
OSC Kıngdom Is It Anyway?
ET  EDn The ONSs of Zebedee Antıtypes for Adonıhah in Matthew

Dominic ?Rdudman
Introduction

In 20,20 —23; 0,35 —40 request 1s made of Jesus that the SONS
of Zebedee should be favoured posıtıon sıttıng eıther sıde of
Jesus when he nto hıs IW However, there AaTeC number of SMa
but sıgnıficant dıfferences between these ese have been noted
by scholars insofar ASs they m1g indıicate Markan priority, and O SOTNIC
extent ASs eing iıllustrative of the WaVY that each of these authors wıshes
characterise the disciples.“ Nevertheless, attempt has been made
aCCount for the dıfferences INn Al Y consıistent WAaY, and such CcCasons ASs AIc
ffered for the varıatıon between the often do noTt stand UD close
Sscrutiny. (n the basıs ÖF Comparıson between these XtS; thıs artıcle a1ms

aCCOunt for the MOSstT sıgnıficant of the changes In Matthew

+ TIranslatıons

0,20-23 0,35-40
hen the mother of the SONS of 45 James and John, the SONS of Ze-

Zebedee almne hım ıth her SONS, bedee. .AdIne forward hım and saıd
and kneeling before hım  $ che as hım, “ Teacher, want yYyOUu do
favour of hım And he saı1d her, for whatever ask of D7  you And
“What do yOUu want‘?” She sa1ıd hım, he saı1d them, “What 1S it YOU ant
“Declare, that these [WO SONS of mıne do for you?” They sa1d
wıll sıt, OTIC at yOUr rıght hand and hım, “(jrant sıt, OTMNC al yOUr rıght
ONE at YOUTF left. In yOUTr kıngdom.” hand, and ON at yOUr FEL ın yOUTr

But Jesus answered, “ Y Ou do not glory.  27 But Jesus saıd them,
know hat yOUu AIc askıng. Are yOUu SA do NOL know hat yOUu AIc ask-
able drınk the CUD that about ing Are YOUu able drınk the CUD

drınk?” They saıd hım, “We Afe that drink, be baptısed 1ıth the
able.” He sa1d them, M1 111 baptısm 1ıth which baptısed?””

Hagner, Matthew 5/8: Edwards, Mark R
Harrıngton, Matthew 286; Matthew, Sn Kıngsbury (Matthew Story 129), and
Brown, Discıiples P
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indeed CUD, but csıt al They replied, “We AaTrec able.” The
rıght hand and al leit. thıs 1$ nNOt Jesus sa1d them, °“The CUD that
miıne a but it 1S for OSe for TIn YOU 11l drınk: and ıth the
hom it has een prepared Dy the baptısm ıth which baptısed,
Father.” YOU ıll be baptısed. But c1it al

rıght hand al eft 1s not
mıne but ıt 1S for those for
whom ıt has been prepared.”

{11I1 Text and Context

(a) Dıfferences between the Texts

Setting asıde mıinor lıngulstic 1SSUES, 1ve maın dıfferences between the
versions of the SONS of Zebedee narratıves contaiıned in Matthew and ark
have been bserved Dy COMMEeNtaAatOrsS ese aTrc ASs ollows

Matthew Mark
other of James and John sks for James and John ask for posıtıon

posıtıon of uthorıity her SONS’ of authorıty.
behalf.

Dırect request made TOmM the Inıtıal request 15 vague-only
Outset when pressed do James and John

specıfy theır desıire.
Request 1S <ili eıther s1de of Request 1S s1ıt either sıde of

Jesus ...  1ın yOUr kıngdom”. Jesus 0o.  In YOUT glory.”
Jesus’s refers CUD only. Jesus’s refers CUD

and baptısm.
Favoured posıtion 1s ‘“ for those for Favoured posıtıon 15 “ £Oor those

whom it has eechn prepared. ” for whom ıt has been prepared by
Father_”

(b) Scholarly Assessments of the Jlexts and theır Dıfferences

Generally, arkan scholarshıp has tended fOCUS three aspects of
the SONS of Zebedee texi The first of these 1S the discıples’ inıtial request
that Jesus “d0 for us whatever ask of 29  you (Mk ,  n effectıvely
askıng Jesus for eschatologıica an cheque.” Only when ressed for
specıfic etaıls of what they want do James and John reveal theır desire.“
The second aspect of interest COmMMEeNntatoOors 1s the prec1se nature of the
request that the SONS of Zebedee be permitted sıt alongsıide Jesus .o.  ın VYOUT
oglory  29 (Ev T Ö0EN O0U), typıcally understood eıther ASs reference tO the

Donahue Harrıngton, Mark
Gundry‚ Mark S the Iınguistic detaıls of Jesus’s questioning cf. Reıiser, Syntax
49f
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Parousia,” the establıshment of kıngdom earth, and therefore
LNOTEC worldly authority.“ The 1na aspect that has attracted COMMEeNntT 1s

the IrONY of the fact that the Boanerges have mısunderstood the nature of
dıscıpleshıp by [OCussıng serving themselves rather than seekıng to SCIVC

others, ASs ell dASs faılıne tOo perce1ve that the price of followıng Jesus
involves harıng hıs passıon (Mk 8,34-38).'

Matthean scholarshıp has concentrated 11NOTE the dıfferences between
the [WO ex(is, iın part because of the perception of Matthew ASs havıng used
ark Aas SOUT:'! ce.8 The MOST sıgnıfıcant dıfference between the narratıves in
the [WO gospels 1S that Matthew represents the request for precedence In the
kıngdom d comıng from the mother of ames and John rather than from the

SONS themselves. Thıs change IS accounted for In Varlıous WaYy>Ss Some SUuS-
gest that Matthew includes hıstorical detaıl omıiıtted ın Mark The
otherwıse close relatıonshıp between the IS indiıcated by the fact
that Jesus’s the request of the Boanerges’ mother 1S addressed to
her SONS In Mt 2022 usıng the SAd1ille second PDCTrSON plural verbs OUN! In

10,38 OUK OLÖOTE er XLTELOAE (“ plural| do not know what YOU
plural| are sk  ”) Matthew INay therefore have ec1ıded for his OW

CasSsONls that pre-existing tradıtion asserting that the request Cal from the
mother of James and John W ds ımportant.

The fact that Jesus’s repIYV 1s directed al the SOMS of Zebedee rather than
theır mother COUuU. actually Support thıs posıtion 8 ONC understands the

1LE O have persuaded theır mother make the request ıIn the hope
that woman’s plea WOU Ca IMOTEC weıght wıth soft-hearted master !
However, INan y that Matthew’s introduction of the figure of the
mother 15 sımply attempt to Counteract Mark’s negatıve portraya of
James and John AdSs ungrTYy for power. galn, thıs need NnOot 1MpPLY that the
STOFYV 1s fıction, but f thıs 1s the sole PUITDOSC of the mother’s AaDPCAFANCC,

Wellhausen, Evangelıum 8 9 Blunt. Mark Z2U: Mann, Mark 412 Jeremias, Words
205 inks thıs expression wıth seatıng al the Mess1anıc Banquet (Ek 14,15-24) the
heavenly hrone L[OOI1N (Rev 4-5)
Schniewind, Markus 143; LE vans, Mark 1 9 Edwards, Mark 37
Cole, Mark LA Edwards, bıd.
Sen10T, MatthewRE y S N S / G Albrıght Mann, Matthew EL
Fılson, Matthew 216; Blomberg, Matthew 306 Keener, Matthew 485, notes that
Jewıish tradıtıon contaıns several instances of makıng of powerful
figure (Lk 18,2-5; 2Sam w  E  s 20,16-22:; Kıngs = 25} Matthew INaYy

| {
reflect thıs.
Allen, Matthew 2436 Rawlınson, Mark 143-44; agner, atthew 580
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then the fact that Jesus addresses hıs at her SONS undermıines the
Matthean author’s efforts GC5ast the paır In posıtıve light. ““

Fınally, Ial y note the fact that 1le Mark desecribes ames and John ds

askıngz that they sıt alongsıde Jesus ...  1in YOUL glory  29 (EVv T Ö0EN OOU), theır
mother INn atthew the Samne posıtıon for them ...  1n YOUTF kıngdo  29
(EV T BAOLAELN GOU Mt Few scholars remark thıs change: ıt 1s
eıther gnored the IWO eXpress10ns stated 8 be equıvalent In S  meaning.
0Ug do nOot take 1Ssue wıth the dea Ör the basıc equıvalence of the
[WO terms, CONVINCINS has been ffered as why Matthew
substitutes “kıngdom “ for glory  29 mplıed In thıs ack of scholarly COHN-
ment 1S the iıdea that the USC of do,xa In Mark 1s down personal OT stylıstıc
preierence, 1S Aase. Jesus’s COMMEeNT 1n S,Ö (CE. about the
SON of Man’s comıing ...  1n the olory of hıs father ?!* However, Matthew
places rather IHNOTEC emphasıs than ark the ..  glor  29 of Jesus (Mt I62Z 7
19,28; 24.30; ’  5 and OTIC WOU ordınarıly CXDECT hım retaın the
Markan term In 2021 Thıs u  STS that Matthew mMust have had
SOTINC 1C4A4SON for the substitution.

Parallels ıth ings
Both of the changes In Matthew dIiIC explicable (QHGE ıt 1S realısed that

Matthew has structured hıs narratıve the STOFY of Bathsheba’s petition
olomon in Ings In the latter teXT: Bathsheba, Solomon’s mother.
VIsIıts her SOM al the behest of onıah, who IMNa Abıshag,

formerly assoc1ated wıth avl olomon detects plot the part
of on1]a (by marryıng the an of former kıng, prospective
USULDCI CO strengthen claım to the hrone) and ımmediately Orders hIis
brother’s execution. ©

Superficially, the narratıves do nNOTt aDPCAaL VC sımılar, but the thrust of
both 1S clear.

12 (CContra Edwards, Discıiples13 C Albrıght Mann, Matthew 2472

15
Gundry‚ Mark SE

16
On! Gundry, atthew 402
Hertzberg, Samuel 3506: Bergen, Samuel
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Mother-figure: Bathsheba Mother of James John
Pleads

10 Kıng Solomon Jesus
On behalf of
Adon1]ah James and John
For inappropriate posıtıon of power

Resulting In Sentence of death Prediection of death
Certain parallels and Contrasts dIC establıshe DYy Matthew between the

SONS of Zebedee narratıve and the ings text Fırstly, the ADDCATANCEC of the
mother (unınp-Mt of James and John here: the MOST sıgnıfıcant 1ffe-

between the Matthean and arkan narratıves. creates interpretatiıve
ınk wıth Ings In 10 Solomon’s mother UNTNP ings 2,19-

pleads the Case of onyah. Of COUISC, ıt must be dmitted that for
there be tirue paralle between the XIS: Jesus’s mother WOUuU have
plea behalf of James and John Nevertheless, the iıdentification of both
Bathsheba and the wiıfe of Zebedee daSs mother-figures 15 sıgnıficant.

econdly, the verb XLLE ( äsk. request”) AaDPCAaIS in 10,38 and Mt
2022 In Jesus’s»Y do not know what YOU dIC askıng.” How-
CVCT, in the inıtıal question that elhıcıts thıs9Mark has the SONS of
Zebedee ..  7  Say what they want (Aeyw@ ,  S 1ie Matthew places
greater emphasıs the actıon of the mother of James and John when che
“asksn her favour (xLtEew—-Matt The greater emphasıs the aCcT of
askıng In Matthew MAaYy be connected wıth the multıple dD  CS of the
Sa|amne verb in 1ngs 2,16-22)

The replacement of the arkan ...  In yOUr glory  39 by ...  In YOUT kıngdom  29
(EV T BAOLAELN OQOUVU creates another interpretatiıve ınk wıth the
events al Solomon’s COUrt Adon1jah’s ratiıonale for hıs request 1S that “the
kıngdom Was mıne” (EMOL IV BAOLAEL Ings Z Solomon, the
Current ruler ÖF the kıngdom, 1Ss outraged by hıs brother’s and
sarcastıcally responds o hıis mother. ..  ask for the kıngdom M BAOLÄELO)
his behalf AdS well” (2 1ngs 222 oug. James and John AaTre nNOoTt
plotting tOo USUTD Jesus (as 1S mplıed In the Case of Oon1Ja and olomon),
they have atched plan obtaın inappropriate Status in h1s kıngdom,
and have used fo further that PUITDOSC

The 1IrONY iımplıcıt In the Comparıson between the Matthean and the
Ings XIS 1S underlined by Jesus’s repLY tOo James and John that .6  you do
not know what yOUu afec askıng for.  79 0Ug Man Yy COmMMEeNntators SSCC Ado-
nıJah’s request AdSs prelude makıng further bıd for the throne, / thıs 1S
NOTt stated outrıght DYy the OT: in ings, and ıt 1S possıble {O interpret the

| / Benzinger, Jahvıst H: Keıl Kıngs 29-30:; De Vrıes, Kıngs
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text LO suggest that on1]a: (and Bathsheba) WEIC genumely ignorant
Inof the implıcatıons of the request that they WEeTIC makıng olomon

both instances, the maın characters dIC makıng petition that 111 ead (8)
utterance concerning theır OW er

Fınally, there 1S ITONIC touch In Matthew’s addıtion of the term ...  MY
Father” ark 10,40 Jesus’s CommMent that $ Y sıt al MY ng hand and al
INLY left102  Dominic Rudman — BN NF 125 (2005)  text to suggest that Adonijah (and / or Bathsheba) were genuinely ignorant  In  of the implications of the request that they were making to Solomon.  both instances, the main characters are making a petition that will lead to an  utterance concerning their own death.  Finally, there is an ironic touch in Matthew’s addition of the term ‘my  Father” to Mark 10,40. Jesus’s comment that ““to sit at my right hand and at  my left ... is for those for whom it has been prepared by my Father” (Mt  20,23) recognises that the status sought by James and John is in the gift of  Jesus’s Father, God. This may allude to the events of 1 Kings 1 in which  Adonijah makes a bid to usurp the throne of Israel without the knowledge of  Solomon’s father David. David’s intervention prevents the fulfillment of Ado-  nijah’s plan, and ensures that the position of power that Adonijah sought  falls to Solomon. Therefore, the status which both Adonijah and the Boa-  nerges seek is derived ultimately from the authority granted by the father of  the one they approach. Alternatively, it is possible to understand Yahweh as  the father of Solomon (2Sam 7,12-14) in this case. Adonijah interprets his  failure to obtain the throne to the intervention of Yahweh (1 Kings 2,15),  and so the position he sought was ultimately in the gift of God, the father of  Solomon.  V. A Contrast with 1 Kings 2  Alongside the parallels with 1 Kings 2, one significant contrast, which  lies in the activities of the two females asking the favour, may be discerned.  In 1 Kings 2, Bathsheba, as the Queen Mother, is accorded a place of  honour with a throne where “she sat on his right” (k@l €K&OLOEV EK SEELOV  x0tod — 1 Kings 2,19). The mother of James and John is said to kneel  (Tpookvvobdox—-Mt 20,20) before Jesus with the intention of asking that one  of her sons sit on Jesus’s right (&« öe&L@v oov-Mt 20,21). Yet this contrast  also underlines the connection between the two texts and, by presenting  Jesus as hearing a request from a person, not seated as in 1 Kings 2, but  kneeling (prosku,new) in the traditional posture of subservience to kings  (1Sam 24,8; 2Sam 1,2; 9,6), suggest that Jesus is greater than the greatest of  Israel’s kings.'  18  Montgomery / Gehman, Kings 92; Gray, Kings 106.  19  Cf. Neyrey, Honor 66.1S for those for whom it has been prepare Dy 11y Father” (Mt

recCogNISES that the STatus sought Dy James and John 1S ın the o1ft of
Jesus’s Father, G0od Thıs MaYy allude LO the events of Ings In TC
on1]a. makes bıd USUTrD the throne of Israel wıthout the owledge of
Solomon’s father aVl Davıd’s intervention preven the fulfiıllment of Ado-
nıjJah’s plan, and CLSUTCS that the posıtion of W that on1Ja sought

olomon Therefore. the Status 1C both Oon1]Ja. and the Boa-
NCTSCS seek 1S erıved ultımately from the authorıty ranted Dy the father of
the ON they approach. Alternatıvely, it 1S poss1ıble to understand Yahweh Aas
the father of olomon am /,12-14) ın thıs CAasSc On1Ja. interprets hıs
allure o obtaın the throne the intervention of Yahweh ings 5
and the posıtion he sought W as ultımately 1n the o1ift of God, the father of
olomon

OoOntras 1ıth 1Ings

Alongsıide the parallels wıth ings Z ONC sıgnıficant' IC
1e$ in the actıvıtles of the [WO emales askıng the favour, May be discerned.
In ings 2 Bathsheba., das the Queen Mother, 1S accorded place of
honour wıth throne where “<che sat hıs rıght  27 (KoL EKXALOEV EK OEELÖOV
XUTOD Ings 2:49) The mother of James and John 1S sa1ld LO kneel
(TpoOoKVLOLOCK—-MIt before Jesus wıth the intention of askıng that ONEC
A her SOMNS sıt Jesus’s ng (EK ÖECLOV 00v—-Mt Yet thıs
also underlınes the connection between the [WO S and, by presenting
Jesus dS hearıng request from PCISON, not seated Aas ın Ings z but
kneeling (prosku,new) In the tradıtıional posture of subservience ings
am 24,8; 2Sam 177 9,6). uggest that Jesus 1S greater than the of
srael’s kings.

18 Montgomery ehman, Kıngs 9 ® G’ray, Kıngs 106
eVrey., Honor
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VI Conclusions

Whether noOoTt the inclusion of the mother of the Boanerges In the
Matthean version of the SONS Ööf Zebedee narratıve 1s understood be
fiıctional element; LO reflect genume tradıtion. the exchange between the

and Jesus AdDDCAIrSs be ase. In part that between Bathsheba and
olomon Oss1ıbly, the dea of thıs lterary construction 1S sımply I(8) presentJames and John, the self-serving brothers. ASs antıtypes for onıJah. But the
Matthean author also invıtes hIis readership (who WOU have detected the
allusıon) tO reflect theologically that he Sa  < In OFE dASs
true, ponder what ıt 1s tO be ubject Jesus rather than olomon Solo-
INON, ASs Israel’s CS and wealthiest kıng, Was INan who, accordıngJewısh tradıtion, experienced CVECIYV pleasure In hIis lıfetime (CE Koh 2,1-10;

6,28-29), but WdsSs also the INan who turned free Israelıtes nto slaves
ings D3 cf. Sam 8,11-18) Jesus’s ıngshıp W dsS reflected INn sufferingand serv1ıce, and though he LOO emands that his subjects become slaves (Mt5  9 thıs slavery 1S voluntary, not forced The SO6S of disloyaltyolomon for on1]a: Was €9] 1Ings 2,24-25) Thıs, CSISMatthew, INaYy also be the COST of loyalty Jesus (Mt

Summary
10,35-40, which relates hOow the Boanerges approached Jesus In the hope of

obtaımnıng specıal posıtion when he arnec nto his OW. has been subject several
changes 1n Mt 20,20-23, notably In Matthew’s presentatıon of the request beingmade DYy the mother 0t James and Jo  S hıs artıcle arguces that the introduction of
the mother, and of severa|l INOTE mınor changes, 1S the product of the Matthean
author’s desire draw parallel between the present text and Kıngs 2’ In which
Adon1ijah, 1ke the Boanerges, seeks obtaın inappropriate posıtıon In Davı-
dide’s kıngdom. In domg S the Matthean author inviıtes hıs readership reflect
theologically the motives of the Boanerges and the nature OF Jesus’ kıngship.

Zusammenfassung
10,35-40 berichtet, WIe die Zebedäussöhne Jesus herantreten In der off-

NUNg, ıne Sonderstellung erhalten, WEeNnNn in sSein E1gentum komme. Der Ab-
chnıtt erfährt In Mt 20,20-23 verschiedeneÄnderungen. Vor allem fällt auf, ass In
der matthäischen Fassung die Bıtter VoNn der Mutter der Zebedäussöhne vorgetragenwıird Der Beıtrag ze1gt, dass die Eınführung der Mutter SOWI1e ein1ge kleinere
Veränderungen sıch dem Wunsch des Autors Matthäus verdanken, ıne Parallele
zwıschen dem vorliegenden ext und 1Kön zıehen, Adonyah, ebenso WI1Ie
dıe Zebedäussöhne. ach einer ıhm UNAaNgCMECSSCHNCN Stellung 1Im davıdıschen KöÖön1g-reich strebht. Dadurch ädt der utOor Matthäus se1ine Leserschaft e1In, cdie Motive der
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Zebedäussöhne SOWI1eEe das Wesen VON Jesu Königsherrschaft theologisch reflek-
tıeren.
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