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The Implied Audience of the Scriptural Interpretations in the Letter of James
 
Maren R. Niehoff

The purpose and context of the Letter of James have always been subject to much debate, but recently provoked a particularly significant controversy.
 According to John Kloppenborg, the Letter is to be understood as a Diaspora epistle, addressed by someone from within "the Jesus movement" to an existing Jewish community in the Diaspora, which included also some members of the Jesus movement.
 According to Oda Wischmeyer, on the other hand, the context of the Letter is definitely Christian, belonging to a milieu which cannot be precisely located, but where Christological issues were not at stake.
 On the latter view, the implied audience is a literary construct rather than a historical reality.
 
This discrepancy of views has, of course, to do with the nature of the text, which is extremely short and lacks precise information about its author, thus allowing for a wide range of interpretations. On closer inspection, however, it becomes clear that the contradictory interpretations of the Letter are also indicative of important developments in recent research. At stake are two main issues: how and when did Christianity part from Judaism and, moreover, what is the role of the author in reflecting or shaping reality? 
Regarding the "Parting of the Ways", it is significant that the previous model of a mother-daughter relation has generally been replaced by the notion of two sister religions emerging on the basis of Biblical Judaism and Hellenistic culture.
 Research now focuses on the question whether the two religious movements remained intricately connected and how long they shared a sense of community. Daniel Boyarin went furthest in arguing that no essential difference is visible until the fourth century CE, implying that early Christianity continued for a long time to exist as a form of Judaism
. 
In this context the Letter of James is of particular interest, because it contains only two explicit references to Christ and advocates the importance of works. These features naturally led to arguments about its proximity to Judaism.
 Kloppenborg's interpretation suggests that the Letter testifies to early Christianity as a movement within Judaism, maintaining irenic relations with the rest of the Jews. He argues that a member of the "Jesus movement" would address Diaspora Jews with the intention of promoting their "Judean identity" in light of the "constant threats of assimilation".
 On this reading, a text included in the New Testament lacks a distinctly Christian agenda and is written with the purpose of participating in the contemporary Jewish discourse. Similarly, Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, while assuming Christian addressees, argued that the author of the Letter of James wished to strengthen the identity of "the people of God" in analogy to other Jewish Diaspora letters. The "people of God", in his opinion, consisted rather indistinguishably of both Jewish Christians and pagan Christians.
 On this reading, too, boundaries were rather blurred. Wischmeyer, by contrast, points to a specific Christian identity expressed in the Letter of James. To be sure, the Letter, in her opinion, is also based on some Biblical motifs and monotheistic convictions yet cannot be interpreted in analogy to Jewish Diaspora Letters. 
 
Regarding the role of the author, significant developments are discernable. While traditionally texts tended to be seen as more or less direct reflections of historical and social realities, Benedikt Anderson made scholars aware of the author's active role in constructing and creating communities.
 The latter were now seen to have originated in the collective imagination and subsequently to have been translated in some manner into historical entities. The present debate about the Letter of James ties into this discussion as well. Wischmeyer acknowledges that no real community can be reconstructed from the Letter. Concerned with ethical teachings, the author in her opinion rather looks forward to constructing a community of students, who will implement his message.
 Kloppenburg, by contrast, assumes as the background of the Letter real Jewish Diaspora communities, who were facing the problems of being disconnected from the homeland and thus sought instruction from there.
 
The present paper seeks to throw new light on these issues by focusing on the implied audience of the Scriptural interpretations in the Letter. This approach is based on the recognition that a considerable part of the short Letter revolves around exegesis. Explaining Biblical passages is clearly an important concern.
 Moreover, interpreting Scripture was a prominent Jewish activity, central to the religious and cultural identity of ancient Jews. Signs of either community or emerging boundaries are thus likely to be conspicuous precisely in the field of exegesis. It is therefore appropriate to ask whom the author of the Letter had in mind when explaining Scripture and what his frame of reference was. Did he engage in prevalent discussions of Biblical figures, using arguments and motifs that had been suggested by others? If so, whose interpretations did he respond to and what was the starting point of his discussion? In particular, did the author address Jewish exegetical traditions, circulating either in the Hellenistic Diaspora or the Land of Israel, or did he rather refer to Christian traditions, assuming that his readers participate in an internal Christian debate?
At this point I wish to clarify that I generally expect the author of a text to be rather active and striving to shape reality. The relationship between a text and the historical circumstances in which it was written is rather complex and cannot be defined in terms of simple reflection. Rather, the author, who certainly is embedded in the culture and politics of his time, also wishes to make a particular impact on that reality.
 Thinking about these issues in the context of the Letter of James, I found Brian Stock's notion of a "textual community" helpful.
 Studying the implications of literacy in Medieval Europe, Stock focused on the connection between texts and social formations. The term "textual community" refers to a group dissenting from the mainstream and justifying its particular position by recourse to an authoritative text. This text was shared by society at large, but interpreted differently. The dissenting group, led by a figure having direct access to the text, formed their sense of solidarity around their particular reading. 

In the context of the Letter of James Stock's term requires some adjustment, but is still useful, because it both highlights the author's active role in constructing a community around a foundational text and stresses his dialogical situation, as he faces contrary interpretations in other contemporary circles. These notions will guide our inquiry even though no quasi-monastic community, such as Stock had in mind, can be identified or assumed in connection with James. Moreover, the model is useful even though it is applied here to a period when no normative or main-stream interpretation is yet visible. Stock invites us to look for significant Other interpretations in light of which the author of the Letter of James formulated his own exegesis, which he hoped would become foundational for the community he envisioned.
Abraham and Rahab 

 Two Biblical heroes are prominent in the Letter of James: Abraham and Rahab, who appear side by side as models of works combined with faith. From the point of view of Jewish exegesis, the very combination of these two figures is surprising. While Abraham is recognized as the father of the nation and given much attention, Rahab is a minor figure, mentioned outside the Torah, who remains virtually unseen in Antiquity. Even Josephus, who mentions her for the first time, when paraphrasing all the Biblical stories, does not elevate her above her Biblical image (J.A. 5:5-15). 
Several scholars have filled in the gap by suggesting that Talmudic material is relevant to the interpretation of Rahab in the Letter of James.  This step has important methodological implications and deserves serious attention. The Strack-Billerbeck compilation of Jewish sources relevant to the New Testament had an enormous impact on scholarship, encouraging many to regard rabbinic material as a background to early Christian writings. Yet this approach raises a serious problem of dates. Rabbinic sources date much later than the New Testament, often centuries later, as in the case of the Babylonian Talmud adduced to clarify the image of Rahab in the Letter of James.
 Those who nevertheless use rabbinic sources to interpret the New Testament argue that they contain materials, which are presented as dating from earlier periods. Such attributions, however, are today recognized as problematic, because they do not provide reliable testimony to the original date and location of a particular saying.
 We can usually not know how much earlier traditions were edited until they were incorporated into the final redaction of the rabbinic source. Acknowledging the composite character of rabbinic sources, we can thus hardly assume that all of their contents were available in oral fashion around the turn of the Era. It rather seems that we should be cautious and examine each case on its own terms.
What is the weight of comparative sources, which can be dated, such as Josephus, who was certainly familiar with exegetical traditions from Jerusalem? If he does not indicate any awareness of developments attested much later in the Talmud, can we conclude that they emerged in a later context? Obviously, such a solution has all the disadvantages of an ex silentio argument, yet it may provide some complementary indication. Furthermore, in the case of Rahab there is no precise overlap between her image in the rabbinic sources and her image in the New Testament. While in Mt. 1:5 she is inserted into the genealogy of Jesus and in the Letter to the Hebrews 11:31 she is listed among Biblical heroes distinguished by their faith, Sifre Num. 78 as well as bMeg. 14b and RuthR 2:1 present her as the mother of a series of prophets, who were at the same time priests.
 It is difficult to see how New Testament writers could have been familiar with the rabbinic tradition, adapting it to their own ends. Instead, the notion of faith is integral to the Letter to the Hebrews and thus seems to provide a natural and perhaps original framework for the interpretation of Rahab. Moreover, emphasis on a prostitute resonates with the appeal in the Synoptic Gospels to the poor and outcast. Vice versa, it seems possible that the rabbinic reference to prophets, who were also priests, could be understood as a polemic against the Christian claim for Rahab as the mother of a genealogical line leading up to Jesus. 
All the above questions touch upon one vital issue, namely the originality of early Christian sources. How much originality do we assume or allow on the part of New Testament writers?  In the case of the Letter of James this question is of particular relevance as it contains several expressions, which appear here for the first time in the extant sources. Does this mean that the author coined them as well as the ideas thus expressed? If it is principally admitted, that New Testament sources may have said something new, which diverges from ideas thus far voiced in Jewish or pagan circles, we must also acknowledge the possibility that the Strack-Billerbeck collection sometimes needs to be read the other way round, namely as a source book for rabbinic works, which can be illuminated by early Christian writings.
 Admitting novel ideas in the New Testament also implies the possibility that these ideas were antagonistic to Judaism. If early Christian writers expressed views other than Jewish traditions, they may also have voiced their ambivalence and defined their new identity by negating at least part of the Jewish heritage. In the present scholarly discussion this prospect appears to be a particularly sensitive point, which obviously needs to be treated with appropriate care. 
When examining the interpretation of Abraham and Rahab in the Letter of James, it is immediately obvious that the author of the Letter explicitly positions himself vis-à-vis another view of these figures. Regarding both, he emphatically insists that faith alone is not sufficient for salvation. In the context of Abraham he opens and concludes his exposition with the following references: "do you want to learn… that faith without works is idle?" and "you see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone".
 Regarding Rahab, he concludes: "For as much as the body is dead without the spirit, thus faith is dead without works".
 In the introduction to the whole passage the author even constructs a fictional Other: "what does it profit, my brothers, if someone says he has faith, but no works?" (Ja 2:14). The voice of this constructed Other sketches the horizon of the readers, whom the author of the Letter of James anticipates. He expects them to be aware of or even convinced by a claim that faith alone is sufficient. Such an interpretation commanded sufficient authority in the eyes of the author so as to warrant attention and qualification. Indeed, the author of the Letter indicates that much more than understanding Scripture was at stake, namely religious ethics and salvation. 
The author of the Letter presents his own interpretation of Abraham in a rather confrontational manner, asking whether the patriarch was "not justified by works when offering Isaac, his son, on the altar?".
 Again, the context appears to be polemical, the author trying to open the eyes of his audience, who, he suspects, has been influenced by the Other interpretation.
 It is furthermore significant that the story of the Akedah is not explained in detail, but rather assumed to have been known. This confirms our impression that the Letter reflects an ongoing debate on a Scriptural passage, which was known to its participants. Conforming to Stock's model of a textual community, it is the author's particular interpretation rather than the foundational text, which is stressed once more: "you see that faith worked together with his works and faith is brought to completion by works".
 Gen. 15:6, where Abraham's faith is mentioned, is thus said to have been fulfilled by Abraham's willingness to sacrifice his son. 

Friedrich Avemarie has conclusively shown that the author of the Letter of James wrote his interpretation of Abraham with a view to Paul's claim that faith alone justifies the Christian.
 James indeed wished to criticize Paul's views, as expressed in Gal. 2:16, Rom. 3:28 and 4:1-3, rather than their misinterpretation by early Christian followers, as has often been maintained.
 The assumption of a tension or even a contradiction between faith and works was thoroughly Pauline, while it cannot be found in contemporary Jewish sources.
 I would like to take Avemarie's argument one step further and suggest that not only the starting point of James' discussion was thoroughly Christian, but his answer and message as well. Jewish exegesis was no longer on the horizon. The author of the Letter of James engaged in an internal Christian discussion without recourse to Jewish perspectives.
 

Looking at the Greek speaking Jewish community in Egypt, it is immediately clear that Abraham was far less central than Moses, who figures much more prominently in the writings. Moreover, those Jewish exegetes who related to Abraham tended to be occupied with different issues. Artapanus, for example, investigated his contribution to Egyptian culture in the field of astrology (Eus., PE 9.18.1). During Philo's time, the figure became rather controversial, some anonymous exegetes accusing him of a lack of consideration for his wife, when he twice handed her over to foreign rulers.
 The binding of Isaac was debated in the context of pagan customs of child sacrifice. Some Jews in Alexandria thought that the story of the Akedah conformed to such pagan practices, which were later abolished by Moses in his legislation against child sacrifice to Moloch.
 It is undoubtedly Philo, who presents an image of Abraham closest to that of James. He, too, pays special attention to him and even stresses his faith. Yet upon careful examination Philo's notion of Abraham's faith turns out to be rather different from James'. Gen. 15:6 is not interpreted in the context of a possible tension with works, but is instead appreciated in connection with Abraham's legendary discovery of the monotheistic God. According to Philo, Abraham showed exemplary faith, because he trusted in something transcendental and unfailing rather than material goods and fame.
 Philo's point of reference is the contrast between Jewish spirituality and pagan materialism. 

The difference between James and Philo is confirmed by an examination of the latter's views on the Akedah. While Philo once associates this Biblical story with Gen. 15:6, he does so in an allegorical context. Abraham's willingness to sacrifice his son is interpreted as a lesson in modesty or in "begetting not for yourself" (Deus 4). Philo stresses that Abraham had put his trust in God, the creator of the world, thus having sufficient confidence when rendering "the only true born offspring of the soul, that clearest image of self-learnt wisdom" (ibid). Such an interpretation of the Akedah hardly served as the starting point of James' discussion nor did it provide material for an answer to Paul's claims about faith. Most significantly, Philo's repeated emphasis on Abraham's unconditional obedience to God's commandments is entirely missing in the Letter.
 It is thus not surprising that, unlike James, Philo summarizes his biography of Abraham by stressing the patriarch's faith in the Classical Greek sense of the word, namely trusting God. Philo suggests that Abraham's faithfulness is rewarded by God's implementation of His promises (Abr. 273). 

The image of Abraham in the Letter of James does not resonate with Jewish exegesis from the Land of Israel either. The central terms here are faithfulness, affliction and testing. The Book of Jubilees, our earliest witness, combines these motifs, when suggesting that Matsema provoked God to test Abraham's faithfulness by the most painful of tests, namely the demand to sacrifice his beloved son (Jub. 17:15-18:16). Similarly, the author of I Maccabees uses Abraham as an example of martyrdom, who can encourage his audience to keep the law zealously and to give up life for the "covenant of your fathers" (I Macc. 2:50). In this context the author asks whether Abraham "was not found faithful (e`ure,qh pisto,j) in his test and was it not counted to him as righteousness (dikaiosu,nhn)?" The trial is not specified, but is likely to be the Akedah, which would then once more be connected to notions of testing and faithfulness in times of affliction. Furthermore, Ben Sira stresses Abraham's circumcision as a sign of the covenant as well as his being "faithful in his trial" (e`ure,qh pisto,j), which is rewarded by Divine blessing (Sir. 44:20-1). Even Josephus, who offered a highly innovative interpretation of the Akedah, stressing for the first time Isaac's active involvement, praises Abraham's obedience in his trial.
 In light of these sources from the Land of Israel it is remarkable that the Letter of James makes reference neither to Abraham's trial nor to his obedience and law observance. His circumcision, for example, is significantly ignored.

The author of the Letter of James emerges as someone who formulated his own interpretation of Abraham, responding to Paul by an independent reading of Scripture. Initially, he reacted to Paul's famous notion of "justification by faith… without works of the law" (Rom. 3:28). Using the same verb dikaio,w and countering Paul's claims to "Abraham our father",
 James stressed that the patriarch was indeed justified "by works".
 It is significant that he no longer says "works of the law".
 While Paul faced Jewish claims to law observance and gave his answers with a view to contemporary Jews, James worked in a distinctly Christian environment. He no longer addressed Jewish concerns and certainly did not wish to introduce Jewish notions of law observance into his community.
 While Paul insisted that Jewish law, especially its ritual aspects, was no longer relevant for salvation, James stressed that faith alone is not sufficient, but needs to be translated into works – works of Christian ethics, such as care for the poor and the widows (Ja. :14-7). 
In this context it is important to note that the interpretation of Abraham in the Letter of James is based on LXX vocabulary. The author recalls the qusiasth,rion, mentioned in LXX Gen. 22:9, and describes Abraham's carrying his son in terms of avnene,gkaj, as in LXX Gen. 22:2. It would thus seem that the author formulated his own reading of the Akedah on the basis of Scripture. Moreover, he concludes his exegesis with the following formulaic reference to Gen. 15:6: "and the Scripture was fulfilled, which says…" (Ja. 2:23). Such and similar expressions are extremely common in the Gospel of Matthew and to a lesser extent also in the other synoptics.
 Recourse to this formula in the Letter of James may indicate the author's sense of proximity to the synoptic writers. His reaction to Paul may well have implied a wish to return to the sources, i.e. to a Christianity which could be perceived as pre-Pauline and close to the spirit of Scripture. In addition, the author may have reacted to the Letter to the Hebrews, which accepted Paul's theology and described Abraham only in terms of faith (Heb. 11:17-9).

A similar strategy is visible in the interpretation of Rahab. James once more starts with Pauline vocabulary, asking whether the prostitute was not justified by works. He then adds his own summary of the Biblical story, reminding his readers how she had "received the messengers and sent them out another way".
 His conclusion contains a particularly significant pun on words: "as much as the body without the spirit is dead, thus faith without works is dead" (Ja. 2:26). This sentence is a reversal of Paul's claim that the Jewish law signifies death as opposed to the "law of the spirit", which promises life and peace (Rom. 8:1-6). Advocating a notion of man where body and soul cooperate, the author of the Letter of James stresses also the unity of faith and works. His response to Paul shows that he felt at liberty to criticize and even slightly mock his writings, which were evidently the basis of an important inner-Christian debate. The Letter moreover may have had in view also the Letter to the Hebrews, which suggests that Rahab is an emblem of faith.
Jewish dialogue partners, on the other hand, are envisaged neither as opponents nor as potential associates against Pauline theology. In this respect the author of the Letter of James differs significantly from Julian the Apostate, who saw the Jews as companions in the fight against Christianity.
 The difference is one of belonging: while Julian opposed Christianity as a whole and from the outside, thus inviting other outsiders to join his campaign, the author of the Letter of James is writing from within the Christian community, taking issue with a particular interpretation of Scripture by an immensely influential member and hoping to strengthen the alternative branch of that community. 
The Decalogue
The Decalogue provides the author of the Letter of James with another key-text for his arguments. Warning against partiality and the rich in general, he admonishes his audience to "fulfill the royal law according to the Scripture: love your neighbour as yourself" (Lev. 19:18).
 This royal law, however, is only fulfilled when "the whole law" (o]lon to.n no,mon) is kept (Ja. 2:10). The author then refers to the five ethical commandments of the Decalogue, insisting that one is commanded both not to commit adultery and not to kill (Ja. 2:11). Thus, if one does not commit adultery, but kills, one is guilty of transgressing the law (paraba,thj no,mou). The author concludes by instructing his audience to match their words with deeds, "as those who are to be judged under the law of freedom".
  
This short passage is loaded with terms and ideas, which have provoked particularly diverse interpretations.
 Scholars have generally tried to understand the author by looking for parallel expressions in other early Jewish and/or pagan texts. Since the precise wording "law of freedom" cannot be found elsewhere, each scholar chose his or her own approximation, most opting for a mixture of Stoic and Jewish-Hellenistic elements,
 while some argued that the notion of law in the Letter must be identified with the Jewish Torah.
 I would like to suggest instead that the novelty of the expression "law of freedom" needs to be properly appreciated. Taking Pauline formulations as his starting point, the author of the Letter of James proposes his own views in a new language.

It is initially remarkable that the author of the Letter of James uses the term "law" in a very limited sense, without even addressing the Jewish notion of law as comprising all the Divine commandments recorded in Scripture as well as their interpretation over time.
 He rather equates "the law" with those parts of the Decalogue which pertain to ethical issues. Observance of the Shabbat, for example, enjoined by the Fifth Commandment (Ex. 20:8-11), is significantly ignored. The starting point of the discussion in the Letter appears to be Pauline theology. It was Paul, who stressed that the fulfillment of the law consists in keeping the ethical commandments of the Decalogue and, in particular, the command of loving one's neigbour (Lev. 19:18).
 In the Letter to the Galatians he even insists that "the whole law is fulfilled by one commandment", namely "Love your neighbour as yourself (Lev. 19:18)".
 Using virtually the same expression of "the whole law", the author of the Letter participates in an inner-Christian discussion regarding the centrality of the different religious and ethical imperatives, which is visible already in the Synoptic Gospels.
 The passage in Mk. 12:28-34 indicates that the ethical and monotheistic commandments of the Decalogue were seen as superseding Jewish ritual.  
Participating in this discussion and no longer facing Jews, who would remind him of their own understanding of Mosaic Law, the author of the Letter proceeds to correct Paul's position. While fulfilling Lev. 19:18 is still seen as "good" moral behaviour (kalw/j poiei/te), the author questions Paul's additional step of giving absolute preference to this principle (Ja. 2:8). In his view, such an approach leaves too much room for inactivity and ambiguity. Loving one's neighbour was not sufficiently specific and thus not sufficiently obliging. Fulfillment of the Five Commandments can be more objectively checked. The author of the Letter therefore insists that the ethical Commandments of the Decalogue are central to Christian ethics and need to be carefully observed. Parallel to his interpretation of Abraham and Rahab, the author is concerned with concrete moral performance. In the present context he uses juridical vocabulary in order to highlight his message.
 
In light of this interpretation I would like to propose a novel reading of the famous expression "law of freedom". Lacking a precise parallel in ancient literature, it has in fact been coined by the author of the Letter and is another pun on a famous Pauline formulation.
 James thus criticizes Paul's promise of absolute freedom, insisting on an ethical law, which obliges, even though it is free from Jewish ritual.
 While Paul thus spoke of a "law of faith", James counters with a "law of freedom". His earlier reference to the "perfect law of freedom"
 may indicate an implied comparison to Paul, James identifying his own teaching on ethics as superior to the former's theology of freedom. Significantly, the author of the Letter stresses in that context that one must not only hear the word, but actually perform it (Ja. 1:25). He concludes with a blessing reminiscent of Matthean language, namely ou-toj maka,rioj evn th|/ poih,sei auvtou/ e;stai (ibid).
The impression of an inner-Christian discourse around the Five Commandments is confirmed by looking at contemporary Jewish sources. As far as I can see, Philo is the only Jewish writer, definitely dated before the Letter of James, who assigns to the Decalogue a special place within the halachic system. Therefore he has naturally often been quoted in the context of James. On closer inspection, however, his approach appears rather different from that of James. Initially, Philo interprets the Decalogue as laws given by God Himself and thus providing the headings of the rest of Mosaic Law (Dec. 19). The two realms are thus intricately connected and cannot be separated. Philo devotes considerable attention to the various specific laws, including ritual, organizing them thematically according to the categories of the Decalogue. Moreover, in Philo's view the first five commandments are of superior importance, while the ethical commandments are considered secondary (Dec. 50). 
Most strikingly, Lev. 19:18 is never mentioned throughout Philo's extant works. Furthermore, he never speaks about a "law of freedom". To be sure, he does occasionally say that one achieves (mental) freedom by observing the law (Lib. 159), but in that context it is not even clear, whether he means the Torah. Even if he did so, however, Philo distinguishes between freedom and law, considering one as the result of the other.
 Finally, even when Philo discusses the prohibitions of adultery and murder, he differs from the Letter of James. His discussion of murder is very short, apparently being considered self-evident (Dec. 132-4), whereas the issue of adultery is expounded in considerable detail (Dec. 121-31). Philo's exegesis reflects a different context as he is concerned with Greek arguments against adultery for the sake of order and peace in society.
 No connection is drawn to other commandments of the Decalogue or to the issue of an overriding principle of the Torah.

The absolute preference of the ethical Five Commandments as well as their connection with Lev. 19:18 thus emerged in a specifically Christian context. The author of the Letter of James joins this discussion without any longer engaging alternative Jewish positions. He does not wish to counter Pauline theology by reintroducing Mosaic Law or Jewish principles, but rather corrects Paul from within the Christian tradition and on the basis of an alternative reading of Scripture. Even Philo, who at first sight appears close to James, cannot have served as a point of reference. The impression of a "Parting of the Ways" concerning the Decalogue is further confirmed by Josephus. Writing at the end of the first century CE, he, like Philo, considered the Ten Commandments to have been directly delivered by God's mouth and as intricately connected to the rest of Jewish Law (J.A. 3:89-94). Consequently, the Talmudic image of Hillel advocating the love command as the greatest principle of the whole Torah is likely to be a late development and possibly a response to Christian teachings.

The Prophets, Job and Elijah


The Letter of James ends with a section on 'patience and prayer', where the prophets, Job and Elijah are presented as examples to be emulated by the readers. The context is clearly Christian, even eschatological, as the author envisions a time span from now "until the coming of the Lord".
 If the readers have patience and strengthen their heart, the "coming of the Lord" will approach (Ja. 5:8). Wishing to enforce his teaching, the author of the Letter turns to Biblical models. The prophets and Job exemplify patience, while Elijah also provides a model of praying.

Initially, "the prophets, who spoke in the name of the Lord" are mentioned (Ja. 5:11). This reference echoes Christian concepts, the prophets as a group having become a standard identification of those transmitting the message of Jesus and announcing the event of his mission.
 Furthermore, the association of the prophets with "suffering and patience"
 appears to be Christian rather than Jewish. Attributing characteristics of Jesus to all the prophets, this motif foreshadows the idea of the killing of the prophets. Philo, for example, never thinks of the prophets in such terms. Furthermore, Job figures as an example of patience (Ja. 5:11). Job is mentioned only here in the New Testament writings, while the formulations in the Letter of James resemble those in the Testament of Job.
 For our purposes it is important to realize that the author of the Letter was keen to support his arguments by an additional reference to a Biblical figure without going into the details of exegesis. The life of Job was sufficiently known to be invoked. The text in its voluminous details was unnecessary for the message which he wished to transmit. Nevertheless, the Biblical flavour of his Letter was important to the author, because it suggested that his teaching was authentic and true to the sources of the religion.

The image of Elijah is more detailed and livelier (Ja. 5:17-8). It has already been noted that it largely corresponds to Lk. 4:25, where Elijah is also said to have opened the sky after three and a half years of drought.
 This correspondence, however, needs to be appreciated in the larger context of the passage. Initially, it is conspicuous that the author of the Letter sets his own accent by stressing that Elijah was o`moiopaqh.j and proseuch/| proshu,xato. These two items are not mentioned by Luke and seem to have derived from an independent reading of Scripture, where the sufferings of Elijah and his appeal to God are recorded (I Kg. 17-18). Elijah emerges in the Letter of James as a model to be emulated by the readers. His suffering is shown to be similar to that of the audience and his prayer as relevant to theirs. The author encourages his readers to take an active part in the healing of sick members of the community. He advises them to go and call the elders, who will apply oil and pray, trusting that the Lord can forgive sins and raise the fallen (Ja. 5:13-5). Furthermore, the readers are called to pray themselves and thus contribute to the healing of others (Ja. 5:16). The author is thus characteristically concerned with concrete moral action. Rather than judging others, his readers are to perform effective good acts for the general welfare. 
The invocation of Elijah in the Letter of James moreover needs to be appreciated in the context of Pauline theology, which we have recognized before as a significant starting point of the discussion. In light of the previous examples it is not surprising to discover that Paul had offered a radically different interpretation of Elijah. In his eyes he was as a zealous fighter for God, complaining that everybody else has forsaken God and is now bent on killing him as well, but who is reassured by God that seven thousand men have remained loyal (Rom. 11:2-4). Paul uses this story to discuss the broader question of the status of the Jews within the Christian community. He insists that the loyal remnant "in this time now" is not defined by works (ouvke,ti evx e;rgwn), but by grace (ca,rij).
 Israel, he adds, has not achieved what they wanted, but the Christian "elect" did.
 
It thus emerges that the figure of Elijah was subject to the same controversy, which we have already noted in previous contexts. The author of the Letter of James once more takes issue with Paul's rejection of works in favour of values, which are not conducive to concrete ethical behaviour. As much as he had objected to both the presentation of Abraham as an emblem of faith and the absolute status of the love command, the author of the Letter also counters Paul's image of Elijah by stressing his human suffering as well as his active empathy and prayer. Elijah should in his view serve as a model of beneficial action rather than as a justification of complacence in Christian election. 
Prov. 3:34

Chapter four of the Letter of James contains a quotation of Prov. 3:34, which does not appear to play a role in the author's controversy with Paul, who does not even mention this verse.
 The author of the Letter refers to Prov. 3:34 for the same reason for which he invoked the prophets and Job, namely to support his own teaching by the authority of Scripture. In this case, he provides not a general reference, but a specific quotation. The difference is easily explained: a wisdom saying naturally lends itself to quotation, while Job and the prophets are used as significant Biblical figures rather than texts, which are, in any case, too long to be dealt with in such a short letter. 

The interpretation of Prov. 3:34 in the Letter of James is characteristic of the author's overall concerns and testifies to his fresh reading of the passage. While the verse itself speaks about God's reaction to the haughty, whom He opposes, and the humble, whom He gives grace, the author of the Letter reads into it a message about good action. He calls his readers to subject themselves to God, while staying away from the Devil. It is their action which will bring God closer (Ja. 4:7-8). They have to humble themselves and repent, turning their smile into grief and their joy into gloominess (Ja. 4:9). At the end of the paragraph the interpretation is well summarized by a novel paraphrase of Prov. 3:34b: "humble yourselves before the Lord and He will raise you" (Ja. 4:10). Characteristically, this formulation echoes Mt. 23:12, which addresses the same paradox of self-humiliation leading to elevation by God. 

The interpretation of Prov. 3:34 in the Letter of James must furthermore be appreciated in comparison to 1 Pet. 5:5, where the same verse is incorporated in a similar setting of religious teaching. Already at first sight it is conspicuous that the motifs of the devil, humiliation and elevation are shared by this author, too. This correspondence has led some scholars to suggest that the author of the Letter of James copied the quotation together with the interpretation from 1 Pet. 5:5 or a common source.
 Yet such a conclusion seems unwarranted, because the concerns of 1 Pet. 5:5 are too different to have served as a Vorlage. This author follows the proverbial text more closely, encouraging his readers to trust in God's providence and care (1 Pet. 5:7). He concludes his appeal by stressing that God will indeed restore, strengthen and put in order (ibid 10). Thus, he appears to take the humble situation of his readers as a given fact and encourages them to persist in their hope and faith in a better future. 
Conclusion


Our analysis of the Scriptural references in the Letter of James has shown that the implied audience was Christian. Jewish perspectives and exegetical traditions are no longer invoked. Jews appear neither as dialogue partners nor as potential allies in the controversy with Paul. This lack of reference is indeed remarkable and reflects the existence of certain boundaries at an early stage. Our analysis moreover confirms the papyrological discoveries of Daniel Stoekel-Ben Ezra, who has shown that second century Christian libraries held relatively few materials, which can be identified as specifically Jewish.
 In this respect they differed from inner-Jewish sects, such as the Qumran community, which collected large amounts of general Jewish writings not connected to their particular ideology. The latter thus showed interest in continuous dialogue with their brothers, even though they were considered to be deeply mistaken in important theological matters. The early Christian libraries, on the other hand, testify to a lack of interest in communication with the Jewish traditions and their representatives. 


Writing to a Christian audience, the author of the Letter of James engaged in a discussion of ethics in light of Paul's provocative theology. He wished to reduce its influence by pointing to its misinterpretations of Scripture. His own fresh reading of the Akedah and the Five Commandments was thus contrasted to Paul's. The interpretations of Rahab and Elijah emerged to have been written in the same spirit. The author defines himself by recourse to correct exegesis as well as formulations characteristic of the synoptic Gospels. These procedures indicate that his Christian identity was constructed in the space between topical Christian writings, on the one hand, and Scripture, comprising both the LXX and the New Testament, on the other hand. 
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