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This book is a revision of a dissertation written under the supervision of Judith 
Lieu and accepted in 2005 by King’s College, University of London. Tukasi’s 
work explores the relationship between determinism and petitionary prayer from 
a literary point of view. Specifically, he analyzes the interplay between these two 
motifs in the Rule of the Community (1QS) and the Fourth Gospel. He asserts that 
in these two texts prayer works within the deterministic framework of each text 
and is not opposed to it. Tukasi lays out a compelling case for understanding the 
connection between determinism and prayer in 1QS and John respectively, 
although he could have more clearly explained why these two texts were chosen as 
the focus of his study.

In Chapter One, the Introduction, Tukasi lays out his goal of better under-
standing the interplay of determinism, on one hand, and petitionary prayer, on 
the other, in the two chosen texts, as the presence of both would seem to create 
theological and philosophical tensions—why is petitionary prayer necessary 
when the text assumes a deterministic worldview? Tukasi also defines determin-
ism and petitionary prayer, and surveys previous scholarship, a particular strength 
of the book. 

Chapter Two, “Determinism in the Rule of the Community (1QS),” focuses on 
the types of determinism present in the Rule. He identifies three types: cosmo-
logical, eschatological, and soteriological. The determinism in the Rule generally, 
Tukasi holds, is concerned with the “dynamics by which the universe runs its 
course” (61). That is, the actions of humans, for instance, are not pre-arranged, 
although the cosmic order is. 

Chapter Three, “Petitionary Prayer in the Rule of the Community,” is focused 
on the theology of the prayer texts of 1QS and explores whether the petitions are 
in harmony with the deterministic structure of the text or not. Tukasi finds that 
the petitions “re-articulate the ideology of 1QS about God and how he works in 
the world,” allowing those offering the prayers to embrace the ideology as their 
own (82). 

Chapter Four, “Determinism in the Gospel of John,” looks at the types of 
determinism present in this gospel, namely, soteriological, missiological, and 
providential determinism. The determinism motif works within the “theological 
and sociological framework” (6) of John by helping the reader make sense of the 
opposition to John’s claim that Jesus is the Messiah “within the divine frame-
work” (113). 

Chapter Five, “Petitionary Prayer in the Gospel of John,” primarily examines 
the prayer found in John 17, as it is the only block of prayer text in the gospel. 
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Tukasi’s goal remains the same as it was with the Rule, to determine whether the 
prayer is consistent with the overall deterministic structure of John. Focusing on 
the “given ones” in the Johannine story, Tukasi argues that the two elements are 
consistent, for the petitions are in harmony with the purpose of the Father. The 
figure of Judas, though, presents an ambiguity that Tukasi admits is “not easily 
harmonized with the determinism in John” (144). Chapter Six, “The Rule and the 
Fourth Gospel,” is perhaps the one that answers the most questions, as it looks at 
the relationship between the two texts, especially in light of the ongoing debate 
about the larger relationship between John and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Tukasi notes 
the perspectives of Brown, Charlesworth, Ashton, and Bauckham, but ultimately 
offers a nuanced perspective that does not fit neatly with any of their views. Tukasi 
argues, for instance, that the two texts both assert the permanence of the will of 
God, but differ in their perception of where that divine will resides (138); accord-
ing to 1QS it resides in the Torah and the prophets, while it is solely christological 
in John. 

Chapter Seven, the Conclusion, offers a summary of each chapter and restates 
the primary goal of exploring petitionary prayer within the respective determinis-
tic frameworks of each text.

One major strength of the work is that Tukasi consistently lets the reader know 
where his work fits in broader scholarship. He regularly refers to works that have 
shaped his understanding, but is also clear about where he has chosen to diverge 
and why. This is particularly helpful since the book engages a wide range of schol-
arship and few readers will be well versed in the literary structure of petitionary 
prayers, the types of determinism, DSS scholarship, and NT scholarship.

Nevertheless, the book prompts questions at the outset that are never fully 
answered. For example, it is not clear why, apart from recent scholarly discussion 
on the relationship of the two texts, the author chose the Rule and John. He is 
quite clear on the relationship (or lack thereof ) that he thinks the two texts 
have and Chapter Six leaves the reader with the impression that he uses the 
motifs of determinism and petitionary prayer merely as a means by which to 
address the relationship between the two texts. Indeed, the preceding five chapters 
serve as a lead up to this conclusion. Yet, in his final chapter the reader learns that 
“the primary goal of this study is not a comparison of John and the Rule” (144). 
If that has not been the primary goal of the study, then the choice of the Rule and 
John seems an arbitrary one, since numerous other texts combine determinism 
and petitionary prayer (e.g., the Hodayot, Daniel), yet he does not substantively 
engage any of them. Thus, Tukasi does not adequately set either 1QS or the 
Gospel of John in a broader context of determinism or prayer in texts from the 
period. He notes in the Introduction that there is a “need to study each of 
the texts in its own right to discover the kind of determinism and prayer that is 
peculiar to it” (13), but this explanation would only seem appropriate had he 
chosen the Rule or John, but not both. As it stands, Tukasi fails to explain fully 
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what is gained by choosing these two texts since speaking to their relationship is 
not a priority of his.

Tukasi does speak to their relationship, though, and does so quite convinc-
ingly. The two texts have many similarities, Tukasi tells us, such as terminology, 
symbolism, and dualism, but these alone are “not enough” to say that the two 
texts have a direct literary relationship, for one must also take into account “how 
each text employs terminology, symbolism and dualism in its conceptual frame-
work” (141). His attempt to go “beyond surface similarity to a deeper conceptual 
framework of the two texts” is laudable, especially when others have suggested a 
direct literary relationship between the two texts (see Ashton). Thus, Tukasi 
appears to be well-positioned to offer an appropriately nuanced view of these 
texts’ relationship to one another and to speak to the implications of his findings 
in his conclusion; namely, that the similarities between the two texts are not 
enough to determine dependence, that the texts are also quite dissimilar in some 
important aspects, and that he believes that the groups behind each text developed 
their own theology and identity as they both interacted with the biblical tradition 
and with others (141).

On the whole, though, I do recommend this book. It allows another avenue 
through which to compare John and the Dead Sea Scrolls. The volume is also a 
great example of going beneath the surface of a text to examine its ideology and to 
demonstrate how motifs that would seemingly be in tension with one another can 
actually fit reasonably well together within the larger conceptual frameworks of 
the texts. In other words, petitions need not violate deterministic ideologies, but 
can, instead, affirm them by seeking the fulfillment of a deterministic plan that 
guides the natural order.
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