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total number of published documentary letters from antiquity. Appendix 4 is a demographic
survey of those who write subscriptions on documentary letters in large hands. Appendix 5
discusses evidence of shorthand writing in antiquity. Then follow a list of (photographic)
figures, works cited, and indexes of subjects, proper names, ancient passages, inscriptions,
ostraca, papyri and tablets. This scholarly feast is more than enough to feed the historical
tapeworm.
Among R.’s conclusions is the assertion that Galatians’ subscription should be understood to function in a way analogous to affidavits in legal documents, and that explicit
mention of such subscriptions is common in letters pertaining to legal issues. He is not
convinced that the largeness of the letters as such has been explained by various biographical reconstructions, theological exegeses, or psychosocial extrapolations. Rather, he sees
the large letters as asserting very strongly the authenticity and authority of the Galatian
letter.
In the literary arena, R. has joined the consensus of modern scholarship that Paul’s
statement about his letters in Gal 6:11 refers to the alphabetic letters of that verse and perhaps the following verses to v. 18 but not to the letter as a whole. One of R.’s numerous
achievements in the historical arena is the collection of parallels such as those on p. 208,
wherein Cicero, employing a scribe, adds final parenthetical remarks to clarify a point made
earlier in the letter (Ad Familiares 9.6.1).
Reece has made one other contribution, perhaps unwittingly, to the theological understanding of Gal 6:11. Large letters are part and parcel of the message board described in
Hab 2:2, so large that they may run who read. Paul explicitly quotes Hab 2:4 in Gal 3:11,
and he does so in a section that begins with a reminder of the graphic of Christ crucified
that he previously presented to the addressees. I would suggest that Paul is still cognizant
of that large, now christological, message board as he writes Gal 6:11. Moreover, the vocabulary of Gal 6:11-18, which R. includes in the subscription, is also present in the Maccabean
literature, for example, “What great [pēlikais] sufferings” in 4 Macc 15:22. There are several
other linguistic parallels between Gal 6:11-18 and Maccabean themes: ktistēs, kanōn, stoi
cheia, eleos, among others. R.’s careful attention to the language of one verse opens another
promising research venue.
Mark C. Kiley, St. John’s University, Staten Island, NY 10301

ana rodríguez láiz, El Mesías hijo de David: El mesianismo dinástico en los
comienzos del cristianismo (Asociación Bíblica Española 65; Estella: Verbo Divino,
2016). Pp. 333. Paper €26.
The work is the author’s doctoral thesis (Pontifical University of Salamanca, 2014),
which has been edited to reach a wider audience. The monograph, which is well written,
offers a theological and contextual interpretation of the title “Son of David” in both the
Gospel of Mark and the context of the primitive church. The volume consists of six chapters
plus an introduction and a conclusion. In the introduction, Rodríguez Láiz lays out the scope
and triple methodology of the volume: narrative, historical, and theological. She presents a
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summary of previous research on the biblical concept of a Davidic messiah in the Gospel
of Mark from the historical-critical method and narrative analysis.
In chap. 1, R.L. studies the Davidic and messianic connection in selected passages in
the Gospel of Mark using narrative analysis. The titles “Messiah,” “Son of God,” and
“Beloved Son of God” show that Mark departs from the traditional understanding of a
Davidic Messiah—a warrior and righteous king who rules over Israel—to provide a christological identity for Jesus. The title “Son of David” (Mark 10:46-52; 11:9b-10a; 12:35-37)
is treated with ambiguity in some early works. Bartimaeus, for example, calls Jesus “Son
of David” but in a context of healing. The multitude who identifies Jesus as “Son of David”
in his entrance to Jerusalem will not see him act as a warrior king. Instead, the event is
interpreted prophetically. R.L. notes that Jesus’s Davidic lineage is absent and that Mark
distances Jesus from his relatives, who do not understand his mission, actions, and words
(3:20-21, 31-35; 6:1-6a). In the passion narratives, Jesus’s enemies are the only ones who
consider the possibility that he may be the king of the Jews. In this way, Mark avoids any
political association with the title.
In chap. 2, R.L. explores the biblical texts linked to the Davidic covenant, such as the
oracle of Nathan (including other Deuteronomistic texts), some Davidic psalms, passages
from the prophetic tradition, and extrabiblical sources from the Judaic literature of the first
century b.c.e., especially texts written after the Roman occupation, to trace the influence
they had on the understanding of Jesus’s identity as “Son of David” during the Second
Temple period.
In chap. 3, R.L. turns her attention to the meaning of the title “Jesus, Son of David”
within the Christian community prior to the Gospel of Mark. The identification of Jesus as
“Son of David” is found in ancient professions of faith in Rom 1:3-4; Acts 2:22-36; 13:3233, and other texts (Rev 5:5 and Let. Barn. 12.10-11). R.L. shows that the early church
professes Jesus as the Son of David, the awaited Messiah, in view of the resurrection.
In chap. 4, R.L. explores the meaning of the title “Son of David” in the Synoptic
tradition after Mark, the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. R.L. concludes that these authors
depart from Mark’s christological agenda. Instead, they incorporate a record of the genealogy of Jesus as a descendant of David to emphasize the fulfillment of prophecy. Jesus was
literally a descendant from David’s family line, but he was also the awaited Davidic Messiah
who would reign forever. This belief was espoused by the primitive church and continued
to be taught by the early church, as is brought out in the excursus on the writings of Ignatius
of Antioch.
In chap. 5, R.L. considers the title “Son of David” and the Gospel of John. John differs
significantly from the Synoptics in that he does not mention Jesus’s filial relationship to
David. For the fourth evangelist, Jesus’s true origin, identity, and mission are disclosed
through divine revelation and comprehended by faith, in line with Mark’s theological perspective.
In chap. 6, R.L. discusses Jesus’s messianic ancestry within the framework of the
christology of the primitive church. The main idea here is that the different messianic conceptions of Jesus as “Son of David” in the primitive church were influenced by historical,
theological, and social factors. In an excursus on social factors, R.L. argues that the Jewish
Revolt prevented Mark from openly identifying Jesus as “Son of David.”
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The final chapter is a summary of the previous chapters in the book with the author
raising her own question for further research: To what extent has Jesus, Messiah in the
Christian tradition, fulfilled the Jewish expectations of the Davidic promise?
There are many positives to this volume. It is an extensive and complex study of the
traditions of the title “Son of David” from theological, historical, and social perspectives.
Whoever wants to study the different aspects of christological titles and their relationship
to Jewish messianic expectations will have a valuable source in this work. The volume,
however, has some weaknesses. The author does not always explain why some texts were
selected and other excluded; some points are repeated; and in a few instances the Greek text
is cited with no accompanying translation.
Juana Laura Manzo, University of St. Thomas, Houston, TX 77006
barry d. smith, The Meaning of Jesus’ Death: Reviewing the New Testament’s
Interpretations (T&T Clark Biblical Studies; London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017).
Pp. 193 + viii. $128.
In this study, Smith tackles one of the most controversial topics associated with the
efficacy of Christ’s passion, death, and resurrection: the doctrine of atonement. A professor
of philosophy and religious studies at Crandall University in Moncton, New Brunswick,
Canada, S. furnishes an overview of atonement in clear detail. The seven chapters treat
the subject from scriptural, patristic, scholastic, Reformed, modern, and contemporary perspectives, with an in-depth analysis of each. In addition to employing such medieval doctors
as Anselm, Aquinas, and Bonaventure, the study also includes the works of the great Protestant Reformers Calvin and Luther, along with such twentieth-century scholars as Rudolf
Bultmann, Hans Conzelmann, and Joachim Jeremias.
In the introduction, S. clarifies what he sees as the main theme of the NT, specifically,
“God allows his Messiah to suffer and die at the hands of sinful human beings” (p. 8). If
such a statement sounds too narrow, too many treatments on atonement, he maintains, rest
on “an incomplete and inadequate exegetical foundation”; it is their essential weakness
(p. 8). His subsequent exegesis relies on “ad fontes methodology,” which goes beyond the
Bible to include patristic and related material. In all, the exacting scholarship is exceedingly
thorough.
In chap. 1, “Servant of Yhwh, Priest according to the Order of Melchizedek and
Second Human Being,” S. delineates three OT figures—Isaiah’s servant of the Lord, Melchi
zedek, and Adam—who, as biblical figures, explicate how Christ’s suffering and death provide
the soteriological benefit for the rest of humankind. The study utilizes the works of Justin
Martyr, Athanasius, Origen, and others to explain the meaning of Christ’s crucifixion, the
New Covenant, and the Old Adam/New Adam typology. In addition, S. furnishes a discussion of the treatment of Christ the high priest and sacrifice in Hebrews along with the early
church’s interpretation of that work.
In chap. 2, “Sacrificial Suffering and Death,” S. addresses Christ’s death as expiation
(hilastērion), and thus, a sacrifice, for which the Binding of Isaac along with the Passover
sacrifice are the primary lenses of interpretation.

