrace and simultaneous expansion of STP tradition within Mark 
14.71 In reference to contemporaneous tradition, Jesus, who understands YHWH to be his 
father (an example of the “simultaneous expansion,” no doubt) is certainly using 
colloquial Aramaic to address his father, typical of the Targums. While Jesus is surely 
maintaining the specific verbiage of Isaac within the Targums themselves ( אבא , Gen. 
22:7a), he is simultaneously expanding traditional boundaries by addressing YHWH in 
paternal terms.  

 
68 For the Garden of Gethsemane episode as representing a test of Jesus, see France, Mark, 582, 

586–87. 
69 Josephus, Antiquities 1.13.3–4. 
70 Mirkin, Genesis Rabbah, 269; Levenson, Inheriting Abraham, 76; Huizenga, 509, n7. 
71 Grassi, “Abba, Father (Mark 14:36),” 452–453; Joel Marcus, Mark 1–8: A New Translation with 

Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 2 (Garden City: Doubleday, 2002), 978. The expansion I am 
referring to concerns Jesus’s claim to divinity and direct lineage from God.  
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Jesus, the willing participant, finds affinity with Isaac in Pseudo-Jonathan, 
wherein Isaac urges his father to “bind me well” ( תואי יתי תופכ , see 4Q225 above) lest the 

pain of his soul ( יׁשפנד ארעצ ןמ ) causes him to squirm, depicting Isaac’s utter obedience in 
the face of fear (Tg. Ps.-J. 22.10). Jesus, while in the garden, is doubly depicted as being 
“fearful and troubled” (ἐκθαµβεῖσθαι καὶ ἀδηµονεῖν, Mark 14:33b) yet urges that his father’s 
will be done rather than his own (Mark 14:36). Genesis Rabbah 56:8 describes Isaac, like 
Jesus in Mark 14:33b, as both “anxious” ( ינׁשׁשוח ) and “frightened” ( עזעדזי ). 72 

Perhaps most representative of the Gospels’ reflection of contemporaneous 
Aqedah tradition concerns the union of Jesus’s crucifixion with Passover. Jubilees is most 
blatant regarding its connecting the sacrifice of Isaac with the yearly festival. While the 
original discussion between Mastema and God takes place on the twelfth of Nisan 
according to Jubilees (17:15), the near-sacrifice presumably takes place on Passover itself 
(“on the third day,” Jub. 18:4).73 The matrix of associations between the first-born as 
belonging to God and the obvious storyline of the Aqedah itself likely engendered such a 
blending of traditions.74 This blending, embraced by the writers of the Gospels, is deeply 
associated with the Passover festival (Matt. 26:17–27:66; Mark 14:12–15:42; Luke 22:7–
23:56; John 13:1, 18:28, 39–40).75 To take but one example, Mark explicitly associates the 
Passover with what is widely known as the Lord’s Supper in Mark 14:12–31. Jesus 
describes the broken bread and shared wine as his body and blood, portending his 
crucifixion and relating a novel significance to the Passover festival (14:22–24). 
Succinctly, John the Baptist is portrayed as proclaiming Jesus as the “lamb of God, who 
takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29), further couching Jesus’s sacrificial 
significance within the Passover tradition. John 1:29 along with John 19:36 forms a 
Passover-inclusion, stating in regard to Jesus’s own sacrifice: “For these things occurred 
that the Scripture might be fulfilled, ‘not one of his/its bones will be crushed,’” an explicit 
reference to the first Passover in Exodus 12:46.76 The ambiguous pronoun αὐτοῦ offers a 
lexical hook, engendering a Scriptural interpretation not unlike the hooks used by the 
various midrashim, to develop Isaac’s role as one of willing participation. 

 
72 Mirkin, Genesis Rabbah, 273. 
73 Exod. 12:6; Lev. 23:5; Num. 28:16. For a detailed discussion regarding chronology of Abraham’s 

vision, travel, and sacrifice, see Michael Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology, 
and Theology, Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism 117 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2007), 191–194; Levenson, Death and Resurrection, 177. 

74 See Levenson, Inheriting Abraham, 70, 92–93; Levenson, Death and Resurrection, chs. 3, 5, 11. 
See Jacob Z. Lauterbach, Mekilta De-Rabbi Ishmael: A Critical Edition, Based on the Manuscripts and 
Early Editions, with an English Translation, Introduction, and Notes, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia, PA: Jewish 
Publication Society, 2004); Pisḥa VII (lines 78–79) on Exod. 12:11–14: לׁש ותדיקע םד ינא האור םדה תא יתיארו 

הארי יי אוהה םקומה םׁש םהרבא ארקיו רמאנׁש קחצי . 
75 See Levenson, Death and Resurrection, 174, 186, 189, 206. See Vermes, Scripture, 224–225 for 

a treatment of John 1:29 and its locus of meaning being found in a Passover/Aqedah matrix of tradition. 
76 Levenson, Death and Resurrection, 209. 
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The clear shift felt within the STP trained the spotlight on Isaac’s pious martyrdom. 
Engendered by the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes IV, the NT Gospels likely reflect 
this transformation of emphasis. Jesus’s own test is initiated by the demonic, similar to 
Jubilees’ portrayal of Isaac’s sacrifice. Both Isaac and Jesus are portrayed as willing 
martyrs, obedient to their fathers. Moreover, the gradual association of the Aqedah with 
the Passover festival blossoming in the STP is fully embraced and utilized within the 
Gospel traditions, patterning Jesus as a Passover sacrifice like his progenitor, Isaac.   

 
Conclusion 

 
 This study began with the methodological assumption that to engage with the NT 

as a reception of the HB is a fruitful course of action. For decades, the study of inner-
biblical exegesis within the HB has amassed thousands of pages of secondary literature: 
specifically the fruitful tracing of analogical stories, themes, concepts, etc. By exploring 
the presence of analogies between the HB and NT, while embracing the methodological 
assumption stated above, it stands to reason that the NT itself, deserving to be called 
Second Temple literature,77 contains similar manifestations therein. Our initial 
exploration concerned the Aqedah’s reflection stories within the HB. Afterwards, we 
explored the Aqedah’s influence of Jesus’s portrayal in the Gospels. Specifically, three 
complexes are constructed, at least in part, through the story of the Aqedah: the Saul-
David, David-Absalom, and the Elijah/Elisha-resurrection complexes. All conceptual 
analogs to Genesis 22, these complexes influenced Jesus’s depiction in the Gospels.  

As argued above, various elements of these stories have been retooled by the 
authors of the Gospels to portray Jesus positively and his enemies negatively using the 
idiom of the HB. The Pharisees and Saul trouble Jesus and David respectively; Absalom’s 
betrayal of David and his own death construct a narrative onto which Judas’s own betrayal 
of Jesus is mapped; and Jesus’s own resurrection miracles are highly evocative of Elijah 
and Elisha’s stories from Kings. After exploring this layer of analogy, we traced the unique 
elements amassed by the Aqedah during its reception in the STP and their expression 
within the Gospels. Specifically, Isaac’s depiction as a willing participant, Jesus’s own 
test-inclusion reminiscent of Abraham’s, and the crucifixion’s association with Passover 
find their point of origin in the STP. The result of this exploration has provided an entry 
point into large-scale reflection matrices between the HB and NT. Hearkening back to 
Kugel’s quotation which introduced the underpinnings of the current study, indeed the 
sacred literature of the New Testament church has been constructed to a great degree 
using the very principles of composition found in the writings that the NT writers 
possessed and considered ‘biblical’—the Hebrew Bible. 
  

 
77 See Karin Hedner Zetterholm, Jewish Interpretation of the Bible: Ancient and Contemporary 

(Minneapolis, MI: 1517 Media, 2012), 111–144. 
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