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Introductory Note

The papers in this volume were prepared for discussion at the One Hundred
Twenty-first. Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature convened at the
Anaheim Hilton and Towers, Anaheim, California, November 23-26, 1985. The
papers are printed in the order of their presentation in the program of the
meeting. They represent, in most cases, experimental and initial work on a sub-
ject. Therefore, they should not be considered finished works but works in
progress. The Society encourages this type of publication to stimulate discussion
which may lead to the refinement and precision necessary in a journal article or
monograph.

The Society’s publication program has generated research among its members.
Younger scholars and the veteran are able to prepare papers for discussion. This
dispenses with time allotments for the reading of papers and permits significant
debate at the Annual Meeting.

The Editor expresses appreciation to Drs. Maurya Horgan and Paul Kobelski of
The Scriptorium for their able preparation of the text of this volume. The Editor
also takes this opportunity to thank the chairs of all Annual Meeting program
units for their assistance in developing a stimulating program.

Kent Harold Richards, Editor
The Iliff School of Theology
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Interpreting Mark’s Story
of Jesus’ Death: Toward a
Theology of Suffering

David J. Lull
Yale University

The story of the death of a friend is hard enough to tell, but how do you tell the story
of the death of one who had divine favor as God's "beloved child" (Mark 1:11)? And if the
way of death is ignominious and repulsive,2 how could one speak of it at all, let alone
give it meaning? As if that were not enough, the story which had to be told was of the
violent death of the one who was supposed to inaugurate God's final, triumphant rule in
the world. But that is what the earliest Gospel attempts to do: to tell the story of Jesus
of Nazareth, the Messiah and child of God (Mark 1:1), who suffered many things, was
rejected, and was condemned to death on a cross (Mark 8:31, 9:31, and 10:33-34). The
news that "Jesus, the Nazarene who was crucified, had been raised" (Mark 16:6) only
added to the mystery.

This story remains as much a mystery for us today as for Christians for whom the
Gospel of Mark was written. In some respects Mark's story of Jesus' death is more of a
mystery to us. The traditions of the Markan community included a "ransom" myth (Mark
10:45) and a covenant sealed with blood (Mark 14:24), in terms of which Jesus' death
could be interpreted. But neither of these ways of interpreting the cross can be entered
into easily by ‘Christians today—at least not by those who belong to Western cultures.
Although the "ransom" myth and the "blood covenant' are not the primary symbols in
Mark's interpretation of Jesus' death, they were living traditions available to the Markan
Christian community in a way that they are not for many Christians today.

For other reasons Christians today may be less able to appreciate the depth of the
mystery of the cross than were the earliest Christians. The latter knew well the Jewish
expectation of the coming of the Messiah, who would defeat God's enemies and the
enemies of Israel. Early Christians could, therefore, feel the weight of the story of the
cross crushing their hope that Jesus would be this Messiah. Two millennia after Chris-
tianity went its own way, separate from and over against Judaism, it is difficult to enter
into this hope of our Jewish ancestors in the faith and into their sense of defeat at the
crucifixion of Jesus, whom they had hoped was the Messiah.

Not only has there been a loss of the Jewish roots of messianic expectation but there
has been a loss of the belief that God's emissaries will be protected by God from defeat.
To put it cynically: we expect the good to die young. The story of Jesus' death is what
one would expect. Given the political situation, the Roman execution of an itinerant,
Jewish charismatic, whose popularity could be construed as a threat to peace and stabil-

LThis essay is a slightly revised version of a chapter for a book in preparation with
William A. Beardslee, John B. Cobb, Jr., Russell Pregeant, Theodore J. Weeden, Sr., and
Barry A. Woodbridge, and reflects their contributions.

C{. Martin Hengel, Crucifixion (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977).
For the disappointment of messianic hopes with the death of Jesus, see the post-
resurrection narrative of the two disciples on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:13-35):
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ity in the Syrian province of the early Roman Empire, comes as no surprlse.l‘ That is
what one would expect, at any rate, if one lacked confidence in the belief that God
protects the "good" and defeats their enemies.

It is precisely this belief that many Christians find difficult to accept today. For it
appears that God allows the innocent to suffer, or does not succeed in preventing their
suffering—or even causes their suffering as part of some grand scheme beyond our com-
prehension. Moreover, the ending of Mark's Gospel is so troubling because Jesus is denied
vindication or compensation for his suffering and untimely, unseemly death, to the extent
that the message of Jesus' resurrection remains muted and obscured.

On the other hand, the primary message of Mark's story of Jesus' death, expressed in
the juxtaposition of predictions of the passion and resurrection and discussions of the
nature and cost of discipleship (Mark 8:27-10:52), seems to hold more promise for the
modern reader. For it is relatively easy to understand selfless devotion to the task which
God has set for one to the point of enduring suffering and rejection, even dying, for the
sake of obedience to the "will of God." We can admire Jesus' resolve not to be turned
aisde from the path that lay before him, or his resistance to every effort to rescue him
from death on a cross.” For precisely in this resolve and resistance we see a Jesus who
practiced what he preached: those who try to save their lives will lose them, but those
who lose their lives for the sake of God's cause will save them (cf. Mark 8:35).6 This
portrait of Jesus can serve as a powerful model for those who need the courage to "make
a last stand" in response to what they perceive to be the call of God.

Even here, however, difficulties remain. For one thing, Mark's story of Jesus' death
implies that physical force is not to be used in resistance to unjust governing authorities,
a policy over which Christians, of all ideological persuasions, disagree. For another, the
teaching that the ideal form of discipleship is self-denial may be a needed corrective for
those who tend to put themselves before all others, but it has been a less than liberating
word among women and minorities, especially blacks in America, for whom it has meant
continued oppression. Moreover, for men and women, regardless of their status within
society, the ideal of self-denial, even in the face of great suffering, offers no word of
grace to those who are unable to fulfill the ideal—that is, it is a curse and not a blessing
to the majority of Christians.” And recent developments in Islam demonstrate the dan-

YCt. Nils A. Dahl, The Crucified Messiah and Other Essays (Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1974) 10-36, and Ellis Rivkin, What Crucified Jesus? The Political Execution of a Charis-
matic (Nashville: Abingdon, 1984).

Cf. Peter's rebuke in Mark 8:32-33, Jesus' own prayer in Mark 14:32-42, and the
taunts in Mark 15:29-32. It is curious, however, that among the Gospels only Mark (14:47)
lacks Jesus' rebuke of the disciple's armed resistance at Jesus' arrest (cf. Matt 26:52-54,
Luke 22:51, and John 18:10-11).

Ci. George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jr., "The Genre and Function of the Markan Passion
Narrative," HTR 73 (1980) 153-84.

For a critique of "self-denial" as "the" solution to "the" human predicament, see
Valerie Saiving, "The Human Situation: A Feminine View," pp. 25-42 in Womanspirit
Rising: A Feminist Reader in Religion (Carol P. Christ and Judith Plaskow, eds.; San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1979), orig. pub. 1960; and Susan Nelson Dunfee, "The Sin of
Hiding: A Feminist Critique of Reinhold Niebuhr's Account of the Sin of Pride,"
Soundings 65 (1982) 316-27. Cf. Daniel Day Williams, The Spirit and the Form of Love
(Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1981; orig. pub. 1967), especially pp. 8-
88 and 192-213; Bernard M. Loomer, "Two Conceptions of Power," Process Studies 6
(1976) 30-31; and the literature cited by Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her:
A Feminist Theological Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 1983)
p- 95 n. 56.
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gerous results of glorifying self-sacrifice and elevating martyrdom as the purest form of
faithful obedience to God. Finally, however, the promise that those who endure to the
end will be saved (Mark 13:13b) is subject to the objection that God seemingly allows or
actually causes suffering, or that God is unwilling or unable to prevent it in the first
place.

The central question that Mark's story of the death of Jesus poses, therefore, con-
cerns God's role in relationship to suffering and to victory over it. Christians have tradi-
tionally tried to understand suffering in the framework of God's rule or sovereignty.
Some believe God is the all-powerful, holy, and just creator of the world, and totally
loving as well. These two propositions are compatible with each other and can account
for the experience of suffering as long as suffering can be explained as a consequence of
human evil, or as a helpful aspect of the process of human growth, where suffering is
understood as either punishment or discipline. It can be seen as God's punishment of
wrongdoing and understood in a moral sense as something that we bring on ourselves.
Even innocent suffering, which cannot have this kind of meaning, can be seen as a test or
discipline in which the innocent sufferer will be vindicated and the suffering compen-
sated for in the future. One can also say that some suffering comes from a purpose of
God which we cannot understand.

These traditional ways of making sense of suffering start with the assumption that
God must be understood to be in absolute control of the world, even as we suffer, regard-
less of what humans or other creatures do. Deeply ingrained as this way of thinking is in
the Christian tradition, Mark poses a challenge to this traditional understanding of suf-
fering, victory over it, and God's role in both. It is no accident that, in the New Testa-
ment, Mark® has been the focus of new and deeply probing study, precisely because in our
own time, as in Mark's time, traditional explanations of suffering have been thrown into
complete disarray.

Those who have lost confidence in traditional ways of thinking about suffering may
find it is easy to enter into one of three fairly simple solutions that were already
explored in early Christianity. One way of dealing with suffering, which was taken into
early Christianity from Stoicism, and so is especially available for Christians, is to
accept the suffering (others' as well as one's own) that one encounters and to transcend it
by affirming one's own freedom in spite of the circumstances. With the telling of the full
stories of the inhumanity of black slavery and of the horrors of the Jewish Holocaust, as
well as stories of other arbitrary and meaningless destructions of human life, 0 the depth
and extent of human uncertainty and insecurity have come home to us in the late twenti-
eth century. The Stoic approach may have commended itself more and more, especially
among Christians, as offering a pattern by which many could live from day to cla.y,ll but
the dignity that Stoicism gave to ancient Stoics was denied to black slaves and Jews in
the Nazi death camps, however they bore their suffering; to silence outrage over their
suffering with a Stoic response would only add to the outrage called for by their circum-
stances.

Another way of dealing with suffering when the traditional ways are shattered has

80ne could also add the book of Revelation and the study of apocalypticism gener-
ally; and in the Old Testament, recent attention has been given to Job and Daniel.

For a discussion of the contemporary "problem of evil," see Stephen T. Davis (ed.),
Encountering Evil: Live Options in Theodicy (Atlanta: John Knox, 1981).

Ci. Richard Rubenstein, The Age of Trlage Fear and Hope in an Overcrowded World
(Boston: Beacon, 1983).

Cf. Paul Tillich (The Courage to Be [New Haven: Yale University, 1952] 101), who
has written that Stoicism is the great alternative to Christianity for modern Western
people. :
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been to turn to some form of apocalyptic hope for a reversal of the human condition,
with the faith that soon it will all be different. Freedom from suffering can come,
according to this alternative, only when God finally intervenes, destroys the evil world,
and creates a new world in which nothing evil occurs (Rev 21:1-4; cf. 7:17). The third
option is a gnostic dualism in which evil is depicted as in control of or endemic to the
world, producing the suffering of the innocent, who are a select group (the "elect") who
truly understand reality. From this perspective, escape from this world and union with
the transcendent spiritual world are offered as the solution to the problem of suffering.
These closely related apocalyptic and gnostic solutions to the loss of traditional ways of
dealing with suffering, like the Stoic approach, but in different ways, give dignity to lives
which are affronted by the blows that fall upon them; and so all three remain live options
for Christians today.

What we encounter in most of the New Testarient, however, are expressions of the
newness and wonder of the faith and hope that God would soon complete the transforma-
tion of existence that had begun with the coming of Jesus as the Messiah, so that suffer-
ing is not a self-conscious "problem." Because of the intensity of their faith, the earliest
Christians were able to deal with suffering in a relatively relaxed way. Occasionally
problems did arise, as when Paul was criticized by rival Christian missionaries because of
"hardships" of various kinds, which occasioned Paul's boasting in his "weakness" (2 Corin-
thians 10-13); or when early Christians found it difficult to deal with being persecuted,
which is the situation behind Mark's Gospel, where elements of Stoic and apocalyptic
solutions are combined.

God's transformation of the world begun through the life and death of Jesus has not
been completed; its progress has, from time to time, been halted by human disobedience;
and the present capacity of the nuclear arsenals of the world powers to destroy this
planet threatens to thwart God's purposes permanently, so far as the course of events on
this planet is concerned. Therefore, we cannot force the intensity of New Testament
faith into life again, much as we would like to, but we may look into its expressions of
faith to see whether there is an element in it which opens a new path of response in us to
our situation. Mark is of great help here; for, though the Gospel of Mark can be read as
affirming an apocalyptic way of dealing with suffering, as well as a Stoic-like way of
acceptance, Mark can also be read as posing a challenge to the understanding of God's
role in suffering and in victory over it as it is understood in these perspectives.

This Gospel leads its readers into the world of Jesus' suffering and death, and of the
disciples' struggle with those events and their own suffering, in order to show them a way
of faith in the midst of the searing questions that suffering raises. Mark does not spell
out this faith in all its aspects—that was not needed. Our task is not so much to repeat
this faith in God and in Jesus as the Christ but, rather, to allow it to enter into creative
contrast with other ways of understanding God's role in suffering and in victory over it.

As Mark tells the story of Jesus, three ways of dealing with suffering are set out: the
elimination of suffering; evading it; and meeting suffering directly, to the end—death,
even death on a cross—with no mitigation. For Mark, Jesus models the way to follow,
while the disciples serve as a reminder of how hard a way it is and of how easy it is to
evade the harshness of life, especially in the name of faith, religion, or God's cause.

The disciples in Mark typify traditional, and quite understandable, ways of dealing
with suffering: hoping for the elimination of suffering by God's swift and all-powerful
intervention, and evading suffering. Neither of these ways of dealing with suffering is
presented in Mark as wrong in and of itself. If we follow Mark's own account, Jesus
gathered disciples precisely during a period when Jesus' power over evil forces was

12¢4, also the Gospel of John, which approximates a gnostic solution, and the book of
Revelation, which typifies an apocalyptic solution.
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demonstrated by bringing relief to sufferers through a ministry of miraculous healing
(Mark 1:16-8:26). One does not find in Mark a Stoic willingness to be content with the
existence of suffering, or a passive acceptance of it; on the contrary, Jesus struggles
against forces that cause others to suffer and sends the disciples out to do the same
(Mark 3:13-19 and 6:6b-13). Moreover, Jesus, in apocalyptic fashion, promises that the
coming sufferings of "the end" will cease when the "son of man" arrives on the clouds
"with great power and glory" to gather the "elect" (Mark 13:26-27), with the assurance
that "the end" is near, even though "the hour'" cannot be known (Mark 13:28-37). So
hoping for the removal of suffering, and the correlative belief in God's power of inter-
vention, cannot in and of themselves be wrong. But they are relativized by another irnage
of divine power and its way of dealing with suffering, to which we will turn in a moment
when we consider the endurance of suffering.

The second way of dealing with suffering is to evade it. This way is often associated
in the Gospel of Mark exclusively with the disciples; and in one important respect it is
the way that they exemplify. But it should be noted that Mark's portraits of both Jesus
and the disciples show ambiguity toward the evasion of suffering. The disciples, who
seemn to loathe the thought of Jesus'suffering (Mark 8:31-33, 9:2-13 and 30-32), are at
times ready to suffer with him (Mark 1#4:31) and to risk taking up arms in Jesus' defense
(Mark 14:47), but in the end they take to flight (Mark 14:50). Jesus' ambivalence is no less
dramatic. Jesus rejects Peter's temptation to turn aside from a path that would lead to
suffering, rejection, and death (Mark 8:31-33); and the attempts to get Jesus to demon-
strate his power by saving himself and coming down from the cross, so that mocking
onlookers might "see and believe," fail (Mark 15:29-32). But in Mark, Jesus also struggles
with the question whether to avoid suffering and asks to be rescued from it by God: the
answer which comes is that it is "God's will" that Jesus should suffer (Mark 14:32-42,
which illustrates the saying of Jesus in 8:35). It is worth noting that while Luke 22:40-46
intensifies Jesus' struggle with this question, Matthew 26:36-46 reduces it, and John
18:11 (preserves only a remnant of the theme of Jesus' struggle (cf. 12:27) and replaces it
with a prayer for the church given by a Jesus whose mission has reached its hour of
"glory" (John 17). Mark's Gethsemane story implies that Jesus really could have played
the coward and refused to obey; although Mark does not say this outright, without that
assumption the story is inexplicable.

It would be wrong, however, to interpret this note of divine "will" as a general rule
explaining all suffering as expressing God's "will," so that one must always obediently
endure it. Even the view that Jesus "must" be crucified, or that Jesus' death was God's
"will" (Mark 14:32-42), expresses only a hypothetical necessity.13 Much of Mark's story of
Jesus makes little sense unless Jesus' death is to be considered genuinely contingent. The
authorities could have accepted Jesus' call to repentance instead of taking action against
him (cf. Mark 11:27-33); or, once Jesus was arrested, Pilate could have released him (cf.
Mark 15:6-15). "The betrayer" bears a curse for the murderous act and so, by implication,
could also have acted otherwise (cf. Mark 14:17-21). If Jesus' mission was to be accom-
plished, Jesus must not abandon it under any circumstance, even in the face of the threat
of execution on a cross; but, since the governing authorities were determined to make
and carry out such a threat, and since one of Jesus' disciples had decided to play "the
betrayer," Jesus "must" die on a cross, if God's purposes were to be achieved through
him. The words of Jesus' prayer in Gethsemane, ". . . all things are possible to you;
remove this cup from me; yet not what I will, but what you will" (Mark 14:35-36), suggest
other contingencies: God could prevent the death of Jesus but still accomplish God's
purposes through Jesus; or God could pass on the mission of accomplishing those purposes

13The verb "must" (dei) in Mark 8:31 is replaced by future tenses in 9:31 and 10:33-
34.
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to someone else, or God could have abandoned the mission altogether, if Jesus had not
obeyed. In each case, the decision would be God's as well as Jesus'.

So in Mark, not only the disciples face the temptation to evade suffering, their own
and that of others, but Jesus does too—and so does God! For, even the knowledge that
Jesus' suffering was God's "will" does not prevent an outcry of protest against God's
abandonment, of which Jesus' death on the cross seemed to be a sign (Mark 15:34). That
Luke, who portrays Jesus as the preeminent exemplar of the martyr's piety (Luke 23:44-
46), did not preserve this outcry (and neither did John) suggests that at least one early
Christian interpreter of Mark 15:34 read it, not as the beginning of a psalm of victory,
but as a lament. What this protest, and the scene in Gethsemane with the disciples, make
clear is that no one—especially God—ought to abandon people in their hour of suffering.
And yet that is precisely what God does, if it was within God's power to rescue Jesus
from death on a cross! In the synoptic Gospels, only Mark emphasizes this possibility; for
15:35 is peculiar to Mark, and instead of "all things are possible to you'" (Mark 15:36),
Matt 26:39 reads "if it is possible," and Luke 22:42 had "if you are willing."

In Mark's Gospel it is Jesus who depicts the third way of dealing with suffering,
namely, endurance. Of course the disciples also claimed to be ready to follow Jesus, even
to the point of enduring death for his sake (cf. Mark 10:39 and 14:29—31),“‘ but their
deeds never match their expressed intentions (cf. Mark 14:37-41, 50-52, and 66-72). In
contrast, Jesus is portrayed as one who struggled with his own suffering, but who was
willing to enfure it for the sake of proclaiming the gospel of God's liberating rule in the
world.

Mark's story of Jesus' death implies that the motivation for choosing this way of
dealing with suffering is not a Stoic "apathy," which seeks psychic tranquility under all
circumstances—even in the face of great suffering, whether another's or one's own—nor
is it a Cynic "love of hardship," whose aim is to build character, although elements of
these perspectives cannot be completely excluded;15 rather, the motivation to endure
suffering is located in Jesus' obedience to the mission of spreading the gospel of God's
liberating rule in the world, a mission that was more important than Jesus' safety. This
way of dealing with suffering offers a view of life in which death (even death on a cross)
is not the greatest evil that a person could suffer—it would be worse to compromise one's
deepest commitments and highest hopes, in short, to turn away from the call and promise
of God (and here the similarity to Cynic/Stoic perspectives is closer).

If we take Jesus in the Gospel of Mark as a model, we can see that enduring suffering
need not mean passivity and non-resistance. For one thing, Jesus struggled against the
suffering of others and its physical, personal, social, and supernatural causes. Even in
Jesus' own suffering, endurance takes the forms of protest to God and of defiance of the
governing authorities. Even while obeying the call of God, Jesus expresses outrage at the
price of obedience, an outrage that is addressed as much to God, whose call is uncom-
promising, as to the world, whose evil raises the cost of faithful obedience to the ulti-
mate. And even while submitting to the authority of Roman and Jewish officials, Jesus'
silence and unwillingness to compromise his commitment to proclaiming God's sovereign
and liberating rule in the world defy and resist their authority. So the endurance of
suffering can also be a form of active resistance.

Finally, it is important to remember that, although Jesus entered the city of Jeru-
salem as one of the "marginal" people (a Galilean), nevertheless he brought with him a
following and a reputation as a prophet. Jesus was not powerless, like the legendary

14¢t, the third evangelist's portrayal of the disciples' loyalty throughout Jesus'
sufferings (Luke 22:28).

>These elements are stronger in the "code of household duties" in 1 Pet 2:11-3:7 (c{.

Col 3:18-4:6, Eph 5:21-6:9, | Tim 5:1-6:2a).
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Simon of Cyrene, a stranger to the city "from the country," who was compelled to carry
Jesus' cross (Mark 15:21). Jesus had the freedom to choose "endurance" as a way of
dealing with suffering; it was not forced on him.

The Gospel of Mark holds these three approaches to suffering in creative contrast:
the elimination of suffering through human action and, in the end, by God's swift inter-
vention; the evasion of suffering, even at times seemingly by God; and the obedient
endurance of one's own suffering without mitigation, and without divine intervention. The
traditional vision of the elimination of suffering by direct divine intervention does justice
to only one of these elements. It is often overlooked, however, that even where you
would most expect this view, namely, in the empty tomb scene (cf. the foretelling of the
resurrection in Mark 8:31, 9:31, and 10:34), the element of direct divine intervention is
muted and obscured, so that this traditional vision of God is relativized in Mark's story of
Jesus' death, a point underscored by Mark's ending. One might expect to find this view in
the miracle traditions in the period in Mark's story of Jesus prior to the arrest, trials, and
crucifixion (Mark 1:16-8:26; for the theme of divine power after Mark 8:26, see the
sayings about the "parousia" of the "son of man" in 9:1, 13:26-27, and 14:62); but even
here, God does not act directly, as one agent alongside others, but only in and through
Jesus (exceptions would seem to be the heavenly voice at Jesus' baptism [1:11] and at the
"transfiguration" scene [9:7], and the eclipse [15:33] and the rending of the temple cur-
tain [15:38] at the moment of Jesus' death).

Mark, therefore, does not presuppose an image of God as "omnipotent." In the strict,
traditional sense this doctrine cannot be found anywhere in the Bible. Of course much of
the Bible supports the view that God has so much power that God can accomplish any-
thing God chooses, that is, that no other power can successfully resist God's. Typical in
the New Testament are Mark 10:27 and 14:36 (". . . all things are possible" to God). The
traditional doctrine of "omnipotence," however, strictly means more than that: it implies
that literally all power is God’s, that in fact there are no other powers besides God. It is
this doctrine that cannot be found in Mark, nor anywhere else in the Bible, where the
belief that demons, angels, human beings, and the rest of creation all have power besides
God's is taken for granted. Here God's power to accomplish whatever God decides to do is
exercised against real resistance, as Mark's story of Jesus' death dramatically illustrates.
This story makes no sense unless it is assumed that Jesus' disciples, the governing author-
ities, and even Jesus himself really had power to resist what God was trying to accom-
plish in and through Jesus. When Jesus' proclamation—in deeds as well as in words—of
God's liberating rule in the world met with opposition, an opposition that would lead to
Jesus' death, it appeared as though God's power would be successfully resisted. When
Jesus struggled with the threat to his own life that the continuation of his mission had
brought, again it appeared that God's efforts would be defeated, or at least that God
would have to choose some other way to achieve God's purposes if Jesus had not con-
tinued. One way of interpreting the story of Jesus' resurrection, which Mark assumes
more than narrates, is that although the death of Jesus was the result of genuine resis-
tance to God's power, it did not prevent God from doing what God had decided to do,
which was to spread the liberating rule of God in the world in and through Jesus, a mis-
sion that continues after Jesus' death. In this sense, God's power is supreme, for God
literally has an infinity of ways ultimately to accomplish anything God chooses. No
greater power than this is coherently conceivable!

L6por o discussion of the incoherence of the strict, traditional idea of "omni-
potence," see Schubert M. Ogden, "Evil and Belief in God: The Distinctive Relevance of a
'Process Theology,'" Perkins School of Theology Journal 31 (1978) 29-34; and David R.
Griffin, God, Power, and Evil: A Process Theodicy (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976). And
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We began with Mark's story of Jesus' death on the cross and asked what God appears
to be like in its light. Approaching the question of God's role in suffering and in victory
over it from this angle uncovers a dimension of Mark's passion narrative often over-
looked. For one can see that, in Mark's story of the cross, God is limited by the contin-
gencies of the created order—the unpredictable actions of men"’ among the friends and
foes of Jesus—and does not act directly, as one agent alongside others, to bring about
faith and victory over evil. When faith comes, it comes by means of a kind of "persua-
sion," as is illustrated by the centurion, who acknowledges the true identity of the cruci-
fied Jesus after seeing how Jesus died (Mark 15:39). A traditional theist might point to
the eclipse (Mark 15:33) and the rending of the temple curtain (Mark 15:38) as evidence
that God's victory over evil is through the exercise of direct divine power. But isn't it
curious that a God who is able to act in such an all-powerful fashion does not (would not
or cannot?) use that power to rescue Jesus from the cross? At this point, Mark implicitly
locates the victory over suffering in Jesus' refusal to reject God's mission, whether at the
counsel of the disciples or under pressure from the religious and governing authorities,
and in the face of penalty by death. That is to say, Jesus' (and God's) apparent defeat is
seen to be victory when viewed in the light of Jesus' steadfast endurance,'® which is
God's victory as well as Jesus', since it was God's mission that was at stake.

This is no ordinary victory, and it raises serious questions for the reader. For one
thing it comes with no little physical and existential pain. What person would wish
another to suffer so in body and spirit? How much less would an all-loving God! Can we
really believe that this is how God would have had Jesus' life turn out if God were in
total control? Instead, it is possible that God could not prevent Jesus' crucifixion. In any
case, it happened; that much we know. But Mark's implication is that God accepted it, as
it was, as the unsurpassable expression of God's struggle with evil on behalf of those who
sutfer. God's acceptance is expressed through the voice of the centurion in Mark 15:39
("This was a child of God!"), who echoes God's own voice, heard earlier at Mark 1:11 and
9:7 (cf. 12:6), and the voices of the demons and evil spirits (Mark 1:24, 3:11, and 5:7),
which in turn are echoed by the high priest (Mark 14:61). Such acceptance implicitly
answers Jesus' lament expressing the sense of being abandoned by God (Mark 15:34),
suggesting that God takes suffering into the divine self.

According to a more traditional apocalyptic scheme, the figure of Christ or the "son
of man" inherits the features of a God who addresses evil with an arsenal of violent
power. Nowhere is this apocalyptic scheme more striking than in Daniel and the book of
Revelation. Mark's drama of Jesus' death stands in marked contrast to such a scheme, in
which God's exercise of power is affirmed and dramatically demonstrated in classic
images of violence and victory. In Mark the apocalyptic figure, the supernatural "son of
man," is cast in the role of a historical and mortal figure, Jesus of Nazareth (Mark 2:10
and 28), whose primary essence is to be found not in violent power but in suffering and

for a fuller discussion of the view of God proposed here, see John B. Cobb, Jr., .God and
the World (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969).

In Mark the actions of women contrast sharply with those of men (cf. the roles of
women in 14:3-9 and 66-72, 15:40-41 and 47, and 16:1-8; and outside the passion narra-
tive, see 7:24-30, where a woman, a gentile from Syrophoenicia, prevails over Jesus'
objections to extend his mission beyond the Jews).

C{. the concept of "conquering" in Rev 2:7, 11, 17, 26, 3:5, 12, 21, 5:5, and 21:7.

19¢+. the similar interpretations of Jesus' passion in Mark by Theodore J. Weeden,
Sr. ("The Cross as Power in Weakness [Mark 15:20b-41]," pp. 115-3% in The Passion in
Mark: Studies on Mark 14-16 [Werner H. Kelber, ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976]), and
Donald Senior, C.P. (The Passion of Jesus in the Gospel of Mark [Wilmington, DE:
Michael Glazier, 1984] especially pp. 144-48).
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dying for others (Mark 9:12 and 31, 10:33-34 and 45, 14:22-25, and 15:33-39). This dimen-
sion is not entirely lacking in the book of Revelation, as the image of the "lamb that was
slain" shows, but overall the balance is tipped in favor of displays of violent, divine
power. In Mark it is the suffering and death of Jesus that reveal to human beings the
divine power of this "son of man" (Mark 15:29-32 and 39)—the demons and evil spirits, on
the other hand, recognize Jesus' true identity only in miraculous displays of power (Mark
1:24, 3:11, and 5:7).

In addition to gaining a different angle on the vision of God's power suggested by
viewing Mark's story of Jesus' death from the question of suffering, we find that evil too
is seen in a different light. In the apocalyptic scheme of things, the world is caught in the
grips of a battle between good and evil forces, a view that is as dualistic as is the gnostic
one, in which evil is identified in some way with "matter" and good with "spirit." Accord-
ing to the Christian apocalypticism of the book of Revelation, for instance, evil is the
manifestation of the power of Satan and of Satan's forces, which include human represen-
tatives, principally the Roman Emperor and other governing authorities, certain Jewish
synagogues, and Christian heretics, all of whom exercise power against God and the
people of God.

Although supernatural forces of evil play a role in Jesus' death in Luke (22:3) and in
John (13:2, 27; cf. 6:70-71, and 8:44), in Mark violence is unleashed against Jesus, God's
representative, not by these forces (however, cf. Mark 8:33), but by other human beings—
by Jesus' own chosen followers (Mark 14:10-11, 17-21, 30, 32-45, 50-52, 54 and 66-72),
and by Jewish religious authorities, Pharisees, scribes, elders, and chief priests, who all
also represent God (Mark 3:6, 8:31, 10:33, 11:18, 12:12 [which refers to 12:27],5 12213,
14:1, 43, 53, 55-65, 15:1, 3, 10-12, 31), as well as by Roman officials, namely, the
Herodians (Mark 12:13) and Pilate (Mark 15).20 While the traditional apocalyptic figures,
supernatural forces of evil, are present in Mark's story of Jesus in the form of demons
and unclean spirits, Jesus renders them impotent because they oppress others, not
because they pose a threat to Jesus. Even the governing authorities, other traditional
apocalyptic representatives of evil, are not the primary agents of Jesus' death in Mark's
story. A centurion at the cross affirms that Jesus is a child of God (Mark 15:39). The
Herodians participate in the attempt to entrap Jesus (Mark 12:13), but Mark puts the role
of Herod in the background (Mark 6:14-29), in contrast to Luke, who introduces a "trial"
before Herod (Luke 23:6-16). And of course the soldiers, at the initiative of Pilate after
the trial (Mark 15:15b), abuse Jesus inside the governor's palace (Mark 15:16-20); but
Pilate tries unsuccessfully to press the innocence of Jesus (Mark 15:6-15), a motif that
receives increased attention in Matthew, Luke-Acts, and John. i

The point is that violence against Jesus in Mark is not the work of supernatural
forces of evil but of "good" people. This ironic twist opens up the possibility of seeing
reality from a point of view different from that common religious one which neatly
separates good and evil into two readily identifiable camps. For violence and suffering,
and other forms of evil, are the result of agents within the created order who thwart
God's purposes by resisting God's power. The parable of the sower (Mark 4:3-9), which
plays so important a role in Mark's interpretation of Jesus' parables, makes the same
point in its own way.“" Indeed, Mark's whole narrative pattern challenges the need to

zon. George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jr. ( Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in
Intertestamental Judaism [HTS 26; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1972]), who points
out that prophets, "righteous ones," the "poor," and martyrs can die at the hands of their
own "good," religious people as well as at the hands of the wicked among their own
people and among the gentiles.
Cf. Theodore J. Weeden, Sr., "Recovering the Parabolic Intent in the Parable of
the Sower," JBL 47 (1979) 97-120.
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have a God whose power can eliminate all forms of evil "once and for all," as a way of
addressing the problem of evil.

With the recognition of the existence of evil precisely within the goodness of the
created order, and not beyond or outside it, Jesus' outcry of protest on the cross takes on
significance in the attempt to understand suffering. In most of the New Testament,
protest and outrage are relatively muted, since faith in the God who has come near in
Jesus as the Messiah has almost overcome the note of angry protest—almost, but not
quite. Even in the relatively late New Testament book of Revelation, full of apocalyptic
confidence in the victory of God, one hears the outcry of protest on the lips of Christian
martyrs: "O Sovereign Lord, holy and true, how long before you will judge and avenge our
blood on those who dwell upon the earth?" (Rev 6:10; cf. Ps 90:13a). And in Mark, whose
accepted way of dealing with suffering, namely, obedient endurance, is "beyond protest,"
so to speak, powerful words of protest nevertheless appear in the climactic scene of the
crucifixion: "My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?" (Mark 15:34). Of course these
words come from the opening of Psalm 22, one of the psalms of lament, which cry out
against suffering or persecution but end with a note of faith and trust in God. This was
surely known both to the author of Mark and to the first hearers ot this Gospel. Never-
theless, Psalm 22 as a whole remains a profound outcry of protest; and it is noteworthy
that Mark quotes only the opening words decrying God's abandonment of the sufferer, and
that among the other accounts of the crucifixion, only Matthew (27:46) has preserved
these stark words, indicating that they were no easier to interpret and to absorb into
Christian faith then than they are now. Although the principal way of dealing with
suffering in Mark consists of trust and endurance, at this turning point in the story of
Jesus' death the element of trust is complicated by an outcry of protest. )

So the cry of protest is as "traditional" as is faith. These two, faith and protest, are
connected in two related but different ways. First, the outcry to God is part of the life
of faith. For God accepts the outcry, with its anger and frustration, into God's own
experience. The faithful do not have to find a way to "swallow" the anger that unjust and
inordinate suffering arouses; rather, as Mark (and Job, Jeremiah, and the Psalmist) also
knew well, outrage and protest are part of what we bring to God and part of what God
accepts and transmutes in the creative divine experience. That is what is implied by
Mark's placing of a powerful outcry to God at the center of the story of Jesus. Protest in
the midst of suffering can be part of a strong and fully faithful relationship to God and
may actually strengthen it.

What was Jesus' protest about? The scene in Gethsemane as well as the outcry on the
cross place the emphasis on God's seeming inaction. Jesus prays for God to do something
to prevent what was about to happen; then Jesus protests when God does nothing. So God
could be blamed, at least indirectly, for the crucifixion of Jesus. This protest is the
expression of a crisis of faith created by a traditional vision of what is possible for God.
Mark's Gospel and its readers undoubtedly shared such a vision, which is expressed in
Jesus' protest.

The element of protest in Mark's story of Jesus' death recognizes that for the suf-
ferer the present seems to be empty of God, so filled as it is with isolation and aliena-
tion. As J. Dominic Crossan puts it, Mark created the gospel genre as a "form for
absence."?2 But Mark also knew that there is, nevertheless, more to life than appears in
these empty moments! Precisely because of the breakdown, which is so widespread today,
of faith in God's ongoing purpose and presence, it is important to struggle seriously with
this "nevertheless." One way of affirming this "nevertheless" would be to revive an

223, Dominic Crossan, "A Form for Absence: The Markan Creation of Gospel,"
Semeia 12 (1978) 41-55; and "Empty Tomb and Absent Lord (Mark 16:1-8)," pp. 135-52 in
Kelber (ed.), The Passion in Mark.
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apocalyptic scheme, in one form or another—that is, to cling to the confidence that, in
the end, God's purpose will win out and completely overcome evil. Granted, this apoca-
lyptic form of the "nevertheless" can certainly be found in Mark. And this has been a way
of faith that has stood the test of the harsh and tragic periods in one's life and in history,
and its revival can quicken faith against the erosion of time which wears away trust in
God's goodness or presence, or both. In the end, however, this way of affirming the
"nevertheless" is, as Crossan rightly sees, a "form for absence," for it leaves the present
empty of God. Another way of affirming this "nevertheless" is to place suffering within
God and God within the experience of suffering itself, but not as the cause or origin of
suffering—rather, as its final place of rest, as the Companion and Co-sufferer, who
embraces all the pain and angry protest. This too is a faithful interpretation of Mark's
story of the death of Jesus.

A different, but related, way in which faith and the outcry of protest are related can
be seen in the religious roots of the struggle against suffering and its many causes. It is
often by crying out in indignation that we are put in touch with what God is doing. But it
is necessary to make clear that God is known not in misery itself but in the protest and
struggle against it. The God of the Bible not only accepts and creatively transforms the
fear and anger that arise out of suffering, but also does something about the suffering
itself and its causes. The faith that God interacts with those who cry out to God, a
fundamental part of a "biblical" faith, is traditionally oriented toward a God who can
literally reach out with a mighty arm and defeat the powers of evil. What is at stake in
this vision of God, however, is something more fundamental than its various literal
expressions, namely, the faith that God does take suffering seriously and is actively
engaged in the struggle against it. From the Hebrew faith in God's active and purposeful
presence in history, this conviction passed into a more transcendental, apocalyptic form
of faith, which focused on God's presence at the end of history, a form of faith that Mark
received. However imperfect, the apocalyptic vision of God's victory over suffering and
its causes provided a framework within which faith and the outcry of protest could be
held together, for it offered a way of understanding God's action.

It is in this light that we can understand Mark's strong emphasis on the servant who
obediently endures suffering; for the sufferer can cry out in protest and at the same time
trust that God's mighty arm of deliverance will demonstrate its power. Holding these
elements in creative contrast, as we saw earlier, results in a vision of God's power and
action that differs from the apocalyptic one. For according to Mark, Jesus' death on the
cross affects God, insofar as God accepts Jesus' suffering and angry protest as God's own.
This is what the "ransom" myth and "blood covenant" known to Mark (10:45 and 14:24)
imply: God's own self is affected by Jesus' death.

In process categories, Mark's story of Jesus' death on the cross implies that God's
power is "relational" or "reciprocal" rather than "unilateral" or "one-directional," which
means that it illustrates God's capacity to be influenced by others as well as the capacity
to influence others.?3 If the power of God to be influenced by others has been largely
overlooked in the interpretation of Mark's story of Jesus' death, God's power to influence
others has not always been seen through the lens of this story: the only direct action that
can be seen on the cross is that of Jesus, who acts in concert with God, or in God's stead.
God's action can be seen in the cross of Jesus, therefore, precisely only in the actions of
another, Jesus, whose actions God has influenced through persuasion, through a "call"
(Mark 1:9-11) and prayer (Mark 14:32-42). So the cross, as a sign of God's power, rela-
tivizes the apocalyptic visions, in which God's power is understood in terms of direct,
"one-directional" or "unilateral," and typically violent, action.

23For this distinction, see Bernard M. Loomer, "Two Conceptions of Power," Process
Studies 6 (1976) 5-32.
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It is possible, therefore, to understand faith as oriented toward a God who is in this
twofold sense a Companion, whose power takes the form not only of accepting angry
protests but also of joining in them, and whose power affects the actions of others,
persuading them to struggle against suffering and its many causes. Such a faith is able to
help us overcome the bitterness and isolation of suffering, and so to help us be ready to
enter into the struggle of others in and against suffering—in short, to embody God's own
redemptive purpose within the physical, personal, and social realities of the world. The
outcry of protest can, then, be a call to work out one's faith by striving toward elimina-
ting as many causes of suffering as one can, reducing the amount of suffering, and bring-
ing relief when and where suffering occurs.

This protesting faith, or faithful protest, however, gives up the certainty that God's
"will," understood as a definite outcome determined in advance, will win out. But this
does not mean that we must trust in a powerless God; on the contrary, God's power,
understood in "relational" terms as influencing the actions of literally all others and
receiving the actions of literally all others, is unsurpassable even if it is not all-
controlling. A divine power, limited by the contingencies of the world with respect to the
outcome of God's acts but not with respect to God's aims, purposes, or will, stands as an
alternative to the power of the traditional theist's God, whose will to struggle against
suffering is challenged by the many forms of carnage, injustice, and oppression that
drench history with blood and tears and so give rise to the outcry of protest.

Mark, like our modern artists and writers who shun accepted religious "explanations"
of why people suffer, is reserved in "explaining" why things happen as they do to Jesus.
And yet, Mark is not silent, but turns our attention to the searing question that arises
from suffering: how can we grasp meaning out of the ordeal of suffering, and hold on to
it in life and thought? Whatever answer one gives, it will not bring the security of a door
closed tightly shut against the question that suffering poses to life's meaning. We have
proposed an answer by holding in creative contrast the three elements of Mark's story of
Jesus' death—obedient endurance, faith in God's deliverance, and the outcry of protest.
Human suffering threatens all networks of meaning, even Mark's and ours. And so the
message of this Gospel sets us, like the women at the empty tomb, on our way with our
faith tempered by fearful realism.




The Mythic Unity
of the Apocalypse

Leonard J. Thompson
Lawrence University

Horse lovers never beat dead herses or even distinguished horses that have gotten old
and sick; nor do they snap the whip at strong, healthy horses without reason. Structural
analysts of mythology have been around for decades doing distinguished work; many are
still strong and healthy. Their elegant and economic analyses, simple but with much
explanatory power, can evoke satisfaction rarely experienced. Yet there is, I think,
reason to snap at the heels of these grand chestnuts.

The method is well-known: the text of a myth is segmented into phrases and sen-
tences, consisting minimally of a nominal and verbal relationship (mythemes), which gain
their true meaning through a two-step process: first, by being grouped or bundled accord-
ing to certain similarities, and second by relating the bundles. The real meaning of a
myth is to be found in the hidden relationships among the bundles. So John Gager seg-
ments, bundles, and relates the bundles of the Apocalypse in the following way: a bundle
of victory/hope consisting of #:1—5:14; 7:1—8:4; 10:1—11:1; 11:15-19; 14:1-7; 15:2-8;
19:1-6; 21:1--22:5 and a bundle of oppression/despair consisting of 6:1-17; 8:5—9:21;
11:2-145 12:1-17; 13:1-18; 14:8—15:1; 16:1-20; 17:1—18:24; 19:17—20:15 (1975:53). In the
process, a move common to structural analysts is made from the surface text to a deep
structure of oppositional relations which is reflected in the names of the two bundles:
victory/hope, oppression/despair. That deep structure of binary opposition, though it
comes last in the process of analysis, discloses the initial, existential situation to which
myth is a response: "mythic thought always progresses from the awareness of oppositions
toward their resolution" (Levi-Strauss, 1967:221). That initial situation of contradiction is
presupposed in every structuralist understanding of the mythic function: "Without these
existential conflicts there would be no contradictions to overcome, no logical function of
the myth as an attempt to solve these contradictions" (Ricoeur, 1976:86). So, with regard
to the Apocalypse Gager writes that the rhythmic oscillation in the text between victory
and hope, on the one hand, and oppression and despair, on the other, serves to overcome
the existential conflict between religious faith and social realities among persecutea
Christians. The "unwelcome contradiction between hope and reality" is overcome; that is,
hope and reality are no longer viewed as '"permanent, unbearable contradictions"
(1975:52-54, cf. Yarbro Collins, 1984:142).

In what follows I shall try to critique structuralism at two points: its analysis of a
mythic text into mythemes at the surface level and its assumptions about the conflicting
structure of Christian existence, discovered at the deep level of the text. Finally, I
suggest that myth itself embodies proportions and homologues rather than surface/deep
oppositions.

L. The Linguistic Unity of the Apocalypse

At first appearance, the division of a text such as the Apocalypse of John into sepa-
rate, discrete mythemes seems straightforward and uncomplicated. So do the next steps
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of grouping and relating the groups at contrasting oppositions, for contrasts are obvious
in the organizational structure of the Apocalypse. On a macro-level, the multitude of the
faithful celebrating in heaven (7:9-17) contrasts with the opening of the six seals (6:1-17),
the blowing of the seventh trumpet (11:15-19) with the six previous trumpets (8:7—9:20),
or the laments over Babylon (18) with the rejoicing in chapter 19. On a smaller level, the
144,000 Jews on earth in 7:1-8 contrast with the innumerable crowd in heaven from every
tribe and nation (7:9-17); the beast (12:18) with the lamb (14:1), no rest (14: 11) with rest
(14:13), the feast of the lamb (19:9) with the feast of the birds (19:17-18), and the stamp
of the beast (13:16) with the seal of the lamb (14:1). Thus the structuralist conclusions of
Gager (1975:54-55) and Yarbro Collins (1984:141-42) seem justified.

Contrasting units are, however, only one of several kinds of relations which unify the
language of the Apocalypse. Further, where one linguistic relation, such as contrast,
marks a clear break, other threads at that point appear without seam. Thus the various
unifying threads overlap in such a way that at no point is there a clear beginning or
ending of a linguistic unit. The groupings of mythemes will depend upon the kind of
linguistic relation that is being sought out. If contrast is sought out, then the Apocalypse
can be segmented into contrasting units. That is, the lanugage of the Apocalypse can be
bundled and grouped (just as it can be outlined) in different ways, no one of which is
entirely complete.

1:1 Narrative Unity

On a macro-level, 7:1—8:4 contrasts with 8:5—9:21 (Gager, 1975:53). Yet those two
units are fused through other linguistic relations, for example, structural reversal. In 7:1-
2 John sees an angel from the rising of the sun (= East, cf. 16:12) commanding four angels
on the four corners of the earth to hold back the four winds so that they do not blow and
harm. At 9:13-15 (the only other reference to four angels) John hears a voice from the
four horns (= corners) of the altar (= microcosm) saying: loose the four angels bound at
the great river Euphrates (= East, cf. 16:12) so that they may kill one-third of the people.
The East, the place of the commanding subject in Chapter 7, becomes that of the com-
manded object in Chapter 9; and the commanded object in Chapter 7, angels on the four
corners, becomes the commanding subject in Chapter 9. That reversal of subject and
object results in reversed consequences: harming (Chapter 9) rather than not harming
(Chapter 7). Those two passages—along with 16:12-16, the only other reference to
"Euphrates" and the "rising of the sun"—are also tied together structurally by being a
part of the sixth in the heptads of seals, trumpets, and bowls, respectively.

Rev 19:11-16 makes up a clearly defined unit introduced by the stereotyped formula,
"And I saw" (cf. Thompson 1969:332). It belongs in Gager's victory/hope column. On the
other hand it accumulates images from earlier scenes in Gager's oppression/despair
column. The rider of a white horse (19:11) occurs elsewhere only at the opening of the
first seal in 6:2 where the first of the four horsemen of the Apocalypse is introduced.
There the rider has a bow, is given a crown, and goes forth to conquer (6:2); the language
in both visions (6:2; 19:11-16) thus unfolds a warring, conquering king, the first introduc-
ing and the second concluding the apocalyptic disasters described by the seer.' The
phrase, "eyes like a flame of fire" (19:12), relates the rider of the white horse to the one
who speaks to the angel of the church of Thyatira (2:18) and to the one like a son of man
whom John sees in his inaugural vision (1:14). That figure also shares with the rider of the
white horse a "sharp sword issuing from his mouth" (1:16, cf. 2:12; 19:15). The diadems
(19:12), shared only with the dragon (12:3) and the beast from the sea (13:1), are a sign of

IThis is not quite accurate, insofar as there is the "warless" battle between Satan
and the saints in 20:7-10. On warring, cf. also 2:16; 11:7; 12:7, 17; 16:15; 17:14.
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royalty as is of course the title, King of kings and Lord of lords (19:16, cf. 17:14). So also
"ruling with a rod of iron" (19:15) is a royal image (Ps 2:9) that links the rider to the male
child endangered by the dragon (12:5). As the Lamb earlier conquers by being slain (5:5,
9), so here the royal garment is "dipped in blood" (19:13), probably alluding to the cruci-
fied king, though the garment may simply be bloody from battle. As trampler of the wine
press (19:15) the rider of the white horse reiterates the great judgment scene in 14:14-20
where one like a son of man seated upon a white cloud "harvests" the earth with the help
of an angel.

Four times the rider's name is referred to: in 19:11 he is called "Faithful and True";
in 19:12 he has a written name that only he knows; in 19:13 his name is The Word of God;
and, as noted above, in 19:16 his written name is "King of kings and Lord of lords." That
the name is unknown probably identifies the rider of the white horse as outside the
human sphere, for mystery also surrounds the name of the land-beast (13:17) and the
woman riding the scarlet beast (17:5). The name Faithful and True (19:11) links this final
revelation of the Word of God (19:12) to the one addressing the angel of the church of
Laodicea (3:14, cf. 1:5). The Faithful and True Word of God riding the white horse also
parallels "the faithful and true words of God" given to John and authenticated by God
himself (21:5; 22:6). In fact, The Faithful and True Word of God riding the white horse is
transmitted to us as part of those "faithful and true words of God." The words that
transmit and The Word transmitted become one. Signifier and signified are united in the
sign of the Word. 7

Thus, Rev 19:11-16 consists of transformations of a series of linguistic elements that
appear earlier in the Apocalypse. Some are drawn from John's inaugural vision of the
Christ (1:12-16). Others appear in introductions to the letters, in the description of the
first of the four horsemen of the apocalypse, in the fighting Lamb who conquers the
beast and 10 kings, in the newborn male child threatened by the dragon, and in the blood
of the wine press of the wrath of God. That final transformation also takes into itself
elements previously formed around the demonic figures of the dragon, the beast from the
sea, and the whore on the scarlet beast. If we were to read the Apocalypse aloud with
this cumulative process in mind, we would notice similarities and differences, on various
levels, as structures, motifs, images, and perspectives form and unform diachronically.
Each element has a different shape and a different location in the stream, but each is
also a transformation of the other within the seer's pliable language.

Circularity (or ring composition or inclusion) refers to concentric development of a
passage so that the ending reflects the beginning. A simple example occurs in 4:1: "After
this I looked, and lo, in heaven an open door! And the first voice . . . said, . . . I will show
you what must take place after this!" On a different level, the pregnant woman and
dragon ring Chapter 12, for that chapter begins with their conflict, shifts to a battle in
heaven, and then ends with another version of the woman/dragon conflict. Rev 17:1—
19:10 is enclosed by an antithetical ring consisting of the Great Whore clothed in purple
and scarlet at the beginning and the Bride of the Lamb clothed in bright, pure, fine linen
at the end. Or an even larger unit, 12:1—19:10 is ringed by another set of feminine
images: the pregnant woman clothed with the sun and the bride of the Lamb clothed with
pure linen. Circularity consists of repeated words, syntactical forms, or motifs. As with
all analysis, location of circularity becomes the more ingenious, the more removed it is
from actual language in the Apocalypse.

The seer tends to develop his material concentrically into ever-widening rings. So,
for example, several of the eschatological promises to those who conquer, an element in
the seven letters of Chapters 2-3, reappear in the vision of the New Jerusalem in Chap-
ters 21-22. At the beginning of the vision of renewal, God makes the link to the letters
by saying, "He who conquers shall have .. ." (21:7, cf. 2:11). The tree of life promised to
those victorious at Ephesus (2:7) appears in the city (22:2). The victorious at Smyrna will
not be harmed by the second death, a phrase which is made clear in 21:8 (cf. 20:6, 14).
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Those conquering at Sardis will not have their names wiped from the book of life (cf.
21:27). And to those conquering at Laodicea, Jesus promises a seat with him on his
throne, while at 22:5 his servants reign forever in the city with the enthroned God and
the royal Lamb.

The final section of the Apocalypse (22:6-21) circles back to the beginning to create
one grand circularity. At Rev 22:8 John once again identifies himself as the seer who
hears and sees what he writes (cf. 1:9). At 22:13 Jesus calls himself the "first and last"
(1:17), but also creates a cumulative effect by including as well "alpha and omega" (cf.
1:8) and "beginning and end" (cf. 3:14; 1:5). Rev 22:16 repeats several elements in the
introduction at 1:1-2. The chain of command and blessing in 1:1-3 are repeated in 22:6-7,
and the assertion that "the time is near" (1:3) is repeated in 22:10 (cf. Schissler Fiorenza,
1981:26).

1.2 Metaphoric Unity in the Apocalypse

As though to highlight the importance of figurative speech, the seer often introduces
some of the most basic elements in his landscape through a simile. The "sea," for
example, used throughout the Apocalypse as an element coordinate with "land," "earth,"
and "heaven," first occurs as a figure in the throne scene: "and before the throne there is
as it were a sea of glass, like crystal" (4:6, cf. 5:13; 7:1, 2; 12:12; 14:7. With the new
heaven and new earth, the sea passes away and is no more, 21:1). So, also, "fire" first
appears metaphorically as a simile in a description of eyes in John's inaugural vision
(1:14). Later, as an independent element "fire" describes various catastrophies and pun-
ishments (cf. 8:8; 9:17; 11:5; 14:10; 16:8; 17:16; 19:20; 20:9). Several terms for animals
are also introduced through metaphorical speech. The first living creature around the
throne is "like a lion" (4:7, cf. 5:5; 9:8, 17; 10:3; 13:2). "Serpent," a significant animal in
the action of the Apocalypse, first appears as a simile describing the tails of the horses
released at the blowing of the sixth trumpet (9:19). "Serpent" then appears in its own
right as an independent object in conflict with the woman (12:9, 14, 15) and as the one
bound for 1,000 years (20:2). Before an eagle is seen flying the mid-heaven crying woes
(8:13), the term has been used in a simile describing the fourth living creature (4:7). So
also the activity of warring first occurs in a simile (9:9). The two witnesses wear sack-
cloth (11:3), but earlier "the sun became black as sackcloth" (6:12).

Metaphorical, figurative language creates a different kind of unity from that of
transformed narrative elements described in previous sections. Metaphoric language
operates 'vertically"” rather than "horizontally" to unify terms and references. In that
process absolute distinctions among categories—for example inanimate objects, animal
life, humans, and supra-human beings—disappear. In John's inaugural vision, the divine
becomes present visually as "one like a son of man, clothed with a long robe and with a
golden girdle round his breast." The white color of his head and hair is as wool or snow.
His eyes are as a flame of fire; his feet like bronze fired in a furnace and his voice
sounds like many waters. His face is like the sun shining in full strength. Almost all the
similes are drawn from inorganic materials. From his mouth issues a sharp, two-edged
sword, and, more striking, he holds in his right hand seven stars. This portrait is drawn
from traditional images in the Old Testament, but it nonetheless combines in unusual
ways elements of everyday experience to produce a creature that bridges distinctions
among fundamentally different categories.

1.3 Perspectival Transformations

Mapping the unity of the Apocalypse as a web interlaced in different ways, both
horizontally and vertically, becones virtually impossible. From a limited perspective
which deliberately ignores some of the threads, a plot line can be traced. So, Schissler
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Fiorenza writes: "Revelation is not cyclic since its narrative moves forward ... from
promise to fulfillment. Yet this forward movement of the narrative is not linear-logical
or linear-temporal. It can best be envisioned as a conic spiral moving from the present to
the eschatological future" (1981:26). The image of a conic spiral incorporates nicely
concentric and linear movement, but even that forward mcvement can be traced only at
the expense of other crisscrossing threads of fulfillment which occur throughout the
Apocalypse. For example, at the blowing of the seventh trumpet "the mystery of God, as
he announced to his servants the prophets" is fulfilled (10:7, cf. Schiissler Fiorenza,
1981:114). The Apocalypse could end with Chapter 11 in the heavenly celebration of
God's just judgment of the dead and his eternal reign (11:17-18). Or after the battle of
Armageddon, the heavenly theophany brings eschatological fulfillment. Terms such as
"climax," "interruption," or "interlude" help to simplify the complex web by subordinating
certain elements, but they inevitably distort the wholeness of the Apocalypse. Even an
understanding of the Apocalypse through the metaphor of a web distorts its wholeness,
for that metaphor suggests that there are strands that exist throughout the work. If
"web" and "conic spiral" are inadequate images for describing the unity of the Apoca-
lypse, then how much more the image, "contrast." Binary structure can be maintained
only by omitting certain portions of the text and by emphasizing topical over formal
elements (cf. Schiissler Fiorenza, 1985:167). The linguistic unity of the Apocalypse is
better apprehended under the image of "stream' within which all images, figures, con-
trasts, and structures flow as whorls, vortices, and eddies.

2. Disclosure of an Unbroken World

The intertexture of Apocalyptic language makes structuralist analyses both prob-
lematic and arbitrary. If the text is to be divided into binary oppositions, an appeal must
be made to something other than the logical consequences of formal or thematic analy-
sis, for the Apocalypse as a complex system of linguistic signs does not lend itself to
segmentation, binary opposition, and dualistic groupings.

If, however, we shift emphasis from language as a complex system of signs to that
vision of reality which language discloses and encompasses, do we find justification for
binary oppositions? What vision of reality becomes transparent in the seer's apocalyptic
language? Does integration and unification occur only on the surface level of the myth?
Does it disclose in its depth a wholeness of vision consonant with the intertexture found
at the surface level or does the surface disguise and dissemble a world divided by irrec-
oncilable contradictions?

Structural analysis of the Apocalypse presupposes the latter, for the purpose of
mythic language is to resolve fundamental contradictions in our experience and under-
standing of the world which otherwise cannot be resolved. If such conflicts did not exist,
then mythic language would have no purpose: "mythic thought always progresses from the
awareness of oppositions toward their resolution" (Levi-Strauss, 1967:221). Thus, mythic
language as a system of signifiers presents a stream of wholeness and unity, but the
signified points to a fundamentally different kind of reality. In Ricoeur's terms, "the
function of structural analysis [which reverses the movement of "mythic thought"] is to
lead us from a surface semantics, that of the narrated myth, to a depth semantics, that
of the boundary situations, which constitute the ultimate 'referent' of the myth"
(1976:87).

If Ricoeur's formulation is acceptable, then a critique may be made along the follow-
ing lines: what is the nature of the boundary situation which constitutes the ultimate
referent of the myth? That is, boundary situations provide a point of inquiry into the
structure of the world being disclosed through the mythic language of the seer: the
nature of differentiation, how differentiation is structured in boundaries, and how
bounded differentiation relates to wholeness of vision. In the previous section I argued
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that the language of the Apocalypse forms a web that cannot be segmented into neat
oppositions. In what follows, I shall argue that the world disclosed through that language
does not contain irreconcilable forces bounded in opposition.

2.1 Boundary Situations

"Boundary" is essentially a spatial metaphor. Boundaries appear on maps in different
colors or hues to mark out the area enclosed by them. When used metaphorically, boun-
daries involve the projection of situations and their relations as a '"topographical
arrangement in space" (Jaspers, 1970:2.177). Even time is thus given a spatial turn when
the focus is on temporal boundaries. So, from the seer's vantage point overlooking all
boundaries (including past, present, and future), temporal movement is viewed much as a
conductor views the sequence of performance while overviewing a musical score. This is
not to deny a temporal, eschatological dimension in the Apocalypse, but the temporal
aspect can be overstated—as occurred in biblical theology which emphasized the activity
of God in history. As we have seen, the seer has not organized his material along a strong
narrative line with an appropriate climax at the end. Rather, there is repetition, concen-
tric movement, and ever-widening circularity. Those literary characteristics do not lend
themselves to an exclusively eschatological interpretation of the book. Moreover, the
Apocalypse does not anticipate and move towards a clearcut, totally final "end." William
Beardslee has pointed out that nowhere in the New Testament "is there a full expression
of hope as confronting a total end" (1970:228). There is, instead, the end of a stage or an
era and the beginning of another; between the two exists a boundary transformation
which, with respect to the Apocalypse, occurs not only at the end of the work, but also at
several points throughout it. Put differently, time and temporal distance do not control
the realization of the new age. Spatial boundaries are at least as important, as the
heaven/earth axis combines with the present/future axis in the presentation of God's
kingdom. Eschatological temporality .cannot be understood apart from its spatial com-
ponent. Even the "end" comes as a city let down from heaven, and the eschaton is
described through a detailed mapping of space in that city. Conversely, place (ténog) is
not fixed and static space, but a situation of destiny and contingency. The woman flees
into the wilderness to a place prepared for her (12:6, cf. 12:14); no place is found for the
dragon in heaven after the battle with Michael (12:8); if the Ephesians don't repent, their
lampstand will be removed from its place (2:5). Items in nature such as islands and hills—
even heaven and earth—do not have fixed places (6:14; 20:11). Given the combination of
temporal and spatial dimensions in the Apocalypse, the image of transformational boun-
daries is appropriate for comprehending its eschatology.

A boundary is formed by the coming together of two different qualities, objects or
forces. For example, a social boundary marks the meeting of life inside and outside the
Christian community, or Rev 4:1 marks a literary boundary between the seven letters and
the ensuing visions. In other words, a boundary designates a situation in which differences
touch one another, More precisely, a boundary structures a situation in which differences
touch one another; it calls attention to the contiguity of differences and becomes a kind
of "transformer" which allows those differences to cross over on the other side. By
looking at what and how much is transformed in a boundary situation, we may learn about
the structural constitution of the world in which the boundary occurs. For that reason
boundary situations disclose more clearly and more fully the underlying structures of the
larger world than situations of unmarked change. There is, thus, a dynamic quality to
boundaries; they mark moments of transformation or modulation rather than fixed limits
beyond which there is no passage. Of literary genres, myth more than any other explores,
explicates, and manages those movements across boundaries. The connection by struc-
turalists, among others, of myth and boundaries is thus significant. That connection
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justifies the use of the term "myth" to describe the Apocalypse, for it is a language of
boundaries.

The seer recognizes commonplace boundaries: a three-story universe (5:3) with divine
forces above and evil forces below; a celestial realm with familiar objects of sun, moon,
stars, and sometimes the atmospherics of thunder, lightning, and hail. Also birds, specifi-
cally an eagle at one point, inhabit the sky (more precisely, "mid-heaven") (6:12-13; 12:1;
8:13; 19:17). With respect to earth there are references to hills and islands, wilderness,
and various types of water-bodies such as seas, lakes, and streams (e.g., 12:6; 6:14; 1:9;
16:20; 9:14; 7:17; 19:20; 12:18; 8:9). Among life forms, a few plants are referred to:
trees, grass, and plants in general, all of which are specially protected from evil forces.
Generally speaking, trees and plant life are classified with redeemed humans as under
divine care (cf. 7:1; 9:4, but 8:7). In similes or as objects in the world, the seer mentions
animals such as horses, lions, birds, leopards, bear, and frogs (e.g., 16:13; 6:2; 9:8; 19:17;
13:2). Humans are classified generally into peoples, tribes, tongues, and nations. (5:9).
The seer also recognizes social classifications such as kings, great ones, rulers of a
thousand, wealthy, strong, merchants, and those sitting on horses—most of whom are
associated with evil. People are also contrasted as small and great, wealthy and poor,
free and slave (cf. 6:15; 18:3; 19:18; 13:16. No male/female contrast is made). The seer
refers to several categories of godly, faithful people: prophets, servants, fellow-servants,
brethren, apostles, saints, my people, and those fearing Him (great and small) (cf. 10:7;
11103182205 19:5; 21:3;22:9).

More striking, however, are the many times that the seer transgresses those normal
boundaries. By transgressing through metaphoric language, the seer creates both the
awesome divine and the monstrous evil. The creator God who sits upon the throne is
described by means of images of precious stones, jasper and carnelian, and by a rainbow
that looks like an emerald (4:3). Heavenly figures around the throne appear like a lion, an
eagle, an ox, and a man—all with six wings and full of eyes (4:6-8). A mighty angel comes
down from heaven wrapped in a cloud, with a rainbow over his head, with a face like the
sun and legs like pillars of fire (10:1). Or a woman appears in heaven clothed with the
sun, with the moon under her feet and 12 stars on her head (12:1).

The red dragon of Chapter 12 has ten horns and seven heads as well as a tail that
sweeps down one third of the stars of heaven and earth (12:3-4, only evil forces seem to
have tails, cf. 9:10, 19). The beast from the sea has ten horns and seven heads. It was like
a leopard, its feet like a bear's, and its mouth like a lion's (13:1-2). The locusts who come
up through the opening from the bottomless abyss combine a stinger like a scorpion, an
appearance like horses, though with human faces, women's hair, and lions' teeth (9:7-10).

Alongside those hybrid characters typical of myth, boundaries occur elsewhere in
unexpected places. The New Jerusalem forms a complex boundary with sacred space on
earth, eschatological time, and heaven above—a boundary that cannot be charted in an
ordinary space-time grid. At the beginning of Chapter 4 a boundary transformation
occurs simultaneously in several dimensions: the spatial movement "up" (4:1) becomes
synonymous with the psychological state of "being in the spirit" (4:2), and clairvoyance of
the future: "come up here and I will show you what must take place after this" (4:1).

2.2 Boundaries as Homologies

The simultaneous transformations in Rev #4:1-2 exemplify that often in the Apoca-
lypse bounded differentiation takes the form of a homologous relationship. That is,
boundaries structure differentiation so that different dimensions of the seer's world—
space, time, psychological state—correspond in position, structure, or character. Satan
and a political officer become homologues, as do Christ and Christians or heaven and the
world to come. Such associations provide a point of entry into the structure of the seer's
world of wholeness.
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One obvious set of homologies forms around symbols of faithfulness such as "white."
The worthy Sards will walk with Jesus in white (3:4-5), the 24 elders are clothed in white
(4:4), those under the altar are given white robes (6:11) as is the multitude before the
throne (7:9). The one like a son of man in the inaugural vision has "white hair" (1:1%),
later he is seated on a "white cloud" (14:14), and yet again on a "white horse" (19:11, 14);
the victorious at Pergamum will be given a "white stone" (2:17), and the final judgment
occurs before a great "white throne" (20:11, cf. 6:11). Clothing creates homologous
characteristics among several figures. The one on a white horse shares bloody garments
with the heterogeneous multitude before the throne (19:13; 7:14). The seven angels with
the seven last plagues share "golden girdles" with the one like a son of man (15:6; 1:13).
They wear "clean, bright linen," as do the eschatological bride of the Lamb (19:8) and the
army of the Word of God on the white horse (19:14). The "brightness" of the linen is
shared with the river of life (22:1) and the morning star (22:16). Clothing reflects inner
qualities and essential characteristics such as purity and whiteness; nakedness or lack of
clothing, shame (3:18; 16:15). For that reason garments are to be kept—like command-
ments, works, and words—in preparation for the coming of the Christ (16:15). At 19:8 an
explicit homology is made between pure garments and righteousness where the "fine
linen, bright and pure" of the Bride of the Lamb is identified with "the righteous deeds of
the saints."

Spatial homologues appear between the heavenly throne, the eschatological Jerusa-
lem, and the earthly temple. The precious stones in the heavenly throne scene (4:3, 6)
derive not from traditional throne descriptions in apocalyptic literature, but from
descriptions of the eschatological Jerusalem (e.g., Isa 54:12). The seer draws that homol-
ogy further in his description of the new Jerusalem in Chapter 21 (cf. 21:11, 18-20).
Further, only the throne (4:2) and the new Jerusalem (21:16) are predicated by the verb
xeTpat indicating "situatedness" or "fixed location of place" (contrast témog above). In
the temple at Jerusalem (11:1-2) a spatial boundary divides the temple proper from the
court outside. The court can be profaned by the nations, but not the temple. So with the
New Jerusalem: "nothing unclean shall enter it, nor any one who practices abomination or
falsehood, but only those who are written in the Lamb's book of life" (21:27, cf. 21:8).
Yarbro Collins suggests that the courtyard/temple boundary also parallels the earthly/
heavenly boundary in the Apocalypse (1984:68). The Jerusalem temple and the eschato-
logical city are further linked by the activity of measuring, for only in relation to those
two is a measuring rod (xd\apog) mentioned (11:1; 21:15). Parallels between heavenly
throne scenes in the Apocalypse and the Jerusalem temple are fairly obvious (cf. Thomp-
son, 1969:337). Heavenly sacrifices create smoke so thick that no one can enter the
temple (15:8). Inside the heavenly temple stands the ark of the covenant or the tent of
witness (11:19; 15:5). Through such homologies the sacral space of the Jerusalem temple,
the heavenly throne scenes, and the eschatological Jerusalem are superposed in the
dynamics of the seer's world.

Finally, "conquering through death" functions as a significant homologue between
Christ and Christians. At 12:10-12, for example, Christians imitate Christ, conquering
the dragon "by the blood of the Lamb" and "by the word of their testimony, for they
loved not their lives even unto death." At 6:9 victorious ones in white "had been slain,"
just as had the worthy Lamb (5:9). And at 7:14 those from the great tribulation wore
robes made white through the blood of the Lamb. Sacrificial language, which underlies
most of those references, becomes explicit at 14:4 where the 144,000 "redeemed from
the earth" are designated "first fruits for God and the Lamb." In a related homologue,
both Christ and his followers are "priests to our God" (5:10; 1:6). Followers also share the
royal status of sonship and are given "a name which no one knows" (21:7, cf. 2:18; 2:17
and 19:12). Symbolic homologies also occur among forces of evil (cf. 9:1-6; 11:1-10; 12:3-
17; 13:11-18; 17:1-14; and 20:1-10): seven heads, 10 horns, redness, nomenclature, and
tails. They derive from the bottomless pit, and they conflict with the godly. They are
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also characterized as blaspheming deceivers who dernand falsely worship and submission
from others. More specific connections can also be made among various embodiments of
evil in the Apocalypse. For example, the ruler of the abyss (9:11) and the scarlet beast
(17:8) are both associated with destruction (’Amo\bwv 9:11; dnéreiav, 17:8), and the
ruler of the abyss and the beast from the sea appear in connection with the fifth trumpet
and bowl, respectively (9:11; 16:10-11). Thus the beast introduced abruptly in 11:7 is a
transformation or manifestation of the ruler of the abyss in 9:11. Finally the false
prophet, introduced in 16:13, is placed third in sequence homologous to the beast from
the earth (dragon:beast from sea:beast from earth :: dragon:beast:false prophet) and
engages in the same activity of deception (19:20; 13:14).

Kings of the earth are frequently linked to one of these demonic figures (e.g., 9:7;
17:14; 19:19). Other earthlings are identified with the demonic by an iconic stamp on the
right hand or forehead which in connection with the beast of the earth (equals false
prophet) is said to provide the economic freedom of buying and selling (13:16-17). They
are deceived by the false prophet to worship the beast (19:20), but ultimately they shall
share with the other demonic forces torment of fire and sulphur (14:9, 11).

Finally, opponents of the faithful in the seven churches are also brought into the
orbit of the demonic. Those at Smyrna are warned that the diabolos is about to throw
some in prison (2:10). The diabolos is of course the dragon of Chapter 12 who reappears in
Chapter 20; the prison (puhaxf), moreover, in which the Smyrnians are about to be
thrown forms a homologue with the prison from which Satan is loosed (20:7) and that into
which Babylon falls (18:2). Satan's throne at Pergamum (2:13) forms a homologue with the
throne of the beast (16:10; 9:11); references to the deep things of Satan (2:24) and to the
synagogue of Satan (2:9; 3:9) also link the church's opposition to the demonic. Those of
the synagogue of Satan claiming to be Jews blaspheme (2:9) which is otherwise done only
by the beast from the sea and the scarlet beast. The prophetess Jezebel, a teacher of
whom John does not approve, deceives—an activity done only by Satan, the beast cf the
earth, and Babylon the Whore—those at Thyatira; moreover, her teachings include the
practice of fornication (cf. the Balaamites at 2:14) which links her with the activity of
Babylon the Great Whore (Rev 17-19). Fornicators in the eschaton have to stay outside
the New Jerusalem (22:15) and/or burn in the lake of sulphur (21:8). Thus a homology is
formed among opposing prophetic groups in the churches, Babylon the Great Whore, and
those condemned at the eschaton.

2.3 Soft Boundaries

A sharp dichotomy seems to separate homologies among the faithful from those
among the forces of evil. They are set in opposition, and readers/hearers are called upon
to decide for one or the other. Those with the mark of the beast are thrown into the lake
of fire, the second death (19:20; 20:14), and those whose names are in the Lamb's book of
life shall enter into the New Jerusalem (21:27). The Laodiceans are called upon to display
a clearcut position: be either hot or cold, but not lukewarm. Much of the Apocalypse
describes conflict between those two groups of forces: those in the churches against their
adversaries, two prophets against the beast, woman against dragon, saints against the
beasts, witnesses against the Whore Babylon, riders on white horses against false
prophets. Their conflicts are described through military language of warring, battles,
armies, weapons, victories, and defeats. On the surface level, those conflicting opposi-
tions support the structuralist notion that opposition and conflict are fundamental to the
seer's world, for clearly demarcated boundaries separate the faithful from evil forces.

Although the seer marks his boundaries well, often as battle lines, those boundaries
are not hard and impenetrable borders over which nothing passes. Rather they are "soft"
boundaries through which transformations or modulations occur. Evil contrasts with the
godly, but evil is not of a fundamentally different order from good. Underlying those
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surface oppositions is a shared order which can unfold either faithfulness or evil. As a
result of this shared deep structure, those contrasting forces share similar features and
can be transformed, one into the other.

Similarities can be seen in descriptions of the Lamb and the various beasts. One of
the heads of the beast from the sea is described "as slain" (13:3, &g éopaypévny) as is the
Lamb in the throne scene (5:6, &ogayuévov). Further, though slain, both live (2:8; 13:14,
g/moev, cf. 13:3, 12). A similar pattern is repeated in the description of the scarlet beast
who was, and is not, and is to come (17:8).“ The Lamb and the beast from the sea also
share a similar place in their respective hierarchies: each is an agent to a higher sov-
ereign (13:2, 4; 12:10; 5:12; 3:21), yet each is worthy in his own right to receive power
and authority from those below (5:12; 17:13); and each wears the royal insignia of dia-
dems (19:12; 13:1; cf. 12:3). Each thus serves as icon of the sovereign above (13:14-15;
3:14), while forming a worshipping community around himself (cf. Schiissler Fiorenza,
1981:134) with the mark of the beast and the seal of the Lamb functioning homologously
in their respective communities.

Soft boundaries also separate feminine images of good and evil. Babylon and Jerusa-
lem, feminine images of cities, embody homologues and similar qualities. Both are
clothed with fine linen and bedecked with gold, jewels, and pearls (18:16; 19:8; 21:18, 19,
21), and both function as sexual partners in their respective systems (19:7-8; 18:3). The
"great city" may refer to good or evil (16:19), and Jerusalem, the city of God, can even
be understood mvevpaTLxds as "Sodom and Egypt" (11:8). In this transformation of Jerusa-
lem, Christian interpretation is clearly at work, but the prophets of old also refer to such
a metamorphosis of the holy city (cf. Lam #4:6; Isa 13:19; Jer 22:6). "Woman" in the
Apocalypse also moves fluidly between good and evil. At 12:14 the woman who recently
gave birth—clearly a figure embodying godly associations—flees into the wilderness from
the dragon. In the next reference to wilderness in the Apocalypse, John is introduced in
the spirit to the woman on the scarlet beast full of blasphemous names (17:3). If the
passages referring to wilderness are taken strictly sequentially, the good woman has been
transformed in the wilderness into the evil woman on the beast. Wilderness would thus
function symbolically as a place similar to chaos with transformational potential for
judgment, deliverance, nourishment, punishment, death, and rebirth (12:6; 17:16, cf.
Thompson, 1978:95-96, 193).

Even God and Satan, the epitome of good and evil respectively, are not separated by
hard, impervious boundaries. Several common aspects flow between them, especially
images and symbols related to sovereignty and worship. As God is enthroned, so is Satan
(4:2; 2:13). Satanic locusts have golden crowns on their heads like the 24 elders around
the throne of God (9:7; 4:4), and both God and Babylon the Whore are said to rule as king
or queen (15:4; 17:18). As supernatural forces with their own spirits (22:6; 16:14), both
God and demonic forces are worshipped and glorified (15:4; 18:7; 13:4; 4:11). Through a
word play on the Greek word 8vudg, God and the Whore offer a similar wine drink to
others. All the nations and the kings of the earth drink from the wine of the 8uvpdg of her
nopveta (14:8; 18:3), and God will give to her and to all those worshipping the beast a
drink from the wine of his 8updc or the vpdg of his dpyf (14:10; 16:19).

Although humans belong to the earthly plane, the divine to heaven above, and the
demonic to the plane below, those three stories of the seer's universe are not separated
absolutely. Through an "open door" John moves from earth to heaven (4:1).” In other

2There are three versions of the third item of that pattern: elg dndherav dndyeu
napéotac 17:8, and &ydodg Eotiv 17:11.

EMovement through that open door is homologous to spiritual transformation which is

linked to prophecy (19:10), cultic time (1:10), and the giving of life (11:11). At 11:8

typological and allegorical exegesis is designated as a form of spiritual transformation.

17:8
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instances a cloud serves as a transformational symbol between heaven and earth (1:7;
14:14; 10:15 11:12). Otherwise, the movement is designated simply by verbs of motion
(e.gey 4:13 11:12; 10:15 3:12; 8:55 16:2). Movement between earth and the demonic plane
below occurs and is controlled through images of opening, locks, keys, chains, seals,
loosing, and binding (9:1; 20:1-3). Since the realm below represents not only the demonic
but also death, resurrection symbolizes movement from the plane below, and the "first-
born from the dead" therefore has the keys to death and Hades (1:18).

Ultimately, the demonic plane can claim no independent reality, for it derives from
the heavenly plane above. Demonic power becomes operative on earth when a fallen
"star" is given a key to open the shaft to the abyss below (9:1). This "star," in origin from
heaven, is apparently later identified as the angel Abaddon or Apollyon who rules over
the bottomless pit (9:11), and who still later is identified with the scarlet beast (17:8). In
Chapter 12 the soft boundaries between God and Satan are spatially symbolized in the
"fall" of Satan which parallels the fallen "star" in Chapter 9. There, between two versions
of a story of conflict between the evil red dragon and the good pregnant woman, the seer
inserts a narrative about the origin of Satan/dragon in heaven (12:7-12). It is a striking
insertion, for it tells how Satan—the most powerful and concentrated image of evil in the
Apocalypse—once served in the divine court. Satan, the ancient Serpent, the Diabolos,
thus emerges as a transformation of heavenly, divine realities. More specifically, that
Dragon (hypostatized evil) derives from the activity of judgment or assessment—a judi-
cial dimension of God himself and his heavenly powers (12:10, cf. Job 1:6-12; 1 Enoch
40:7). Through transformational symbols of conflict and descent, Satan—whose authority
and power lie behind all other evil forces in the Apocalypse—metamorphoses from the
divine.

Boundaries between "times" are also soft. From the seer's perspective, no hard
boundary separates present and future, as John sees both "what is and what is to take
place hereafter" (1:19). Similarly, the one dictating the letters is the "first and last," and
John's God is "the one who is and was and is to come" (1:4; 2:8). Even the "new heavens
and new earth" in Chapter 21 are envisioned as a transformation from the earlier. As the
first disappears (21:1, &nfj\6av), the new comes into being (21:1, 2, 5). The one on the
throne declares both the newness of everything (21:5, xatvd noud® névta) and its "com-
pletion" (21:6, y&yovav). Both contain the notion of transformation. The "new" contrasts
with the "old," but there is a continuity of substance, whether it be a name (2:17), a song
(5:9; 14:3), or heaven and earth (21:1). waivdg could better be translated "renewal" or
even "restoration," for the portrayal of the "new" borrows heavily from descriptions of
the paradise from of old. y{vopav. signifies metamorphosis throughout the Apocalypse:
transformation into the spirit (1:10), transformation from life to death (1:18), the sun
into blackness (6:12), and water into blood (8:8). The perfect tense, yéyovav, can thus be
translated, "all has been transformed." By means of these terms the seer described "a
drastic transformation of existence," which is typical of eschatological portrayals in the
New Testament, but he makes no sharp dualism between this age and the age to come
(cf. Beardslee, 1970:228).

That radical transformation completes what has occurred and is occurring in the
reality of Christ and Christian existence. In a manner distinctive to the Apocalypse, the
coming of Christ in glory is laced with images of death and the cross. In the Gospels
apocalyptic announcements including the Synoptic Apocalypse are in form and content
clearly delineated from the Passion Narrative and descriptions of Christ's weakness and
humiliation. So also in the Pauline Epistles, the irony of Christian existence is delineated
clearly from apocalyptic phenomena: humiliation, crucifixion, weakness, and foolishness
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become Paul's model for Christian living (1 Cor 1, #:8-13; 2 Cor 4:10), but those aspects
are not part of his apocalyptic scenarios (I Cor 15; 1 Thess 4:16). In the Apocalypse of
John, on the other hand, the apocalyptic Christ comes as "the pierced one" (1:7) and the
messianic "lion from the tribe of Judah, the root of David" is revealed as "the slain lamb"
who is worthy through being slain (Rev 5:1-14). From that first vision to the final victory
of the Word of God on a white horse clothed in a garment soaked in blood (19:12), imag-
ery of sacrifice, blood, and death permeates the visions of the mighty apocalyptic figure.
Through that mixing of imagery, there is a fusion of Jesus' first coming and parousia. One
overlays the other in such a way that the finished picture shows details of a mighty
warrior as a crucified Lamb. The first and second "coming" of Christ cannot be differen-
tiated as two distinct eras with a clear boundary between themj; the second is a more
radical transformation begun with the first.

Finally, social categories may be placed alongside space and time as examples of the
soft permeable boundaries that operate in the seer's world. There is ironic blurring of
status by means of which appearance and reality are contrasted: those at Laodicea
appear rich and prosperous but are poor, wretched, pitiable, and naked (3:17), and those
at Smyrna appear in poverty but are really rich (2:9). There is eschatological reversal
through which greatness is brought low, even to be no more, and lowliness is transformed
into greatness (e.g., 18:21); 19:2; 7:9-17). Those transformations occur through white
clothing, ascent, and cultic liturgies, on the one hand, and descent, judgment, and images
associated with the demonic, on the other. A radical egalitarianism wipes out distinctions
between John, those to whom he writes, and heavenly angels. John reminds his hearers/
readers that he is their brother and a fellow participant in their imitation of Jesus (1:9).
Twice, an angel from heaven admonishes the seer that they are "fellow servants"—the
angel, John, and John's brethren who hold the tesnmony of Jesus (19:10; 22:9). All share a
common status in the same social order.

Even social categories distinguishing faithful from unfaithful are not bounded by
impassable borders. First loves may be abandoned by falling (2:4-5); those once alive may
become dead (3:1); faithfulness is called for (2:10, 19); garments must be kept (16:15).
Only those who persevere to the end will conquer (2:10-11). On the other side, the faith-
less are urged to be transformed through the' alchemy of repentance (uetdvora cf. 2:5,
16). A deceiving, self-acclaiming prophetess like Jezebel, who functions and has attri-
butes like the beasts and the dragon, can repent along with her followers (2:21-23). Even
the most blasphemous may be transformed through repentance and cross the boundary
from un-faith to faith (16:9, 11). An image like the opening of a door makes the possibil-
ity of faithfulness available to all (3:19). Thus, just as there is no fundamental dualism
between heaven and earth or this age and the age to come, so there is no "dualistic
division of humanity" (contrast Yarbro Collins, 1984:170).

2.4 Boundaries as Ratios

This analysis of soft boundaries and homologous differences seems to suggest that
anything can be transformed into anything else in the Apocalypse of John and that there
is no structure to boundary situations. Everything appears to flow randomly in an indis-
criminate flux, as the transforming process occurs. Such is not the case. A boundary
catches some aspect of the flowing process and casts it in a new direction or a new
mode, but it does so in accordance with proportions and ratios that operate throughout
the seer's world. That is, an inner structure guides the transformations which take place
on the boundary.

Measures and numbers provide a form of insight into that inner structure. The activ-
ity of measuring occurs twice in the Apocalypse: in connection with the New Jerusalem
(21:15-17) and the temple of God (11:1-2). Such activity is not done to compare dimen-
sions of the city or temple to some external unit of measure; in fact, in Chapter 11 no
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mention is made of a unit such as cubits or stadia. Measurement is rather bound up with
that which is intrinsic and essential to the object being measured. For example, only the
temple proper, the altar, and those worshipping—all of which share sacrality—are mea-
sured. That which is not holy is appropriately not measured, for measuring bounds the
holy (cf. Ezek 40-48; Zech 2:1-5).

As Sweet suggests, numbers embody "structural elements of the cosmos" (1979:14).
They do so, however, not in and of themselves as individual occurrences, but in relation
to one another. So, for example, the number six does not necessarily signify "evil and
incompleteness,” nor seven, "completeness and fulfillment" (Sweet, 1979:14-15). The
creatures around the heavenly throne have six wings and the dragon along with the first
beast has seven heads. But when the sixes in the number of the beast are linked to the
sixth seal, sixth trumpet, and sixth bowl—all of which allude to the great, prepared day
of wrath of God on which final conflicts with evil occur—then the number 666 does
signify concentrated penultimacy and destructive evil. So, also, the numbers 12, 144, and
1,000 in 7:4-8 and 21:16-17 connect "people of God" to "the eternal sanctuary provided by
God" (Mounce, 1977:381). More specifically, the 144 cubits of the wall of the city con-
nect to the 144,000 sealed ones redeemed by God (7:4-8), and the incomparably larger
cubed city—12,000 stadia long, wide, and high—relate to the great multitude that cannot
be counted (7:9-12). Or, if that specific connection cannot be sustained, the following
ratio can be: 144 cubits of wall are to the 144,000 redeemed as the 12,000 stadia city-
cube is to the totality of those redeemed, presumably at least a thousand times the
144,000. In that way the individual measurements of wall and city, which make no sense
as specific, individual dimensions, take on significance.

Inner structures of John's world are disclosed in greater detail through ratios, which
express not simply numerical relationships but also qualitative proportions. That is,
proportions and ratios express certain universal structures of John's world.™ With that in
mind, a further clarification can be made about boundaries: a boundary situation is
nothing more or less than a fundamental ratio at work or in process. The intersecting of
differences in a boundary situation marks the point at which an essential proportion is
made, and by tracing through proportions formed in boundary situations throughout every
dimension of the seer's world, fundamental aspects of the structure of that world are
disclosed: God is to Satan as the Lamb to the beast as the faithful in the churches to
those who deceive and mislead as the Christian minority to the larger Roman world;
heaven is to earth as the eschatological future is to the present as the temple to space
around it as cultic activity of worship is to everyday activity as being in the spirit is to
normal consciousness. Ratios can be formed among social, political, religious, theologi-
cal, and psychological aspects of the seer's world because every boundary situation
implicates a common structural component within the seer's world.

Sexual expressions in the Apocalypse illustrate the structure of boundary situations.
Babylon the Great can boast of many sexual exploits. All the kings of the earth forni-
cated with her, and those dwelling on earth became drunk from the wine of her sexual
passion (14:8; 18:3; 17:2). Babylon is therefore called the Great Whore (17:1), full of
abominations and uncleanness of her fornication (17:4). She destroyed the earth by her
fornicating (19:2). Babylon the Whore is homologous to Jezebel, the prophetess at Thya-
teira, who deceived "my servants" to fornicate and who does not seem to want to repent
from her fornication (2:20-21, cf. 2:14). The Bride of the Lamb forms a homology with
faithful Christians, so that Babylon the Whore is to Jezebel as The Bride of the Lamb is
to faithful Christians. Jezebel and The Bride are also linked by their respective sexual
roles and their dress in linen (18:16; 19:8), so that Babylon the Whore is to The Bride as

450, Newton's insight into gravitation expresses a universal structure in the New-
tonian world: as the apple falls, so the moon, and so everything (cf. Bohm, 1983:21).
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Jezebel is to the faithful Christians. In connection with eschatological events, fornica-
tors experience the "second death," i.e., burning in the lake of fire and sulphur (21:8),
which is apparently equivalent to dwelling outside the city gates of the heavenly Jerusa-
lem (22:15, cf. the two lists of of vices). Those condemned to the second death contrast
with those at Smyrna who conquer (2:11) and with those who share the "first resurrec-
tion" and reign as priests with Christ for 1,000 years (20:6).” They are obviously the ones
who will live inside the new Jerusalem, participating in such activities as eating of the
tree of life in the restored paradise of God (cf. 2:7). Thus, fornication is to non-
fornication as outside the New Jerusalem is to inside the city as outside the church
proper is to inside the church proper. Most any boundary element in the seer's world can
thus unfold into the totality of religious, social, political, and theological realities. As it
unfolds, it becomes, as it were, nonlocal, disclosing through quantum jumps all other
homologies and ratios.

3 Conclusions from the Study

If "boundary situations ... constitute the ultimate 'referent' of the myth" (Ricoeur,
1976:87) and if our analysis of boundaries in the seer's world is valid, then boundaries do
not separate fundamental, "existential conflicts" (Ricoeur, 1976:86) between religious
promises and social disappointments, bodily mortality and spiritual hopes of immortality,
or natural impulses and cultural demands; rather, boundaries provide points of transac-
tion whereby religious promises, social encounters, biological givens, and cultural
demands undergo mutual adjustments, form homologous relations, and contribute to the
coherence, integrity, and wholeness of Christian existence.

So, for example, the social boundary between church and world does not separate
existential conflict between religious faith and social realities among persecuted Chris-
tians; nor does it form '"unwelcome contradiction between hope and reality" (Gager,
1975:52-54). Political persecution (whatever its precise nature) correlates at the social
boundary not with disappointed religious hopes or threatened religious faith, but with
Jesus' suffering and faithful imitation of Christ. At that same boundary rich Roman
culture (perhaps inaccessible to many Christians) forms a homology with demonic excess,
and political power with insubordination before God. That structure of the social boun-
dary reiterates homologous structures in boundaries between biological mortality and
cultic celebrations of death or among Christian existence, the heavenly court, and escha-
tological well-being. As structural reiteration occurs throughout the social, religious,
psychological, cultural, and biological boundaries in the seer's world, no one of these
boundary types can claim a privileged position over the others. We misunderstand the
seer's world, and probably cognition as a whole, if the kind of boundary formation
described above is seen simply as psychological or social compensation; for those struc-
tural reiterations derive from "laborious mutual ‘adjustments" that implicate and unfold
"modalities of the relations between man and the world" (Levi-Strauss, 1966:214). At
bottom they reflect structures that arise out of the process by which human groups adapt
to their specific environment. In that process, every situation that can be encountered in
Christian existence takes its place as a homologue in the seer's world.

If there was an irreconcilable contradiction among religious, social, biological, and
cultural dimensions of Christian existence, then the seer would be affirming that at the
most fundamental level of reality there is an eternal, fixed metaphysical dualism. Such a
view is antithetical to that of John. Only God is pantocrator (e.g., 11:17), and the king-
dom of this world has always been, however implicitly, the kingdom of the creator God

JAs pointed out above, all Christians share with Christ royal and priestly attributes.
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(cf. 11:15; 4:11. The syntax and liturgical setting of 11:15 underscore that there is no
spatial or temporal dualism between the kingdom of the world and the kingdom of God).
God creates and sustains all things. Transformations and changes permeate every boun-
dary and break down every distinction because there is an underlying dynamic system
into and out of which all distinctions fold and unfold. God's dynamic power may flow into
rebellious vortices and opposing whorls, but ultimately everything and every power derive
from and depend upon God. He is the process that binds past, present, and future; heaven,
earth, and demonic forces under the earth; faithful followers, apostates, and infidels. For
that reason, this monistic flow of divinely ordered being can never quite be compart-
mentalized into creature and creator, God and Satan, this age and the age to come, or
heaven and earth. That is the unbroken world disclosed through the language of the
Apocalypse.

This examination of language in the Apocalypse suggests that myth does not progress
from oppositions to their resolution. Mythic signification does not hold together opposi-
tions between unified signifiers and signifieds in conflict. Rather, in all its aspects myth
speaks from unbroken wholeness to unbroken wholeness. Signifiers, signifieds, deep
structures, and surface structures form homologies, not contradictory oppositions. Within
that unbroken wholeness, separate entities arise as partners or members in a set of
relationships. Mythic language, as all language, thus functions as one means of delineat-
ing and differentiating elements within a fundamentally undifferentiated flow rather
than as a device for bringing into uneasy alliance impenetrable entities which are in
conflict with each other.
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Geza Vermes’s Contribution to
Historical Jesus Studies: An Assessment

Benjamin J. Hubbard
California State University, Fullerton

One of the significant features of New Testament scholarship in the post-World-War-
II period is the contribution of Jewish thinkers to studies of the historical Jesus. They
have approached the matter with a greater knowledge of the related Jewish literature of
the period than their Christian counterparts, especially the rabbinic writings. And they
have come to it with a different relationship to Jesus—that of brother rather than lord.
Their special perspective has added much to an understanding of the Jesus of history, the
New Testament, and first-century Judaism.

My aim here is to survey that scholarship briefly and then concentrate on the contri-
bution of one writer in particular, Professor Geza Vermes of Oxford University. Perhaps
no other Jewish writer on Jesus of our era has been as influential as he in spurring other
New Testament scholars to reexamine the issues surrounding historical Jesus studies.
Four questions in particular will be addressed in assessing Vermes's significance: (1) What
is his methodology? (2) How does he assess Jesus' observance of halakhah? (3) What is his
view of Jesus' messianic consciousness? (4) What is Jesus' place within the Judaism of his
day?

I. SURVEY OF SCHOLARSHIP:
JEWISH WRITERS ON JESUS

1. Claude Montefiore

It seems appropriate to begin by mentioning the two most influential Jewish writers
on Jesus of the pre-World War II period—Claude G. Montefiore (1858-1938) and Joseph
Klausner (1874-1960). Along with a two-volume commentary on the Synoptic Gospels,
Montefiore wrote several essays on the relationship between Judaism and Christianity
and his assessment of Jesus. In "What a Jew Thinks about Jesus," he sums up his senti-
ments this way:

Jesus is for me one of the greatest and most original of our Jewish prophets
and teachers, but I should hesitate to say that he was more original than any
one of them. Nor, in spite of a noble death, can I discover, in the number, or
in the character, of the incidents of his ministry enough material to make
me regard that brief career as the noblest, though it was in all probability
the most influential, life which has ever been lived by man.

L Hibbert Journal 33 (1934-35) 516.
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Nonetheless, in an earlier article? Montefiore had spelled out the elements of Jesus'
originality: operating as an eighth century B.C.E. prophet in the first century C.E.;
putting the doing of good on the Sabbath ahead of its observance by healing on that day
and never letting the "ceremonial law" stand in the way of the immediate fulfillment of
the moral law(1); using the term "Father" with reference to God more constantly than is
the case with any of the rabbis; seeking out and healing the morally sick; teaching a
doctrine of deliberate self-sacrifice, love of enemies and freely-chosen poverty; forbid-
ding divorce; and making religious demands in an absolute and unqualified way. Still, he
notes, "There is a place for the unqualified demands of Jesus; there is a place also for the
many-detailed delicacies of the Rabbis. There is a place for principles; there is a place
also for their applications and for laws."> The individual who appreciates the teaching
both of Jesus and the rabbis is richer, according to Montefiore, than he/she who knows
only one or the other.

With reference to Mark 7:15, Montefiore notes that Jesus did not deliberately intend
to teach his disciples to disobey the dietary laws in the Pentateuch. He does think that
the editorial comment, "Thus he declared all foods clean" (7:19), is an accurate interpre-
tation of the ultimate scope of the saying but not of its immediate intention.”

2. Joseph Klausner

Klausner's Jesus of Nazareth: His Life, Times, and Teachings appeared in 1922° "o
provide in Hebrew for Hebrews a book which shall tell the story of the Founder of Chris-
tianity along the lines of modern criticism, without either the exaggeration and the
legendary and depreciatory satires of such books as the Tol'doth Yeshu."® The book is a
generally sympathetic portrayal of Jesus as "a Jew to his fingertips," yet one who—
though never contradicting the Torah or the teaching of the Pharisees—presented in his
teaching "the nucleus of such a contradiction." Klausner thinks Jesus came to believe he
was the Messiah at his baptism and saw his final trip to Jerusalem at Passover as the
time when he would "suffer greatly but would, in the end, be victorious and be recognized
by the crowds . . . as the Messiah."” Klausner explains the empty tomb stories as result-
ing not from fraud but from a decision by Joseph of Arimathea to remove the body of a
crucified individual from his own ancestral tomb and place it in an unknown grave. More-
over, Klausner insists that the faith of millions of nineteen hundred years' duration could
not be based on a deception: "There can be no question but that some of the ardent
Galileans saw their Lord and Messiah in a vision." Nonetheless, Klausner does not see how
the bulk of the Jewish nation could found its belief on such a cornerstone because, pre-
sumably, of the subjective nature of the vision. The author sums up his sentiments this
way: "If the time should ever come that the legends and theology would be removed from
the figure of Jesus, he would emerge as the true Son of the synagogue that he was, a
master teacher of ethics and a master teacher of parables."

3. Samuel Sandmel

The premier Jewish New Testament scholar of the post-war period was Samuel

2uThe Originality of Jesus," Hibbert Journal 28 (1929-30) 98-111.
3 5

Ibid., 111.
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SET: New York: Macmillan, 1925.
61bid., 11.
7Ibid., 302.
3Ibid., 414.
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Sandmel (1911-1979), but historical Jesus studies were far from being his priority. Even
the one book in which he says the most on the subject, We Jews and Jesus, is less a study
of his own quest of the Jesus of history than of the liberal Protestant quest during the
past two centuries. However, his position—gleaned from this and his other writings—is
well worth summarizing.

Sandmel's methodology regarding historical Jesus studies reflects considerable cau-
tion: "The issue as I see it can be put in this way, that we cannot go back beyond the
Gospels with any certainty, because the Gospels at the same time that they reveal Jesus,
also conceal him."” Consequently, Sandmel's approach stresses the examination of the
Gospels as documents which reflect what the early Church believed about Jesus rather
than as documents providing factual data about his career and thought. Instead, the
Gospels are "midrash on the career of Jesus."10

Although Sandmel finds the lack of certain data about Jesus unsatisfying, he con-
siders it more in conformity with the extant data. Thus he can speak about the Gospels as
being '"potentially historical"*® because a Gentile Christian like Mark, living in the
Diaspora, could not have invented the Jewish scene so reliably. Yet to accept all the
details of Mark as reliable history is unwarranted.

Sandmel's actual book on Jesus, We Jews and Jesus,!2 exhibits a degree of caution
consistent with his methodological stance. The following discussion of his view on Jesus
and halakhah and Jesus' place within Judaism is drawn principally from that book.

Not surprisingly, Sandmel observes that "the Gospel materials do not provide a full,
crystal-clear reflection of Jesus' attitude to the Laws of Moses and the oral law."!3 He
mentions the controversy over plucking ears of grain on the Sabbath (Mark 2:23-28 and
parallels) and healing a man with a withered hand on the Sabbath (Mark 3:1-6 and paral-
lels) as instances where Jesus' attitude seems closer to rabbinic Judaism than to that of
his opponents. This appears in Jesus' question to his Pharisaic opponents, "Is it lawful on
the Sabbath to do good or to do harm, to save life or to kill?" (Mark 3:4) which, says
Sandmel, reflects the rabbinic view that in matters of urgency Sabbath regulations must
give way.

However, there is a point where Jesus goes beyond the Pikuach Nefesh or danger-to-
life principle which enabled the rabbis to suspend Sabbath regulations. In declaring that
"The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath; so the Son of man is lord even
of the Sabbath" (Mark 2:27-28), Jesus is described in a role that puts him "at variance
with both Jews and Judaism."* The same applies to Jesus' attributing to himself the
prerogative of forgiving sins (Mark 2:1-12). In these two instances, according to Sandmel,
Jesus assumes a position vis-a-vis the Torah that would be uncharacteristic for a Jew.

Regarding Jesus' strictures against divorce (Mark 10:1-12 = Matthew 19:3-9), Sand-
mel feels that to be more rigorous than Moses does not directly contravene him. In fact,

9The First Christian Century in Judaism and Christianity. (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1969), pp. 192f. Elsewhere he says: "Those who, like me, would deny the his-
torical reliability of the ‘Gospels are saying this, that the Gospels give a mixture of
reliable and unreliable history, but we do not know any responsible method to separate
the strands from each other." Two Living Traditions (Essays on Religion and the Bible)
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1972), p. 188.

Ibid., p. 188. Cp. his statement in A Jewish Understanding of the New Testament
(Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1957): "The evangelists disclose Jesus to us
only after the Church has meditated on his significance as the Christ" (p. 207).

1Fzrst Christian Century, p. 191.

2New York: Oxford University Press, 1965.

We Jews, p. 136.

L‘Ibid., p. 137. Cp. First Christian Century, p. 93.
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it is only in Jesus' "vague statements" about food laws (Mark 7:1-23 = Matthew 15:1-20)
that Sandmel considers him to have deviated from his inherited Judaism.1? If the contro-
versy authentically represents the attitude of Jesus, there is a repudiation*® of the
Mosaic food laws of Lev 1l and Deut 14 and an anticipation of Paul's more sweeping
nullification of Torah.

Sandmel thinks "the haziness in the records" makes it difficult for scholars to decide
whether Jesus himself or his disciples claimed him as Messiah. Sandmel is of the opinion
that the claims were made before his death and that "if Jesus did not actively announce
himself as the Messiah, he at least acquiesced in the identification which others
made."/ As to Jesus' place within Judaism, the following judicious statement is charac-
teristic of Sandmel's overall approach to Jesus: "Precisely what kind of person Jesus was
—a teacher, a leader, a wonder worker, a prophet, a social reformer, a political rebel—
cannot be ascertained. But that Jesus was a Jew, a son of the Synagogue, is beyond
doubt.18 In We Jews and Jesus, Sandmel speaks of "a Jewish loyalty" in Jesus which
varies from the viewpoint both of Christian and Jewish partisans whose opposing motives
"detach him from Judaism."! Finally, Sandmel feels that Jesus' career must have been
"exceedingly singular" for his followers to say that he had risen. 20

4. David Flusser

Flusser, professor in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, has written extensively on
Jesus. That his methodological approach clearly differs from Sandmel's can be seen in
Flusser's statement: "The Jesus portraf'ed in these gospels [the Synoptics] is the historical
Jesus not the 'Kerygmatic Christ."2l He attempts to substantiate this view by noting
that the first three gospels present "a reasonably faithful picture of Jesus as a Jew of his
own time" and that they maintain his habit of speaking of the Savior as someone distinct
from himself.22 The picture which emerges from the Synoptics, says Flusser, is not so
much of a redeemer of mankind as of a Jewish miracle worker and preacher.

In an earlier Work,2 Flusser suggested a set of rules for determining the actual
words of Jesus. A key point here is that the Jewish literature of this period is "the key to
the understanding of the New Testament texts."“* Even if one argues that Jesus aban-
doned his Judaism, this remains true, according to Flusser. Similarly, he notes, the Ras
Shamra texts are indispensable to an understanding of the Hebrew Bible despite the
theological differences between the two. Thus, it is not sufficient for the New Testament

Dipid., p. 137.
Sandmel expands on the point in a footnote: "While normative Jewish interpreta-
tion often drastically changed the sense and even the intent of a scriptural passage, such
direct repudiation would imply that someone greater than Moses had arisen with author-
ity to reject what Moses taught. Jews have not believed this to be the case" (We Jews, p.
152,n2):
"We Jews, pp. 48-49. Cp. ibid., p. 109.
Judaism and Christian Beginnings (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), p.
398.
19%e Jews, p. 109.
20pbid., p. 110.
21 Jesus. (ET: New York: Herder & Herder, 1969), pp. 8-9.
2214, p. 8.
"Die Konsequente Philologie und die Worte Jesu" in Almanach auf das Jahr des
Herrn 1963. Hamburg: Friedrich Wittig Verlag, pp. 1-37.
"Konsequente Philologie . . .," p. 31.
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scholar to be conversant with the Hellenistic literature of the period. He/she must know
the Hebrew and Aramaic literature (including rabbinical material) as well.

Flusser's guidelines reflect considerable confidence that—with careful attention to
Jewish parallels—it is possible to get behind the Synoptic Gospels to the oral tradition
about Jesus and even to his own words.

However, Flusser's optimism about recovering Jesus' words is tempered in another of
his writings: the Hebrew-language article on Jesus which he co-authored with Yeshayahu
Leibowitz in the Encyclopaedia Hebraica. There Flusser and Leibowitz note that, even on
the assumption that the Synoptic Gospels contain Jesus' authentic teaching, the early
Church has adapted the material because of misunderstandings or tendentiousness.
They also mention the recurring tendency of scholars to begin with a specific image of
Jesus and to use it as the yardstick of what Jesus could or could not have said.27

Flusser thinks Jesus "fully accepted the Jewish Law," and that the community he
founded—comparable in some ways to the Essenes—"saw itself as a movement of reform
and fulfillment within Judaism, not as a secession from it."“° He finds only one occasion
in the Synoptic tradition where Jesus is in conflict with current practice of the law:
Plucking ears of grain on the Sabbath (Mark 2:23-28 and parallels). The general view was
that one could pick up fallen ears and rub them between the fingers (only Luke 6:5 men-
tions "rubbing" which Flusser takes as proof of its being more original than either
Matthew or Mark). However a Galilean rabbi, Jehuda, held that it was also acceptable to
rub them between the hands. Jesus was simply following his own Galilean tradition.
Regarding the fact that all three Gospels describe the disciples (not Jesus) as plucking
the grain, Flusser feels that "the Greek translator of the original was unacquainted with
the customs of the people" and added this fact "to make the scene more vivid."29 He
seeks to support this contention by appealing to "a newly-discovered Jewish-Christian
text" and to Tatian's Diatessaron, both of which omit the reference to the disciples'
plucking the grain.

On the one hand, Flusser has made the valid point—upon which Vermes elaborates—
that Galilean and Judean halakhic practice differed to a considerable extent. On the
other, his handling of the pericope is simplistic in its assumption that a "Greek transla-
tor" of the "old account" is the culprit plain and simple. The history of the tradition
behind this text appears to be much more complex.

‘Flusser likewise sees no violation of the Law in the failure of Jesus' disciples to wash
hands before eating (Mark 7:1-23 and parallels). The purificatory. rules "did not affect all
Jews, but only those particular groups of Jews who had accepted them voluntarily for
life."32 He cites a rabbinic regulation, dating—he claims—from the generation before
Jesus, in support of his position: "Washing hands before a meal is a matter of choice,
ablution after a meal is obligatory."33 Jesus words about defilement coming from within
not without (Mark 7:15) are part of his critique of the Pharisees. Flusser likens that

25Cp. Sandmel, Two Living Traditions, p. 145.

26"Yeshu," Encyclopaedia Hebraica (Jerusalem: Encyclopaedia Publishing Co., 1971)
Vol. 20, col. 417.

7 Ibid.

28The Son of Man: Jesus in the Context of History," in Arnold Toynbee (ed.), The
Crucible of Christianity (London: Thames and Hudson, 1969), p. 226.

29Jesu.s, p. 46.

30uson of Man," p. 225.

See, e.g., F. Beare, The Earliest Records of Jesus (Nashville: Abingdon, 1962), pp.

90-93,

32 jesus, p. 46.

33 Tosefta Berakhot 5, 13. Quoted in Jesus, p. 46.
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critique to a similar one by the author of the Assumption of Moses who speaks in ch. 7 of
"pernicious and criminal men, who claim to be righteous . . . pleasing themselves, hypo-
critical in all their ways. . . . Their hands and hearts are all corrupt, and their mouths are
full of boasting and yet they complain: do not touch me lest you make me unclean."
The Markan comment in 7:19b, "Thus he [Jesus] declared all foods clean" (NEB and RSV)
is, in Flusser's view, a mistranslation influenced by Origen's view that Jesus rejected
Jewish dietary laws. He claims that "the Greek original can hardly be read in this
sense,"”” but we are never offered an alternate translation.

In Jesus' emphasis upon the danger of riches, Flusser sees indirect Essene influ-
ence.6 In his stress on love, Flusser finds an affinity with the "Pharisees of love" of
Hillel's School. Yet, Jesus viewed the Pharisees "with detachment" and would not identify
himself with them.3’ Moreover, he goes further than the "Pharisees of love" b pointing
the way to an unconditional love encompassing even one's enemies and sinners. On this
point, "Jesus' moral approach to God and man . . . is unique and incomparable" since
Judaism forbids hatred of one's enemy but does not prescribe that he be loved.

5. Pinchas Lapide

Lapide, an Israeli diplomat-turned-scholar, has in recent years been lecturing in West
Germany and dialoguing with such leading German-speaking theologians as Hans Kiing
and Jirgen Moltmann.

In the dialogue with Kiing, Lapide mentions five bonds linking an Israeli like himself
to Jesus: geography, language, the Hebrew scriptures, "oriental imagination" with its use
of parables and metaphors, and "concern for Israel."*0 In addition, he sees Jesus as
"Jewish in spirit" in six respects: in his hope, his eschatology, his blind trust in God, "his
very Jewish Messianic impatience," and his Jewish suffer‘mg.z'1 Lapide also observes that
every great Jew from Moses on has "provoked lively opposition among the Jewish
people."l“2

He doesn't regard the synoptic Jesus as having ever violated the Torah, and finds only
one "borderline case" in John, the healing of the lame man on the Sabbath (John 5:3-11).
Lapide goes as far as to say, "But I suspect that Jesus was more faithful to the law than I
am—and I am an orthodox Jew."

Perhaps more remarkable than Lapide's view of Jesus' halakhic observance is his
thesis that the resurrection really took place. He links it to the translation of Enoch to
heaven (Gen 5:24), the transfiguration of Saul (1 Sam 10:6), the ascension of Elijah (2 Kgs

34Quoted in Jesus, p. 47. Cp. Berakhot 14, b which lists five types of Pharisaic
hypocrisy.
354The Son of Man," p. 225.
36uson of Man," p. 227.
37Jesus, p. 56.
81bid., p. 74.
1A New Sensitivity in Judaism and the Christian Message," HTR 61 (1969) 126.
40Brother or Lord? A Jew and a Christian Talk Together (Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1977), pp. 13f.
“libid., p. 25.
2Ibid.

Ibid , p. 26. For a fuller discussion of this question, see Lapide's Er Predigte in
ihren Synagogen (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus Mohn, 1980), ch. 3. See also his
fascinating comparison between the historical Jesus of Nazareth and the historical Rabbi
Israel of Mezibezh, the Baal Shem Tov, in "Two Famous Rabbis," Annual of the Swedish
Theological Institute 10 (1976) 97-109.
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2:11) and three resuscitations of the dead in the Elijah-Elisha cycle which "describe
physical resurrections."** He adds supporting evidence from rabbinic literature,”™ then
sums up his thesis as follows:

Without the Sinai experience—no Judaism; without the Easter experience—
no Christianity. Both were Jewish faith experiences whose radiating power,
in a different way, was meant for the world of nations. For inscrutable
reasons the resurrection faith of Golgotha was necessary in order to carry
the message of Sinai to the world, %6

Finally, Lapide makes it clear that acceptance of Jesus' resurrection is not accept-
ance of his messiahship since the two are not linked in Jewish thought.w

6. Conclusion to Part I

The foregoing survey is symptomatic of a process of reclaiming Jesus for Judaism
which extends beyond the five scholars under discussion to include a significant cadre of
Jewish thinkers in North America, Western Europe and Israel. " That reclamation, as the
survey shows, stresses Jesus' Jewishness. He observes halakhah (though Klausner and
Sandmel qualify the extent of that observance) and is influenced by various religious
viewpoints (prophetic, Essene, Pharisaic). He is considered a loyal Jew even when he
provokes controversy. Methodologically, the scholars stress the need for a thorough
knowledge of the Jewish literature of the period, if Jesus is to be properly understood.
Lastly, all five of these Jewish scholars of the historical Jesus speak in admiration of his
greatness as a religious teacher.

IL. GEZA VERMES

Along with his research on the historical Jesus, Vermes is known for his pioneering
work on the Dead Sea Scrolls. In his widely-used 1962 translation of the Scrolls, he pro-
vides a hint of how he would approach the figure of Jesus a decade later in Jesus the
Jew."” After noting that Essenism lacked the "pliant strength" which enabled orthodox
Judaism to withstand the catastrophe of Jerusalem's destruction in 70 C.E., and that
Qumran's Teacher of Righteousness sensed the deeper obligation implicit in the Mosaic
Law, he states that the Teacher "was without the genius of Jesus who laid bare the inner
core of spiritual truth and exposed the essence of religion as an existential relationship
between man and man and between man and God."

It is these special qualities of Jesus which Vermes seeks to understand and to situate
in their first-century Jewish environment in his subsequent investigations. To these we
now turn, examining his views on method, and on Jesus' halakhic observance, messianic
consciousness and place within first-century Judaism.

%% The Resurrection of Jesus (ET: Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1983), p. 49.
451pid., pp. 50f.
¥1pid., p. 92.
Ibid., pp. 152f. See my review of the German edition of Lapide's book in Religious
Studies Review 7 (January, 1981) 371.
See Lapide's Israelis, Jews and Jesus (ET: Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1979); and
Donald Hagner, The Jewish Reclamation of Jesus (Grand Rapids,MI: Zondervan, 1984).
Subtitle: A Historian's Reading of the Gospels (New York: Macmillan, 1973, 1981,
1983).
20The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1962, 1975), p. 15.
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1. Methodology

On the basic question of a scholar's ability to derive reliable information about Jesus
from the gospels, Vermes is closer to Flusser's position than, for example, Sandmel's. In
his most recent book, Jesus and the World of Judaism, he states his position this way:
", .. despite widespread academic skepticism, our considerably increased knowledge of
the Palestinian-Jewish realities of the time of Jesus enables us to extract historically
reliable information even from non-historical sources such as the gospels."”* He is con-
vinced that a fresh and productive way to study Jesus and the New Testament is by
requires considerable familiarity with Hebrew and Aramaic and with Rabbinic literature
—assets which, in Vermes's view are still far from the norm among New Testament spe-
_assets which, in Vermes's view are still far from the norm among New Testament spe-
cialists.?Z 1f they are possessed, though, one can move inwards from a solid grasp of the
surrounding Jewish literature to the New Testament as a sub-set thereof.

Vermes takes the form critics—like Rudolph Bultmann—to task for asserting that the
composition of the gospels is due entirely to the didactic-theological requirements of the
early Church.53 If so, he asks, why did they choose "biography" as their medium of
expression, especially since it is otherwise not found in Jewish literature? He answers
that ". . . whatever else they may have intended, they wished also to recount history,
however unprofessionally. * He appeals to "doctrinally embarrassing" elements in the
gospels, such as Jesus' disparaging remarks about Gentiles, in support of this position.

Vermes's emphasis on the need to place Jesus within his Jewish milieu—if a clearer
picture of him is to emerge—is important. Two steps must be taken to make this. pos-
sible: (1) his natural background, first-century Galilee, has to be reconstructed; (2) to
understand Jesus' important work as an exorcist and healer, the roots of_his vocation
"within the charismatic stream of post-biblical Judaism" must be examined.”®

Vermes does mention the need for caution in the first step, situating Jesus within
Galilean Judaism. Although Galilee from the mid-second century onwards was the center
of Jewish rabbinic religion, this tradition was originally Judean and had been transplanted
to Galilee in the aftermath of the Bar Kokhba revolt (132-35 C.E.). To achieve a proper
balance in assessing Galilean Judaism, Vermes draws extensively upon Josephus as well as
rabbinic literature. From these sources, he reconstructs in Chapter Two of Jesus the Jew
the picture of a Jewish district "in the sticks." Galilee was isolated from Judea both
geographically and culturally. And it was only in the late second century B.C.E. that
northern Galilee was annexed to the Hasmonean dynasty and became Judaized. Galileans
had a different accent from Judeans and a different approach to the observance of
Torah. A third century rabbinic tradition reports Johanan ben Zakkai as summing up his
eighteen years of unsuccessful efforts there by saying: "Galilee, Galilee, you hate the
Torah."”/ Irrespective of the historicity of the statement, it sums up the maverick
attitude of Galileans in matters halakhic. Finally, Jesus' home country was notorious as
the birthplace and center of the Zealot movement.

Vermes accepts, with one important caveat, Norman Perrin's criteria for determining

51Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983, p. 2. The book is a collection of essays which
had agpeared in various places but have been revised here.

2¢4, ibid., pp. 22, 58, 72-73.

531bid., p. 20.

S41bid., p. 21.

J1bid., pp. 20, S41.

56Jesus the Jew, p. 42.

Quoted in Jesus the Jew, p. 57, from y. Shab. 15d.
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an authentic saying of Jesus.”® Vermes cautions that the criterion of dissimilarity (the
absence of parallels to a saying of Jesus in Judaism or primitive Christianity) must not be
pressed too far. A complete absence of antecedents is rare, he notes, and discoveries
such as the Dead Sea Scrolls show that "today's originality may appear less striking
tomorrow."”” This caveat echoes Vermes's earlier point about the lack of expertise in
matters rabbinic amongst New Testament scholars, the majority of whom "have no direct
access to the vast Hebrew and Aramaic sources of post-Biblical Judaism," and whose
dependence on secondary sources "is fraught with hazard."®” Apropos of lack of exper-
tise, Vermes was himself criticized for failing to provide, in Jesus the Jew, a theory of
source criticism.”* He notes in passing that "Mark is more primitive in outlook and
thought; Matthew more faithful to the original Aramaic genre of story-telliré%."sz In his
later work on the subject, he does clarify a bit his source-critical standpoint®” by noting
Markan priority and the use of "Q" by Matthew and Luke.®”" Still, he needs to say more on
this subject (as he has promised to do in a planned volume on the Gospel of Jesus the
Jew) as well as on redaction-criticism about which he is largely silent.

Two final methodological observations of Vermes should be mentioned. (1) He makes
an important distinction between the ipsissima verba Jesu (Jesus' actual words) which are
often impossible to retrieve from the gospels, and the ipsissimus sensus (his ideas) which
can be perceived through a careful use of the literary-critical tools of biblical scholar-
ship "assisted powerfully by means of appropriate Hebrew/Aramaic parallels."66

(2) Like Flusser, he argues that a common source (what he calls "Jewish Tradition")
underlies both the New Testament and rabbinic literature. By recognizing this, both
Jewish and Christian scholars of the early centuries of the Common Era would have a
clearer perspective on the Jewish sub-stratum of the New Testament and the whole
sweep of Jewish writings (from Bible to Talmuds and Midrashim), which includes the New
Testament.®”

To sum up, Vermes expresses guarded optimism that a thorough knowledge of all the
Jewish literature of the period (rabbinic writings, Josephus, Philo, Dead Sea Scrolls and
the pseudepigrapha—as well as the New Testament) can expand our knowledge of the
Jesus of history.

2. Jesus and Halakhah

From his earlier comments about Galilean Judaism, it is not surprising that Vermes
views Jesus as "Galilean" in his observance of halakhah.

81n his Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (New York: Harper and Row, 1967) and
The New Testament: An Introduction (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich, 1974).
Perrin's four criteria are: dissimilarity, multiple attestation, coherence, and linguistic
and environmental tests.
Jesus . . . Judaism, p. 21.
60bid., p. 22.
611 eander Keck, in his review in the JBL 95 (1975) 5081.
Jesus the Jew, p. 128.

Jesus . . . Judaism, p. 17.
6%1bid., pp. ix, 13.
SBrief mention is made of redaction-criticism on p. 19 of Jesus . . . Judaism.
661p;
Ibid., p. 81.

Ibid., pp. 84-86. In case it seems that Vermes is critical only of Christian scholars
of this era, let it be added that he also notes rabbinic scholars' "unfamiliarity with Greek
and with the technical issues raised by the academic study of the New Testament" (ibid.,
p. 86).
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He accepted the hospitality of people unlikely to have observed all the
regulations concerning levitical cleanness and tithing. He took no steps to
avoid defilement through contact with a corpse. He was more concerned to
keep business dealings out of the precincts of the sanctuary than with the
qualitzgof sacrificial victims or the type of currency used for Temple dona-
tions.

Clashes between Jesus and the Pharisees were to be expected because matters like those
described in the foregoing quote were for the Pharisees, "an essential part of a life of
holiness."

Vermes considers the controversy over clean and unclean food (Mark 7:14-23, Matt
15:10-20) as the one case where Jesus appears to deviate from customary Judaism but
does not. In particular, he considers Mark 7:19 a case of mistaken translation. The New
English Bible translates vv. 18b-19 as follows:

Do you not see that nothing that goes from outside into a man can defile
him, because it does not enter into his heart but into his stomach, and so
passes out into the drain? Thus he declared all foods clean.

However, the final participial phrase, katharizén panta ta bromata (lit., "purifying all
foods") does not have to be interpreted as an editorial comment by Mark (sc., "Thus he
declared all foods clean.") Vermes observes that (1) "food" is employed metaphorically in
Aramaic for "excrement;" and (2) the polite Aramaic for "latrine," dukha ("the place"),
might have invited a pun on the Aramaic verb dekha, "to be clean." Thus, the saying
originally went as follows:

. . it does not enter into his heart but into his stomach, and so passes out
into the Oplace (dukha) where all excrement [lit., "food"] is purged away
(dekha).

Jesus' saying thus remains a clear statement of his view that external cleanness is trivial
compared with moral uncleanness, but the food laws are not swept away. What Mark has
done, according to Vermes, is "deliberately twist" a genuine saying of Jesus so that it
becomes a formal ratification of the Church's abandonment of food laws.

As support for his theory, Vermes appeals to the Sinaitic Syriac version of Mark.
Here the Semitic translator of Greek Mark seems to sense the underlying play on words
in the following rendering:

it goes into his belly and is cast into the purge which purges away all food.71

68Jesus the Jew, pp. 551.

691bid., p. 56.

7Opid., p. 29.

7libid. Cp. Vermes's discussion with that of Charles Carlston, "The Things That
Defile (Mark 7:14) and the Law in Matthew and Mark," in New Testament Studies 15
(1968), 75-96. Carlston agrees with Vermes when he (Carlston) writes that Jesus "cannot
have deliberately urged the abolition of the Law"; but he adds that Jesus "appealed to the
divine intention behind the Law in a more radical way than contemporary Judaism could
really tolerate" (p. 95). On the basis of his distinction between Galilean and Judean
observance of halakhah, however, Vermes would probably not accept Carlston's blanket
statement that "contemporary Judaism" could not tolerate Jesus' radicalism. Finally, see
Hagner (Jewish Reclamation of Jesus, pp. 114-18) who goes further than Carlston by
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Vermes also cites the controversy between Peter and Paul over eating with Gentiles
(Gal 2:11-14) as evidence that Jesus could not have swept aside the food laws.’?

Nevertheless, Vermes states that—although Jesus was not the only Jewish teacher to
insist on "symbolism, inwardness and sincerity"—he did stress "purity of intention" more
than others did. This flowed from his stress on "eschatological finality" and "his natural
bias towards the individual and personal rather than the collective."”” Consequently, the
ritual impurity resulting from a transgression of dietary law was "insignificant" for him
compared with the defilement caused by "the wicked heart with its evil thoughts."

Vermes makes one other important observation about Jesus' observance of halakhah:
that he actively recommends obedience to "purely ritual and cultic precepts in sayings all
the more historically credible in that they are peripheral to the gospel narrative and
actually run counter to the essential anti-nomianism of Gentile Christianity."

These include commands to cured lepers to submit to the Mosaic purificatory rite
(Mark 1:44 and parallels; Luke 17:14), the sending of gifts to the Temple (Matt 5:23 f.)
and tithing laws (Matt 23:23, Luke 11:42).

In short, Vermes thinks Jesus was faithful to halakhah, but as a Galilean not a
Judean, and was more concerned with purity of intention in his observance than purity of
form.

3. Jesus' Messianic Consciousness

Vermes is convincing in his view that "Jews of the intertestamental period, when
entreating God to send the Messiah, thought of Him as the son of David," as_a future
triumphant king, one endowed with military prowess, righteousness and holiness.

His assessment of the Synoptic Gospel evidence is that the figure of the Messiah was
not central to Jesus' teaching. He withheld his approval of Peter's confession (Mark 8:30)
and in general did not proclaim himself as Messiah. Thus, Vermes concludes, ". . . there is
every reason to wonder if he really thought of himself as such."’” In another of his
writings, Vermes states simply that since Jesus did not comply with the main requisites
of Judaism's common messianic hope, "he did not feel the title applied to him."

Vermes's views on Jesus' awareness of a messianic role are consistent with his stand-
point on that most baffling of gospel problems, Jesus' use of the phrase "son of man."
Here he draws a series of conclusions—based on a study of Aramaic usage of the expres-
sion—which have prompted a reassessment by New Testament scholars.”” In summary,
his main conclusions are these: (1) "son of man" in the Galilean Aramaic of Jesus' time is
used as a circumlocution for "I"; and Jesus himself employed it frequently in that

seeing Jesus' words in Mk. 7:15-19 as constituting "a break with the dietary regulations of
the Torah even apart from Mark's editorial comment, 'Thus he declared all foods clean.'"

72 Jesus . . . Judaism, p. 46.

73bid., p. 47.

“Ibid.

2Ibid.

76 Jesus the Jew, pp. 1331,

771bid., p. 149.

78uThe Gospel without Christology," in A. E. Harvey (ed.), God Incarnate: Story and
Belief (London: SPCK, 1981), p. 67.

No less a scholar than F. F. Bruce comments in a review of Jesus . . . Judaism: "As
for the 'son of man' debate, no one can now participate in it with any hope of a respectful
hearing who does not take full account of Dr. Vermes' contribution to it" (JJS 35 [1984]
106).
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sense;go (2) the "one like a son of man" of Dan 7:13 is not an individual but refers collec-
tively to "the saints of the Most High";°" (3) even when the son of man of Daniel
acquired Messianic associations, as in Ethiopic Enoch, it did not become a title or a form
of self designation;®“ (4) there is no evidence that the gospel passages referring directly
or indirectly to Dan 7:13 (e.g., Mark 8:38, 13:26, 14:62 and pars.) may be traced back to
Jesus. It was his "apocalyptically-minded Galilean disciples" who took this indirect self-
designation, "son of man," and eschatologized it through a Midrash on the Daniel pas-
sage.

The strongest evidence Vermes presents to support points three and four is a statis-
tical table of son-of-man uses which indicates that most of the Markan instances (10 of
13) are non-Danielic, while those in the later gospels of Matthew and Luke are split fairly
evenly.

These conclusions departed from prevailing views. This was especially true of
Vermes's idea that "son of man" meant only one thing for the Jesus of history: an individ-
ual referring to himself indirectly. Both Bultmann and Giinther Bornkamm—while main-
taining that Jesus did not identify himself with the eschatological Son of Man—thought
Jesus made reference to this figure and linked his work to the Son of Man's eventual
appearance.85 On the Jewish side, Flusser goes even further when he states that Jesus,
though at first expecting another, eventually identified himself with the coming Son of
Man.26 Vermes, though, has remained firm in his view that Jesus intended nothing Mes-
sianic or apocalyptic in using "son of man."87 In support, he cites C. H. Dodd "who did
not hesitate in 1970 to re-adjust a life-time of exegesis" so that it could be squared with
the latest Aramaic data on the subject. 8 Dodd, however, while adopting Vermes's theory
up to a point, also thinks Jesus used "son of man" to suggest ". . . , without saying it in so
many words, that he was fulfilling a role [that of 'prophetic Servant of the Lord'] which
would be recognized by those sensitive to his message."

The key question, though, is this: if Jesus' "apocalyptically-minded Galilean discigles"
were capable of interpreting "son of man" in a messianic sense, was not Jesus also? 01t
might be more probable that the disciples created the midrash on Dan 7:13 in light of
their Easter faith, but the other alternative cannot be ruled out as easily as Vermes
would like. -

A second objection raised to his son-of-man position concerns the dating of the
Aramaic parallels used to support it. His principal critic, Joseph A. Fitzmyer, has serious
problems with Vermes's appeal to "the relics of the Galilean dialect, closest in time to

80 Jesus the Jew, pp. 168, 182.
811bid., pp. 1691,
821id., p. 176.

Ibid., pp. 185f. See Vermes's parallel conclusions in appendix E of the third edition
of Matthew Black's An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1967), pp. 310-28.

Sy siis thie Jew, ppa L7381,

85Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (ET: New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1934), pp.
123f,; Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (ET: New York: Harper & Row, 1960), pp. 175-78.

Jesus, pp. 103{.

87 Jesus . . . Judaism, pp- 89-99.

88 Jesus the Jew, p. 98.

89 The Founder of Christianity (New York: Macmillan, 1970), pp. 111{.

90p, Black, "Jesus and the Son of Man," Journal for the Study of the New Testament
1 (1977) 16.
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the gospels, the Palestinian Talmud and similar Galilean Rabbinic sour(:es."91 For it is
here that Vermes finds several examples of bar nash(a), "(the) son of man," and a parallel
expression hahu gabra, "that man," which, he argues, demonstrate their use as circum-
locutional refer ences to the self. Fitzmyer raises the following specific objections:
(1) how can the Palestinian Talmud and related material be considered closer in time to
the Gospels than the corpus of Palestinian Aramaic texts of the first two centuries
C.E.?”7“ (2) How is it possible to sort out the "relics" of Vermes's presumably first-
century Galilean dialect from the actual Aramaic of the Palestinian Talmud which dates,
at the earliest, from the middle of the fourth century?

Vermes's response to Fitzmyer is twofold: (1) He acceBts Fitzmyer's approach in the
abstract—it would be preferable to use earlier Aramaic % material if it were of the
appropriate type and available in sufficient quantity.95 (2) But the material assembled by
Fitzmyer and Harrington in their Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts (Middle Aramaic)
is limited, according to Vermes, in terms of sample size, vocabulary and literary types.
Consequently, with the Greek expression ho huios tou anthrépou ("the son of man") the
following dilemma arises for someone following Fitzmyer's direction: all agree that the
expression is a first-century C.E. Aramaism, but the rabbinic material has been ruled out
of bounds, and the earlier (Middle Aramaic) material offers scant comparisons. So "the
gospel inter%reter is condemned to a stalemate" in terms of shedding light on the son-of-
man puzzle. 6

Much in Vermes's approach depends on the ability to find early material in the rab-
binic literature. Jacob Neusner has written wisely that a fourth-century rabbinic source,
for example, must be seen primarily as a witness to the prevailing viewpoints of that
century and only secondarily as evidence for the ideas of earlier periods.”” One has to
ask—in light of Fitzmyer's commments, and to a lesser degree Neusner's—whether Vermes
isn't seeking more from these third- to fifth-century rabbinic texts, especially on the
son-of-man issue, than they are able to yield.

Finally, there appears to be a small inconsistency in Vermes's rebuttal of a possible
titular use of "son of man" in 4 Ezra 13:3 (which some have used as proof that it was so
employed in Jesus' time). He notes correctly that 4 Ezra dates from after the Temple's
destruction in 70 C.E. and is conditioned by that event, but then adds: "Its evidence is
consequently of more relevance to an understanding of the origins of Christianity than to
Jesus and his time."?% In effect, we are supposed to permit Vermes to use rabbinical
evidence written 200 to 400 years after Jesus' time—which is conditioned by numerous

9 Jesus . . . Judaism, pp. 93f. Vermes claims that the dialectical peculiarities of this
material "predate the period of their codification" (ibid) but does not substantiate this.

Fitzmyer, "Another View of the "Son of Man' Debate," Journal for the Study of the
New Testament 4 (1979) 61. The "corpus" he refers to is found for the most part in
Fitzmyer and D. J. Harrington, A Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts: Second Century
B.C.—Second Century A.D.BibOr 34 (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1978).

92’Fitzmyer, "'Son of Man' Debate," 61.

Technically, this is Middle Aramaic (200 B.C.E.—200 C.E.) as opposed to Late
Aramaic of the Palestinian Talmud and the Midrashic and targumic material (200—700
C.E.).

S Jesus . . . Judaism, pp. 77f., 931.
%Ibid., p. 93. See Morton Smith's review of Black's Aramaic Approach to the Gospel
and Acts in which he defends Vermes's approach (JBL 90 [1971] 2471.).

"The Use of the Later Rabbinic Evidence for the Study of First-Century Phari-
saism," in William S. Green (ed.) Approaches to Ancient Judaism: Theory and Practice
(Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1978), p. 219.

Jesus the Jew, p. 173.
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political events, including the Temple's destruction—in support of his reading of the
Gospels. But we are to refrain from using a text like 4 Ezra 13, written about 75 years
after Jesus to shed light on the historical Jesus.

4. Jesus' Place within Judaism

Vermes calls Jesus a "Galilean Hasid"?? (devout person) who took his place within the
miracle-working tradition of charismatic Judaism. This tradition originated with Elijah
and Elisha and derived not from the possession of secret powers but immediate contact
with God.100

Vermes compares Jesus to two of these charismatics in particular. The first is Honi,
a figure of the first century B.C.E., whom both the Mishnah and Josephus describe as
successfully beseeching God to send rain during a drought. Josephus reports he was
murdered by followers of Hyrcanus II after he refused to place a curse on Aristobulus II,
Hyrcanus' brother and rival claimant for the Hasmonean throne.

While Honi may have had Galilean roots, the other figure, Hanina ben Dosa, defi-
nitely did. A disciple of Johanan ben Zakkai, his career parallels Jesus' in his working
miracles, scorning riches and stressing moral rather than ritual concerns.

These charismatics, according to Vermes, were not liked by the Pharisees because of
their relativizing of matters of observance. Since halakhah would become the corner-
stone of rabbinic Judaism, Jesus, Hanina and the other "Devout" were "slowly but surely
squeezed out beyond the pale of true respectability."

Despite Vermes's grouping of Jesus with the "holy miracle-workers of Galilee," he
concludes Jesus the Jew by declaring that "no objective and enlightened student of the
Gospels can help but be struck by the incomparable superiority of Jesus."

The message of Jesus, according to Vermes, flows out of his Galilean Hasidic back-
ground. He was motivated by a central vision of God as King and Father and endeavored
to live "as a son of God, and to show to the repentant and the receptive how to live
similarly."103 His understanding of his obligations to God and the pressures of the
"eschatologico-apocalyptic world-view" he had inherited gave a quality of urgency and
complete self-dedication to his religious program. This single-mindedness, in fact,
explains "Jesus' total lack of interest in the economic and political realities of his
age." It is his "unceasing struggle to reproduce in himself, in his dealings with the
world, the attributes of the Heavenly Father" that impresses Vermes as Jesus' unique
contribution to the world as a source of inspiration and model of holiness.

5. Vermes: An Assessment

a. The Jewishness of Jesus

Both the title and content of Jesus the Jew have caused a renewed awareness among
New Testament scholars that Jesus must be viewed in his essential Jewishness to be
understood historically. A case in point is Gerard Sloyan in his fine new book, Jesus in

99 Jesus . . . Judaism, p. 11.
100 resus the Jew, p-69:
Olypid., p. 82.

102hid., p. 224.

i?ﬁ"Gospels without Christology," p. 67. Cp. Jesus . . . Judaism, pp. 48-54.

qJesus . . . Judaism, p. 50.
"Gospels without Christology," p. 67.
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Focus! 06 He describes Jesus as "a Jew to the core of his belng,"107 as a "Hasid"198 and
as "an itinerant preacher committed to the restoration of Jewish life under the law.n109
He demonstrates, in addition, the sort of familiarity with rabbinic writings Vermes
regards as indispensable in Gospel scholars. And his portrait of the Jewish people and
their land is very positive.

What a contrast this is from Bornkamm's famous Jesus of Nazareth which first
appeared in German nearly thirty years ago. He says nothing about Jesus' Jewishness
except that he "belongs to this [Jewish] world," but "is of unmistakable otherness."! 10 He
describes the Judaism of Jesus' time as a "perversion" of the religion of ancient Israel, a
"formalistic legalizing of the law, and a corresponding detailed technique of piety" which
contrasted sharply with Jesus' message of the divine will. Much has changed in the
climate of scholarship since this was written. Vermes cannot, of course, be given all the
credit for the change, but students of the historical Jesus will need to take serious
account of his insights before proceeding further.

b. The Method of Investigation

Vermes does historical Jesus studies in a new style: with a profound grasp of the
Jewish literature of the era, with attention to the common roots of the New Testament
and the rabbinic literature, with the fresh idea of seeking the ipsissimus sensus Jesu
rather than the ipsissima verba—Jesus' thought instead of his actual words.

c. The Galilean Milieu

No prior investigation of Jesus in history situates him so clearly as not simply a first-
century Jew of the land of Israel, but as a Galilean rather than a Judean. Thus, Jesus'
conflicts with the Judean Pharisees, his stress on purity of intention, his unsophisticated
approach to theological issues, and his charismatic program of healings and exorcisms
make sense in terms of his roots in the Galil, the other region.

d. The "Son of Man"

As previously noted, Vermes has forced scholars to rethink the meaning of "son of
man" in the Gospels and "consigned' to dust that enormous body of literature which treats
Jesus' assumption of the dignity 'son of man' as the key to his understanding of his place
and mission."

Sloyan's treatment of "son of man" reflects Vermes's influence where he states that
Jesus did not have the book of Daniel in mind when using the expression and was simply
saying "this man" or "L"

1065 htitle: A Life in Its Setting, (Mystic, CT: Twenty-Third Publications, 1983). See
also Ian Wilson's popular treatment, Jesus: The Evidence (New York: Harper & Row,
1984) which quotes Vermes extensively and has a chapter entitled "Jesus the Jew."

7Ibid., p. 1.

1081, p. 50.

1091pi4., p. 19.

110 jesus of Nazareth, p. 56.

Ulypid,, pp. 37, 40.

112n,0id Daube, review of Jesus the Jew in JJS 25 (1974) 334,

13 Jesus in Focus, p. 75.
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e. Jesus the Religious Genius

What shines through all of Vermes's probings of Jesus is an admiration for his reli-
glous greatness, his "incomparable superiority" to other Galilean charismatics and his
singleminded dedication to the imitation of God. Jesus is "neither the Christ of the
Church, nor the apostate and bogey-man of Jewish popular tradition."} 1% For Vermes,
rather, he is a Jewish religious genius and perhaps, though he never says so as such, the
greatest the Jewish people ever produced. Clearly, Vermes has done much to reclaim
Jesus for Judaism. Yet, in the process, he has sharpened the vision of Christian scholars
to pursue their own studies of the historical Jesus against a fuller background.

114 resus the Jew,p. 17.




Jesus” “Age Thirty Transition”
A Psychohistorical Probe

John W. Miller
Conrad Grebel College, University of Waterloo

Introduction

Recent studies have emphasized the importance for a deepened understanding of
Jesus' mission, of a correct interpretation of certain prior transitional events which
occurred soon after he left his parental home: his baptism, temptations and temporary
association with John the Baptist, above all.l However, in the investigations to date not
much attention has been paid to Lukes suggestion that he might have been "about thirty
years old" at the time (Luke 3: 23), even though we now realize (thanks to developmental
psychology) that abrupt changes of this kind frequently occur in men's lives right_at this
point, for reasons that are inherent to the process of becoming a mature adult. Might
then an inquiry into this facet of Jesus' life, in this light, sharpen our perceptions of what
he was contending with at this time and thereby enrich our picture of him at maturity?

1Regarding this see especially Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology, Part
One: The Proclamation of Jesus (London: SCM, 1971), pp. 42-56; Ben Meyer, The Aims of
Jesus (London: SCM, 1979), pp. 115-128 and Paul Hollenbach, "The Conversion of Jesus:
From Jesus the Baptizer to Jesus the Healer," Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen
Welt, ed. Wolfgang Haase, II, 55 (Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1982), pp. 196-
219.

20n the basis of papyri evidence (where ages are often given in multiples of five)
Henry J. Cadbury, "Some Lukan Expressions of Time (Lexical Notes on Luke-Acts VII),"
JBL 82 (1963) 275-76, suggests that Luke's "about thirty" was meant to convey that Jesus
was between 25 and 35 at this time. )

For the research on adult transitions generally see especially Erik Erikson's two
seminal essays: "Eight Ages of Man," Chapter 7, in Childhood and Society, 2d ed. (New
York: W. W. Norton, 1963), pp. 247-274, and "Human Strength and the Cycle of Genera-
tions," in Insight and Responsibility (New York: W. W. Norton, 1964), pp. 111-134. For the
pioneering account of "the Age Thirty Transition" see Daniel J. Levinson et al., The
Seasons of a Man's Life (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1978), pp. 71-135. The essays in The
Course of Life: Psychoanalytic Contributions Toward Understanding Personality Develop-
ment, III: Adulthood and the Aging Process, ed. S. I. Greenspan and G. H. Pollock
(Adelphi, Maryland: NIMH, 1980) are also relevant.

The importance of utilizing psychological insights in historical Jesus research is
astutely analyzed and defended by John Mclntyre, The Shape of Christology (London:
SCM, 1966), pp. 114-143. For a review of psychohistorical research generally, see
William J. Gilmore, Psychohistorical Inquiry: A Comprehensive Research Bibliography
(New York & London: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1984). Among the sporadic attempts at
understanding Jesus in this light the following may be mentioned: Georges Berguer, Some
Aspects of the Life of Jesus from the Psychological and Psycho-analytic Point of View
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An answer, I suggest, will depend on our response to three additional questions:
(1) What in fact is it that is now known about the developmental issues facing men gener-
ally at this stage of their lives? (2) Is what is known generally, based as it is on studies of
men in modern societies, at all relevant to an understanding of someone living as long
ago in another culture as did Jesus? (3) What can be said about the Jesus of history that
might be at all germane to such an inquiry?

In the paragraphs that follow I will try to address each of these questions and con-
clude with a few comments regarding the contemporary relevance of such a psycho-
historical probe.

The "Age Thirty Transition"

What then in general is known about the transitions men often experience at this
time of their lives? It was Daniel Levinson's careful study of a cross-section of forty
American men that first alerted us to the unique importance of "about thirty" as a spe-
cific s’tage.5 Building on the life-stage research of Freud, Jung and especially Erikson,
Levinson sought through in-depth "biographical interviews" to gain a fuller picture of
what these men had experienced during their adult years from 17 to 45. Since he began
his study predisposed to the traditional notion that a crucial transition in adult life
occurs around 40, the discovery that already earlier equally significant transitions often
take place was somewhat surprising. More specifically he observed that already during
their twenties and early thirties these men typically approached adulthood in two clearly
distinguishable phases: an initial more casual, exploratory mode, during their early and
middle twenties, when a first provisional life structure was fashioned, but then a more
serious, urgent mode, during their later twenties and early thirties—followed by the
making of stronger commitments and the forming of deeper roots and a new life struc-
ture.b Between the structures of the first provisional phase and those of the "Settling
Down" period in the early thirties there occurred, Levinson noted, an often turbulent
"Age Thirty Transition." What brought it about, in part at least, it seemed, was a dawning
sense of mortality—the now persistent awareness that life is short and that a start will
have to be made soon, if what one hopes to accomplish in life is going to get done before
it is too late. As a consequence, the structures and achievements of the initial phase
were tested and often found wanting and in need of radical change.

In his discussion of the tasks or objectives that typically engaged these men during
this time of their lives Levinson observed, as had Erikson, the central importance of
establishing a truly meaningful vocational identity, as well as "forming love relationships,
marriage and family."® The wider significance of the latter had been especially stressed
by Erikson, for it was through this, he had written, that "generativity" emerges, that

(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1923; Anton Boisen, The Exploration of the
Inner World: A Study of Mental Disorder and Religious Experience (Willet, Clark & Co.,
1936; reprint ed., Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1971), pp. 125-141;
R. S. Lee, Freud and Christianity (Hammondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin, 1948);
Erik Erikson, "The Galilean Sayings and the Sense of 'I'" The Yale Review 70 (Spring
1981): 321-362; Paul C. Vitz and John Gartner, "Christianity and Psychoanalysis, Part 1:
Jesus as the Anti-Oedipus," Journal of Psychology and Theology 12 (1984): 4-14. No one
to date, so far as I know, has made use of Levinson's research to this end.

SLevinson, Seasons, pp. 71-135.

S1bid., p. 84.

7Ibid., p. 85.
81bid., pp. 101-110.
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quality of "caring for" or "taking care of" (that which has been generated) which is so
essential to the life and well-being of the succeeding generation.

But two additional issues surfaced in Levinson's research as of equal importance. In
one way or another, he noted, all the men he had interviewed were preoccupied during
their Age Thirty Transitions with what he termed "forming a Dream and giving it a place
in the life structure," as well as with "forming mentor relationships" that would assist
them in this. This Dream, Levinson wrote, had "the quality of a vision, an imagined
possibility that generates excitement and vitality."*" At the beginning of the Age Thirty
Transition it was often still poorly articulated or encased in grandiose aspirations only
tenuously connected to reality (as in the myth of the hero). But whatever the form, he
observed, the Age Thirty Transition was experienced as a time when it was urgent to
define this Dream and live it out quite concretely. Therefore, the extent to which the
initial life structure was "consonant with and infused by the Dream, or opposed to it" was
a matter of great consequence, for if the Dream had remained unconnected to their
lives, Levinson wrote, it might simply die, and with it their sense of "aliveness and pur-
pose."

While mentoring relationships have long been recognized as important to emotional
development earlier in life (during adolescence, for example), Levinson's research indi-
cated they were crucial as well during the Age Thirty Transition. Ideally the mentor at
this stage in life is neither parent or crypto-parent, he noted, but a slightly older peer
who fosters the young adult's development "by believing in him, sharing the youthful
Dream and giving it his blessing, helping to define the newly emerging self in its newly
discovered world, and creating a space in which the [young man can work on a reasonably
satisfactory life structure that contains the Dream." 2

For a few men the Age Thirty Transition went smoothly, writes Levinson (although
all of the men he interviewed experienced significant changes), but for the great major-
ity this period was extremely stressful—like a man alone in the water between two
islands, unable to move one way or the other and on the verge of drowning.”” A man's
difficulties may be accentuated "by specific aspects of his situation—economic reces-
sion, discrimination, the rivalries of a highly competitive world—and by his own emo-
tional problems of committing himself to an occupation, relating to women and separat-
ing from parents."

Relevance

To what extent are these observations, based as they are on the experience of men in
twentieth century North America, valid for a deepened understanding of a historic figure
like Jesus, living as he did in first century Palestine? As noted, a heightened sense of
mortality and urgency to do something authentic while there is yet time appears to be a
critical factor in the changes that occur in this period. This could be related to the fact
that bodily maturation, along with reproductive capacities, reach their peak in humans in
their mid-twenties, after which a slow physical decline sets in. If so, this in itself would
suggest that a species-wide genetic clock, and not culture alone, may be a triggering
factor in the Age Thirty Transition.”” However, that men in all cultures do in fact expe-

duEight Ages," pp. 266-68.
Seasons, p. 91.
Upid., p. 92.
12154, p. 99.
ypid., p. 86.
L1bid., p. 82.
1511 his analysis of this possibility Levinson (ibid., pp. 326-30) cites the research of
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rience this time of their lives in analogous ways is as yet hard to verify, Levinson admits.
And yet, he points out, there are a number of texts from a variety of cultures that seem
at least to allude to this. In the talmudic "Sayings of the Fathers," for example, the
stages of life from 5 to 100 are carefully outlined and thirty is mentioned as the time in
life when "full strength" is attained (Avoth V, 24). Likewise in a Confucian text (Ana-
lects, Book II) Confucius himself traces the stages of his life from 15 to 70 and says of
his thirtieth year that it was then that he had planted his feet "firm upon the ground."
Thirty is also mentioned by Solon of Greece (in a similar sketch of the life-cycle) as "the
season for courting and begetting sons who will preserve and continue his line.""> In
Israel thirty was specified as the lower limit for the census of those fit to bear arms who
were liable for service in the temple (Num #4). Among the Jewish sectarians at Qumran a
man was eligible for communal office at twenty-five, but it was not until thirty that he
was deemed ready to render judgments or function as a tribal commissioner (Manual of
Discipline for the Future Congregation of Israel). A scattering of anecdotal data adds
color to these transcultural hints. To the famous incident of Gautama Buddha's life-
changing encounter with suffering and death at twenty-nine may be added as examples
from biblical tradition alone (apart from Jesus) the allusions to Age Thirty type transi-
tions in the lives of Jos%ph (Gen 41:46), David (2 Sam 5:4), Ezekiel (1:1) and possibly
Moses, Hosea and Isaiah.l

This does not mean, obviously, that there are no differences at all in the process of
becoming an adult in modern America and the small first-century Galilean village where
Jesus grew up. Life, we imagine, was much simpler then than today and the social struc-
tures shaping adult transitions firmer and more stable. Were we to imagine, however,
that our world and his were too different in this respect, a single story, Jesus' parable of
the Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-32), should remind us that then too becoming an adult was
not easy. In any case, neither the rebellious prodigal of this story, who left home, nor his
obedient brother, who stayed behind, reached adulthood, it seems, in a single bound. The
Prodigal had first to explore being an adult in the wider world, before returning to his
father's farm, ostensibly to settle down there; his elder brother, while remaining home,
was also not altogether content with his initial choice (as his bitter complaint about his
father's treatment of him at the time of his younger brother's return reveals). The rele-
vance of contemporary life-stage research to the experience of a first-century Jew is
hardly thereby proven. It does suggest that its heuristic value ought not to be summarily
dismissed either.

Jesus' Age Thirty Transition

But granted the possible relevance of this data, how much do our sources for the life
of Jesus actually tell us that might be germane to this theme? Factual information
regarding Jesus' life during his childhood, adolescence and young adulthood is of course
notoriously scarce. Indeed, even the few accounts we do have of his birth and adoles-
cence are regarded suspiciously by most historians. However, there is no reason to doubt
Luke's reference to him as his parents' firstborn (Luke 2:7), nor that his family eventually

biologist G. P. Bidder into the growth-limiting mechanism of senescence and its impact
on the evolution of the human life cycle.

6Regarding these texts, see ibid., pp. 324-26. For the text from Solon Levinson cites
as his source A. L. Vischer in Old Age: Its Compensation and Rewards (Macmillan, 1947),
p. 121

17 As the references to marriage and the birth of their first children would suggest,
Moses must have been about this same age when he fled Egypt (Exod 2:21-22) and Hosea
and Isaiah when they were called to be prophets (Hos 1:2-9; Isa 7:3; 8:3).
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included four younger brothers and several sisters (Mark 3:31-35; 6:3).18 Nor need we
question that his father was a carpenter (Matt 13: 55), or that Jesus too worked at that
trade (Mark 6:3). This does not mean, however, that he was a simple village carpenter,
necessarily, or poor, as often imagined. Buchanan has sought to demonstrate that "car-
penter" might also mean "contractor" and that Paul's allusion to his having once been rich
(2 Cor 8:9) could be historical.l? 1f so, this would be congruent with the preponderance of
middle class figures who people his parables: owners of vineyards with managerial wor-
ries (Matt 20:1-16); fathers with wealth to be distributed (Luke 15:11-32); traveling
merchants (Luke 10:29-37; Matt 13:45-46); farmers with servants (Matt 13:24-30; 24:45-
51); rich entrepreneurs (Luke 16:1-9a).“” It would also help to explain the ease with
which he associated with tax collectors and other upper-class types. Perhaps, then, he
was not only a craftsman in wood, but built houses (Matt 7:24-27/Luke 6:47-49) and
towers (Luke 14:28-30) and had men working under him.

But why, then, by thirty had he not married and founded a family? Some have argued
that he had, on the basis that it is inconceivable in an age where marriage by twenty was
virtually mandatory that he would not have.“* Yet the silence of our sources regarding
wife and children is deafening and can hardly be construed otherwise than that there
were none. However, the possible reasons for this ought to be canvassed more carefully
than they generally are. Virtually all discussions of this topic focus on the motives Jesus
might have had at thirty for remaining single.““ But the Talmud states that it was the
father's responsibility to see that his son got married and to do this while the son was
young and amenable to the father's advice.“” Were traditions of this kind at all in vogue

18145 Wilson, Jesus: The Evidence (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1984), p. 71, sug-
gests that the coming of the family to Capernaum to try to compel him to return (Mark
2:19b-213 3:31-35) may imply a prior leadership role consistent with the point of view
that he was the legitimate elder son. As to whether the brothers and sisters mentioned
were children of Mary or of Joseph only, see Mary in the New Testament, eds. Raymond
Brown, Karl Donfried, Joseph Fitzmyer, John Reumann (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978), pp.
65-72,

9George Wesley Buchanan, "Jesus and the Upper Classes," Nowum Testamentum, VII
(1964/65): 195-209. Buchanan cites two examples from the Iliad where "carpenter"
(tektdn) means "contractor." Regarding 2 Cor 8:9, he notes (among other things) that,
contrary to the traditional interpretation, Paul did not customarily appeal to the incarna-
tion when urging Christians to follow a pattern of ethical behavior, but more than once
referred to sharing material goods in exchange for spiritual benefits. )

Further to the way the Gospel parables contribute to a portrait of the Jesus of
history, see my "Jesus's Personality as Reflected in His Parables," in The New Way of
Jesus, ed. William Klassen (Newton, Kansas: Faith and Life, 1980), pp. 56-72.

2iFor a defense of this thesis see William Phipps, Was Jesus Married? (New York:
Harper and Row, 1971), and The Sexuality of Jesus(New York: Harper and Row, 1973).

225ee for example Gerard Sloyan, Jesus in Focus: A Life in Its Setting (Mystic, Con-
necticut: Twenty-third Publications, 1983), pp. 129-132; lan Wilson, Jesus: The Evidence
(London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson), 1984, pp. 96-97; George Wesley Buchanan, Jesus the
King and His Kingdom (Macon: Mercer University Press, 1984), pp. 184-190, all of whom
address the issue solely in the light of what Jesus might have thought at the time of his
mission.

In Kiddushin 29a it is stated that "the father is bound in respect of his son, to cir-
cumcise, redeem, teach him Torah, take a wife for him, and teach him a craft. Some say,
to teach him to swim too." In Kiddushin 30a it is reported that "Raba said to R. Nathan b.
Ammi: Whilst your hand is yet upon your son's neck, [marry him], viz., between sixteen
and twenty-two. Others state, between eighteen and twenty four."
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among the Jews of Jesus' day (and there is no reason to think otherwise), the question
would then be not so much why Jesus at thirty had not yet married, but why his father,
much earlier, had failed to make arrangements to this end.

A likely answer is that he had died before the time had come when it would have
been appropriate to have done so. That Jesus' father died prior to Jesus' mission at thirty
is almost certain, for he is missing from all the accounts of this perlod—even those
where members of his family are explicitly identified (Mark 3:31-35; 6:1 -6).2% David
Flusser comments that it is his impression that this death took place quite early in Jesus'
life, when he was still "quite a child. 25 Byt that would not have been possible were it
true that there were six younger siblings (or more), as Mark 6:3 implies. In that case
Jesus might have been a teenager at the time. That Jesus was still unmarried at thirty
suggests that this death occurred during his early teens, before the time had arrived
when a marriage would have certainly been arranged for him, were his father still alive.

According to the traditions of his times, Jesus would have then become, as eldest
son, head of his deceased father's family.26 And with this possibility we arrive at what
might well have been the most important factor of all in Jesus' personal development
during his growing-up years. The loss of a father by anyone at any time in life is a diffi-
cult experience. The loss of a father by an eldest son in a relatively large first-century
Jewish family during his early teens must have been traumatic. Can we imagine what
some of the more obvious consequences of such a death might have been for such a son
under such circumstances? While admittedly conjectural, the attempt to do so may shed
light on several otherwise puzzling features of the life of the "about thirty" year old
Jesus.

To begin with, if it is true that prior to his father's death Jesus was indeed working
with him in carpentry (or contracting), as the Gospels intimate, it would now fall to his
lot to shoulder this trade by himself, for he will have become his family's chief means of
support. Not just financially, however, but in other ways too the leadership once vested
in his father would now gravitate towards him. This could be a stimulus to the develop-
ment of latent talents. He would have to learn quickly how to care for and manage in an
efficient, competent manner.

2414 is also for this reason, most likely, that Jesus is referred to as "son of Mary"
(Mark 6:3). See Brown, et al., eds., Mary, p. 64. For a contrary opinion see Morton Smith,
Jesus the Magician (New York: Harper & Row, 1978), pp. 26-27.

Jesus (New York: Herder and Herder, 1969), p. 17. He cites no evidence in support
of this opinion.

6For a similar conclusion, see Milo Connick, Jesus: The Man, the Mission, and the
Message, 2nd ed. (Englewood: Prentice-Hall, 1974), p. 131, and Wilson, Jesus, p. 71. On
the responsibilities and privileges of first-born sons in Near Eastern culture, ancient and
mod%n, see J. Milgrom, "First-born," in IDBS, pp. 337-338.

Parental loss as a factor in high achievement has been carefully investigated by J.
Marvin Eisenstadt, "Parental Loss and Genius," American Psychologist (1978): 211-223. In
a study of 573 "eminent individuals" he discovered that parental loss among this group
was at a significantly earlier age than among the general population. Surprisingly, the
statistics for this group were similar to the age of parental loss among psychotic,
severely depressed, or suicidal patients. The reason, he concluded, is that a child faced
by the loss of one or both parents is suddenly compelled to master a new environment.
For some this challenge may prove to be overwhelming, leading to mental and emotional
breakdown. But others are able to respond by going through what Eisenstadt calls a
process of "creative mourning" and "overcompensation." The potential genius, he writes,
translates this struggle for mastery, following the death of a parent, into a personal
development that leads to a high degree of competency in an occupational field.
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On the other hand, such a demanding role may pose certain risks or "temptations" as
well. To become suddenly "father" in a world in which it would still be normal to be "son"
sets the stage for a reawakening of Oedipal ambivalence. A son might respond with a
sense of over-responsibility or grandiosity. In any case, an inner debate is sure to rage
over which is to have priority and for how long: remaining as head of his father's family
or founding one of his own, concern for his father's wife or finding a wife of his own, care
of his father's children or having children of his own? As a result, personal plans for
marriage are almost sure to be postponed beyond the time ordinarily set for them (as I
have personally observed in the case of several Middle Eastern and North American men
in similar circumstances).28 As time goes on such a son's relation to his mother may
prove to be especially problematical, as she, on her part, tries to cope with her own
needs and frustrations by leaning more and more on this highly resourceful first-born.
This will not only intensify his ambivalence, but acerbate sibling rivalries. A welter of
yet other emotions may accompany these developments: anger at the premature loss of
his father, guilt at taking his place, fear of going too far or not far enough in this com-
plex new role, idealization of the lost father, anxiety over unknown catastrophes yet to
come.

To summarize, the available evidence, while meager, strongly suggests that during
his adolescence Jesus, as eldest son, became the head of his father's family, because of
his father's death. An especially significant consequence of this would be that, while
vocationally successful, he would not be free at the appointed time to marry and found a
family of his own. As can be readily gathered from the fact that at "about thirty" he left
his parental family, quite abruptly it seems, to join the masses who were going to the
Jordan to be baptized there, he would have been, during these years, increasingly uneasy
and dissatisfied with the course his life was taking. Clearly, he would not yet have ful-
filled his"Dream."

Jesus at Maturity

A hypothesis is only as good as its power to illuminate perplexing data. Does the
developmental scenario just outlined do this? In this section of the essay I will try to
indicate a few of the ways I think it does and conclude with several comments regarding
how looking at Jesus in this light may serve to highlight certain otherwise neglected
features of his life and mission.

An especially puzzling aspect of the Gospel portraits of Jesus at thirty are refer-
ences to tensions that seem to have existed at this stage of his life between himself and
his mother, brothers and sisters. His brothers did not believe in him, the fourth Gospel
reports (John 7:5), and Mark 3:19b-21 states that at one point during the height of his
public mission his family thought him "beside himself" and were determined to seize him

2810 one instance a son whose father was killed in a farming accident, when he was
an adolescent, told me that the dilemma he felt over how long to remain at home was
only resolved when his mother remarried. He was already twenty-five at the time, but "it
was as though a burden had been lifted from my shoulders," he said, and it was this that
gave him the emotional freedom soon thereafter to marry and establish a home of his
own.

9Concerning these and other "common reactions" to the departure of a father from
the home (whether through death or divorce) see William Lammers, Jr., "The Absent
Father," in Fathering, Fact or Fable?, ed. Edward Stein (Nashville: Abingdon, 1977), pp.
75-76.
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and bring him back home.30 We are then also told, as a sequel, that on their visit to his
headquarters at Capernaum, ostensibly to carry out their plan, Jesus would not even see
them, but sharply distanced himself from them when he said: "Who are my mother and
my brothers? Here are my mother and my brothers! Whoever does the will of God is my
brother, and sister, and mother" (Mark 3:33-35).”" Additional hints of this estrangement
may be found in the report of his abortive visit to Nazareth (Mark 6:1-6a), as well as
those sayings that stress the absolute priority of doing God's will over family ties (Matt
10:36; Luke 9:60/Matt 8:22; Luke 11:28; 12:51-52; 14:26; 18:29b-30). The pathos of this
unexpected development is summed up in John's Gospel: "He came to his own home, and
his own people received him not" (John 1:11).

All this is consistent, I suggest, with the developmental scenario just outlined. Few
situations in life are as demanding and emotionally complex as that of a son caught up in
the necessity of assuming his father's role with his mother and her family. If his mother,
brothers and sisters were mystified, at this time, by his radical shift in loyalty from their
family to God's family and thought him "beside himself," then this only means that they
(and the mother especially, perhaps), like others in their predicament, were more attuned
to their own needs and necessities than to his.

John the Baptist's role in Jesus' life may also come into sharper focus in this light. Of
no one else, it would appear, did Jesus speak so exuberantly. John is a prophet, Jesus is
quoted as saying, yes, more than a prophet (a superprophet), indeed the greatest man who
ever lived (Matt 11:9, 11/Luke 7:26, 28). Yet, after briefly working with John in Judaea,
even, perhaps, baptizing as John did (John 3:22), he returns to Galilee (John #4:3) and
there continued his mission in a manner increasingly unique to himself. While tradition-
ally regarded as Jesus' forerunner, John's part in Jesus' Age Thirty Transition also corre-
sponds precisely to that of the mentor who helps to awaken and realize the still latent
"Dream."3? John's person and preaching were, our sources suggest, the catalyst Jesus
needed to break free of an increasingly sterile role in his deceased father's family so that
he could fulfill his own unique destiny and mission.

What Jesus is said to have experienced as a consequence of his association with John,
his baptism and temptations especially, may also take on added meaning when looked at
more closely in the context of the Age Thirty Transition. Immediately following his

30For a review of the problems involved in translating Mark 3:19b-21 see Brown, et
al., Mary, pp. 51-58. According to Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew: A Historian's Reading of
the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981; original ed. 1973), p. 33, "the scandalous incon-
gruity of this statement [that his relatives thought him 'beside himself] is the best
guarantee of its historicity. . . ." Further to its relevance for an understanding of the his-
torical Jesus, see Martin Hengel, The Charismatic Leader and His Followers (New York:
Crossroad, 1981; first German edition, 1968), p. 64.
31According to Joseph Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth (London: Allen & Unwin, 1925), p.
280, instead of responding in this manner, "respect for his mother (a prominent trait
among the Jews, ranked in the Ten Commandments on the same level as respect for the
father) required that he should go to her at once. . .."
2The mentor at thirty is invariably "a transitional figure," writes Levinson, Seasons,
p. 99, due to the innate drive of the "age thirty" male to find himself and realize his
destiny. This would suggest that there was no one "root cause" of Jesus' eventual inde-
pendence and differentiation from John, such as the "disconfirmation" of John's eschato-
logical expectations (John Riches, Jesus and the Transformation of Judaism [London:
Darton, Longmann & Todd, 1980], pp. 165, 180) or his exorcisms (Hollenbach, "Conver-
sion," pp. 209-216) or the audition and vision at the time of his baptism (Jeremias, New
Testament Theology, P- 55). These may well have been factors, but at thirty the mentor-
ing relationship is almost always a temporary one.
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baptism, we are told, God became experientially real to Jesus as gracious Father through
divine words of acceptance and approval that broke into his consciousness while he
prayed (Luke 3:21).33 During the temptations that followed he wrestled with Satan over
whether to turn stones into bread, throw himself from the pinnacle of the temple, or rule
the world (Matt 4:1-11/Luke 4:1-13).>* These were, we may conjecture, thaumaturgical
fantasies of a type widely current in his time, for to produce mighty signs and rule the
world were the then prevailing expectations of what the Messiah would do when he
appeared.”? Grandiose thoughts such as these on the part of Jesus would accord with the
fantasies of greatness which, as we have seen, are endemic to the struggle for self-
definition of the Age-Thirty male; in Jesus' case these might have been acerbated by his
assumption of his father's role at the time of his death.”> Nor is it to be doubted that

33The way Matthew's Gospel has changed what was undoubtedly a private audition
("Thou art my beloved son. . ." Mark 1:11/Luke 3:22) into a public event ("This is my
beloved son. . ." Matt 3:17) has been often observed. For a defense of the historicity and
life-changing importance of this experience see especially Jeremias, New Testament
Theology, pp- 51-56; James Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM Press, 1975), pp. 62-
65; Wilson, Jesus, p. 87.

“While it is difficult to imagine who in the early church might have invented stories
of Jesus being tempted by Satan in this manner, an analysis of Jesus' mission points to a
victorious battle over Satan as one of its presuppositions. See fn. 37 below. In defense of
historicity, see also T. W. Manson, The Servant-Messiah: A Study of the Public Ministry
of Jesus (Cambridge University Press, 1953, reissued by Baker Book House, 1977), p. 55;
Vernon McCasland, The Pioneer of Our Faith: A New Life of Jesus (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1964), p. 31; 1. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), pp. 165-168.

Josephus writes in The Jewish War, Book VI, 312 (see Josephus: The Jewish War.
Newly translated with extensive commentary and archaeological backqround illustra-
tions, Gaalya Cornfield, ed. [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982]), that the chief inducement
for the Jewish rebellion against Rome in the years prior to the fall of Jerusalem in 70
A.D., was an "oracle also found in their sacred scriptures, announcing that at that time a
man from their country would become ruler of the world." While Josephus is vague
regarding the relevance of this oracle for an understanding of the various prophetic-mes-
sianic type revolutionaries he describes elsewhere as active during this period (see Book
II, 118, 258-265), it is apparent that there must have been some connection. In II, 259, for
example, these latter are described as "deceivers and imposters, claiming divine inspira-
tion" and as men who "fostered revolutionary changes by inciting the mob to frenzied
enthusiasm and by leading them into the wilderness under the belief that God would show
them omens of freedom there." This is as plausible a background for an understanding of
Jesus' wilderness temptations as could be hoped for. Seen in this light they would appear
to be not "temptations of the Messiah" (as traditionally thought), but temptations to mes-
sianism. In other words, a spiritual ordeal is alluded to in which Jesus (after his encounter
with God as gracious Father at his baptism) came to recognize messianic delusions of
grandeur as Satanic and thrust them from him.

361t is worth noting that Satan in these narratives represents patricidal ambition. He
tempts Jesus to usurp the role of his true Father (God) and rule the world in his stead.
This is precisely the dilemma a son would face in taking charge of a deceased father's
family (as we conjecture Jesus did). Suddenly powerful in a realm where only a short time
before he had been a subordinate, his identity as "son" will inevitably be threatened by
the heady "impossible possibility" of actually taking his rightful father's place. Under-
standably a son in such circumstances will find himself contending with fantasies of
greatness which he knows in his more sober moments are illusory. If he should happen to
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with the help of his baptism and the disclosure experience he had at that time ("Thou art
my beloved son. . .") he was finally able to fight free of these fantasies, reconnect with
the "Father," and experience what it meant to be a trusting "son" once again. Viewed in
this way, something like the battle with Satan described here would help explain Jesus'
unprecedented certainty, during the time of his mission, that Satan_was retreating and
that God's fatherly care was being revealed to the world through him.

Regarding the mission itself, what Erikson has written of Gandhi's achievement at a
similar stage in his life may apply here as well. "The true saints," he writes, in his book
about Gandhi, "are those who transfer the state of householdership to the house of God,
becoming father and mother, brother and sister, son and daughter, to all creation, rather
than of their own issue."38 Erikson was referring to the way Gandhi extended his emerg-
ing sense of generative care from his wife and children to the needs of India during a
time of crisis. If our conjecture is correct, Jesus too had been a "house-holder" of sorts—
not, however, in a family of his own, but in his deceased father's family. As a result both
ripe experience and a pent-up generativity were still waiting to be released. John was the
catalyst, his years as breadwinner and leader of his father's family were the apprentice-
ship, his baptism and temptations were the turning point. Through finally taking matters
into his own hands, going out to John and being set free thereby of his past, he was poised
and ready now to create a family that was truly his—one born, however, not of flesh, nor
of blood, nor of human will, but of God (John 1:13).

The focus of his mission, initially at least, was "the lost sheep of the house of Israel"
(Matt 10:6)—the sick, the sinners (Mark 2:16-17), the "little ones" (Mark 9:42), the
"simple ones" (Matt 11:25/Luke 10:21), or the "poor" (Luke 6: 205 7:22/Matt 11:5), as he
preferred to call them. Their numbers were large, for the times were out of joint. Gen-
tiles occupied the Israelite homeland and to many God seemed distant. Only a dedicated
few could live up to the hi§h standards of God's Torah and find meaning. The rest lived in
a religious twilight zone. 9 The result was that they frequently suffered from guilt,
sickness, confusion or worse. 0 Obviously Jesus' own life experience had prepared him to
understand this condition well. All that we know about him during this phase of his life
testifies to his swift, uncanny insight into the inner world of these disaffiliated ones.
Often, it appeared, only a word was all that was needed for amazing things to happen
(Mark 2:5-12). In fact, his charismatic effectiveness with this sector of the population
quickly thrust him into the center of the contemporary Jewish struggle for self-definition
where his subjective inward approach to Torah soon rendered him suspect among the

live in a time when hopes for the coming of a miracle-working saviour are rampant, these
mayﬁell determine the more precise form that such fantasies might take.

That a Satanic figure was extremely real to the historical Jesus and in fact, in his *
view, had already in some sense been defeated is evident in the following passages: Matt
12:29/Mark 3:27/Luke 11:21-22; Luke 10:18; Mark 8:33; Luke 22:31-32. Regarding God's
fatherly power see Matt 6:10/ Luke 11:2 ("Father . . . thy kingdom come "); Matt 12:28/
Luke 11:20; Luke 17:20-21. For a penetrating discussion of Jesus' "Abba-experience" as
"source and secret of his being, message, and manner of life," see Edward Schillebeeckx,
Jesus: An Experiment in Christology (New York: Seabury, 1979; original Dutch version,
1974), pp- 256-271.

Erik Erikson, Gandhi's Truth: On the Origins of Militant Nonviolence (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1969), p. 399.

Regarding this alienated sector and the reasons for their alienation, see Ahron
Oppenheimer, The 'Am Haaretz: A Study in the Social History of the Jewish People in the
Hellenistic Roman Period (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977).

40For a similar analysis see Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness & Politics (Lewiston,
New York: Edwin Mellen, 1984), pp. 51-72.
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Jewish elite (Mark 7:1-23).*! When this happened, he did not retreat, but defended his
insights with boldness and irenic skill (Luke 15:1-32).7% There are hints that satanic
delusions of grandeur continued to haunt him, but he would not succumb (Mark 8:33).
He disliked honorific titles (Matt 23 6~12),44 rebuffed those who called him "good" (Mark
10:18) and warned against emulating "great men" who lord it over others (Mark 10:42-45).
His exuberant thanksgiving, at one point in his mission, for the way God's fatherly love
was being revealed to the world through him (Matt 11:25-27/Luke 10:21-22) would sug-
gest that he was, in that moment at least, a man at last at peace with himself and his
God, doing now what he knows he does best—God's "gracious will' for his life (Matt 11:26/
Luke: 10-21b).#?

Concluding Comments

Already the author of Hebrews sees nobility in Jesus' being tempted as we are (4:15)
and maturing through the things that he suffered (5:8). But prior to the advent of devel-
opmental psychology our knowledge of how we are tested and tempted and grow through
the various life stages (from early childhood onward) was limited. As a result biographies
tended to be long at the end in their accounts of the culminating achievements of a man's
life, but short at the beginning on analysis of the events leading up to those accomplish-
ments.

This is certainly true of the Gospels. They too focus almost exclusively on Jesus'
final public mission and the circumstances surrounding his death. And yet even they are
insistent that there were developments leading up to these climactic events without
which they cannot properly be understood or appreciated. Although Jesus had lived the
greater part of his life at Nazareth, they inform us, his mission did not begin there. Prior

ulAgain Borg's judgment is similar (ibid., p. 238). Whereas, he writes, the other
renewal movements of the time "intensified the Torah in the direction of holiness,
emphasizing various forms of separation—from society as a whole, from the Gentiles,
from impurity within society—Jesus intensified the Torah primarily by applying it to
internal dimensions of the human psyche: to dispositions, emotions, thoughts and desires."
For a comparable analysis, see also Geza Vermes, Jesus and the World of Judaism (Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1984), p. 47.

For a succinct, moving account of this aspect of Jesus' mission at thirty, see
William Farmer, Jesus and the Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), pp. 32-48.

The emotional dimensions of Jesus' reaction to Peter's insistence on projecting a
messianic identity upon him are too seldom noted. It can be argued, I suggest, that Jesus
not only did not think of himself as Messiah (as Geza Vermes maintains; see his Jesus the
Jew, p. 149), but that he was inwardly tormented over this issue, and personally feared
succumbing to such an identity. It was, so to speak, the "dark side" of his inner world, one
which he thrust from him on this occasion (Mark 8:3) with an outburst of emotion that
apparently startled his disciples ("Get behind me Satan! for you are not on the side of
God, but of men").

l‘LAccording to Jeremias "the only title used by Jesus of himself whose authenticity
is to be taken seriously" is "Son of Man" (New Testament Theology, p. 258), but Vermes
(Jesus the Jew, pp. 160-191; Jesus and the World of Judaism, pp. 89-99) has shown that
even this (Aramaic: bar nasha) was not a title in the world of Jesus, but an idiom meaning
"man," "someone," or used occasionally as a self-effacing circumlocution for "L"

%530achim Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978), p. 45, docu-
ments the "turning of the tide" in favor of the historicity of these important texts. See
also his New Testament Theology, pp. 57-59; Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, pp. 27-34;
Meyers, Aims of Jesus, p. 152.
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to his mission at thirty he had left Nazareth and gone out to the Jordan where he was
baptized and tempted and associated for a time with one of the great men of his world.
And it was then, the Gospels intimate, that something happened without which there
might possibly have been no mission. Jesus had to face and surmount certain inner prob-
lems: fantasies of power and miracle-working greatness above all. Only after that, and
the arrest of his mentor John, did he return to Galilee "in the power of the Spirit" and
begin that mission for which he became famous (Luke 4:14-15/Mark 1:14/ Matt 4:12).

A sharper focus on Jesus' Age Thirty Transition could have contemporary relevance,
for problems of this nature (pseudo-attachments, misshapen identities, and fantasies of
power in men of this age group) remain with us as one of our intransigent problems. The
world-famous martyr-theologian, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, a recent psycho-biography informs
us, was also conflicted in this way at this time of his life. Theology itself was initially
embraced by him, we are told, partly as a tactic for surpassing his prestigious father and
brothers. In a memoir written when he was twenty-six he refers to the "contemptible
vanity" that plagued him in doing 50.%6 "How often," he lamented, "he had sought to
master it [his vanityl. But it always cregt back again and . . . forced an entry into the
house of his soul and made him afraid." 7 Only through a deep-going conversion to the
God of the Bible and to Jesus was he released from this agonizing state of mind and set
free at last to pursue his life's work. Pope John XXIII also tells (in his posthumously
published Journal of a Soul) of the "fantastic dreams" of "positions and honours" that
assailed him all his life. His "enemy within," he called them. "In the end," he says, "I was
able to get the better of it. But I was mortified to feel it constantly returning."f‘g Hitler
may be cited as still another example of someone who, beset by similar problems and
grandiose dreams, not only yielded, but in yielding brought the world with him to the
brink of destruction.*? It would appear that the great men who fail in this crucial
encounter with hubris (especially at this time of their lives) may descend to the depths
and become the tragic anti-Christs of history, while those who instead "come to their
senses" (Luke 15:17) are the pillars upon whom whatever sanity the world has is continu-
ally being built and rebuilt.

Through the centuries the portraits of Jesus have varied from age to age and place to
place: "good shepherd" during the early church persecutions; "cosmic ruler" during the
triumph of Christianity in the Roman Empire; "the crucified" in the late Middle Ages.
A psychohistorical probe of the kind undertaken here may help us appropriate still
another dimension of Jesus' achievement, one of special importance, perhaps, in an age
grasping for ways to check the indulgent and sometimes dangerous ambitions of too many
of its Age-Thirty (and over) males: Jesus, "the tempted one," who at the right time finds
a wise mentor, humbles himself in baptism, says no to grandiosity, and with God's hel
goes on to become what he was meant to be: the prototypical caring "generative man."

46Clitford Green, "Bonhoeffer in the Context of Erikson's Luther Study," in PSycho-
history and Religion: The Case of Young Man Luther, ed. Roger Johnson (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1977), p. 169.
/Ibid.
48pgpe Johannes XXIII, Joumal of a Soul (Montreal: Palm Publishers, 1965), p. xvii.
9For an analysis of the developmental dynamics of Hitler see Walter C. Langer, The
Mind of Adolf Hitler (New York: The New American Library, 1972).
50See Roland Bainton, Behold the Christ: A Portrayal in Words and Pictures (New
York: Harper & Row, 1974).
For an incisive discussion of this prototype and its contemporary relevance, see
Don Browning, Generative Man: Psychoanalytic Perspectives (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1973).




Jesus and Agrarian Palestine:
The Factor of Debt

Douglas E. Oakman
Graduate Theological Union

This paper explores, through a variety of evidence and with the help of conceptual
models and comparative study, the social dynamics of debt in early Roman Palestine. The
paper further attempts to assess whether the ministry of Jesus formulated a response to
widespread indebtedness in that environment.

The value of utilizing conceptual models in the study of the past is that of allowing
the known to illuminate the unknown, of testing how things were on the basis of how the
modern student conceives they might have been. The model makes explicit the assump-
tions and judgments of the student and helps to trace the connections between bits of
evidence in the effort to eliminate unserviceable interpretations. The model also helps to
build the big picture, much like a mosaic. The study of history in this way becomes a
history of interpretive "successive approximations."

In a similar way, comparative study lends precision and focus to the kinds of ques-
tions the historian brings to this task. Employment of social scientific studies in various
ways can contribute to a more adequate interpretation of particular aspects of the past.

1. Preliminary Considerations about Debt in Antiquity

Debt was often in antiquity a formal expression of relations of dependency and
(perhaps irredeemable) obligation. The ideals of reciprocity and social equality in the
Graeco-Roman and Jewish traditions encouraged hopes for more-"horizontal" relations in
society, but more often than not imbalances of power and wealth led in fact to "vertical"
relations of dominance and subjection.

For the Greeks, the most fundamental debt was that to one's parents. So Plato
writes:

Next comes the honour of living parents, to whom, as is meet, we have to

1The work of T. F. Carney, The Shape of the Past: Models and Antiquity (Coronado
Press, 1981) has broadly influenced this paper.

2This methodology might be characterized as Weberian, in view of the fact that Max
Weber was its greatest practitioner. However, it should be noted that nearly all historical
work assumes at some level analogical thinking, as Ernst Troeltsch noted long ago.

3For a useful way of looking at these issues, see Alvin Gouldner, "The Norm of Reci-
procity," in Steffen Schmidt et al., eds., Friends, Followers, and Factions: A Reader in
Political Clientelism (University of California, 1977), pp. 28-43. B. Nicholas, An Intro-
duction to Roman Law (Oxford, 1962), pp. 149-153, 158ff, offers a useful treatment of
the law of obligations and debt in Roman legal tradition.
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pay the first and greatest and oldest of all debts, considering that all which a
man has belongs to those who gave him birth and brought him up. ...

Aristotle also speaks of this primal debt:

This is why it would not seem open to a man to disown his father (though a
father may disown his son); being in debt, he should repay, but there is
nothing by doing which a son will have done the equivalent of what he has
received, so that he is always in debt.

Aristotle further considers in the Ethics how essential reciprocity is to friendship,
and whether it is better to return a favor (and thus stay out of debt), or to accept such as
something which cannot be paid.

The socio-political aspect of debt is expressed well by Thucydides in the mouth of
Pericles:

In generosity we [sc. the Athenians] are equally singular, acquiring our
friends by conferring, not by receiving, favours. Yet, of course, the doer of
the favour is the firmer friend of the two, in order by continued kindness to
keep the recipient in his debt; while the debtor feels less keenly from the
very_consciousness that the return he makes will be a payment, not a free
gift. i

On the Roman side, the vertical and political realities of debt were frequently evident.
Cicero criticizes Sulla and Caesar for having expropriated property in order to bestow
(politically useful) benefits on others. For Cicero, "liberality" in this sense is not just.
Plutarch tells how Caesar ran up huge debts for the purpose of sustaining his own politi-
cal position and agenda.

It is in this context that the whole subject of clientage needs to be mentioned. In the
late republic and early empire, political networks were established, maintained, or
destroyed by the bestowing of political favors, loans of money, or other social goods. This
is well illustrated, for instance, in the affairs of Roman socii like the Herods. To give
just a few examples, Antipater quickly won Caesar's friendship in Egypt by supplying a
small army to support the actions of Mithridates. This gained high honors for Antlpater
(that is, Caesar cancelled his obligation to Antipater and made him a client). 10 Herod
was unable to hide the support he had given to Antony when he presented himself to
Octavius at Rhodes.”* With his usual boldness, Herod made a point of his former, loyalty
to Antony as a potential asset to the new princeps. To this appeal, Octavius was favor-

[*Plato, Laws 4,717 (Jewett translation). For other Greek material, see F. Hauck,
YOPHEIL @ KT in TDNT 5 (1967): 559-566.
JNic. Eth. 8. 14, 116319 (Ross translation).
6lbid., 8.13, 1162334-1163323; 9.2, 116533 respectively.
Peloponnesian War 2.40.2 (Crawley-Feethan translation).
8Cicero, De officiis 1.43; 2.84.

Plutarch, Caesar 5. M. Finley discusses this kind of politics in The Ancient Economy
(Sather Classical Lectures, 43: University of California, 1973), pp. 53f., 143, and 187 nn.
47, 55.

10305, B 1.187, 193-194, and cf. 199.
Uihid., 1.386ff.
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ably inclined: "So staunch a champion of the claims of friendship deserves to be ruler
over many subjec‘ts."12

If debt was at times the bond of friendship. or the cement of political relations in
Graeco-Roman antiquity, for "little people" it was more often than not brutal compulsion
and oppression. The abolition of debt was frequently encountered as a revolutionary
slogan of the disenfranchised, usually accompanied by a demand for the redistribution of
land.

In"the century and a half immediately preceding the birth of Jesus, the cases of
Tiberius Gracchus, Aristonicus, and Lucullus, to name just three, give evidence of
attempts to reverse or escape altogether Rome's imperialistic and exploitative agrarian
policies, as well as evidence of the socially disruptive effects of debt. Tiberius, witness-
ing the decline of a Roman peasantry long burdened by the Punic wars and many of whose
lands were in the hands of the wealthy, passed an agrarian law designed to restore expro-
priated lands to their former owners..* Tiberius was murdered. His aims were carried
forward without ultimate success by his brother Gaius. The social order of Rome became
dominated, again as of old, by a landed aristocracy.

Almost contemporaneously with the death of Tiberius (133 B.C.E.), Attalus III
bequeathed his kingdom to Rome. Before a final settlement could take Elace, a great
"slave" revolt erupted under the leadership of Aristonicus (132-129).1% This revolt,
according to Strabo and Diodorus Siculus, had a manifestly utopian aim—the foundation
of an egalitarian state. The hellenistic kingdoms of Asia Minor had exploited its agricul-
tural peoples to the hilt. Rome could be expected to follow similar policies, as was
evident to the insurgents from events in Greece. The insurgents had nothing to lose and
everything to gain by revolt.

Plutarch makes the agrarian aspect of this revolt plain by connecting the aims of
both Aristonicus and Tiberius Gracchus with the Stoic philosopher Blossius: Freedom was
only guaranteed by equalitarian arrangements in property.16 A Pergamene inscription
(OGI 338) indicates that a belated attempt was made to coopt the insurrection by offer-
ing elevated status to the slaves involved. Though the insurrection eventually was
crushed, the initial success of Aristonicus shows how powerful the hope for freedom

12Ibid., 1.391 (Thackeray translation in LCL).

See M. Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, (2d
ed.: Oxford, 1957), ch. 1. Also, G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient
Greek World (Cornell, 1981), pp. 298 and 608-9 n. 55 (citing references to Aristotle,
Plato, Plutarch, and others). M. Austin and P. Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History
of Ancient Greece (University of California, 1977), has a good discussion of ‘Greek devel-
opments down to the fourth century and translations of several important passages. P.
Brunt, Social Conflicts in the Roman Republic (Norton, 1971), pp. 74ff, treats agrarian
problems in the late republic.

Yp utarch, Tiberius Gracchus 13. CE. Brunt, op. cit., pp. 78-80.

On the social breadth of this revolt, including not only slaves but also bondmen and
the urban proletariat, see M. Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic History of the
Hellenistic World (Oxford, 1941) 2:757, 807-811.

The revolutionary actions of Mithridates several decades later were apparently
modeled after those of Aristonicus, which allows more precise inference about their
nature. They included remission of debts and taxes, as well as promises of land redistri-
bution: Rostovtzeff, SEHHW, ibid., pp. 938, 943. In addition to Rostovtzeff, S. Dickey,
"Some Economic and Social Conditions of Asia Minor Affecting the Expansion of Chris-
tianity," in S. Case, Studies in Early Christianity (Century, 1928), pp. 396-398. Also, W.
Tarn and G. Griffith, Hellenistic Civilization, (3d ed.: Arnold, 1952), pp. 40-41, 125.
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could be for enslaved or indebted people. Several decades later, the lower classes of Asia
Minor were still ready to risk all by supporting Mithridates.

After the defeat of Mithridates, the Roman general Lucullus found the population of
Asia in terrible straits because of debts owed to Roman publicani. The fears of the
movement associated with the name of Aristonicus were realized! Lucullus opposed the
interests of these "capitalists" and implemented measures to alleviate the sufferings of
the province: (a) Interest was lowered to 12 percent per year, (b) interest in arrears was
remitted, and (c) creditors could take annually no more than one fourth of a debtor's
income.!? Plutarch says that these measures were successful in alleviating the crisis, but
within a few short years the publicaniand the evils associated with them were back.!

In the Graeco-Roman world, then, debt and related agrarian problems played a
crucial role in historical developments. The same can be said on the Jewish side. A long
biblical tradition recognized and attempted to limit, if not completely eradicate, the
disruptive socio-economic effects of debt. Prescriptions or problems related to debt are
mentioned in all of the major divisions:*” Legislative (Exod 22:25-27; Lev 25; Deut 15;
23:19-20), prophetic (Isa 5:8; Hab 2:6), historical (1 Sam 22:2; 2 Kgs 4:1; Neh 5:1-5), and
wisdom writings (Prov 22:7). The tradition uniformly opposes usury and the permanent
transfer of real property (Exod 22:25; Lev 25:13; Deut 15:2).

The basic presupposition for the biblical view of debt was the equality, with various
qualifications, of each member of Israel before Yahweh. This meant equality of access to
the goods of life as well. Hence, the vociferous opposition in the tradition to disruptions
of the social order from economic causes. The emergence of the Monarchy and the
concomitant social stratification gave fuel to the tradition of protest and legislation.
The interesting post-exilic episode recorded in Neh 5 gives explicit detail about how the
tradition might be actualized to counter agrarian problems.

2. Debt and a General Model of Social Stratification
in Early Roman Palestine

The early Hasmonean epoch seemed to some like a return to the glorious days of
Israel (I Macc 14:4-15). The internal political struggles and agrarian unrest under
Jannaeus effectively destroyed this illusion.2! The exorbitant exactions and suffering
accompanying the Roman civil wars, the fratricidal strife of the factions of Hyrcanus
and Aristobulus, the rise of Antipater and Herod—all confirmed the uncertain political
status of the Jewish commonwealth and a new order of economic exploitation. Although
peace came with Augustus, Palestine was unquestionably an occupied country. A legacy
of social disruption and hardship remained. Was this situation further exacerbated by
debt?

In looking at the issue of debt in the first half of the first century C.E., what actual
evidence is available for assessing its historical importance? For the purposes of this

175ee the discussion of Plutarch, Lucullus 20.23 in M. Rostovtzeff, SEHHW, 2:953-
955.
18R ostovtzeft, ibid., p. 965.

Unless otherwise noted, all biblical citations are according to the text of the
Revised Standard Version. Abbreviations of talmudic tractates in this paper follow those
in the translation of Herbert Danby.

See the article of W. Brueggemann, "Trajectories in Old Testament Literature and
the Sociology of Ancient Israel," JBL 98 (1979) 161-185.

On the agrarian aspect of this struggle, see the discussion in S. Applebaum,
"Economic Life in Palestine," in S. Safrai and M. Stern, eds., The Jewish People in the
First Century (Van Gorcum, 1976), 2:635.
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essay, a distinction needs to be kept in mind between the situation in Judaea and that in
Galilee. Furthermore, direct and particular evidence concerning debt must be distin-
guished from indirect general evidence that, though it cannot prove, seems to point to
the existence of a debt problem. Students of this period must appeal to both types of
evidence.

Two pieces of direct evidence for a debt problem in Judaea are offered here.22 First,
Josephus tells us that one of the initial actions of the Jewish insurgents in the war was
the burning of the office where debt records were kept. A quotation of this passage is
instructive:

[The rebels] next carried their combustibles to the public archives, eager to
destroy the money-lenders' bonds and to prevent the recovery of debts, in
order to win over a host of grateful debtors and to cause a rising of the poor
against the rich. ...

Josephus records another such incident at Antioch, undertaken by people under pressure
from debt (BJ 7.61).2% The motive given by Josephus for the action of the Jerusalem
insurgents parallels that of Simon ben Giora, who somewhat later offered liberation to
slaves so they would support his cause (BJ 4.508). These recall similar revolutionary
actions taken by Aristonicus in the late second century B.C.E. (see above).

Following the notice just cited, Josephus refers to the archives or record office as
the "nerves" or "sinews" (neura) of the city. In another place, Josephus uses this same
expression to refer to stockpiles of food which the competing factions are burning up to
their own destruction in the besieged city (BJ 5.24). The record office, then, is seen by
this former aristocrat of Jerusalem as necessary for the very sustenance of the city.
Debts assure the dominance of the city over the countryside supporting it (cf. Vita 38).

The second piece of evidence here offered is the Mishnah's narrative concerning
Hillel's "prozbul':

A prozbul is not cancelled [sc. in the sabbatical yearl. This is one of the
things which Hillel the Elder instituted; when he saw that the people
refrained from giving loans to one another and trangressed what was written
in the Law, "Take heed unto thyself lest there be a base thought in thy heart,
etc.," Hillel established the pr‘ozbul.25

According to Gitt 4.3 and b. Gitt. 36a (etc.), Hillel implemented through the "prozbul" a
humanitarian judicial proceeding to insure the availability of loans at the end of the
sabbatical cycle. The talmudic tradition uniformly identifies the prozbol (a) as a formu-

22For a slightly different perspective, see the excellent article by M. Goodman, "The.
First Jewish Revolt: Social Conflict and the Problem of Debt," JJS 33 (1982): 417-427.
Though I had not seen this article before the first draft of the present paper was finished,
I was pleased to note the convergence of our thinking on the direct evidence. Goodman
appeals to evidence of (a) the flouting of usury laws, (b) the prozbol, and (c) the burning
of the archives. I was also pleased to discover at the end of Goodman's article (p. 427) a
different kind of model for the dynamics of debt in Judaea. In subsequent revisions of my
paper, Goodman's work has encouraged me to try to distinguish more clearly the debt
situation in Galilee.
23 By 2.427.
Cf. the discussion in P. Brunt, "Josephus on Social Conflicts in Roman Judaea,"
Klio 59 (1977): 151.
3Shebi. 10.3 (Blackman translation). The Scripture quoted is Deut 15:9.
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laic statement (Shebi. 10.4), (b) made before a court, that (c) circumvents the usual
cancellation of a debt in the sabbatical year.26

A number of points need to be discussed with regard to the tradition. To start with,
the Hebrew text is not pointed prozbul, but rather p®rézbél (i.e. hélem, not shiireq. This
philological detail does not support the usual interpretation of the word, as meaning "to
the council" (i.e. pros boulé). Hans Kippenberg, following L. Blau, has argued that behind
the Hebrew word lies the Greek prosbolé, a word encountered in hellenistic juristic
documents. The Greek word refers to the act of distraining on the property of a default-
ing debtor and disposing of it through auction.“’ Shebi. 10.6 supports such an interpreta-
tion of the prozbol: According to this mishnah, a prozbol can be written only on immov-
able property (qarqa).

The Talmud mentions other types of debt documents, and it is useful to try to distin-
guish them from the prozbol. Shebi. 10.1 speaks of loans made with or without a "bond"
(shatar). Both types of loan are cancelled by the sabbatical year. In apparent contradic-
tion to this, Shebi. 10.2 says that loans given on pledge or bonds delivered to the court
are not cancelled. In these passages, the bond stands in contradistinction to pledges and
perhaps simple verbal agreements. The pledge and the third-party surety were older
means of guaranteeing repayment of a loan.28

Shebi. 10.5, in which shatar is qualified by the noun héb, suggests that such docu-
ments simply record a debt and the terms of repayment. The bond represents perhaps the
emergence of an impersonal system of contractual or written guaranties, in place of the
traditional securities. Furthermore, the bond, like the prozbol, is not necessarily can-
celled in the sabbatical year. The reference in Shebi. 10.2 to bonds conveyed to the court
suggests delinquent loans that were due prior to the onset of the sabbatical year. The
debts are still due.

It has been thought that the prozbol was simply a clause added to a debt document,
to allow the debt to be collected in the sabbatical year (and perhaps stipulate that it is
secured by real estate via a mortgage or lien).“? Kippenberg thinks that this interpreta-
tion is mistaken, because it adopts uncritically the later rabbinic view of the prozbol. He
points out that a debt contract recovered from Wadi Murabba'at, Mur 18 (54-55 C.E.),
does not contain any formula like the prozbol. 30 Shebi. 10. 4, however, does seem to lend
support to the 'clause interpretation." It states that the purpose of the prozbol is to
ensure "that every debt due me I may collect whensoever I desire." This formula (esp.

26‘l'he following material in the Mishnah refers to the prozbol: Peah 3.6; Shebi. 10.3-
7; M. Kat. 3.3; Ket. 9.9; Gitt. 4.3; and the doublet Uktz. 3.10. See also other tannaitic
traditions in the Talmuds and Tosephta. The difficulty of interpreting this material is
here acknowledged. The traditions were written down in final form long after their
origin. The point at issue in many discussions is obscure and at times perhaps idealistic.
Furthermore, the Mishnah was not written to give the kind of information we are asking
about.

275ee prosbole in Liddell-Scott-Jones, p. 1504. The meaning of the word is illus-
trated, for instance, in Ptolemy II's instructions to the oikonomos of Syria and Phoenicia,
ET in R. Bagnall and P. Derow, Greek Historical Documents: The Hellenistic Period
(Sources for Biblical Study, 16: Scholars Press, 1981), p. 96.

285ee A. Barrois, "Debt, Debtor," in IDB 1 (1962): 809. Proverbs 6:1; 11:15; 17:18;
20:16; and 22:26 suggest why the wealthy may not have wanted to stand surety for
impoverished Jewish peasants.

H. Kippenberg, Religion und Klassenbildung im antiken Judda (Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1978), p. 139, attributes such a view to D. Correns in the latter's commentary
on Shebiith. Cf. b. Gitt. 37b.
30K ippenberg, ibid.
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nwhensoever™") could conceivably refer to the waiving of the sabbatical year forgiveness,
but it can also be understood to refer to an aspect of the just-mentioned hellenistic
procedure of attaching land. The phrase "whensoever I desire" then points to the signifi-
cant amount of extra-judicial power vested in the creditor. He can move against the
debtor's property without further reference to the court.”* This feature, not to speak of
conveyance of land to cover a debt, was foreign to traditional Jewish law. For this rea-
son, the later rabbis had a difficult time assessing the meaning of the innovation attrib-
uted to Hillel. Understandably, they made their interpretation along traditional lines.32
Some authentic memory of the meaning of the prozbol is retained nonetheless in the
talmudic material.

It is interesting to note what look like post-70 C.E. "codicils" to the prozbol regula-
tions—R. Huspith permitted loan arrangements to be made on a wife's or guardian's
property (Shebi. 10.6) and R. Eliezer declared a beehive to be immovable property (10.7,
against the Sages). These apparently expanded the scope of the law. Are we to infer that
lands were mortgaged to the hilt after 70, and new securities needed to be found?

The direct evidence for Galilean debt, as far as I know, is found only in the Gospels.
The discussion of that material is logically deferred to the next section.

Turning now to the general, indirect considerations, three will be offered. These are
in turns (1) Fiscal pressure, (2) population pressure, and (3) popular unrest in the pre-70
period.

F. C. Grant over fifty years ago argued that two competing taxation systems—the
Jewish and the Roman—placed an almost intolerable burden upon the agriculturalist in
the early first century.”’ This has become pretty much the standard view, even though
ancient historians have not as yet achieved a comprehensive picture of Roman taxation
in Palestine.3? Gildas Hamel, in a recent dissertation presented to the University of
California (Santa Cruz), has questioned this standard view and argued that since the
Romans initially depended upon the local aristocracies for tax assessment and collection
(cf. Jos. BJ 2.405), it is probably better to think that each system of taxation took
account of the other.36

Against Dr. Hamel's view, however, can be set the evidence in Josephus and Tacitus

3lpossible evidence for this is preserved in the Midrash Rabbah, on Num 19.9: A
creditor hauls away a debtor's, as well as the neighbor's, granary! Cf. b. Gitt. 37a, which
indicates that at a later time only the Beth din could seize property. B. Nicholas, op. cit.,
pp. L49-153, discusses legal procedures available to Roman creditors.

Kippenberg, ibid., pp. 138f. For evidence of rabbinic debate on the meaning of the
prozbol, see b. Gitt. 37a. On the Murabba'at material, see note 59.

G. Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity (Tr. J. Bowden: Fortress,
1978), p. 40, lists the following "socio-economic factors" as significant in the context of
Jesus' ministry: (1) Natural catastrophes, (2) over-population, (3) concentration of posses-
sions, and (4) competing tax systems. Goodman, too, notes high taxation, increasing popu-
lation, and bad harvests as potential explanations for the debt problem in Judaea: Art.
cit., p. 419. He downplays all of these, however, and lays emphasis upon the great influx
of wealth into Jerusalem after Pompey.

34, c. Grant, The Economic Background of the Gospels (Oxford University, 1926), p.
89.

355, Freyne, Galilee From Alexander the Great to Hadrian (University of Notre
Dame, 1980), p. 183. G. Theissen, op. cit., p. 44. A. H. M. Jones, "Taxation in Antiquity,"
in The Roman Economy (Ed. P. Brunt: Blackwell, 1974), pp. 151-185.

36G. Hamel, Poverty and Charity in Roman Palestine (Unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion: University of California, Santa Cruz, 1983), p. 281. Compare Theissen, op. cit., pp.
421,
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for repeated requests for relief from tax burdens.3” Almost in the same breath can be
mentioned the message of the embassy to Augustus (BJ 2.85-86) and the petitions to
Archelaus (Ibid. 2.4). These latter expressly mention reduction of taxes and people
imprisoned (for debt?). Tacitus tells us (Annals 2.42) that Tiberius received requests from
the provinces of Syria and Judaea for the reduction of tribute (tax on the ground). With
this it is to be noted that Tiberius lengthened procuratorial tenure, in order (as Jos. AJ
18.1721f, tells us) to reduce extortionate exploitation of the subject peoples.

Population pressure in Roman Palestine at the turn of the eras is easily inferred by
looking at the expansion of the number of villages, towns, and cities of that time com-
pared with other periods. One may also consider the archaeological and historical evi-
dence for extensive and intensive farming. Josephus speaks of both aspects—the
number of villages and intensive farming—in his description of Galilee (BJ 3.42-43).

Along with such physical evidence, one must mention the social evidence for popula-
tion pressure, namely, the numerous landless who are encountered in the sources. These
were excess peasant children without inheritance, expropriated smallholders, and anyone
who had been deprived in one way or another of access to the land. Many of these emi-
grated in search of better economic opportunity.*~ Such elements apparently supplied
the labor pool for Herod's building projects, as well as the discontents met in the pages of
Josephus as bandits or messianic pretenders.*' Here too are to be classed beggars,
orphans, tax collectors, prostitutes, hired laborers, petty artisans, and the like. 2 Apple-
baum has called attention to the expropriations of Jewish agriculturalists in the final
years of the first century B.C.E. that swelled the ranks of these people.qz' Lack of land
led to conflict, especially in Upper Galilee and Peraea, between Jewish and Gentile
cultivators. We also remember the hostility exhibited by the Galileans during the War
toward Sepphoris and Tiberias—both with pro-Roman sentiments and at one time or

37t Theissen, op. cit., p. 43, who cites Jos. AJ 15.365; 16.64; 18.90; 19.299.
Goodman, p. 419 n. 15, thinks all such statements are "ideological" and points to the
wealth of Judaea. However, one must remember who controlled the wealth and out of
whose "pockets" the taxes were paid. Invariably the burden fell upon the lower classes—
those who controlled the least amount of wealth. If they were pressed too far, they might
"bite back." The aristocracy knew this, hence the petitions for lowering the tax burden.

S. Baron offers further evidence, A Social and Religious History of the Jews (2d
ed.: Columbia University, 1952), 1:264 and n. 20.

See J. Monson et al., Student Map Manual (Zondervan, 1979), comparing Maps 11-1.
and 12-1. Cf. the views of M. Avi-Yonah, The Holy Land (Reprint: Baker, {1966] 1977),
pp. 219-221, who places the population around 2.5 million. G. Hamel convincingly dis-
putes this number in his dissertation, op. cit., pp. 264-265. By considering the amount of
food the country could have produced maximally, Hamel arrives at a figure of around one
million people. Numbers should not, however, obscure the fact that the population had
probably risen to a level near the maximum that the land would support under ancient
technological and social conditions. On intensive and extensive farming, see S.
Applebaum, in op. cit., 2.646 and Hamel, op. cit., p. 474 n. 245.

See the material collected by Theissen, op. cit., pp. 34f., 41, on Galilean
emigration and Transjordanian resettlement.

! Theissen, ibid., pp. 35f.

See the discussions in L. Schottroff and W. Stegemann, Jesus von Nazareth—Hoff-
nung der Armen, (2. Aufl.: Kohlhammer, 1981), pp. 15-28 and W. Stegemann, The Gospel
and the Poor, (Tr. D. Elliott: Fortress, 1984), pp. 13-21.
3Applebaum, in op. cit., 2:660.
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another seat of the debt archives.l+4 It is highly probable that other social mechanisms,
like persistent indebtedness, were systematically adding to this pool of the disenfran-
chised.*?

Consider the model sketched in Fig. 1. The model is designed to show, in a general
way, the pressures imposed by debt upon the lives of the lower social strata of ancient
Palestine. In the lower part of the model, two continua are employed. The dependency
scale marks a social continuum from a relatively independent status to a dependent
status. The property scale represents an economic continuum from direct control and
access to the land ("ownership") to indirect or no access to the land ("expropriation,
dispossession"). The scales are oriented so that the greatest condition of dependency or
lack of access to land is farthest from the upper part of the model—representing the
upper social stratum.

The dotted lines connecting the two major sections of the model display the flow of
rents and taxes upward.l‘7 These place a heavy burden on the peasantry. In addition, "acts
of God" contribute to the pressure toward debt and foreclosure. A variety of such factors
can be mentioned here, though for lack of space they cannot be indicated in Fig. 1.
Insufficient rain or drought, insects, crop diseases, and other pestilences make their
contribution. The degree to which the Palestinian economy was monetized would affect
the rate of insolvency. Trade and surplus funds to loan are an important ingredient in the
rise of indebtedness. Opposed to "acts of God" would be "acts of Men"—greed, specula-
tion, and power struggles all play a role in the concentration of property, which is the
reverse of the coin of debt and insolvency.“

The top of the model indicates the oligarchic structure of Roman Palestine, as it was
also articulated with the centralized state of the empire. The basic "polarity" of the top
part of the model is the opposition between decentralized aristocracy and centralized
ruler (with bureaucratic apparatus).

The debate surrounding Grant's thesis has already been mentioned. The model sug-
gests that not two, but three contending taxations burdéned the producer in this period.
In addition to the needs of the state and the old aristocracy (the priests), the needs of the
new aristocracy (Herodians) and prebends for the Roman officials (procurators) must be
kept in mind.”0 These may at times, as Hamel has suggested, have complemented each
other. Yet one suspects that for the most part the old and new aristocracies competed
for the same territory.

44705, Vita 38f, 123tf, 375, 384. See Freyne's discussion of the Galileans in op. cit.,
p. 166.

“3Brunt thinks so too, "Josephus," p. 151.

%6For the notion of dependent labor, see Finley, op. cit., p. 69 and passim. Also,
G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (Cornell Univer-
sity, 1981), pp. 205%f.

Cf. the diagrams in Kippenberg, op. cit., pp. 92, 114, 127.

quheissen, ibid., p. 41. Cf. AJ 17.307, 355; 18.2 on Herod's possessions. Stegemann's
comment is instructive in op. cit., p. 19: "Herod the Great's expropriation of enormous
stretches of farmland which were then sold to wealthy landowners . . . led to huge con-
centrations of land in the hands of a few . . . This in turn created great numbers of
dependent tenant farmers .. ."

“90n this polarity, see G. Lenski, Power and Privilege, pp. 2291f. For discussions of
the notions of "patrimony" and "prebend," see M. Weber, Economy and Society (Tr. and
edited by G. Roth and C. Wittich: University of California, 1978), 1:222 (prebend =
benefice), 231£f. Further, E. Wolf, Peasants (Prentice-Hall, 1966), pp. 501f.

See Baron in note 38 above.
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Debt probably was most thoroughly exploited by those aligned with Rome. This is
basically a surmise, of course, but the previous discussion of the hellenistic legal basis
for expropriation of land would certainly point to such an alignment. It may also point to
strong economic reasons for the secularization of the high priestly office and the upper
priestly crust. In order for these to effectively compete, they would have had to adopt
the methods of the new order.

Bonds and pledges as guaranties for loans have already received some attention.
Mishnaic laws, though mostly concerned with movable or immovable securities, speak
also about limited periods of debt bondage.j2 Limited debt bondage is very much in the
spirit of Old Testament laws forbidding interest, prohibiting the alienation of property,
and protecting any necessary of life (Deut 23:19; Exod 23:26). This type of security is to
be distinguished from unlimited debt slavery—a possibility under Roman law. In fact, the
Roman law of debt was extremely harsh by comparison (see further the next section).5

As Fig. | shows, "free" peasant smallholders—not, of course, free of taxes and reli-
gious dues—could become dependent upon some creditor without initially losing direct
access to the land. They would remain on their ancestral plot with the legal status of
"debtor," which at some point crossed over into tenancy.jl‘L

The model suggests the following possible scenario:?? A bad harvest or excessive
taxation, coupled with the need of the Jewish peasant to feed his family and set aside
grain for animals or the next crop, led to arrears. When this was compounded with low
productivity or successive bad years, default ensued. 6 The tax collector, or a wealthy
man advancing credit, might insist on securing a fiscal debt through property. The pea-
sant, obviously, would try to secure it with the labor power of his offspring or something
less valuable. Besides "legal processes," there were even dishonest machinations: p. Taan.
69a tells how the people of Beitar rejoiced over the fall of the wealthy in Jerusalem who
had defrauded them out of their ancestral lands.

The overall result of escalating debt, whether its nature was private or fiscal, was
the growth of tenancy and the landless class. 8 Conversely, more and more land came

Slconsider Josephus' remark about slaves of the high priests seizing produce destined
for the lower orders of priests in AJ 20.181, 206. See J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time
of Jesus, (Tr. F. H. and C. H. Cave: Fortress, 1969), p. 181. Consider also the role that
lower _orders of priests played in the Jewish Revolt.

On this point, Goodman, op. cit., p. 423 n. 40 follows E. Urbach. See Eduy. 8:2.
Also, Kippenberg, op. cit., p. 143.

5 On the Roman law of debt, consult Finley, op. cit., pp. 40, 69, and de Ste. Croix,
op. cit., pp. 165ff.

See Freyne, op. cit., p. 195.

See a similar scenario in Freyne, Galilee, p. 195: "Indeed many tenants may have
originally been owners of their own plots, but in a bad year had had to barter their land in
order to pay tribute or buy grain for the following season and even feed their families."

Jos. AJ 18.274 is noteworthy in this connection. Applebaum, op. cit., 2:660 n. 3
gives some evidence for how this might have worked: When Jews after the War could not
pay their taxes in kind to the imperial granary in Jamnia, they were forced to borrow the
next year's food. A comparative instance from modern Puerto Rico shows how debt
through the "advance system" contributed there to the concentration of land ownership:
See E. Wolf, "The Hacienda System and Agricultural Classes in San Jose, Puerto Rico," in
A. Beteille, ed., Social Inequality (Penguin, 1969), pp. 175-176.

Applebaum, in op. cit., 2:663 and n. 2.

A general view of the growth of tenancy in this period is given by Rostovtzeff,
SEHRE, pp. 99, 291, 3441.
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under the control of fewer and fewer landowners. Of both phenomena in first-century
Palestinian society, there are numerous indications.

3. Debt in the Gospel Tradition

A number of methodological problems in dealing with the New Testament material
must at least be acknowledged before proceeding: Is it appropriate to use the parables, as
I am about to do, to consider Jesus in his socio-historical context? Do the parables
convey direct or indirect information about social conditions in first-century Galilee? Or
was Jesus' speech focused in other directions, on stock images of the oriental world with
little connection to actual circumstances? Was the "real world" simply a take-off point
for the essential element in the parables, their alternate "narrative world"?

The hermeneutical stance adopted in the present paper has two elements: In the first
place, it holds that public speech in an oppressive and conflicted political situation—like
that of Jesus in Roman Palestine—cannot address any serious problem in material, social,
or power relations without a certain indirection. The parables represent Jesus' attempt to
publicly express critical truths in such a repressive political context. For this reason,
they can always with probability be made to mean something else. This was the way
Jesus protected himself. However, the basic meaning of the parables must always be
assessed vis-a-vis their original audience and socio-political context.

Secondly, the hermeneutical stance of this paper stems from the recognition that, if
the parables are true parables (accounts of real, one-time events), their narratives will
self-evidently provide source material for social history, providing one looks for over-
arching themes. If the parables are similitudes (typical occurrences) or even stock
images, there is nevertheless an alignment between their subject matter and the inter-
ests of Jesus, as well as a convergence with the interests of the social historian. In any
case, it is believed, the parables do convey information about first century Galilee.

A further set of questions then arise: What is the nature of the concern with socio-
economic realities often evidenced in the parables? Is this concern incidental or essential
for understanding the ministry and message of Jesus? These questions are now taken up
here in terms of the particular issue of debt.

>91n addition to the previous discussion and notes: The wealthy men of the immediate
post-70 period—R. Tarfon, R. Eliezer, R. Gamaliel II—did not acquire their possessions
overnight. See A. Blichler, "The Economic Conditions of Judaea after the Destruction of
the Second Temple," in L. Brodie and J. Rabbinowitz, eds., Studies in Jewish History
(Adolph Blichler Memorial Volume: Oxford, 1956), pp. 33, 36, 37. Boethus b. Zonen
acquired Jewish property through default on debt: B. M. 5.3. See Biichler, ibid., p. 39.
The loan contract from the Wadi Murabba'at, Mur 18, is instructive on pre-70 realities
(54-55 C.E.). It attests to a lien on (movable?) property in case of default. Mur 22 (131"
C.E.) documents the sale of property to cover a debt. Translations and commentary on
these documents in: P. Benoit, J. Milik, and R. de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba'at (Dis-
coveries in the Judaean Desert, 2: Oxford, 1961), pp. 100-104, 118-121. Kippenberg, op.
cit., pp. 139f. E. Koffmahn, Die Doppelurkunden aus der Wiiste Juda (Brill, 1968), pp. 81-
89, 159-162. On the mishnaic evidence for lease of fields, see B. M. 9. i

60This belief places me generally in the camp of the historical exegetes of the
parables—Dodd, Jeremias, Perrin, and most recently K. Bailey. I differ from them in a
direct concern with the socio-economic dimension of the parables. For the distinction
between 'parable" and "similitude," see B. T. D. Smith, The Parables of the Synoptic
Gospels (Cambridge, 1937), p. 17. All such distinctions, as Jeremias points out in The
Parables of Jesus (Rev. ed. based upon S. Hooke tr.: Scribner's, 1972), p. 20, are subsumed
under the mashal speech form.
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A comparison of Matt 18:23-35 and Matt 5:25//Luke 12:58 is instructive.®! Three
different situations are envisioned in which a debtor has defaulted. The two images in
Matt 18 give dramatic testimony to the realities of one hellenistic-Roman procedure for
dealing with insolvency. Both are cases of "execution against the person" of the debtor.62
In the one instance, however, the debtor and his whole family are going into slavery for
fiscal default. In the other, the debtor is simply clapped into prison for a private debt.
Sherwin-White has seen here the stock image of a hellenistic king, though he orients his
discussion to the "little kings"—including the Herods—who operated as vassals of the
Romans under the early empire.®” G. E. M. de Ste. Croix too sees in the parable some-
thing that might happen in the family of Herod. 4 Perhaps we are to think specifically of
Herod Antipas, who exemplified such behavior in Jesus' immediate environment.

The picture in Matt 5:25 and par. is somewhat different. Here a judicial proceeding is
imminent. "Making friends" with the plaintiff thus means settling the debt out of court.
This suggests a private debt is in view. If there is no settlement, the debtor is in danger
of imprisonment. What is different here over against Matt 18 is the court proceeding
before imprisonment. Jeremias does not believe this is a Jewish court.66 Sherwin-White
as confidently asserts that the "judge" here is a native magistrate.67 Kippenberg tries to
show that imprisonment for insolvency was enforced by Jewish courts, if the debtor had
no real property to offset the debt (see below).

Whatever the historical reality, the court of Matt 5:25 and par. had jurisdiction over
those Jesus was addressing. The legal basis for its proceedings perhaps lay in part in
hellenistic-Roman jurisprudence. While the transactions of the royal house in Matt 18
might have seemed remote, in Matt 5:25f//Luke 12:58f the experience of Jesus' audience
was directly engaged.

These three New Testament depictions suggest the model in Figure 2.69 The plight of
the defaulting debtor is contingent upon his landed status. If the debtor has land (assum-
ing it has secured the loan), then property is sold at auction or even transferred to the
creditor to settle the debt. If the debtor does not have land, imprisonment or possibly
slavery are in store.

Such imprisonment probably had the purpose of forcing the debtor to cough up hidden
wealth or compelling his family to redeem him. Might a public auction of a debtor's
property (i.e. the prozbol institution) have had a similar purpose, since Jewish families

611 am indebted at numerous points in this analysis to Kippenberg, op. cit., pp. 141£f.
G. E. M. de Ste. Croix has a similar analysis, op. cit., p. 164.
620 this "personal execution," see especially de Ste. Croix, op. cit., pp. 164, 240.
3A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament
(Reprint: Baker, [1963] 1978), pp. 134ff.
64G. de Ste. Croix, ibid., p. 164.
63C1. the thoughts of Jeremias on Mt. 18, Parables, p. 212: "The punishment of tor-
ture was not allowed in Israel. It is again evident (see v. 25, 30) that non-Palestinian con-
ditions are described here, unless the parable is referring to Herod the Great, who made
abundant use of torture, heedless of Jewish law—but could he have been credited with
the generosity of v. 277"
6Jeremias, op. cit., p. 180.
67 Sherwin-White, op. cit., p. 133.
68Kippenberg, op. cit., pp. 142-143. His evidence is Matt 18, Matt 5:25, and Jos. BJ
2.273.
69Though Kippenberg does not explicitly lay out this model, all of its ingredients are
present in his book, pp. 141-142, 143.




the debt?)

N
. el
fiscal —

—

GRAECO-
ROMAN
(Transfer of private
ownership,
personal execution)

N
FIRST-CENTURY /

PALESTINE
e
TRADITIONAL

JEWISH

(Limited usufruct)
e

(After Kippenberg)

SBL 1985 Seminar Papers

(Property in land
available to cover

Sale into slavery
(Mt. 18:25)
Imprisonment

(M. 18:30)

Sale of property
(Mt. 18:25b)

Imprisonment
(Jos. BJ 2.273;
M. 5225 )

Sale of property
(Prozbol,
tenancy)

Limited debt
bondage

Limited use of.
debtor's property

Figure 2: Procedures in Case of Insolvency




Oakman: Jesus and Agrarian Palestine 71

would have been under pressure to "keep land in the family"? Without property, impris-
onment of the debtor was more prevalent than debt bondage, both because slaves were
readily and cheaply available and because there was a large labor pool of the landless.
The worth of labor thereby was debased. 0

Turning to the much-discussed parable in Luke 16:1-9, a few observations about the
transactions there are in order. First of all, the debts are paid in kind. Secondly, the size
of the debts is remarkable. One hundred cors of wheat would feed 150 people for a
year. Similar%, the 100 batous (= "baths," ca. 400 liters each) amounts to a very large
quantity of oil.” What is the nature of this debt?

Since there is nothing to indicate in the parable that the plousios anthrépos is a royal
figure, it is unlikely that such large debts in kind imply arrears in taxes. These were
probably paid in money under the early empire. 3 The debtors of Luke 16 may be single
tenants far in arrears on their rent.”# The best assumption, however, would seem to be
that the parable envisions a man who owns whole villages. These tenant villages, through
representatives, pay a yearly produce rent on their agricultural lands. The rich man,
then, sells these goods (oil and wheat would be negotiable) and/or provisions his own
household. The debt in any case is a private debt. This interpretation finds support in v.
4: hotan metastatho . . . dexontai me eis tous oikous auton. By defrauding the master, the
steward has made many "friends," whole villages in fact.

Of particular note in Matt 18:23-35, Luke 16:1-9, and also in the brief story of Luke
7:41-42, is the aspect of debt forgiveness or remission. In Matt 18 and Luke 7, a petty
king or a (wealthy) money-lender supply the examples. Such things happened in the "real
world," according to these similitudes. Yet as we have seen, remission of debts was a
revolutionary slogan in agrarian antiquity, and such tales on the lips of a Galilean prophet
probably sounded subversive. ’

The case of Luke 16 is somewhat different. There an underling (cf. the contrary
behavior of the underling in Matt 18) reduces the indebtedness, though not entirely. The
limited nature of the reduction, nonetheless, points in the same general direction as the
other two stories. The betrayal of the master's trust, along with the debt transactions,
suggests an abrogation of the then-current social mores of fidelity in such relations and
the rigorous exaction of debt.

This point has not gone unnoticed by New Testament commentators, of course, but
they have rarely made out of it any social conclusion. One final bit of the tradition will
suggest strongly the need to make more out of the concrete social implications in these
parables.

The Lord's Prayer has, together with the parables, been considered bedrock of the

7Ok ippenberg, ibid. Goodman, op. cit., p. 423 n. 40. Cf. M. Finley, op. cit., p. 70 on
the worth and supply of labor.

This figure is derived from the following calculation: About 200 kg. of grain will
keep one person alive at a subsistence level for a year. On this see, Hamel, op. cit., p.
472 n. 233, based upon the work of C. Clark and M. Haswell, The Economics of Subsis-
tence Agriculture (4th ed.: London, 1970), p. 58. If the Talmudic cor was around 400
liters in volume, equivalent to 11 bushels, and an average density of wheat today is
around 27 kg./bu., then 100 x 11 x 27/200 = ca. 150.

Variant readings in D, of course, offer the smaller unit "gab," = 1/6 of the bath.
Compare the discussion in Jeremias, Parables, p. 181: 100 cors = yield of 100 acres. 100
baths = yield of 146 olive trees.

According to Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 208f, and as in Matt 1&; but see note 56
above.

7%Rents were normally about 10 cors a year: B. M. 9.7. Applebaum, ibid., 2:659.

Recall again the passage in Cicero, De officiis 2.84.
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Jesus tradition.”® Yet even so, the prayer comes to us in twofold form in the tradition.
Which of the two presents the more authentic form? This question is not easy to decide.
The Lukan form is probably closest in length to the original. However, editorial work of
both evangelists can be detected. Therefore, the original form would have to be recon-
structed in any case.

Fortunately, a discussion of particular points does not have to await the reconstruc-
tion of the whole. Of concern here will be only the petitions for bread and forgiveness
(Matt 6:11-12//Luke 11:3-4).

Starting with the forgiveness petition first, how is it to be taken? Underlying the
Greek word aphiémi and cognates is the notion of both cancellation of debt and meta-
phorical forgiveness.77 Behind opheilémata - hamartias (Matt 6:12 // Luke 11:4 resp.)
probably lies the Aramaic hébdh. This word had in Galilean Aramaic the meaning of
either sin or debt.”® Matthew's understanding of the petition is indicated by the supple-
mental condition in v. 15 (paraptd mata). Luke has supplied the word "sins" instead of
"debts." Yet it is most interesting that Luke continues with a material application —"as
we ourselves forgive all in debt to us" (11:4b). The Matthean form of this comparative
clause could also formally refer to actual debtors who are "forgiven" (though the above
consideration argues against Matthew having so understood the clause).

Admittedly, the metaphorical use of the Aramaic word hébdh, "debt," is well
attested in the rabbinic material.”” So also is the petition for release from "debts" owed
to ("sins" committed against) God. Here may be recalled the sixth benediction in the
Shemoneh "Esreh and especially Akiba's prayer in b. Ta'an. 25b: . . . "according to thy
great mercy remit [alll our promissory notes (kol shit®ré hobsthénid."®" However, it is to
be suspected that these references, like those regarding the prozbol, reflect concerns and
socio-economic conditions quite different from the pre-70 realities of Roman Palestine.

The basic structure of the Synoptic tradition's interpretation of this petition—appar-
ent in both Matthew and Luke—is "forgiveness" requested in the context of a vertical
relationship to God (in line with the later rabbinic viewpoint), as compared with "forgive-
ness" practiced in the context of a horizontal relationship to the neighbor. In this latter
practice, Matthew seems to metaphorize debt to cover all kinds of social obligations,
while Luke retains the literal meaning. In the former practice, neither Matthew nor
Luke reads the petition other than as a request for forgiveness for infractions (debts =
trespasses, sins respectively) against God.

Is it possible to see the meaning of the prayer within the context of Jesus' ministry?
It is suggested here that that meaning becomes evident in the conjunction of the petition
for forgiveness with the petition for daily bread.

What needs to be seen in this conjunction is the material link between the two peti-
tions, a synonymous parallelism, if you will. Indebtedness threatens the availability of
daily bread. Conversely, the petition for daily bread is at the same time a petition for a
social order that will supply such basic human needs in a regular and consistent manner.
Thus, the succeeding petition for forgiveness can be seen to address just such a social
concern: Indebtedness disrupts the ability of a social order to supply daily bread. There-
fore, rather than infractions against God, Jesus primarily asked through this petition for
release from the earthly shackles of indebtedness. Even if one adopts an eschatological
hermeneutic framework for this prayer, as for instance does Jeremias, one must still see

76N, Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (Harper & Row, 1967), p. 47.
77R. Bultmann, "APHIEMI, KTL.," in TDNT 1 (1964): 509%.
G. Dalman, Die Worte Jesu (2d ed.: Leipzig, 1930), pp. 334f is helpful. Further, cf.
Perrin, op. cit., p. 151.
In addition to Dalman, F. Hauck, art. cit., p. 565 n. 1.
80Cited from Hauck, ibid., p. 562.
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in such an eschatology this material expectation. The material link between lack of bread
and debt calls into question, therefore, the "spiritualizing" interpretations of the prayer
evident already in the Synoptic tradition.

The suggested interpretation urges itself on the basis of another consideration.
Jesus' ministry appealed particularly to the landless, that is, those forced for one reason
or another into beggary, prostitution, tax collection, or other occupations not directly
linked to working the land.®* It may be surmised that many of these people knew the
reality of indebtedness. Perhaps they had not been able to get out of debt, and so had
been driven from "normal" social ties for this reason. Would such people have made no
connection between their material need, and the most profound expression of the aims of
the Jesus movement—the Lord's Prayer?

In conclusion it must be said that, if the interpretation advanced is sustainable,
Jesus' ministry takes on an explicitly revolutionary aspect according to the canons of
antiquity. From one side, his ministry can be seen to have advocated the dissolution of
the material mechanisms of social stratification and power. From another side, the
political authorities undoubtedly would have perceived, even in the hint of a public
proclamation of the abolition of debt, a subversive, revolutionary agenda. Jesus did not
have to advocate armed insurrection to be branded a revolutionary. In fact, he did not
advocate armed insurrection. However, his vision of the liberation coming with the reign
of God directly attacked a principal element of the Roman order in Palestine and
attracted a following of people victimized by debt.

81The works of Schottroff and Stegemann cited in note 42.







Jesus, Israel and the Cross

N. T. Wright
McGill University

Like naughty children whispering after a command to silence, and then, greatly
daring, talking openly and with increasing volume, New Testament scholars, so long
forbidden to talk about Jesus of Nazareth, have begun in the last decade to do so with
renewed vigour. Twenty or so years ago the late Bishop Stephen Neill could write, "It is
just the fact that the historical reconstruction of the life and history of Jesus has as yet
hardly begun':* those words, true at the time, are now quite out of date. Neill went on to
say that "The materials for further work are all there. What we need now is historians."
They have duly appeared: Caird (1965), Bowker (1973), Vermes (1973, 1984), Meyer
(1979)2, Riches (1980), Hengel (1981: German original, 1968), Harvey (1982) and now Borg
(1984%) and Sanders (1985), sharing (despite their wide differences of approach and
results) the conviction that it is possible to know quite a’lot about Jesus of Nazareth and
that to discuss him as a figure of history is worthwhile.” There is space here neither to
review this "third quest" nor to justify it theologically.™ My intention, in response to the
suggestion of the Historical Jesus Consultation in the 1984 SBL meeting, is simply to
attempt an answer to the question: if it is true that Jesus' life and ministry are to be
understood within the framework of Judaism, and in particular if it is true that his aims
and intentions were bound up with the fate of the Jewish nation (this loose way of putting
it is designed to cover the positions of most of the above writers: in what follows, how-
ever, there will be space only for limited interaction with others, with the exception of
Borg and Sanders), what sense can be made of his suffering and death?

A few words about the background and nature of this question will be in order before
we can begin to look at it for itself.

I

There is, for a start, the problem of the "if" in the question as formulated. It was
axiomatic for some previous generations of scholars that Jesus' life and ministry had to
be divorced from their Jewish setting: at best it provided the dark backcloth against
which the sparkling jewel could better be seen.” Jesus, it was thought, taught a lofty

LNeill 1964, 283.

See too his article "The End-of-the-World Jesus" in the forthcoming Memorial
Volume for G. B. Caird.

3 use the phrase "Jesus of Nazareth" in preference to "the historical Jesus" because
of the overtones of earlier debates, and of unfortunate positions within them, carried by
the latter. For other positions of importance within the present stage of debate, see
Stanton 1975, Goppelt 1981 vol. 1, Lohfink 1984.

For some reflections on this issue, see Wright 1982.
5See Sanders 1977, 1-59, for what must now be regarded as a standard refutation of
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message of universal significance: a particular interest in his own Jewish people, their
problems and the politics, would distance him awkwardly from virtually all other situa-
tions. Worse (for the line of thought we are describing), it would have tied him not just to
a particular historical situation but to a Jewish frame of thought, which was just the sort
of thing that much post-Enlightenment religion regarded with distaste or worse. Thus, in
order to make Jesus not only theologically relevant but theologically correct, he must be
universalized, and with him his background. Judaism becomes a typical example of the
wrong sort of religion: Jesus, the announcer of the right sort.

It is without a doubt the problems that this view poses for anyone wishing to make
sense of the history of first-century Palestine that have caused people acting (no doubt)
with the highest of motives to argue that the "Jesus of history" is more or less irrelevant
for Christian faith, and to retroject that argument, too, into the first century by claim-
ing that the evangelists were no more interested in him than a good neo-Kantian or
Heideggerian ought to be. But the historical problems will not go away. As F. C. Burkitt
pointed out in his preface to the first edition of Schweitzer's Quest, "the true view of the
Gospel [by which he meant, of course, the accounts of Jesus' life in the Gospels] will be
that which explains the course of events in the first century and the second century,
rather than that which seems to have spiritual and imaginative value for the twentieth
century."6 And what is to be explained is just what the view I have criticized cannot
explain: why Jesus of Nazareth, who began his ministry in close association with a
preacher of repentance to Israel, and whose followers, after his death, still shared in
some ways the apocalyptic hope of their Jewish contemporaries, should have met his
death on a Roman cross outside the gates of Jerusalem. Just as it makes sense to ask why
the Peloponnesian war occurred, and why Athens eventually lost it (not to mention
whether Thucydides, the first to raise the questions, got the answers right), it makes
sense to ask why Jesus did what he did during his-evidently brief ministry, and why he
met the death he did—and whether the evangelists, who may have been the first to raise
these questions, got the answers (historically) right.

It is, of course, possible to suggest an answer to this question without leaving the
usual framework of thought: Jesus offended the religious beliefs and vested interests of
his contemporaries, and died (in effect) as a martyr for the right sort of religion. But this
view, too, has large problems to surmount. First, the evidence of the gospels themselves
does not suggest that the opposition which eventually led to Jesus' death was what (in
this view) would usually count as specifically religious, or theologically motivated. The
trial narratives do not obviously go back to Jesus' reported attacks on Torah, his Sabbath
violations, his rude remarks about the food laws. However the charge of blasphemy is to
be interpreted, it is only connected by the occasional and slender thread (e.g. Mark 2:7
and pars.) to the controversies which surrounded Jesus during his ministry. Second, this
view has great difficulty in explaining how Jesus' death as a martyr to the cause of
universal spiritual religion could be seen, within a decade or two at least, as possessing
atoning significance: this point could be sharpened by asking how it was that Paul could.
write, about twenty years later, that "the Son of God loved me and gave himself for me"
(Gal 2:20). This second problem, however, is shared by some at least of the works repre-

this retrojection of the Protestant view of sixteenth-century church history—the dark
Middle Ages, the bright jewel of Martin Luther—into the first century of the era. See
Sanders' criticism of Kdsemann (1985, 331 and elsewhere), and the chapter "The Agonized
Attempt to Save Jesus from Apocalyptic: Continental New Testament Scholarship" in
Koch 1972, ch. 6.

Burkitt 1910, xix. See Sanders 1985, 333: history and exegesis are to be set free
"from being obligated to come to certain conclusions which are pre-determined by theo-
logical commitment."
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sented in the newest Quest, and it is the task of this paper to show how, within the
parameters set by the current discussion, a satisfactory answer may be found.

The alternative approach offered by writers in the Reimarus-Brandon line’ has of
course had its own solution to the problem: Jesus was a Jewish freedom-fighter who
suffered, predictably, the punishment which the Romans characteristically meted out to
revolutionary leaders. This view, though not (as we will see) without strengths which
must be taken into account in any eventual hypothesis, runs into problems of its own. The
actual evidence we have makes it extremely unlikely that Jesus was an advocate of
revolutionary violence,® and this view, too, fails to explain either why Jesus' death was
regarded so soon as atoning or, as Sanders has pointed out (1985, 226, 228, 231, 295, 318,
329) why his disciples were not at once rounded up and rooted out.” Nevertheless, the
reaction to Brandon has too often been of the form: Jesus was not a violent revolution-
ary, therefore (or is it "because'?) his message is apolitical, spiritual, timeless, universal.
I regard it as one of the many great strengths of Borg's book that he attacks this standard
view and suggests that there are more than two possible positions here.”~ To split "reli-
gion" and "politics" as neatly and apparently self-evidently as post-Enlightenment West-
ern thought does is one thing: to project that view into the first century (or even, for
that matter, the sixteenth) is to commit gross anachronism, especially when what is at
stake is the historical understanding of a people who were committed, for reasons we
would today call "religious," to a particular territory and social lifestyle. There is, then,
more than meets the eye to the titulus on the cross: Jesus' death may after all have had
something to do with the hope of Israel, though not perhaps in the way Brandon
thought.** But this is to run ahead of the argument.

It is, happily, less incumbent on a writer today than-it was ten years ago to write a
massive section of his treatment of Jesus explaining and justifying his method."“ One or
two remarks, however, are in order at this stage. Like Sanders (1985, 47), I agree whole-
heartedly with Meyer in his argument that, as historians, we must proceed on the
assumption that historical knowledge is real knowledge, and that the route by which it is
to be reached is that of hypothesis and verification. Insofar as some of the much-vaunted
"eriteria" for adjudging synoptic authenticity lend themselves to use within this scheme,
they are to be valued: but they are not of very much value even there, as will be readily
apparent from the constant disagreements even among those who agree in theory on the
tools they are using. The much-vaunted "criterion of dissimilarity," in particular, was
never really a critical tool in the first place, however "objective" it may have appeared
to the outsider. It was designed as a blunt instrument for implementing a double theo-
logical programme: Jesus is to be divorced from his Jewish context, and the early church

’See Bammel 1984.

Harvey 1982, ch. 1; Bammel and Moule 1984, passim. Sanders 1985, 326 claims that
it is "certain or virtually certain" that neither Jesus nor his disciples "thought that the
kingdom could be established by force of arms."

The Domitianic persecution of the family of Jesus as though they belonged to a
royal house with political aspirations (Eusebius, HE 3:191., following Hegesippus) does not
of course disprove this point, but rather highlights the fact that the earliest disciples did
not suffer such persecution.

1984, 1-20; and such summaries as 235: "Jesus' attitude towards Rome was not based
on an apolitical stance, but on the conviction that in the political affairs of the world the
judgling activity of God was at work."

See Meyer 1979, 19f.: Reimarus was right to insist on the Jewish political context
(which the nineteenth century promptly forgot), wrong in how he interpreted it. See
below for an analogous analysis of Schweitzer.

12566 schillebeeckx 1979, 41-102; Meyer 1979, 23-110.
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is to have no interest in the historical Jesus. This is actually an odd combination, since if
Jesus really was separate from Judaism, the teacher who challenged people to existen-
tialist decision, it should have been quite safe for the early church, or indeed the modern
one, to be interested in him: hence Bultmann's Jesus. The idea that ancient and modern
Christians are better off with the Christ of faith than with the Jesus of history offers
tacit recognition that Jesus cannot, after all, be divorced from his Jewish matrix. Hence
the need for the other blunt instrument: demythologisation.

In practice, writers of all stripes this century have in fact used the hypothesis-model:
sayings and incidents which would be suspect on strict application of the criteria are
retained because they are close to the heart of what the writer assumes to be bedrock in
our knowledge of Jesus, and the criteria are often wheeled in only as convenient ways of
eliminating those bits of evidence which do not {fit the hypothesis.13 This has resulted in
the strange situation that one of the age-old criteria for a good hypothesis—in any field
of enquiry from a police investigation to a metaphysical conundrum—has been quietly set
aside: one must "save the appearances," must include as far as possible all the evidence.
The "criteria" have provided a convenient waste-basket where "appearances'" that the
hypothesis cannot "save" may be deposited without anyone feeling guilty about it. The
strength of Harvey's argument, and, mutatis mutandis, those also of Meyer, Borg and
Sanders is that they provide hypotheses in which significantly more of the "appearances"
are "saved" than in many previous treatments: and by "appearances" I mean the texts of
the synoptic gospels.”" We need, then, hypotheses, and these recent works suggest some:
I shall offer my own, or rather a summary outline of that part of my own which bears on
the specific topic in hand. The strength of a hypothesis is its essential simplicity, its
"saving" of the "appearances," and its ability to make sense of data not part of the pres-
ent puzzle. I regard all the works already cited as possessing these strengths in varying
degrees over against the main line of writing about Jesus which preceded them in the
present (or, for that matter, the last) century: and this paper is an attempt to modify and
re-present part, at least, of the overall hypothesis which seems to be emerging.

II

The case I wish to advance has three stages, almost syllogistic in overall form. The
first may be stated, in advance, as follows: Jesus warned his contemporaries of imminent
divine judgment. This is in some ways the required starting-point for this paper, since it
was requested as a sequel to a discussion of Borg's book, where the point is made central,
and established at some length. 3 But just here there is a conflict with most of the other
recent writers about Jesus. Meyer and Sanders, for instance, regard a message of judg-
ment as almost peripheral in Jesus' ministry. The point must therefore be set out in some
detail. .

We may begin on solid ground.16 (1) Jesus' ministry took its historical origin from
that of John the Baptist, who, as is widely agreed, warned Israel of "the wrath to come!'!
and urged her to tuen while there was time. He can be safely located on the map of

13See the comments of Caird (1965, 5) on Bultmann's actual practice; and of Borg
(1984, 22) on Perrin's.

hBorg frequently (e.g. 132f., 142, 173) resorts to the argument that, even if a cer-
tain passage is not from Jesus, it is from the early Palestinian church which shared his
aims and outlook. This seems to me fine as far as it goes, though it is of course, open to
the rejoinder that if the continuity is strong enough for the argument to stand it is hard
to see why the passage cannot, at least hypothetically, be ascribed to Jesus himself.

LBorg 1984, 201-27, 265-76.
6See Sanders 1985, passim.
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Jewish apocalyptic expectation, as can the early church, whose half-misunderstandings
(e.g. Acts 1:6) are still recorded at a time when such issues had lost their immediate
relevance. Paul, too, shows constant signs of being grounded in the Jewish apocalyptic
expectation, whether we judge such signs to be indications of his major theological
emphases or whether, with K&dsemann, we place them at the periphery. If Jesus had not
shared these expectations, he would have been more than an historical oddity: he would
have been incomprehensible and irrelevant in the eyes of his contemporaries. This, which
is similar to Harvey's overall thesis (though he does not develop it in relation to the hope
of Israel), amounts to the simple argument: Jesus must have taught and lived in this
context, otherwise he would not have made sense. More: he would not have been cruci-
fied. A nineteenth-century moralist or teacher of pure, spiritual religion, or a man who
proclaimed that God was "near" as opposed to remote (a fact of which mar}y Jews were
already well aware), would not, it is safe to say, have ended up on a cross.1 Jesus lived,
taught and died in a context of what Sanders calls "Jewish restoration eschatology."

(2) But in what did this "apocalyptic hope" consist? Space forbids the detailed discus-
sion this question warrants. Perhaps the best that can be done is to register my agree-
ment with the line taken by Caird (1965, 1976, 1980) and Borg (as above), following the
interpretation of apocalyptic given by S. B. Frost in particular: the "apocalyptic' hope of
Israel was not an expectation that God would soon end the entire space-time order, but
was the hope that he would soon, within the continuing course of history, act to vindicate
his own name by delivering his covenant people from their current political and social
predicaments. The language used by many writers (though by no means all) as the vehicle
of this hope has systematically misled generations of scholars into imagining that the
referent is "the end of the world," whereas its purpose is rather to invest the future
space-time events which are the actual referents with their true theological significance.
The classic example of a scholar thus misled is of course Albert Schweitzer, who was so
right in his insistence that Jesus is to be seen in the context of Jewish eschatology and so
wrong in his interpretation of it, just as Reimarus and Brandon were right to make poli-
tics the setting and wrong to make Jesus an armed revolutionary.18 When God acts in
this way, he will be ushering in ha‘olam haba’, the new age. This is akin to Jeremiah's
prophecy that "the Day of the Lord" was soon to break on the people of Israel: the Bab-
ylonian invasion was to be identified as the coming of that Day. The historical and politi-
cal events were invested with theological significance. This point is particularly striking
in the interpretation of Daniel 7. No one imagines that the beasts are to be taken as
actual animals, but many assume that the figure like a son of man is to be taken as just
that, a human figure. It is hard to maintain the symbolic interpretation, and the conse-
quent this-worldly reference, of the New Testament apocalyptic language when faced
with an overwhelming tradition which insists on taking it literally, but I believe this is
the only way forward if justice is to be done to the literature itself, let alone its rele-
vance to the New Testament. Even Borg (e.g. 212) stops short of Caird's position (1965,
18-22) when it comes to the "Son of Man" sayings.

(3) Jesus warned, then, of the approach, not of "the end of the world" in the sense of
the cessation of the present space-time continuum, but of the end of the present socio-
political state of affairs.”” (I used to use the phrase "the end of the present world order,"
but in his new book Sanders has used it with a different sense, and I therefore avoid it for
the sake of clarity. Sanders, it seems to me, never quite grasps the nettle. He sees that

175, rightly, Borg 319 n. 115.
See especially Borg 1984, 216ff., and the references there, especially that (367 n.
45) to the work of Amos Wilder; also Caird 1976, and 1980 chs. 12-14.
See Borg 202: "what faced the hearers of Jesus was not the imminent . . . end of
the world, but the imminent . . . destruction of Israel."




80 SBL 1985 Seminar Papers

in some cases the hope must be seen as this-worldly, but persists in maintaining the
traditional view that many expressions of it have an other-worldly referent.) Jesus'
statements about an imminent "end" are to be read against their characteristic Jewish-
apocalyptic background: there will be events in the immediately future history which will
constitute God's action in history to fulfill the covenant and bring in at last the new age
when God's people will be vindicated after their long desolation. It is this which gives to
his preaching its characteristic urgency, so rightly noted and so wrongly interpreted by
both Schweitzer and Bultmann. It is this, too, that gave him relevance to his contempo-
rary situation: the smouldering conflicts between Jew and Gentile, and between Jew and
Jew, which characterized the outwardly peaceful society of Palestine in the first thirty
years of the era,zo were directly addressed by one who claimed, and put his claim into
action, that God was about to act to set things right. Only in this context can we under-
stand how his message—especially his language about the Kingdom—could have been
more than the timeless philosophy to which scholarship still so often reduces it.

(4) If Jesus' language about the Kingdom thus resonated with the expectation of his
contemporaries that God would act in history to vindicate his name and his people, it is
also clear that what he said about the Kingdom challenged and disturbed those current
expectations. His message is, to that extent, like that of Amos 5:18: Why do you desire
the Day of Yahweh? It is a day of darkness, and not of light. A good many of the parables
are devoted to saying: this, and not that, is what the Kingdom (for which you have
longed) is like. It is like a net full of fish, good and bad together: like wheat mingled with
tares: like a man sowing seed in his field. It is a time of judgment for Israel, not deliver-
ance merely. Many will come from East and West, and sit down with Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob in the Kingdom, while the children of the Kingdom are cast out. If these state-
ments and others like them are read simply -as retrojections of the later church into the
ministry of Jesus, it will be impossible (I believe) to understand that ministry in its true
colours.

(5) In particular, it will be impossible to understand why Jesus was referred to as a
prophet. This attribution should be distinguished from the frequently discussed question
of whether Jesus was thought of, or thought of himself as, "the eschatological prophet":
there is, in fact, comparatively little evidence for that reference to Deut 18:15-22 in the
gospels, John 6:14 and one or two other passages being exceptions. There is plenty of
evidence that the primary category seized on by Jesus' contemporaries to explain who he
was was "prophet" in the sense not of national leader but of national disturber: John the
Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah were the models chosen, according to Matt 16:14 pars. Good
evidence, too: the great majority of references come very definitely into the "dissimilar-
ity" test, since Judaism was not noticeably expecting a prophet who, like Elijah and
Jeremiah, would warn that the covenant God had a quarrel with his people, and the early
church very quickly abandoned the category in favour of others more clearly honorific.
Matt 16:14 itself might be held to be an exceptioh, since the passage is clearly leading up
to a statement of Jesus Messiahship, and the references to the prophets might be held to
be introduced simply for the sake of contrast. But this will not do in the light of the
other evidence. Herod apparently put Jesus into the category of "prophet": so did the
disciples: and so did Jesus himself—"it is impossible that a prophet should perish outside
Jerusalem"; "a prophet is not without honour except in his own country." Even when the
context cries out for at least a Messianic statement, Matthew has the crowds at the
Entry announce "This is the prophet, Jesus, from Nazareth in Galilee." And the charac-
teristic message of the prophet is to warn the people of God that they are off course, and
that God will shortly act to punish them, and to deliver those who (in this sense) mend
their ways.

20For this view of the period see Borg 27-72.
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(6) Into this developing picture the numerous explicit warnings of the synoptic gos-
pels fit comfortably. The fig tree has one more year to bear fruit, and "if not, then you
can cut it down": those who perished in one of Pilate's characteristically provocative
suppressions of Jewish feeling will set the pattern for all—unless they repent. There will
be a separation of righteous and unrighteous, of wheat and chaff. Israel will be like a
steward about to be put out of service for mismanagement, and unless she makes alterna-
tive provisions quickly her plight will be sorry. If Sanders is right—and I think he is—then
the action in the Temple can be seen within exactly the same context: not basically as a
cleansing, as though Jesus thought either to make it fit for continuing use or to register a
protest against the "materialistic" concerns of Judaism (again, anachronism has made
nonsense of the setting), but as a symbolic act of destruction. Here the theme which
we are observing in the sayings material finds a grounding in indisputable fact.?2 But,
against Sanders' repeated assertions, I believe (a) that there is no good reason to deny
that Jesus preached, repeatedly and centrally, the warning of impending judgment which
the action in the temple symbolized; and (b) that there is nothing in the synoptic tradi-
tion (and only John 2:18-22 outside it) to warrant the assertion that the main thing in
Jesus' mind in the temple incident was not judgment but restoration. (It is ironic how one
of the few "sayings" attributed to Jesus which Sanders allows to become part of his
"bedrock" is that put into his mouth by the false witnesses in the trial—and even they
could not agree on it. It could of course be said that the setting reflects the embarrass-
ment of the evangelists, but that is odd, since (a) they happily "report" several other
predictions of the temple's destruction and (b) the Johannine explanation of the "rebuild-
ing" idea was ready to hand.) The fig-tree incident, which clearly goes with the Temple
incident and interprets it, suggests that Luke 13:35 is closer to the mark: the temple is
abandoned by God, as in Ezekiel 10, and is therefore defenceless against the enemy.
One of the great advantages—if it is an advantage—of this view is that Mark 13 and pars.
no longer stand out like a sore thumb from the rest of the tradition, but fit comfortably
within it and indeed draw it to a climax: Jesus' whole ministry is one of apocalyptic
warning of the immediately future judgment which will come upon Israel unless she
repents.

(7) The warnings appear to have a definite and concrete referent. Just as Babylon,
and Assyria before her, were seen by the prophets as God's instruments for purging his
sinful people, so Rome will be God's means of bringing judgment on those who refuse to
heed the warnings of Jesus (or, for that matter, of John the Baptist). The axe is laid to
the roots of the tree: Rome, with her blasphemous standards and coinage, already pol-
lutes the holy land, and the pollution will be complete—"unless you repent." It is at this
point that the extraordinariness of Jesus' message becomes fully apparent. The Jewish
hope, in a nutshell, was that God would act to save his people from Rome (as the con-
crete historical manifestation of his faithfulness to the covenant). Where Messianic
expectations existed, as we shall see, they functioned within that wider, and more wide-
spread, national hope. Jesus, however, while declaring that the Kingdom of God is immi-
nent, stands the concrete form of the hope on its head. Hope lies, not in large-scale

21 At the same time, Sanders' view needs to be put together with the brilliant sugges-
tions made by Borg (1984, 170-77). If this is done the incident can be interpreted as an
acted parable of judgment, and the saying that accompanies it fits perfectly. The temple,
and its concern for "holiness" of the "separation" variety, is the actual centre of that
Jewish resistance to Rome which Jesus sees as courting theological/political disaster.
See too Meyer 1979, 198, explaining the incident by reference to the prophecy of Zech
14:21 (that there would, in the eschaton, be no traders in the temple).

225ce Sanders 1985, 61-76.

235ce Borg 1984, 1811f.
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national deliverance from an enemy without, but in a national turning to a new form of
aspiration—which is already appearing entos hymon, "in your midst," as a grain of mus-
tard seed, small but growing. The paradox of Jesus' ministry is this: that, in claiming to
herald the fulfillment of Israel's hope, he radically redefines that hope. Caird and Borg
both make the point that, for Jesus, the referent of the warnings is specific and con-
crete: if you persist in nationalist ambition, sooner or later Rome will crush you. Left in
that form, it may be said (and Sanders does say it) that it did not take much political
astuteness to make such a prediction. True: but what the synoptic writers assert is that
Jesus did not leave it in that form. He warned that the "national hope," followed in the
way it was being followed, would lead to the wrath of Rome, and that in that wrath was
to be seen the wrath of God. That is the point at which the political and historical refer-
ent of the warning is invested with theological significance, the insight which went
beyond mere political or historical shrewdness.

(8) The (so-called) ethical teaching of Jesus is to be seen, in this light, not in terms
of a mere interiorisation of "external" Torah, nor indeed as a new Torah, but as the
summons to Israel to be Israel—under Jesus' guidance. The Torah means what is says,
that the very ideas of murder and adultery are hateful to God. God means what he says,
that he is a Father to Israel, but to treat him as such will involve rethinking many prac-
tices of current piety. Here Borg makes one of his most important contributions to the
discussion: Jesus offers Israel an alternative paradigm, the "mercy code" (Luke 6:36,
summarizing 6:27-36 and its Matthaean parallel) instead of the "holiness code." Instead of
conceiving her national task as a holiness which involved se aration, Jesus invites Israel
to find her vocation in a different sort of imitatio Dei,2* which will mean forgiving
enemies instead of vengeance against them, going the second mile on behalf of the hated
Roman soldier, taking the pain and anger. of the present situation and offering love in
return. The table-fellowship with sinners is not merely the acting out of grace to sinners:
it is an acted parable of what Israel should be like, a welcoming, mercy-offering commu-
nity, rather than an exclusivist company concerned with separation from defilement and
hence always likely to run into conflict with Rome (so Borg, ch. 4 and frequently). This is
a revolutionary Jesus of a rather different sort to Brandon's, but, as Borg so clearly
shows, one who was making a definite political statement nonetheless. He who is not with
the national hope is against it: he who announces that it is fulfilled, and yet systemati-
cally undermines it, is a traitor. The parallel with Elijah, and particularly with Jeremiah,
could hardly be clearer.2?

Each of these eight points is of course controversial in its own right in terms of
present scholarship, and I do not suppose for a moment that I have here presented a
complete, let alone a convincing, case for them. My intention is merely to suggest the
outline of what I believe to be a comprehensible and coherent picture, as far as.it goes,
of Jesus: as "a prophet mighty in word and deed," announcing like John the Baptist a
message of imminent judgment upon the people of God. The judgment will be an histori-
cal event, a fall of Jerusalem in history like that predicted by Jeremiah, but, also like

\

24Borg 1984, passim, and especially ch. 5.
From this point it would be possible to suggest a new solution to the problem
tackled so interestingly by Sanders on pp. 222if., that the sayings material seems not to
fit the overall "Jewish restoration eschatology" which he finds to be the correct matrix
for understanding Jesus. This, of course, is why he spends so much time in the book argu-
ing that the sayings are the wrong place to begin—a point with which, for my own
reasons, I am in agreement. I think, in fact, that the sayings, understood as I have sug-
gested, fit very well with the theme of Israel's reconstitution. The further question,
whether Jesus thought the judgment inevitable (Schweitzer) or merely contingent (Borg,
Caird and most others) is harder, and must be pursued at a later point.
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that event, it must be understood as God's judgment on his people and, particularly, on
the holy city and the temple.

I

The second point of the syllogism has the effect of restoring the balance that some
may feel is lost in the presentation of the first. Jesus did not merely proclaim judgment
against the people of God: he identified himself with Israel. His summons, his welcome,
his offer form the positive side of the ministry which, as we shall see, dovetails exactly
into the negative side outlined above. This is, if anythiné, a more controversial claim
than the first, and must likewise be presented step by step. 6

(1) In a prima facie reading of the synoptics, it appears that, when Jesus warned of
judgment to come he also invited his hearers to follow him and so become part of the
incipient new people of God that he was summoning into being. There is now growing
agreement that the category of "the twelve" goes back to Jesus himself, and that it
signifies his intention to remake the people of God:27 this is just one of many symptoms
of his underlying aim. Those who followed him were those who had heeded the warning,
and who were, in principle at least, prepared to forswear the outlook and aspirations of
their contemporaries, though the muddles they retained, preserved against the natural
tendency in the synoptic tradition, are evidence that they were still fairly unclear as to
precise implications. But the fact of their being twelve carries an implicit meaning about
the place of Jesus himself in the whole scheme. He is not himself one of the twelve, not
even primus inter pares. He stands over against them, calling them into being: they are
the beginnings of the reconstituted Israel insofar as they are his followers. It is important
not to read too much into this, but equally important not to read too little. I suggest that
the natural implication is that they are "Israel" because he is Israel.

(2) This interpretation is reinforced by a consideration of other actions which are
now almost universally acknowledged as historical: Jesus welcomed "sinners" and ate’
with them, and he healed those afflicted with a variety of physical and mental ailments.
Jesus restores to membership in Israel those who had been on the margins of the holy
society, whether through physical defects (compare 1QSa 2:4-9) or moral or social blem-
ishes. The healing miracles and the table-fellowship with sinners are, in fact, all of a
piece, and very instructive for the hypothesis I am developing. Jesus' physical contact
with lepers, with the woman suffering from the haemorrhage, with corpses, and so on,
render him unclean just as did his eating with Matthew, or with Zacchaeus. Those two
stories, in fact, could be seen as paradigmatic for this aspect of the ministry. Jesus
identifies himself with sinful Israel, and thus contracts her uncleanness: nevertheless,
when he emerges from Zacchaeus' house to face the accusing crowd, it is not he who is
unclean but Zacchaeus who is "a son of Abraham." The miracles and the welcome to
outcasts thus invite the same interpretation as I have given to the call of the "twelve':
they only make sense if Jesus, who eats with the sinners, is himself the centre-point of
the reconstituted Israel that is being called into existence. Unless this nexus between
Jesus and the people of God is clearly seen, the welcome becomes vacuous: who is he, to
"welcome" anyone?

26Among scholars who have pursued this line one thinks particularly of Caird (e.g.
198237 Manson and Moule.
See now Sanders 1985, 95-106.
28$ee the careful, but ultimately inconclusive, discussions in Sanders 1985, 3211f.,
333, etc.
We are here at the point argued forcefully by George Caird in some of his last
articles (1982, 1983), picking up and developing hints from Moule and others. This para-
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(3) Putting this point together with the first part of the syllogism, I therefore prefer
to speak not of Israel's "restoration," as does Sanders, but of her "reconstitution." Sanders
(it seems to me) is absolutely right to draw attention to the Israel-dimension of the
ministry of Jesus, and this marks him out from many other writers even in what I have
called the "third Quest.”BO But his suggestion, both explicitly and by implication, is that
Jesus' primary aim is to restore Israel, with judgment only as an ancillary warning. My
suggestion is that Jesus sees Israel passing into a crisis—her last crisis: this generation
will see the end of the present situation of the people of God. Like Jonah at Nineveh, his
message could be summarized as "yet forty years, and Jerusalem shall be overthrown."
Yet, like Isaiah gathering a remnant around him, his message is also one of salvation
through the judgment: and this salvation is already inaugurated in the course of his
ministry: "today salvation has come to this house." The announcement of the Kingdom
has therefore a present as well as a future sense, which seems to me a better way of
putting it than to sit on the fence by calling it "imminent." L1t is as though the King-
dom—God's sovereign rule put into effect over Israel and, through Israel, over the
world”“—is present where Jesus is, because he is identified with, and indeed identified
as, God's people. Where he is, God is ruling the world as he always intended. The hope of
Israel is fulfilled in the present, in him, and when the future event occur to which his
warnings and promises refer they will be seen as the outworking of what has already
begun in the course of the ministry.

(4) It is thus that we should, I believe, make sense of the "Son of Man" problem which
still causes so much vexation. There is no difficulty in granting that the phrase, whatever
its original Aramaic form, could have meant "one" or "someone like me."’” But there
should also be no difficulty in granting that Jesus, in whose ministry the themes that
characterize Daniel 1-7 were prominent (the Kingdom of God and its vindication,
together with the vindication of the faithful people of God, over all idolatry), should have
used the symbol which occurs at the climax of the book (in the canonical form in which it
will have been as familiar to him as to us) to express both the hope of Israel and his own
identification with that hope. In the chapter as a whole, whatever the original intent of
its component parts, the figure of the Son of Man clearly represents those who are vindi-
cated by God after their suffering at the hands of the "beasts": the picture, as has often
been pointed out, is drawn from the mythological scheme in which, as in Genesis 1-2,
Adam is given dominion over the animals. In the context of the Jewish expectation of the
last two centuries B.C.E. and the early years of the common era, the entire first seven
chapters of Daniel would have the obvious message: remain true to God, and he will
vindicate you over those idolaters who are at present oppressing you. This clarifies still
further what is to be understood by "the kingdom of God" at this point in Jewish history:
God's rule, and the vindication of his true people, over the pagan nations. Jesus, in using
the term "Son of Man" with at least characteristic ambiguity, leaves open the possibility
of interpreting his sayings to mean that he identified himself, and his ministry, as the

\

graph deliberately leaves on one side the question, raised now sharply by Sanders 1985 ch.
6, as to who precisely the "outcasts" were.

See particularly Harvey, whose argument would be strengthened and clarified at
several points by the recognition of the significance of Israel in the ministry of Jesus.

lSee Sanders 1985, 150£f., quoting Caird.

I take this (which is close to the first meaning of "kingdom of God" listed by
Sanders on pp. 141ff., though ironically it is closer to the meaning he identifies as the
Rabbinic one than to that which he regards as the New Testament equivalent) to be the
primary meaning of the phrase, though of course there is no room to argue the point
here.

See Vermes, Lindars, etc.
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fulfillment of that national hope. It is through him that God is setting up the Kingdom
that cannot be shaken: he is the one in whom Israel is to find her redemption.

(5) It is in this light, too, that some of the other Christological titles may be more
clearly understood. Harveyz’5 pointed out that Messianic expectations, which were not as
widespread as is sometimes thought, were not free-standing, but were a function of the
national hope:

As sociologists would be quick to tell us, it would be rare for beliefs about a
coming deliverer to be anything but secondary to a general belief in the
coming deliverance. It may of course happen that a particular individual, by
the performance of notable exploits, comes to be recognised as a messianic
figure. But this will be the case only if there is already a powerful expecta-
tion of a new age to come. . ..

He goes on to suggest that Jesus regarded himself as Messiah, and was so regarded by his
followers during his lifetime, a conclusion which (due to the anachronistic impression
which still persists among scholars that "Christ" is a "divine" title) is resisted by many
others. Contrary to much repeated assertion, it is quite comprehensible, historically and
psychologically, that a human being growing up in a situation charged with national
expectation should come to believe that he or she is the one through whom that expecta-
tion is to be realised. The particular features of the situation in first-century Palestine
which sharpen this general statement into a specific one result in the suggestion that it is
quite comprehensible that Jesus, growing up with the expectation that God would bring in
his Kingdom and vindicate Israel over her enemies, should come to believe that God
would accomplish this through him: and an individual who believed that he was the
Messiah, the representative of Israel as David was the representative of the people of
God.”® The phrase "Son of God" is likewise to be understood, without the anachronism of
later Christological terminology, as Messianic and, like "Messiah" and "Son of Man," as
capable of carrying the overtones of "Israel's representative"—Israel herself being seen
as God's Son in several biblical and post-biblical passages.

It is historically probable, then, that Jesus not only proclaimed the judgment of God
against Israel, but also, in summoning men and women to follow him and in his healing
miracles and table-fellowship with outcasts, enacted the inauguration of the reconsti-
tuted Israel of the new age, an idea and an entity which only attains coherence if he in
some sense represents or embodies Israel in himself. This latter point, incidentally, is
where I begin to go beyond the argument of Borg's book, which however is (I believe)
thereby streng‘chened‘38 These two basic features of Jesus' ministry, each of which could
be set out, established and illustrated at much greater length than is possible here, invite
us to complete the syllogism as follows.

345ee Caird 1965, 19-22.

351982, 771.

36Sec Caird 1983, 43-46; Wright 1980, 12f. See too Sanders 234if. for the reasons
why the disciples understood Jesus to be the Messiah.

E.g. Exod 4:22f.; Jer 31:9; Wis 9:7; 18:13; Sib. Or. 3:702; 4 Ezra 5:28; Jub. 1:25-28;
4QDibHam 3:4ff.

See e.g. Borg 338 nn. 43, 47, where Borg seems to overlook the point that, pre-
cisely because of the David-Israel nexus, the ministry of Jesus as he (Borg) has described
it carries implications which make Davidic overtones not "over-subtle" but almost pre-
dictable.
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v

The question with which we began, which we saw to be among the most pressing
questions facing historians of the ministry of Jesus, was: what was the connection
between Jesus' ministry and his death? This is one form of the deceptively ambiguous
question, Why did Jesus die? To illustrate the ambiguities, and the nature of the problem
that confronts us, I cite the two quite different answers given to the question by a grade
6 Sunday School class: some, reaching for the security of the tradition, said "Jesus died
because of our sins," whereas others, attempting to think historically, produced various
hypotheses about Jesus' running foul of the Jewish and/or Roman authorities. The division
between the two answers is instructive. Both are clearly present in a variety of forms in
the New Testament. It would, I think, be claimed by many scholars that they have noth-
ing to do with each other (Lessing's ugly ditch separates them, after all, into the eternal
truth of atonement and the contingent historical fact of Jesus' execution). But this is not,
I think, the view of the New Testament writers themselves.

My suggestion is that Jesus, as Israel's representative, took upon himself the judg-
ment which he pronounced against the nation. This is, obviously, the result of putting
together my two earlier suggestions: and I believe that, while each part of the syllogism
can be supported individually, the combination of all three produces a coherence which
gives it the force of a cumulative case. It must be emphasized that this is, at the
moment, an historical hypothesis, not a theological construct. I am suggesting that Jesus
saw Israel as courting political and historical disaster by that national ambition which
would lead Rome to crush her, as so many other peoples had been crushed: and that he
identified himself, as a matter of vocation, with Israel. In that context it would be a
matter of logic, not of "supernatural" prophecy (and hence not, either, of a vaticinium
after the event) that would lead him to say that the Son of man had to be crucified by
the Romans. He was to suffer the characteristic fate of those who rebelled against
Rome. He was in fact, to die Israel's death.

The central evidence for this suggestion is found in the most controversial section of
the synoptic gospels, i.e. the trial narratives. (It is perhaps necessary to say at this stage
that, though one cannot ignore questions of modern relevance, not least questions of
Jewish-Christian relations, it is quite out of the question to let the historical enquiry be
predetermined by such considerations. At the same time it is interesting to note that
Sanders, the last person one would accuse of a lack of sympathy towards the Jewish
position, is compelled by the evidence to take a different line from that of, say, Winter
or Rivkin, and to conclude that the Jewish leaders, representing the interests of mainline
Judaism as a whole, acted to have Jesus put to death by the Romans.)

We may begin with the clearest point. Luke leaves us in no doubt that, for him at
least, Jesus died because of charges that amounted to sedition: he was forbidding people
to pay taxes to Caesar, and giving himself out to be King of the Jews. The titulusrenders
the latter part of the charge extremely likely: and whether or not the former admits of
an historian's verdict "probable" it is clear that the force of the charge is that Jesus dies
as an apparent martyr for the Jewish hope of liberation from the Romans.

This is the point at which the Reimarus-Brandon thesis is both right and wrong.
(a) Jesus dies because of the (national, political) hope of Israel. It is nationalist Messiahs
who end up getting crucified. Had he given in to pressure (from proto-"zealot" factions—
or quite possibly from inside himself, as he identified with his helpless people, overrun by
harsh, provocative and pagan Roman rule) and become the sort of Messiah that would fit
with the hope for a national political liberation, it is extremely likely that he would have
been crucified on the same charge. (b) Luke's readers, however, know that the charge is
(in the sense Pilate must have heard it and implemented it) exactly false. Jesus is inno-
cent of the charges laid against him (it is in this precise sense that we should take, for
instance, Luke 23:41b). Hence the irony, unperceived in the literalness of the Brandon
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thesis: Jesus dies on charges of which, while he is innocent, (many at least of) those with
whom he identified himself were guilty. On the cross Jesus "becomes" a zealot, just as he
"became" unclean when touching a leper, or "became" a sinner by sitting down to eat
with Zacchaeus. At last, when there is no risk of misunderstanding, he can identify
himself fully with the national aspirations of his people. He cannot preach Israel's
national hope, but he can die for it.

Before taking this line of thought further, we must examine more closely the trial
narrative in Mark and Matthew. It is commonly said that it contains inconsistencies both
with itself and with historical probability. While it is impossible here to go into the
details of the discussion, several important points may be made.

First, it is historically likely that Jesus said, perhaps more than once, things which
are more or less reflected in the charge laid by the "false witnesses": "This fellow said, 'l
am able to destroy the temple of God, and to build it in three days'" (Matt 26:61), or "We
heard him say, 'I will destroy this temple that is made with hands, and in three days I will
build another, not made with hands'" (Mark 14:58). Jesus' prediction of God's judgment
against Israel found, as we saw (in agreement with Sanders), a natural centre in the
temple. I regard the so-called apocalyptic discourse (Mark 13 and pars.), which is given
such prominence in all three synoptics, as of great importance not only as part of the
apocalyptic preaching of Jesus but also within the historical explanation offered by the
evangelists for Jesus' death. Jesus predicts the destruction of the temple: he warns the
disciples about false national leaders ("Messiahs") who will arise: and he predicts, abso-
lutely in line with standard Jewish hope as expressed in, for instance, Daniel 1-7, that
God will vindicate "the Son of Man." That, at least, is how I would interpret Mark 13:26—
though 1 am of course aware that most scholars still attempt to take it literally, and
either use it as part of the "end-of-the-world Jesus," the Jesus who expected a "heav-
enly" event, the "coming" from heaven to earth either of himself or of another as "Son of
Man," or reject its authenticity because that Jesus is incredible or undesirable. As it
stands, read in the way I have suggested, the apocalyptic discourse joins very closely the
three themes which often appear so disparate in the trial narrative of the next chapter:
the destruction of the temple, the identity of the Messiah, and the vindication of the Son
of Man.

They are joined, in any case, by their actual significance. As is clear from the cryp-
tic answer given to the question about authority (Mark 11:27-33 and pars.), that which
gives Jesus his authority over the temple is the status he possesses in virtue of his bap-
tism by John—which, as the reader of any one of the synoptics already knows, is the
status of "Son of God," i.e. Messiah: the heavenly voice, and the echoes of Davidic theol-
ogy (cp. I Sam 16:13), indicate that the baptism is to be understood as the anointing of
Jesus as Messiah, the time when he is identified with the people of God and equipped for
the task thereby entailed. As has been recently argued,”” it is the coming King who has
authority over the temple. This reinforces the "Messianic" overtones of the whole Tri-
umphal Entry sequence: to put it negatively, if Jesus did notwant to be thought of in any
way as Messiah, the Entry and the action in the temple were extremely unwise things to
undertake. When, therefore, the question about the destruction of the temple (Mark

381t is at least clear that this is how Luke read Mark: Luke 21:7 makes the question
of the disciples refer unambiguously to the destruction of the temple, and breaks off the
discourse (21:33) at the point where, according to this interpretation, the break occurs
(between Mark 13:31 and 32) between apocalyptic sayings about the temple and the vindi-
cation of the Son of Man and the warnings about being prepared in view of the disciples'
ignorance of the "day." Was Luke reacting, as in 19:11f., to an over-literal reading of
Mark in the early church.

Runnalls 1983.
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14:57-60 and par.) is at once followed by the question "Are you the Christ, the Son of the
Blessed?" (14:61 and par.), it should not be supposed that the two form a non sequitur. To
claim that one has the right to overthrow the temple isto make a Messianic claim, and if
Jesus will not respond to the charge in which this is implicit he must be made to face the
question direct.

This is not, as it stands, an argument that the "trial" must have actually happened
like this, only that the sequence is natural and comprehensible. But the larger claim, that
something like this took place between Jesus' arrest and his death, becomes considerably
less difficult to entertain once this point is grasped. And the further question, concerning
the relevance of Jesus' reported answer to the High Priest, is also comprehensible. He
has acted and spoken in such a way as to claim an identification with the people of God:
their destiny in the purposes of God is bound up with his. Now, in response to the ques-
tion, he replies not with a qualified affirmative (if you must call me "Messiah," I will
accept the term, but insist that you understand it in terms of "Son of Man") as much
conservative scholarship has thought, but with the double affirmation: yes—and you will
see that God will vindicate me as the true representative of his people. The discussion is
hereby tied in to the Jewish idea of martyrdom, of God's vindication of the righteous
Israelite(s) who maintain(s) fidelity to the covenant in the face of threats, persecution
and death.”9 Daniel 7 belongs in the centre of this theme: so, if my argument is correct,
does the Trial. Jesus is claiming to be the true Israelite, the nation's representative, and
is asserting that God will vindicate him as such.*! If the referent of Mark 14:62, as of
13:26, is understood not as the parousia, but as the vindication of Israel's representative,
then several of the arguments against its authenticity, e.g. those of Vermes, are under-
mined. It may be that this gives the real reason for the charge of "blasphemy." It is not
that Jesus was claiming identity with "the Son of man" as a well-known "heavenly figure"
who was to come to earth at the end of time. Two other possibilities are open. Either his
identification of his own cause with that of the true people of God was felt to be a direct
affront to God's honour, or his combination of Daniel 7 and Psalm 110 came close to the
"two powers" heresy.

What is the result of this line of thought for the question: why did Jesus die? The
answer is very close to that which was reached more simply through Luke 23:2: he died
because he, the one who was reputed to be announcing Israel's imminent overthrow,
claimed to be the royal representative of the people of God. There is another irony in the
account at this point. It is customarily said that the Jewish "trial" was a religious one,
that before Pilate a political one, and that the charges in the former were simply framed
in such a way as to be easily translatable into terms of the latter. But such a distinction,
as we saw earlier, is totally anachronistic in terms of first-century Palestine. For Jesus
to claim the status of Messiah, or to be the representative of the true people of God, or
to have authority over the temple, was to make at the same time a statement of the
greatest possible political and religious significance. It was to claim that God's plans, and
Israel's national destiny, revolved around him and his fate. There were only two courses
open to his hearers: either believe him and accept the consequences, or get rid of him-
both courses involving, again, theological belief and "political" action. It is therefore
possible, taking the accounts of the trial as they stand, to say that, according to the
evangelists, boththe Jewish "court"*”? andthe Roman one condemned Jesus for claiming

“05ee Sanders 412 n. 31.
LSee too Caird 1965, 20-22.
See Segal 1977; and on the Trial in general Meyer 1979, 1791.
Begging, for the purpose of this paper, the question of the composition of the body
that interrogated Jesus prior to his handing over to Pilate. That some interrogation by
Jewish leaders took place I regard, in terms of historical arguments, as virtually certain.
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to be the King of the Jews, in each case for reasons which can be described as "political"
without denying the constant theological overtones. The matter is summed up in the
parable of the Wicked Tenants: when the son comes to claim the inheritance, the tenants
say "come, let us kill him, ‘and the inheritance will be ours!'" Whether this represents
Jesus' interpretation of his death or that of Mark and the others, it fits very closely with
the rest of the narrative. The role assigned to Jesus is that of Israel: those who them-
selves claim to represent Israel are naturally offended.

It is Luke, once more, who highlights this interpretation in his account of the
Barabbas incident. In 23:25 he writes: "He [Pilate] released the man who had been thrown
into prison for insurrection and murder, whom they asked for; but Jesus he delivered up
to their will." Jesus dies, quite literally, the death meant for Barabbas (the point is
repeated in the narrative of the two thieves, to which we referred earlier); and Barabbas
is the one "whom they asked for," the one whose acts of violent rebellion are taken by
Luke as expressing the secret desires of the people. Jesus receives the punishment the
Romans characteristically meted out to rebels. As if to emphasize the point, Luke fol-
lows this with the warning to the daughters of Jerusalem (23:27-31), in which Jesus
identifies himself explicitly with the national aspiration: if they do this when the wood is
green, what will happen when it is dry? This is what the Romans do even to one not guilty
of rebellion; how much more when the sons of the women at present bewailing him take
up actual arms and fight for God and country.

Finally, the scene of the cross itself is replete with the same irony. The mocking,
both of the crowds and of the rulers, echoes the themes of the trial: if he is the Christ, if
he is the one who was going to destroy the temple and rebuild it, he must demonstrate his
claim by coming down from the cross. But, in the intention of the evangelists (signalled
by the extra incidents, such as the two thieves or the remark of the centurion), this
charge rebounds: it is precisely because he is Messiah that he must stay on the cross,
must die Israel's death. The titulus, intended no doubt insultingly by Pilate and protested,
for the same reason, by the Jewish leaders, is used by the evangelists to express their
belief that Jesus, having announced the imminent downfall of Israel at the hands of the
Romans, was taking Israel's fate upon himself as her representative king.

The train of thought we have been following leads to a conclusion which, though by
now it may be obvious, needs nonetheless to be stated. Just as Jesus identified himself
with Zacchaeus, becoming a "sinner" by eating with him in order that Zacchaeus might
become "a son of Abraham': just as Jesus touched those from whom he ought to have
contracted uncleanness, but instead healed them: so now he becomes a zealot, a rebel
against Rome, identifying himself with the national disease he himself had diagnosed, in
order that it may be healed. In doing so, it was inevitable that he should put himself
outside the pale of Judaism, as he had done ritually by touching the leper and socially by
eating with Zacchaeus and his like. In each case—and if this is a construction of the
evangelists or their sources it is not only a very sophisticated one but one which has
found its way into most types and layers of tradition—the drama plays itself out by Jesus
apparently contracting the uncleanness (or whatever) and somehow exhausing its power.
The stigma leaves the leper or the sinner upon contact with Jesus, though Jesus emerges
at the end apparently unscathed. The thieves (or are they freedom-fighters?) on either
side of him are thus the last in the long line of outcasts with whom he is associated and
who, by this association, are invited into the Kingdom of God. On the cross it becomes
clear that Israel's real problem is not external (the Roman occupation) merely, but inter-
nal also: he shares the ultimate form of her political and social predicament and hence
reveals, in his last great symbolic act, that the nationalist rebellion whose bloody logical
outcome he now shared was something for which Israel was being judged by God, and
from which she needed to be saved—by him.

Hence, the irony: claiming to represent Israel, he is cast out by those who themselves
claim to represent Israel; in urging Israel to forswear rebellion, he is himself executed as
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a rebel by the Romans. The death he dies is Israel's death, and the pattern of healings and
welcomes which make up so much of the gospel narratives indicates the motive: he dies
Israel's death in order that Israel may not die it. He takes the wrath of Rome (which is,
like the wrath of Assyria or Babylon, the historical embodiment of the wrath of God)
upon himself so that, in his vindication, Israel may find herself brought through the
judgment and into the true Kingdom, may see at last the way to life and follow it while
there is yet time. This, to my mind, is where the current "Quest," if it is followed to its
logical conclusion, ought to lead.

v

The syllogism is complete, within the limits imposed by this paper—though each
stage of the argument cries out for the further substantiation which space alone denies.
But there are a few points which ought to be noted by way of conclusion.

First, it is high time that scholarship recognised that the theology of the evangelists
is not something superimposed on to the history they narrate, but something to be dis-
covered within it. This point applies at both the general and the specific levels. To imag-
ine that, because Mark and the others were interested in theology (the much-vaunted
"'discovery" of redaction criticism) they were uninterested in history is to allow the
anachronistic distinction of fact and value, of event and interpretation, of politics and
theology, to determine historical enquiry. More to the point of this paper, it is absurd to
imagine that Luke (for instance) has no theology of the cross just because he does not
reproduce Mark 10:45 at the expected point. Luke's gospel is full of the theologia crucis:
at every point Jesus is identified with sinners so that, in the purposes of God which are
made explicit after the resurrection, he can open the way for Israel to become a world-
wide family. '

Second, and closely related, if this integration of theology and history is not taken
into account there is a risk that a reaction will set in, which could undo the splendid work
presently being done within what I have called the "Third Quest." Ironically, the earlier
"quests" allied historical consciousness with idealism: we find out what happened in the
past in order to be able properly to distance ourselves from it, retaining only the "real,"
i.e. the ideal, meaning or "message." I regard the present reaction against idealism, and
the return to genuine realism in many matters philosophical, theological and historical,
as a very positive development, but I am concerned lest the present swing become exces-
sive, resulting in sheer materialism (which in this context would mean "mere history"
without implications or interpretations: this, in fact, is a figment of over-realist imagi-
nation). What would be regrettable would be the provocation of another Kahler-like
reaction: if this is all that historical study of Jesus can provide, we must get away from
history and rediscover the Christ of faith.** As 1 shall make clear below, this is not a
plea to let theological interest or "relevance" become the yardstick for historical study,
but simply a request that we not put asunder matters which are in fact inseparable.

Third, and again related to this, it should be clear that the hypothesis I have offered
has an extra strength in addition to proposing an essentially simple account of the matter
which manages to retain a good deal of the data: it provides an explanation, otherwise
hard to come by, for why, within twenty years of Jesus' death, Paul could quote state-
ments about "Christ dying for our sins" as already commonplace.’” The theological

#Not that Kahler himself would have said such a thing: see Meyer 1979, 481.
This question, though Sanders never raises it in this form, has an analogous impor-
tance to those he does raise frequently, the questions of how Jesus' attitude to the Law is
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interpretation is to be found within the historical events: it is because he died, quite
literally, the death of rebellious Israel that his death could be seen as representative for
the whole world. Underneath this sequence of thought, of course, we have to supply the
characteristic Jewish presupposition that Israel is somehow paradigmatic or representa-
tive of the whole world:*© Jesus, as Israel's representative, does for Israel and the world
what Israel was called to do but could not do. From here there is a straight line into
Pauline theology, though that is another story. There is also a comprehensible link with
the preaching put into the mouths of the early apostles in Acts: because of the death and
resurrection of Jesus, not yet accredited with any sophisticated theological formulae, the
people have a chance to "save themselves from this crooked generation," i.e. to take
advantage of the breathing space thus offered to join the true family of God before the
cataclysm comes in which Israel as then constituted would be swept away.

Fourth, and of considerable importance in the total historical reconstruction of the
aims of Jesus, the line of thought I have suggested makes it possible to suggest that Jesus
went to Jerusalem with the intention of doing and saying things which he knew were,
even humanly speaking, likely to result in his own death. My position has some similari-
ties (but only some) with that of Schweitzer,’/ who (as is well known) saw Jesus as trying
to force God's hand, throwing himself onto the wheel of history and, though himself being
broken by it, causing it to change direction. He too envisaged Jesus going deliberately to
die in Jerusalem,*® though his scheme rested (as Sanders has shown) on several points
which can be quite easily challenged in terms of synoptic studies.

Fifth, and finally, Sanders (1985, 330-34) has criticized fairly devastatingly those
who first set up their theology and then suggest that Jesus died for it. This is, of course,
a dangerous card to play, and I am not entirely convinced that Sanders, despite his dis-
claimer, is not open to an analogous charge. In my own defence it should be said that I
could not belong to a tradition which believes that Jesus died the death he had predicted
for Israel, because as far as I know no such tradition has ever existed. I have come to this
vie after a fair amount of genuine puzzlement over the question of the connection
between the historical circumstances and meaning of Jesus' ministry on the one hand and
his death on the other, during which time I have frequently been asked, sometimes with
some suspicion, what relevance this historical picture of Jesus might have for contempo-
rary Christianity. This is the point I made above, that the demand for relevance may
produce a Kéahler-like reaction among the faithful. The question has not been an easy one
to answer, though I think my present position offers at least some starting-points.™” The
clue which pointed me in (what I believe to be) the right direction was the following
paragraph, which concludes Caird's brilliant lecture on "Jesus and the Jewish Nation":

related to that of the early church. Historical explanation requires that some account be
given: my suggestion would supplement that given by (for instance) Hengel 1981, giving
extra significance in particular to the idea of martyrdom.

465ee Caird 1965, 22; Meyer 1979, 217.

47 Especially 1925, 2291f., 2341.

He even suggests that "one might use it as a principle of division by which to clas-
sify the lives of Jesus, whether they make Him go to Jerusalem to work or to die':
Schweitzer 1954, 389. His use of the "Messianic Woes" idea (1925, 2651f.) is not easy to
copy owing to the problem of the date of the emergence of this idea.

Schweitzer (1925, 250f.) got around the equivalent problem, quite acute in his
case, by making Jesus' "personality" the point of relevance (this, of course, was what
Bultmann was reacting to in his polemic against that word. He faced the same problem
himself, but found, as is well known, a different way: through demythologisation), though
by the third edition of the book Schweitzer was emphasizing "the Spirit of Jesus" as the
universalizable factor (1954, xv).
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He goes to his death at the hands of a Roman judge on a charge of which he
was innocent and his accusers, as the event proved, were guilty. And so, not
only in theological truth but in historic fact, the one bore the sins of the
many, confident that in him the whole Jewish nation was being nailed to the
cross, only to come to life again in a better resurrection, and that the Day of
the Son of Man which would see the end of the old Israel would see also the
vindication of the new.”

I have indicated that I think this view opens up a way to the more usual "atonement"
statements in the New Testament, but it cannot be reduced to "atonement theology" of a
sort which would allow for the argument (Sanders 1985, 332) that it must therefore be a
creation of the early church. On the contrary. It fits exactly with (my version of) what
Sanders calls "Jewish restoration eschatology." It also has the support which Caird
claimed for his overall view, i.e. that of the faithful old criterion of dissimilarity, which
(like Gollum) may yet after all have its uses. After the very early days of the church the
question of Israel was not at issue in the way it clearly was in the ministry of Jesus: nor
was the announcement (by a soi-disant faithful Jew) of Israel's imminent judgment
exactly a commonplace in the last two centuries B.C.E.—until John the Baptist, which is
the point at which we, and for that matter Jesus, came in. I am not, then, claiming that
Jesus died for an abstract doctrine, whether of atonement, justification or whatever, but
for a concrete reality: Israel.

To sum up. The large historical question to be faced by all students of the life of
Jesus is: why did Jesus die? My answer is that at the heart of his many controversies with
his contemporaries stood his proclamation, and symbolic enactment, of God's imminent
judgment against Israel, and that this precipitated his being handed over, by the Jewish
leaders, for execution by the Romans. This answer, so far, is similar to, though in one
respect more sharply defined than, that of Sanders. Mine, however, opens the way
directly, and without a change of gear, to the "other" way of hearing the question "why
did Jesus die," i.e. the "theological" way. And my suggestion is that the evangelists,
wanting to give the "theological" answer, believed that the best way to do so was simply
to tell the story and allow its overtones to ring for themselves.

If this argument is even more or less along the right lines, it suggests that, precisely
because Jesus is (as Sanders, Borg and the others have argued so well) to be fitted in to
his Jewish milieu and made comprehensible in terms of first-century history, theology
and politics, his death, and his attitude to that death as he saw it approaching, can be
understood in a way which does not make him "weird," 2 put historically and theologi-
cally comprehensible. He did not have to force the authorities' hands: merely to bring his
ministry of warning and invitation to a fitting climax in the Entry and the agtion against
the Temple. If it is asked at this point whether Jesus regarded his death as the proper and
intended climax to his ministry, it will now be apparent that this is a very similar ques-
tion to the one we postponed earlier, whether he believed the judgment on Israel to be

N

0caird 1965, 22. This point is not usually picked up by those who have discussed this
work: I am not aware that Caird elaborated it anywhere else. I once had a brief exchange
of letters with him on the subject, in which he indicated that he agreed entirely with the
way I was developing his idea.

There is a brief statement of a similar-sounding point in Lohfink 1984, 25, and
indeed Lohfink's book has several analogies to my case. He does not, however, develop
this line of thought very far.

So Sanders 333, as his summary of the view which suggests that "Jesus determined
in his own mind to be killed and to have his death understood as sacrificial for others, and
. . that he pulled this off by provoking the authorities.
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inevitable or merely contingent upon a failure to heed his message. Schweitzer answered
both questions in the affirmative, rejecting the ever-popular idea of a "Galilean spring-
time," an early period when it looked as though Jesus' mission would be a "success,"
followed by rejection, withdrawal from the crowds, and the embracing of a "plan B," i.e.
the cross as a second best. This is certainly not how the evangelists see the matter. To
what extent hindsight, and the desire to make it look as though Jesus, and perhaps God,
had had the cross in mind all along, have influenced their presentation, it is unfortunately
impossible to discuss here.

Jesus, then, believed himself called by God to announce Israel's imminent judgment
and to inaugurate in and around himself Israel's reconstitution. He continued to pursue his
vocation even when it was more than apparent where it would lead, believing that if
Israel's death could be died by her representative she might not need to die it herself.
This was not out of line, as we have seen, with the pattern of significant actions which
marked his public career as a whole, in which he constantly shared the uncleanness or
stigma of the physically or socially handicapped, in order to heal and restore (or, as the
evangelists often say, "save") them. Though this view cannot be subsumed within the pre-
packaged theologies of atonement or justification normally on offer, it can take up their
strong points up within itself, giving them back the flesh and blood of which, as abstract
ideas, they are all too often bereft. By putting Jesus back into his social and political
context we do not capitulate to Brandon's theory, any more than by suggesting that he
may have had theological reasons for going to his death we make him historically incom-
prehensible. History is not the handmaid of theology, nor theology of history. If we
understand Jesus in the way I have suggested, history and theology turn out to be mutu-
ally interdependent ways of talking about the same thing.
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The Mission and Beelzebul:
Pap. Q 10:2-16; 11:14-23

James M. Robinson
The Institute for Antiquity and Christianity
Claremont Graduate School

Now that the Consultations on the Study of Q of 1983 and 1984 have been succeeded
by the Q Seminar of 1985-89, Work Sheets similar to those published in the Book of
Seminar Papers for Q 6:20-49 (1983) and Q 3 and % (1984) are no longer included here in
the Book of Seminar Papers. For a mailing of Work Sheets to the Q Seminar membership
during the summer provides more time to prepare for the 1985 Q Seminar.

The Work Sheets distributed to the Q Seminar involve a further advance over those I
prepared in 1983 and 1984, in that the main scholarly literature has been recorded at
each variant by Leif Vaage, Research Associate of the Q Project of the Institute for
Antiquity and Christianity. This makes it possible for members of the Q Seminar to
invest more of the time they can devote to Q in reaching conclusions concerning the
reconstruction of the text, rather than becoming submerged in reading secondary litera-
ture.

Another advance beyond previous years consists in using the IBYCUS Computer to
store the data. This makes it possible to print in Greek, rather than in transliteration. It
has the further advantage of important research capabilities, such as searches for clus-
ters of words or letters, thus making possible a major methodological advance beyond
previous Q research. The text printed below, upon which the Q Seminar will focus its
attention in 1985, illustrates the use of the IBYCUS computer.

The Seminar in 1985 will focus upon the problem of the relation of Mark and Q. Two
sections of Q have been chosen where this problem emerges, the Mission (Q 10:2-16),
where Luke presents a doublet: the Markan material in Luke 9 (Mission of the Twelve)
and the Q material in Luke 10 (Mission of the Seventy-Two), whereas Matthew 10 con-
flates the two; and Q 11:14-23, the Beelzebul Controversy, where both Luke and Matthew
conflate Mark and Q.

The following text presents the "Pap Q" line for these two sections, coded for the
critical apparatus. Under "Pap Q" we understand, somewhat with tongue in cheek, the
material that remains after letters not shared by Luke and Matthew are removed, leaving
as a residue the tattered and worm-eaten papyrus, so to speak, that is to be recon-
structed. This printout of Pap Q 10:2-16; 11:14-23 represents an inputting by Jon Daniels
of the relevant material from the Work Sheets that had been prepared by Leif Vaage,
involving some revision of format policies by the three of us.

The Book of Seminar Papers for 1985 contains, in addition to "Pap Q 10:2-165 11:14-
23," the reconstruction of these sections by Ulrich Luz. John Kloppenborg has provided a
"Bibliography on Q" supplementing that of Franz Neirynck (1981); "A Synopsis for Q
[11:14-26]"; and a "Q 11:14-20: Work Sheets for Reconstruction." Harry Fleddermann has
also provided an essay "The Beginning of Q," complementing his contribution to the 1984
Consultation.

The following sigla are used:
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[ ] Square brackets are used to indicate that what is contained in square
brackets is in Luke but not in Matthew.

( ) Parentheses are used to indicate that what is contained in parentheses is
in Matthew but not in Luke.

{ } Braces are used to indicate that what is contained in braces, though
there is some reason at least to consider whether it might be in Q, is
also in Mark.

A Slashes are used to indicate that what is contained between slashes is in
the other Gospel in a different position. That diverging position is indi-
cated by double slashes // at the position where the material occurs in
the other Gospel.

102 ¢ ' 1 1ZBeyerc . 0121 )

[( )13 adroul 138 uiv 8epLopdg mOADg

ot 8¢ &pyatal éxixou Serjonte obv tod xvplov Tod BepLopod
bng 4 ¢pyatag /7 €xBaiy /4 elg TOv BepLopdv adTof

10:3 '/ 0 12 lsod ()3 dnooréahe Sulc dc
1( 114 &y péop Abxawv ( )2 /1 —-//1 At Matt 10:16 between Luke 9:5 and 6 or
between Luke 10:12 and 13.

10:4 oy 1C 1Te 10 12y ¢ 3wy nfpay (04 um ()P
bnosfpata [ 19 umeel¢ 1% (( )1%0ov | 16 --See also Mark 6:8-9 par.
Luke 9:3.

10:5 &ile T;)v 85'av ]/ eloéNOnTe /1 [( 112y

7V ¢ 12wt )12 olxl( )13 --See also Mark 6:10 par. Luke 9:4.
106 xal dav 1C )1 310 12 e 3

47 & abrlC )12y /4 Y elpfvn v //4

[

C 1% 82 un ¢ 10 dudc ()1

107 '/ 1 12 deLog vap & dpyamg Tl 112 abrob [ 12 /0 !
At Matt 10:10b between Luke 9:3 and 4 or between Luke 10:4 and 5.

10:9 1/ 1234y 9egansdece VA2
dodevl (1% /%« T 3

L )18 aévlC 21876 10 )18 Hyyuixey .
(17 % paonreta ttC 110 773 /1 —=//1 At Matt 10:7 before Luke 10:4; see also
Mark 6:12-13 and Luke 9:2.

10:10 (¢ 1t av 0 17 sgrc )12 Spsc

Co2 ket 1% et 1% e 1%

[C )1%%ac 1C )1%mc [ 1®  --See also Mark 6:11a par. Luke 9:5a.
10:11 [ 11 2/ 15y xovioptdv [ 13

47 Suizv /4 U 1% <lC )17 mosl( 015

/74 /2 [( 16 //2 | )7 —-See also Mark 6:11b par. Luke 9:5b.
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10212 ¢ )1 Ngyw dptv [ 1237 (4
7056l ( N4 &y 112 Aukpg ()17

/3 dvextdrepoy Eotal //° P 1 nbheL éxelvy --See also Matt 11:24.

10:13 '/ obal oou xopaZlv obal cou Pnboacdd &tu el Ev Thpe

xal Zuodve Eyevl( 12 gt Sduvaperg atl yevdpevar v dulv

néhat &v &v obxxe xal omodd [ 17 petevénoav --For /+ see Q 10:15; see also Matt
11:23b between Luke 10:15 and 16.

10:14 1Aty ( ! Topp xal Zubdvi dvewtdrepov Eotai év
[C 12 wptoel( )12 3 Sutv

10:15 xatl ob Kagapvaobp pf) Ewg obpavod blwodAoy

g [ 11 g60v xatapfiog /1 (see Q 10:13 for 17) //1 At Matt 11:21-23a between Luke
7:35 and 36.
10:06 '/ 8 00 2 oure 12 guie 12 xat bt 13

due [« 1140 1oy dnoote havté e /! ——//1 At Matt 10:40 between Luke 17:33 and
34.

N4 Yt 0 12 2 ¢ ' N 0! sapoveic 013
Co% el 0 19 sl 013 /0 e 08 T/ 0 1Gaane )16y
¢ % /T 0 % 98 seeoll 318 /77T wad gne 8

of &yrou ()9 --See also Matt 9:32-33.

1:15 1C 0 sg 1 ! elnov 2/ &v //3 {Beehgepodn}
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{ExBéArer 1a Baipbdvial ( )4 //2 --See also Mark 3:22 par. Matt 9:34.

1:16 '/ (¢ 0123/ onuetov 1C 1% 3 1c 1Py 10 1100 /73 /]
——//1 At Matt 12:38 just after Luke 6:37b and before Luke 11:29; see also Mark 8:11 par.
Matt 16:1.
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11:20 el 68 v [( 111 6eod Eyd ExPaNo Td Sarpdvia dpa E@Bacev €’
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Q 10:2-16; 11:14-23

Ulrich Luz

[Prefatory note by James M. Robinson: In the Summer Semester of 1978 Ulrich Luz
prepared and circulated to his class in Gottingen a reconstruction of Q prior to those
published in 1979 by Athanasius Polag and in 1981 by Wolfgang Schenk. Though the
reconstruction by Luz has not been published, he has been kind enough to put it at our
disposal.]

Sigla:

Boldface Text attested by two Evangelists.

Not boldface Text attested only by one Evangelist. Probable form of the text.

() Text attested only by one Evangelist. Fully hypothetical.
Omission over against one Evangelist.

] Word order uncertain.

24. The Mission Discourse Luke 10:2-12 // Matt 9:35ff.; 10:7-15.

i (Report of the mission, which perhaps among other things contained the authority to
heal the sick.)

2 (AbysL Tolc pabmrale abrod)® & pév BepLopdg modg, ol 6&
tpyatar SNiyoL® BefgmTe obv TOU xvplov TOB BepLopod Smwg
12xBéry! 2préTag el TOV Bepropdv adtod. 3 bnbyete” ob
. . . &nooTéNw dpdc ¢ (dpvag) &v pEop Nowwv. 4 (pf
Baotdzete Baihdvrtiov), ) mpav, pf dmodfuata, (uh papsov,
u? dpybpLov), wal pmdéva (xatd v 660v) domaonobe. 5 elg
fv (8) &v eloéhenre lolxiavl, (mpdtov) Aéyete® elpfivn (1@
olxg TobTE). 6 wai &av &xel § vidg elpfvng,
(dnavanafoetal) [En’ abtdvl 1) elprivn dudv, (2av &8 wd), éo’
dudic dvaxdpyer. 7 (&v adrtd 68 T olxlg pévets, io8lovteg
xal n{vovtec & map’ abrdv)® &Elog yip & €pydmg (Tod
LLoBol) adrob. (un petaBalvete £€ olxlag elg olxlav).

8 xal elc fv &v néhiv elofpynobe xal BExwvriar Oudg,
(dc6lete T mapaTi®épeva dutv, 9 wal) OepaneveTte TOUG

(. . . ) &oBevelg, xal Aéyete adrolg® fyyuxev (£¢’ Opdc) 7
Baotrela 100 8e0B. 10 el fv 6'&v mOhLv eloéhénte xal un
Séywvtal Opdc, (EEepxdpevor EEw THg mdhewg dxelvng

11 &xrtivhiaTe) TOV xovLopTOV ThHY MOBHV Opdv. 12 Aéyw duiv
(b711) (Zodduorg . . . [&v Tf fuépg Exelvyl) dvextdrepov
Zotar f) T ndheL €xeivy.
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25. Woes upon Chorazin and Bethsaida Luke 10:13-15; Matt 11:20-
24

13 0Obal ooi, Xopariv, odbal coi, Brfouidd* &tu el &v Tdpe
xal Ziddve &yév(ovto) al buvdpeic al yevopévor &v dutv,
ndhar &v &v odwxe xal omodP ( . . . ) petevémouv. 14 Ty
(Xéyw Outv), Tépp wal Ziddvi dvextdtepov Eotar &v T

P o S . \ , s
wpiloeL A dutv. 15 xal ob, Kagapvaodp, um Eoc odpavol
Slwobrioy; Ewg (ToB) Eov xatalBLBacdrioy) .

26. Mission Saying Luke 10:16; cf. Matt 10:40

16 ('0 dxobwv Opdv dpol dnolder, xal & d6etdv dudc &ue
d6eTel”

& 68 &ut dPetdv dBetel TOV dnootelhavtd pe.)
31. The League with Beelzebul Luke 11:14-23; cf. Matt 12:22-30

14 (Kal Ay &xBdwv sarpdviov xal adtd v wpdv: dvéveto 68
108 Sarpoviov £Eeh8Svtec ERdMnoev & xwpdg. wal é6adpacav ol

&dov, 15 Tivég 68 € abtdv elmav® . . . [Zv (. . . )
BeeAZeBobh 1 Fpxovti Thv Sarpovieov ExBdAier & Saipdvia®]
... 17 eldhg &8 ladtdvl (td Siavorfpata) elnev adrolc®

ndoa Baoihela peprobelon »ab’ davtiic Epmuobrar, (xal ndoa
. . olx{a peprodelon xa8’ davtfic ob otabricetar). 18 [wail
el . . . & cutavdg (tOv oatavdv Expdiiel), 29’ &avtodv
tpeplodn, ndg . . . otabricetar W Bacihela adtob; . . . 19
(kal) el . . . &yd &v BeedXeBoON &xBdAhw wd Saipdvia, ol
vlou dudv &v tlve &xBd\lovoLv; 6Ld Tobrto adrol xpLtal
Zoovtal [dudvl. 20 el 6t &v Saxthhp 8e0b (Eyd) ExPdihe T
bdarpdvia, dpa Epbacev 2’ Ouic %) Paoilela OB Beod.
21 (b7av & loyvpdg wabwniiopévog guidooy Ty Eautod abimyv,
¢v elpfvy Eotlv ta dndpyovia abrob' 22 Endv 8% loxvedTepog
abdtob dnenbidv vuxdog adtdv, Ty navonilav adtob alpel 2o’
dnenolBet, xal & oxBhia abtod Suablbwoiv). 23 & un &dv pet’
2pod xat’ dpod Zotiv, xal & pm cvvdywv pet’ Zpod owopmi¥et.
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A Synopsis for Q [11:14-26]

John S. Kloppenborg
University of Windsor

What follows is part of a preliminary draft of a specialized synopsis for the recon-
struction of the Synoptic Sayings source (Q). Normally, the Matthaean and Lucan texts
appear on the left hand page, and Mark, John, Thomas, the LXX and other relevant paral-
lel texts on the right. Boldface print is used for the verbatim agreements of Matthew and
Luke which, presumably, also represent the wording of Q.

Following the convention of the SBL Q-Consultation, Q texts are designated by their
Lucan location: e.g., Q 11:19 = that Q text which is the source of Luke 11:19 | Matt
12:27. This designation, however, does not necessarily imply that Luke's wording is that
of Q. Since it is the opinio communis that Luke (with minor qualifications) represents the
order of Q, the synopsis has been arranged in Lucan order, except where there are strong
grounds for suspecting Lucan dislocations.

There are two types of apparatus: (1) an outlie of critical opinion in regard to the
inclusion of non-inclusion of various disputed texts (e.g., Q 11:21-22) and (2) a brief
(though hardly exhaustive) listing of some of the important textual variants of the
Matthaean and Lucan texts. The sigla employed are those of Aland's synopsis.

Authors cited in the apparatus:
Bultmann, R. History of the Synoptic Tradition. Oxford: Blackwell, 1963; rev. ed. 1968.

Crossan, John Dominic. In Fragments: The Aphorisms of Jesus. San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1983.

Harnack, Adolf. Spriiche und Reden Jesu. Die zweite Quelle des Matthdus und Lukas.
Beitrdge zur Einleitung in das Neue Testament 2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1907.

Hawkins, John C. Horae Synopticae. 2d ed. Oxford: Clarendon, 1909; repr. 1968.
Holtzmann, Oskar. The Life of Jesus. London: Black, 1904.
Jacobson, Arland D. "Wisdom Christology in Q." Diss. Claremont Graduate School, 1978.

Kloppenborg, John S. "The Literary Genre of the Synoptic Sayings Source." Diss.
University of St. Michael's College, 1984.

Légasse, S. "L'homme fort de Luc 11:21-22," NovT 5 (1962) 5-9.

Lihrmann, D. Die Redaktion der Logienquelle. WMANT 33. Neukirchen-Viuyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1969.

Manson, T. W. The Sayings of Jesus. London: SCM, 1949; repr. 1971.

(Reference list is continued on p. 132.)
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ascription to Q.

Q 11:16 —»Q 11:29-32.

Q 11:14-15: not in Q: O. Holtzmann (25-26). Harnack (19, 95) expresses uncertainty
regarding the opening, and reconstructs it (largely following Matthew) with Matt
12:22b, 23a, 25b, 27-28. Hawkins (109) includes only Luke 11:14, 19-20. [| In Q: most
authors. The agreements between Matt 12:22-23, 9:32-33 and Luke ll:14 against
Mark in relating an exorcism of a dumb demoniac, with mention of his speaking and
the astonishment of the crowd indicate that 1l:14 is indeed from Q. Agreements
between Matt and Luke against Mark in 11:15 and 17 likewise justify their
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Q 11:21-22: not in Q: Crossan 189; Jacobson 158; Legasse 5-9; Lihrmann 33; Meyer 71;
Schenk 136; Schulz 203 (Matt-Luke agreements are too slight to posit Q; Matt
depends on Mark, and Luke rewrites Mark) “ In Q: Bultmann 13-14; Manson 84;
Marshall 476-77; Polag 52; Schmid 292; Zeller 59 (the fact that Matt and Luke
independently place this parable between Q 11:20 and 11:23 is not coincidental; Matt

prefers Mark to Q at this point.)
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Q 11:24-26: After Q 11:23: Harnack 95; Kloppenborg 94; Polag 52; Schenk 68; Streeter
Original Order 153; Strecker 103; Taylor Original Order 115; Zeller 59 H Between Q
11:29-32 and Q 11:33: Crossan 344; Jacobson 160; Vassiliadis Original Order 384,
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Q 11:14-20:

Work Sheets for Reconstruction

John S. Kloppenborg
University of Windsor

The following are work sheets for the reconstruction of Q 11:14-26, the Beelzebul
Accusation. In general, the format of the work sheets follows that used in the recon-
struction of Q3 and Q4 (see SBLASP[1984] 305-46, 347-73).

Sigla
red redactional
S(ond)  Sondergut
Pro: arguments in favour of the variant in question representing the text of Q.
Con: arguments against the variant in question representing the text of Q.
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(26) 7éte mopedetal wal mapakapfdver ped’ davtol dntd Evepa mvedpata movnpd-
Tepa favtod xal eloer8dvta xatouxel dxel’ xal yiverar ta Eoxata Tob &vepbrov
Exelvou xelpova Tdv mpdtov.

Variants:
! (Tote)

Matt = Q:
Matt red: Schenk 66-67; Zeller 59; Schulz 204 n 203; Fuchs 125.

Con: Since tote is a favourite Matthaeanism (Matt 90x [ Mark 6x| Luke l4x| Acts
21x) it is difficult to avoid attributing it to Matthaean redaction here.

[xac)

Luke = Q: Polag 50; Schulz 304; Lihrmann 32 n. 3; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag Christolo-
gie 35 n. 149; Jeremias 89, 199; Zeller 59;
Luke red:

Pro: Luke takes over a Marcan xat introducing a pericope only at Luke 4:31; 5:27;
18:18; 19:47; 21:5; he adds eyeveto to Mark's xau 4x; substitutes 5e for xat
18x. (See Cadbury 142-43; Jeremias 89) Since Luke otherwise displays a strong
tendency to avoid paratactic introductions, it is probably traditional here.

2 (npoonvexdn avte daipoviZopevog) (cf. 9:32)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95 (6atpovi¥opevoc)
Matt red: Fuchs 123-24; Meyer 71 n 1; Schulz 204 n. 203

Con: The use of SaLpoviZouevog with npoogepeLy avtw is redactional also in 4:24
and 8:16 (cf. also 9:32; 14:35; 17:16) but encountered nowhere else in the NT. It
is probably redactional here.

Zlnv exBaiiwv Saipoviov]

Luke = Q: Jiilicher 2.215; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50
Luke red: Fuchs 127; Haenchen 150; Jeremias 199; Laufen 127; Schmid 40—all
with regard to the periphrastic construction.

Con: Periphrastic constructions with euvat and a participle (see BDF 353.1) are
frequent in Lucan red [cf. 4:31, 38, b44; 5:16, 16 (bis), 29; 6:12; 8:40; 9:18;
19:47; 21:24; 22:69 1 and Sondergut. (Matt 5 ] Mark 5 | Luke 39 | Acts 25); see
Fuchs 126-27; Jeremias 42 n 9. Thus at least the construction is secondary.

Pro: On the other hand, while Luke shows a tendency to replace Mark's nvevpa
axabapta With sarpovea (Luke 4:33, 355 8:27, 33; 9:1, 42) and on two occasions
(Luke 8:35, 38) rephrases Mark's o &aipoviZouevog, -obeLg using Saipovia,
here the phrase exBal\w + 6aipovia is presupposed by Q 11s155 19520,
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3¢ TUPAOG XAL HWPOG)

Matt = Q:
Matt red: Fuchs 133-40; Kdsemann 242; Laufen 127; Meyer 71 n 1

Con: Fuchs suggests that the addition of "blind" strengthens the connections with
the Isaian "deeds of the Messiah" listed in Matt 11:5. There are also similari-
ties with Matt's redaction of Mark 7:31-37 (healing of a dumb man) which for
Matt becomes the healing of many lame, maimed, blind and dumb, followed by
an acclamation of the God of Israel by the crowd. The addition of the crowd's
question (12:23) concerning of Son of David (whom Matthew represents as a
healer) should be seen in this context too.

3(xar avro nv xweov ]

Luke = Q: Liihrmann 32 n. 3; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schulz 204 n 203
Luke red: Busse 280 n 4; Fuchs 131-32 (xa. avto)

Pro: Matt 9:32 mentions only a dumb demoniac, thus agreeing with Luke.

Con: However Fuchs points out that xa. avtog is rare in Matt and Mark but
frequent in Luke-Acts: Luke 1:17, 22; 2:28; 3:23; 4:15; 5:1, 14, 17, 37; 6:20; 8:1,
22, 41; 9:515 15:14;5 16:24; 17:11, 165 19:2 (bis), 9; 24:15, 25, 28, 31; Acts 8:13;
10:26; 21:24; 22:205 24:16; 25:22. Thus it seems best to ascribe only xwpog to Q,
and the construction to Luke.

4(au) = [Matt 9:32]

Matt = Q: Polag 50
Matt red:

Pro: Since the Lucan introduction (below) is probably redactional, and since Matt
elsewhere tends to avoid parataxis, Matt may reflect Q's paratactic linking of
clauses.

4[ayevsro 6el

Luke = Q: Jilicher 2.215
Luke red: Busse 280 n 4; Fuchs 130; Jeremias 199; Laufen 127; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag
50

Con: Luke's eyeveto 8¢ is redactional, occurring only in Luke-Acts: (17x + 21x).
Red at 6:1, 6, 12; 8:22; 9:28; 37, 513 diff Mattiat 3:21; L1:14; Sond: 1:8; 2:1; 6;
5:15 11:27; 16:22; 18:35. See Hawkins 37-38; Jeremias 199

> (ebepanevoev avtov)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95 (- avtov)
Matt red: Fuchs 149; Laufen 127; Schulz 204 n 203
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Con: Matt frequently either adds 6epancuvw to a Marcan reference to exorcism
(Matt 8:16; 10:1) or changes exBai\o» Satpovia to 8spanevw or cadn (4:23;
15:18). @epanevw is used redactionally 12x in Matt (Laufen 428 n 18)

21100 SaLpoviov eEehBovtog] Matt 9:33 (exBAnlevrtog TOL Balpoviov)

Luke = Q: Jiilicher 2.215; Laufen 127; Polag 50
Luke red: Fuchs 127-31; Meyer 71 n |

Pro: Since both Luke 11:14b and Matt 9:33 use a genitive absolute to describe the
exit of the demon, it is reasonable to assume that they are following Q.

Con: However, Fuchs observes that Luke has a preference for eZepyopar + 6ai-
povia: 4:41 (red); 8:2 (S); 8:33 (red), 35 (red), 38 (red). If Luke has assimilated
14b to his own style, then Q may be represented by Matt 9:33a: xaiL exfAn-
8evtog TOL SALUOVLOV.

6 ¢

WOTE TOV WOV Aahelv xat Bhemeiv)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95 (- xat Bheneuv)
Matt red: Fuchs 149; Schulz 204 n. 203

Con: The mention of "seeing again" is obviously dependent upon the redactional
addition of "blind" in 12:22a. Matthew agrees with Luke and Matt 9:33b in the
choice of a verb of speaking (AaXew) but differs in form. Since constructions
with wote + inf. are frequently red in Matthew (8:24, 28; 10:1; 12:12; 13:54;
15:31, 33; 23:31 [diff Lukel; 24:24; 27:1) it should be considered Matthaean
here.

6[5)\CL>\T]USV 0 »wpog ]

Luke = Q: Laufen 126; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schulz 204; Zeller 59;
Luke red:

Pro: Since Matt 9:33b agrees verbatim with Luke, the probability is that both are
reproducing Q here.
7(KU.L £ELOTAVTIO TAVTEG OL OYAOL)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95
Matt red: Fuchs 143-47; Schulz 204 n 204

Con: Klostermann Mt 107 and Strecker 168 n 6 suggest that cEiotavto is a remi-
niscence of Mark 3:21 (thus Schulz)

7[mu sfavpaoay oL oyhoul (= Matt 9:33 xaL eBavpacav oL oyhoi)

Luke = Q: Albertz 166; Fuchs 143; Laufen 126; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schulz 204




SBL 1985 Seminar Papers

Luke red:
Pro: Luke agrees verbatim with Matt 9:33; this is undoubtedly the reading of Q.

8 (xaL eleyov® untL outog eotLv O LLOG Aauvls;)

9 (oL

Matt = Q:
Matt red: Fuchs 132-40, 141-43; Laufen 126 + 427 n 10; Schulz 204 n. 203;
Strecker 118;

Con: The "Son of David" title appears much more frequently in Matt than in Mark
or Luke: Matt 1:1, 20; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 21:9, 15 and only 20:30, 31 from
Mark. Fuchs 141 observes that ovtog eotiv + o with substantive occurs 15x in
Matt (3:3, 17; 7:12; 12:23; 13:19, 20, 22, 23, 55; 14:2; 17:5; 18:4; 21:11, 38;
27:37) but only three times each in Mark and Luke.

Acclamations following miracles are frequent (and often redactional) in Matt: 8:27
(= Mark); 9:8 (red); 9:26 (red); 9:33; 12:23; 14:33 (red); 15:31 (red).

be PapLoALOL AXOVLOAVTEG ELTOV*)

Matt = Q: Zeller 59 (?)
Matt red: Albertz 48; Fuchs 158; Laufen 127; Polag 50; Schulz 204 n. 206

Con: Matt may be influenced by Mark 3:22 (Polag). There is strong likelihood that
"Pharisee" is redactional, since it occurs redactionally at Matt 9:34; (12:24);
15:12; 16:11, 125 21:45; 22:34, 41; 23:14 | from Mark: 9:11, 145 12:2, 14, 38;
15:1; 16:1, 65 19:3; 22:15 | from Qs 23:23, 25 lQ or: reds 3:7; 23:13,.26, 27, 29\
Sond: 5:20; 23:2, 15; 27:62.

The aorist participle of axouw is common in Matt: 2:2, 9, 22; 4:12; 8:10; 9:12; 11:2;
12:245 14:13 (bis); 15:12; 17:65 19:22, 25; 20:24, 305 21:45; 22:22, 33, 34; 27:47,
but only 7 of these instances derive from Matthew's sources (Fuchs).

9[TLV5§ e e& avtwv eLmov ]

10(5\1

Luke = Q: Bultmann 12, 54; Kdsemann 242-43; Klostermann Mt 108; Laufen 127;
Lihrmann 32; Manson 83; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schulz 204 n 206
Luke red: Busse 280 n 4; Fuchs 164-69.

Pro: The .tendency is probably to make identifications more, not less, definite
(Manson). '

Con: However, Fuchs points out that Tug with partitive genitive is frequent in
I.uke-Acts: Luke: 18x J Acts 17x (Mark 9x | Matt 5x). The formula TLveg .
eE avtwv occurs only in Luke-Acts (4x) Busse calls attention to the similarities
with 12:13; 24:22; Acts 11:20; 15:2, 24; 17:4

T BeehZeBouh apxovti Twv Saipoviwv) cf. Matt 9:34

Matt = Q:
Matt red:
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Con: Matthew's article may be anaphoric (with reference to 10:25) and hence
redactional.

10[6\1 BeeAZeBouh T apxovTL Twy Salpoviwy]
Luke = Q: Hahn 292; Polag 50;
Luke red:

Pro: The use of the article with "ruler" rather than the proper name is supported
by Matt 9:34, but may, on the other hand be an assimilation to Mark 3:22.

Con: Hirsch (Friihgeschichte 1.24) and Meyer (71 n 1) argue that "Beelzebul"
(which does not appear in 9:3%) was added in both Matt and Luke from Mark.
However, the reply in Q 11:19 (Matt = Luke) clearly presupposes the presence
of the name in the accusation and hence the name should be preserved in Q
Ll 158

1 (ovtog ouvx exBakllet Ta Saiuovia &L pn)

Matt = Q: Lihrmann 32.
Matt red: Hummel 123; Laufen 128; Schulz 204 n 206

Pro: Liihrmann: Luke has assimilated the accusation to Mark 3:22; therefore Matt
may represent Q better.

Con: However, Matt uses the aramaizing construction ouvx . . . si un redac-
tionally at 14:17 and 15:24 (Laufen) (but takes it over from Q at 10:22 and
11:29!) Matt heightens the conflict by framing the Pharisees' response (outog
oux . . . eL pn as a deliberate reaction to the crowd's unt. ovtog eoTLv O
vioa Aavld; (Hummel)

Hiaxﬁa)\)\m Ta darpovial = Matt 9:34: (exBaiker Ta Saipovia)

Luke = Q: Hahn 292; Laufen 128; Meyer 71; Polag 50; Schulz 204 n 206
Luke red: Lihrmann 32.

Pro: The agreement between Luke and Matt 9:3% as well as the probability of
Matthaean redaction of Matt 12:24a makes it more likely that Luke 11:15
represents Q.

12[51’5p0L 8e meLpaZovTeg omueLov eE ovpavou eZntouvv nap’ avtovl Cf. Matt 12:38

Luke = Q: Manson 83;

Luke red: Bultmann 62; Busse 280 n 4; Hummel 123; Jllicher 2.217; Klostermann
Lk 127; Knox 64; Laufen 429 n 30; Lihrmann 32 n 8; Polag 51; Schmid 291; Schulz
203-4; Steinhauser 130.

Pro: Manson: the position of v. 16 is original: Luke would not have "inserted intro-
ductory matter to something that he was not going to deal with until 13 verses
later."
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Con: Lihrmann: v. 16 is a Luke's editorial connection of the request for a sign and
the Beelzebul accusation. At least the use of etepo. to establish a contrast
with v. 15 may be Lucan: etepog: Matt 9| Mark 0 | Luke 32| Acts 17, and
frequently to signal contrasts (see Jeremias 110-111.)

]B(eL&ng be)
Matt = Q: Polag 50
Matt red:

‘Blaurog 8e eLdug]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Busse 280 n 4; Fuchs 61; Jeremias 200; Laufen 128; Marshall 473; Schulz
205

Con: qutog 8¢ is a Lucanism: it occurs in Mark twice (1:9; 5:40), and is taken over
by Luke at 8:54, but added 5 x to Marcan material (5:16; 6:8, 113 8:37; 18:39)
and occurs in Sondergut at 4:30; 11:28; 23:9.

Additionally, it is probably "aufgrund des Einschubs von V. 16 gesetzt." (Schulz)

M(Tag evluunoeLg avTwy)

Matt = Q:

Matt red: Fuchs 62-63; Laufen 128; Meyer 71 n 1, Schmid 292; Schulz 205; Stein-

hauser 131.

Con: At 9:4 Matt has introduced 16wy . . . Tag evloumosic avtwv redaction-
ally.

‘4[(10”:(0\1 Ta Sravonuatal

Luke = Q: Easton 58; Fuchs 62-63 (choice of nouns); Manson 85; Marshall 473;
Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schmid 292; Schulz 205
Luke red: Fuchs 62 (placement of pronoun)

Pro: Schmid notes that §.avonuata is hapax (so Laufen Schulz) and infers from
this that it is original.

Fuchs argues that the placing of the pronoun before the substantive is "literary"

and therefore Lucan. However, Cadbury (153) points out that Luke prefers a

postpositive position for possessive pronouns.

1

5(pEpL(196LOa)

Matt = Q: Laufen 128; Polag 50; Schulz 205
Matt red:
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15[5Lap.smceeum]
Luke = Q:
Luke red: Fuchs 70; Jeremias 200; Laufen 128; Marshall 473; Schulz 205; Stein-
hauser 131.

Con: JLuke's preference for compound verbs is well known: see Cadbury 166;
Jeremias 200; Schmid 49;

16(u. xa8’ eavtmg)
Matt = Q: Laufen 128; Meyer 71 n 1; Schulz 205
Matt red: Fuchs 72; Steinhauser 131

16[E.q)' eavtny 6.1

Luke = Q: Marshall 473; Polag 50; Steinhauser 131
Luke red: Schulz 205

Pro: Steinhauser adduces Matt 10:35 (xata | Luke eni); and Matt 12:32a, b (xaza |
Luke eig) to suggest that Matthew prefers xava but the opposite is possible
(Cadbury 204 Schulz). Marshall: Luke may follow Mark 3:24 but could be origi-
nal in view of Matthew's liking for xata with the genitive.

7 (taou TOALG M) ouxia peplofelon xab’ eavtng ov otabnoetal.)

Matt = Q: Grundmann Mt 329 (- ) nok.¢); Kdsemann 243; Klostermann (as Grund-
mann); Laufen 128-29 (as Grundmann); Polag 50 (- n nokig and with £¢’); Schulz
205 (as Grundmann); Steinhauser 137 (as Polag)
Matt red: Linton 53; Meyer 71 n 15 Schmid 292

Pro: Grundmann: Matt adds only "city" to produce a continuum from large to small
communities (kingdom - city - house) (thus Laufen Linton). Matt adds "city"
under the influence of epnuow which often occur together in the LXX and
Josephus (B.J. 2.279; Ant. 11:24) (Steinhauser) Matt adds "city" at 9:1, 35;
21:10, 18.

Con: However, Matt may have been influenced by Mark 3:25 (Meyer; Schmid)

-
[ouxog ent ouxov mimtel]

Luke = Q: Albertz 49, Easton 61-62; Linton 52-54; Jacobson 198 n 19; Manson 86;
Marshall 473; Meyer 71 n 1; Pesch Mk 215; Schmid 292;

Luke red: Bultmann 93; Fuchs 70-71; Jilicher 221-22; Kdsemann 243; Laufen 128;
Schulz 205; Schiirmann Paschamahl 2; Taylor Mk 240

Con: Luke abbreviates Q to eliminate parallelism (Bultmann Fuchs Schulz Taylor);
besides, nuntw is frequent in Luke (17x | Acts 9x) (Fuchs Schulz).
Luke uses ouxog frequently (33x | Acts 25x | Matt 10 | Mark 12), but ouxta much
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less so. Moreover, he has misunderstood the original sense of ouxta ("family")
and interpreted it as a building (ouxoc) (Schulz)

Pro: The image of ruined houses cannot be the original one; yet such an alteration
is contrary to Luke's usual methods, so this may have already been the wording
of Q. (Easton) However, even Q may not have intended the meaning which is
now required by the syntax, but may have presupposed "divided" in the second
clause and o.xog meaning "household."

18 (yar eu)

Matt = Q: Polag 50; Schulz 205
Matt red: Laufen 129

18[6L e xatl

Luke = Q: Katz 196-97; Laufen 129 (?)
Luke red: Fuchs 73; Jeremias 200; Marshall 473;

Con: Laufen argues that Matt 12:26 is assimilated to Mark 3:26 and therefore
Luke's formulation ("which has a true concessive meaning" 430 n 41) is original.
However & xau is typically Lucan appearing ca. 30x in comparison with twice
in Mark and 3x in Matt. See Cadbury 146; Schiirmann Abschiedsrede 65-66.

19 (tTov ocatavav exBallel)

Matt = Q: Meyer 71 n 1
Matt red: Laufen 129; Polag 50; Schenk 67; Schmid 292; Schulz 205

Con: influenced by Mark 3:23 (Laufen Polag Schmid Schulz)

Pro: Meyer, however, argues that e’ eavtov (6.)epepLodn derives in both Matt
and Luke from Mark, and that Q read: xa. e. o ocaTavac Tov outavay
exfBalleL, MWG. o . .

19(omit]

Luke = Q: Klostermann Mt 108; Laufen 129; Polag 50; Schenk 67; Schmid 292;

Schulz 205; Zeller 59

Luke red:

20(sp.spuoen)

Matt = Q: Laufen 129; Polag 50; Schulz 205;
Matt red:
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20[6L5pspL09n]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Fuchs 74; Jeremias 200; Laufen 129; Schulz 205

Con: See comments on var. 15 (above)

21 (ouw)

Matt = Q:
Matt red: Fuchs 74; Laufen 129; Polag 51; Schmid 292; Schulz 205

Con: ovv: Matt 57x \ Mark 5x \ Luke 31x. There is no reason for Luke to have
omitted it.

Pro: However, it occurs at least 5x in Q: 3:8, 9; 10:2; 11:13, 35.

21[

omit ]
Luke = Q: Laufen 129; Polag 50; Schmid 292; Schulz 205
Luke red:
21 (omit)

Matt = Q: Laufen 129; Lilhrmann 33; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schenk 67; Schmid
292; Schulz 205; Zeller 59
Matt red:

Zzié'n Aeyete ev BeelZePouh exBaldeiv pe Ta Saipovial
Luke = Q:
Luke red: Bultmann 90, 327; Creed 160; Klostermann Mt 108; Laufen 129;

Lihrmann 33; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 515 Schmid 292; Schulz 205

Con: Influence of Mark 3:307

25 ,
(xaL eL eyw)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95; Laufen 129; Meyer 71 n 1; Polag 50; Schulz 205
Matt red:

23[5\, e eywl

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Fuchs 88-89; Laufen 129; Schulz 205




25(6V

25[av
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Con: Since both Matt and Luke tend to avoid, not create paratactic constructions,
Luke 11:19 is best seen as an improvement, and Matt as original.

24 XPLTAL ECOVTAL LUOV)

Matt = Q: Harnack 95
Matt red:

Comment: Polag 50 reconstructs xputa. vpov s0ovTaL .

24 VUMY XPLTAL £0OVTAL ]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Fuchs 90; Laufen 129; Polag Christologie 40 n 113

Con: Polag asserts that a prepositive position of the pronoun is Lucan.

Pro: However, Cadbury (153) points out that Luke's preference is for a post-
positive position. Moreover, there are at least 4 clear examples of Q using the
prepositive position: Q 6:47; 9:60; 14:26, 27 and several other possible
instances: Q 6:29; 11:17, 19; 12:30; 13:34 (in the Lucan parallel); 6:48; 7:6 (in
the Matthaean parallel).

Jeremias (142-43) observes that Luke prefers the post-positive position (272x to
22x). All 4 Marcan occurrences are reversed (Luke 5:20, 23, 31; 8:46) as is |
LXX quotation (Luke 1:25). All 22 Lucan occurrences are in non-Marcan mate-
rial.

Since there is no clear evidence that Luke ever introduces a prepositive pronoun,
it seems best to ascribe the formulation to Q.

TVeLPaATL Be0U)

Matt = Q: Crossan 188; George #462; Hamerton-Kelly 168; Harnack 20, 95;
K&semann 244; Meyer 71 n 1; Rodd 158; Schlatter Lk 511; Van Cangh 337-42.

Matt red: Fuchs 89 n 156; Grundmann Mt 329; Haenchen 147 n 13; Laufen 128-29,
130; Schulz 205;

Con: Avoidance of anthropomorphism, and especially in the need to relate Matt
12:28 to the Isaian quotation in 12:18 and to prepare for the blasphemy of the
Spirit saying in 12:31-32 supply good reasons for a Matthaean alteration.

Pro: However, Rodd concluded that Matt never adds references to the Spirit.

Comment: Strecker 168 posits variant forms of Q while Leisegang Pneuma Hagion
105 suggests ev ovopatt 8eou as original.

SaxTulp Beovl

Luke = Q: Barrett 63; Easton 58; Grundmann Mt 329; Haenchen 147 n 13; Hahn
292; Kiimmel 106 n 3; Jeremias 201; Laufen 128-29, 130; Lihrmann 33; Manson 86;
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Marshall 476; Percy 179; Polag 50; Schmid 292; Schulz 205; Zeller 59
Luke red: George 461-66; Hamerton-Kelly 168; Meyer 71 n 1l; Rodd 158; Van
Cangh 337-42.

Pro: Given Luke's tendency to introduce spirit, "finger" is probably original
(Kiimmel).

Comment: Klostermann Mt 109: Luke is "echt alttestamentlich . . . aber darum
doch nicht notwendig urspriinglicher."

Con: Meyer argues that Luke altered nvsvpate to avoid any impression that Jesus
was subordinate to the Spirit, and has in the process introduced an allusion to
Exod 8:19 (thus Harnack). For Luke, exorcism is by Jesus' name, not possession
of the Spirit (Luke 10:17).

George and Van Cangh argue that "finger" serves Luke's Moses-typology, and that
Luke's restriction of the role of the Spirit to contexts involving inspired speech
provides good reason for the change to "finger."

6

2 (n nwg Suvvatalr TLG eLoeABeLy ELG TNV OLXLAV TOL LOXLPOUL XAl TA OXEUN QLTOL
apnaocat, €av Wn meowTov SMNoQ TOV LOXLPOV; AL TOTE TNV OLXLAV QULTOL
Siapnacer ] Cf. Mark 3:27

Matt = Q: Zeller 59
Matt red (of Mark 3:27): Laufen 130; Lilhrmann 33; Polag Christologie 42 n 123;
Schulz 203 n 200

Con: The strong agreements between Matt and Mark (21 exact agreements out of
26 Marcan words), the minimal agreements of Matt and Luke, and the absence
of Matt-Luke agreements against Mark make it most likely that Matt is simply
following Mark.

2oy o LOXLPOG XABWMALOUEVOG QLUAATO] TNV EQALTOL ALAMV, EV ELPETVY EOTLY Ta
umapyxovTa auLTOL. enav O8e LOYXLPOTEPOG CLTOL EMENOWV VLXMCY) ALTOV, TNV
navoniLav avTov alpeL e’ T EMENMOLBEL, xaL Ta oxvha avtoL StadLbwoLv]

Q Vorlage exists: Bultmann 13-1#4 (?); Easton 60; Grundmann Lk 237; Hunter 137;
Jiilicher 2.232-33; Kasemann 245; Kloppenborg 153; Laufen 84, 130; Manson 85;
Marshall 476-77; Percy 181-87; Pesch Mk 1.215; Polag 52 (- wabwniiopevog and
eLoen8wv for emendwv; Polag Christologie 42 n 123; Schmid 292-93; Schweizer Mt
185; Steinhauser 143; Taylor Mk 240-42; Weiss 117.

Luke = Q (at least in part): Easton 60; Grundmann Lk 237; Hunter 137; Kdsemann
245; Polag 52 (- xafwniiopevog and eLoehbwv for eneXbwv; Polag Christologie 42 n
123; Schmid 292-93; Weiss 117.

Luke red (of Mark 3:27): Jacobson 158, 163; Liihrmann 33; Meyer 71; Schulz 203 n
200

Con: 11:21-22 in Q: Some of the vocabulary appears to be Lucan: gulacow: Matt ix
[ Mark ix | Luke 6x (1 red; 3 Sond) | Acts 8x; ta vnapyovta: Matt 3x \ Mark —|
Luke 8x (1 = Q; 4 Sond); enepxopar: Matt - ] Mark - | Luke-Acts 7x; necbw:
Matt 3x | Mark - | Luke 4x (1 red; 2 Sond) | Acts 17x; Suabuéepe: Matt - | Mark
-| Luke 2x (1 red) | Acts 2x.
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Légasse argues that Luke has been influenced by the LXX in his reformulation of
the passage, and lists as LXXisms: ev eipnvy, oxvla, xabamiiopevos,
navonitav, and nelbw.

Pro: Luke 11:21-22 diverges so strongly from Mark 3:27 that Mark cannot be
Luke's source. But if Luke 11:21-22 is from L, it is strangely coincidental that
Luke agrees exactly in the relative placing of the parable after 11:20 | Matt
12:28. It is easier to suppose that 11:21-22 comes from Q. (Laufen Manson)
Moreover, apart from Lucanisms such as enepyouar and s.adudwpe, there is no
compelling evidence of Lucan redaction. Ynapyovta is a Q word (12:44)
(Easton) and Jeremias (201) argues that the use of the genitive with the sub-
stantive (11:21; 12:33, 44; 14:33; 16:1; 19:8) is traditional, whereas Luke uses
the dative when composing feely (8:3 and Acts).

210vay (6e)
Matt = Q:
Matt red: Polag 53; Schulz 476

27OTav (1

Luke = Q: Polag 52; Schulz 476
Luke red:

Pro: Assuming that this is the original reading of Luke (see mss!) it seems unlikely

that 6¢ would be deleted by Luke, especially since Luke otherwise tends to
avoid asyndeton.

28(007\ EVPLOXEL)

Matt = Q: Harnack 22; Jilicher 2.234; Polag 52; Schulz 476
Matt red: Bussmann 68.

Pro: The likelihood of Lucan redaction (see below) makes it probable that Matt
here reproduces Q.

Con: Bussmann: Matt uses the indicative so that he can add tote.

Zglgm gvupLoxov]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Jiilicher 2.234; Schmid 295; Schulz 476

Con: Luke in general substitutes participles for finite verbs (Cadbury 133-37), and
in particular, uses wa. (pn) evpovteg / - ovoar at 2:45 (S); 5:19 (red); 15:5
(S), 9 (S); 24:23 (S).
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29 (tote)

29 rore /omitl

Comment: If tote is not original in Luke (see mss!), then it is conceivable that
Matt has added the word and that Lucan mss show parallel influence from
Matt. Marshall (479) holds that the omission is original, while Bussmann (68),
Polag (53) and Schulz (477) conjecture an original xat .

30/eLc Tov ouxov wou/ emi.

Matt = Q: Harnack 22; Polag 52; Schulz 476
Matt red:

30 0. /eLg Tov ouLxov pou/

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Harnack 22; Schulz 476

Con: Luke shows a slight preference for prepositional phrases following the verb,
inverting the relative positions of verb and prepositional phrase at Mark 1:21,
23, b45; 3:7; 4:6, 215 5:18; 9:2; etc.
31 (enLoTpeyw)
Matt = Q: Harnack 22; Schulz 476
Matt red:
3 [vnootpelw]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Bussmann 69; Harnack 22; Jeremias 202; Marshall 479; Schmid 295

Con: Cadbury 175; uvnootpegw Matt - | Mark - | Luke 21x | Acts 11x

32 (oxohaZovta)

Matt = Q: Harnack 22; Jilicher 2.234; Schmid 295; Weiss 76.
Matt red: Bussmann 68; Jacobson 172

Pro: The omission of the word is more easily explained than its addition (Harnack)

32(omitl

Luke = Q: Jacobson 172
Luke red: Jilicher 2.234; Schmid 295
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Con: Luke omitted the word because it is normally used only of persons (Jilicher)

33(u59 " gavTtov)

Matt = Q: Harnack 22; Polag 52; Schulz 477
Matt red: Bussmann 68; Jilicher 2.235; Marshall 480; Schmid 295

Con: Schmid cites 15:30; 26:38, 40 where Matt adds pet’ + pronouns (also 26:36);
but none of these involve a verb such as napalaj.

Pro: Matt omits pet’ avtov after napakap. at Mark 14:33, presumably as redun-
dant but uses it at 18:15 (Sond). However he never adds it to a Marcan Vorlage.
This suggests that it is original here, and that Luke has omitted it as redun-
dant.

33[omit]

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Schulz 477

Con: The omission of {e8’ eavtou is a stylistic improvement (Schulz)

34 /) enval £TEPA TVELUATA TOVNPOTEPA £aLTOL //

Matt = Q: Jllicher 2.235; Schulz 477
Matt red:

SA £TEPA TVELHATA TOVNPOTEPA eavTtov /enta/

Luke = Q:
Luke red: Jeremias 202; Jilicher 2.235; Schulz477

Con: Luke wishes to avoid the juxtaposition of enta and etepa and to emphasize
the number (Jilicher). Luke shows a preference for post-positive cardinal
numbers: Luke 8:42; 9:28; 21:2 (all from Mark); 8:43; 9:13, 14, 17, 30, 33 (all
red); in Acts post-positive numbers outnumber prepositive 44 to 11. (Cadbury
153-54; Jeremias 107)

35(00’&9@ XAL TQ YEVEQ TALTY TY MOvnPg)

Matt = Q: Bultmann 164.
Matt red: Bussmann 68; Grundmann Mt 334-35; Hummel 126-27; Polag 52; Schmid
295; Schulz 477; Strecker 103.

Con: Matt also adds summarizing phrases with ovtwg at 5:16; 13:49; 18:35; 20:16;
23:28; 26:54.
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35 [omit]

Luke = Q: Bussmann 68; Polag 52; Schmid 295; Schulz 477;
Luke red:

Pro: There is little reason for Luke to have omitted the phrase if it were in Q.







The Beginning of Q

Harry Fleddermann

We often probe the beginning and end of a literary work for clues to its meaning, but
Q presents special problems because we must find the beginning and end before we can
investigate them. Q probably ended with Jesus' promise that the disciples would sit on
twelve thrones judging Israel (Q 22:30).1 Where Q began is disputed. According to Heinz
Schiirmann Q began with a "Bericht vom Anfang" that lies behind Luke 3:3-22; 4:1—44.2
For Schiirmann Q opened with a description of John's ministry that can be recovered
from Luke 3:3-6 and its Matthean parallel.3 Michel Devisch has shown, however, that the
linguistic evidence does not support a Q text behind Luke 3:3-6.% To find the beginning of
Q we must look for the first place where Matthew and Luke agree extensively. This
occurs in John's Preaching (Q 3:7-9, 16-17). Last year I reconstructed the end of this
section, the saying on John and the Coming One.” In this paper I will reconstruct the first
part of John's Preaching (Q 3:7-9) and offer a literary analysis of the whole section. I will
follow Michel Devisch's reconstruction of Q 3:7-9.6 First, the introduction:

Matt 3:7a Luke 3:7a
{6y 6¢ moAlove TV daproulwv EXeyev obv Tolc &xmopeu—
xat ZadSouxalwv E&pYOREvouc opévorg xloig Bamtiobiival
inl ™ Pdntiopa elnev adroic o’ abdtod

1E. Bammel, "Das Ende von Q," Verborum Veritas: Festschrift fiir Gustav Stdhlin
zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. O. Bdcher and K. Haacker; Wuppertal: R. Brockhaus, 1970) 39-
50.

2H. Schiirmann, "Der 'Bericht vom Anfang": Ein Rekonstruktionsversuch auf Grund
von Lk 4, 14-16," Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zu den synoptische Evangelien
(Disseldorf: Patmos=Verlag, 1968) 69-80; idem, "Zur Traditionsgeschichte der Nazareth-
Perikope Lk 4, 16-30," Mélanges bibliques en hommage au R. P. Béda Rigaux (ed. A.
Descamps and A. de Halleux; Gembloux: Duculot, 1970) 187-205.

H. Schirmann, Das Lukasevangelium: Erster Teil: Kommentar zu Kap. 1,1-9,50
(HTKNT 3; Freiburg/Basel/Vienna: Herder, 1969) 161.

4Mm. Devisch, De geschiedenis van de Quelle-hypothese: 1. Van J. G. Eichhorn tot
B. H. Streeter; 2. De recente exegese (2 vols.; Louvain: Katholieke Universiteit te
Leuven, 1975) 2. 402-421. I am grateful to Professor James M. Robinson for obtaining a
copy_of Devisch's dissertation for me.

H. Fleddermann, "John and the Coming One (Matt 3:11-12//Luke 3:16-17)," Society
of Biblical Literature 1984 Seminar Papers (ed. K. H. Richards; Chico: Scholars Press,
1984) 377-84.

M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 489-515.
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Matthew and Luke agree that John spoke (Matt: elmev/Luke: E\eyev) to large num-
bers (moMoug/ExdoLg) coming (2pxdpevouc/Ewtopevopévorc) to be baptized (Rnt o
Bdntiopa/Bantiodfvar). Neither Matthew nor Luke mentions John by name because they
have both fitted the Q section into a Marcan context which already identified John (Mark
1:2-6). The Q introduction, though, had to show that John was speaking with something
like "John said." Whether it contained more than this depends on a closer analysis of
Matthew and Luke.

John addresses different audiences in the two gospels. In Matthew he attacks the
Pharisees and Sadducees, in Luke the crowds. Matthew uses the combination "Pharisees
and Sadducees" six times,7 and in 16:1 he introduces the Sadducees into a Marcan context
that mentions only the Pharisees (Mark 8:11).8 So it is possible that Q referred only to
the Pharisees and that Matthew added the Sadducees. The Pharisees are the only adver-
saries named in Q (Q 11:39-52), but they are also Jesus' chief enemies in Matthew.
Matthew introduces them into his Marcan source in several 1:>laces,9 so he could have
introduced the Pharisees as well as the Sadducees into this text. Since Luke does not
mention either group, we must consider this likely."” But Luke's "crowds" is also redac-
tional. Luke frequently replaces a large group in Mark (ndvteg, mollo¢) with the
crowds.!! Here he substitutes 8xhov for ndou ) ’lovsaia xdpa xal ol ’ lepooorvpita
névteg (Mark 1:5). So both Matthew's "Pharisees and Sadducees" and Luke's "crowds" are
redactional. Q did not identify John's audience.

Once we see that Q left the audience open, then the redaction of the two evangelists
becomes clearer. Luke basically rewrites Mark 1:5. We have seen that his &xh\ou replaces
Mark's ndou 1) ’lovbaia xdpa xal ol ’lepooorvpltar ndvteg. He takes over Mark's
verb éZenopebeto and subordinates it by turning it into a participle (&xnopevopévorc). He
converts Mark's second clause (xat &Banti{%ovto dn’ adrod) into an infinitive of pur-
pose,12 and he links the verse to the preceding with ofv.

Matthew's verse is also redactional. Matthew uses the construction t&&v/i86vtec +
an object + a finite verb sixteen times.” " Although he uses moA)oi with the genitive only
here, he frequently introduces mo\dg or molho( into his Marcan source and he uses the
partitive genitive freely. ] He also uses the participle &pyopévog often, at times intro-

"Matt 3:7; 16:1, 6, 11, 12 bis.
Compare also Matt 16:6 where Matthew replaces Mark's dnd iic Zdung v dapL-
culov xal Tig Zopung ‘Hppdoo (Mark 8:15) with &nd tHc ¥dune v Saproaimv xal
Zas6ouxalav .
Matt 12:24; 22:34, 41. Compare also Matt 9:34; 15:12.
OM. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 493-96.
1Compare Luke 4:42 with Mark 1:37; Luke 5:15 with Mark 1:45; Luke 5:29 with Mark
2:15; Luke 6:19 with Mark 3:10; Luke 9:11 with Mark 6:33; Luke 9:18 with Mark 8:27. See
M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 507.

The infinitive of purpose is common in Luke, especially with verbs of motion. See
Luke 1:17, 19, 59; 2:1, 3, 5, 22; 3:7, 12; 4:16, 18, 19, 34; 5:15, 32; 6:12, 18; 8:35; 9:1, 28;
11:31, 545 12:49, 513 14:1, 17, 195 15:1, 15; 18:10; 19:7, 10, 12; 21:38; 22:47; 23:32; 24:1.
See M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 505.

Luke uses obv on two other occasions to introduce speeches (13:18; 19:12). M.
Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 500-501. '

Matt 2:10; 3:7; 5:15 8:18, 34; 9:2, 22, 23, 36; 14:26; 18:31; 21:15, 19, 38; 27:54; 28:17.
The combination t8@v/t86vteg with 6€ occurs in Matt 2:10; 3:7; 5:15 8:18; 9:36; 21:15. M.
Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 491-2.

For nonde/morol compare Matt 8:16, 30; 13:2, 58; 14:24; 20:29; 26:9, 47; 27355, For
the partitive genitive see Matt 5:19, 29, 30; 10:42; 12:38; 18:10, 14, 28; 20:13; 25:40, 45;
28:11. See further M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 492-3.
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ducing it into a Marcan context. 16 With the participle Matthew picks up again &Zenopeo—
eto from Mark 1:5 which he had taken over in v. 5. He substitutes the simple form for
the compound as he does in 19:15 (compare Mark 10:17), and he prefers Zpyopa. to
nopebopar as he does in 10:14; 15:11, 19; 24:1. The rest of Matthew's verse, while not
pointing unequivocally to Matthean redaction, is not incompatible with it. We rarely find
&ni with an accusative to indicate a goal or purpose (Luke 4:43; 23:48; Heb 6:1; 12:10),
but it occurs in two other places in Matthew (22:5; 26:50). The noun Béntiopa is not
common in Matthew, but he does take it over in 21:25 from Mark. The prepositional
phrase, like the participle, echoes Mark 1:5.

If we eliminate the editorial work of Matthew and Luke, all that is left for the Q
introduction is the phrase "John spoke." One problem remains—the tense of the verb.
Matthew frequently changles Mark's imperfects to aorists,” © but Luke has a strong pref-
erence for the imperfect, 9 and he uses it often to introduce a discourse.“” Q probably
had the aorist. So the Q introduction was: elnev ’lwhvvng.

We can now summarize the evangelists' redaction of the introduction. Since Q left
the audience open, Matthew and Luke were free to apply John's Preaching to whichever
group suited them. Luke directs the words to the crowds to prepare for vv. 10-14 (note
8xdou in v. 10), and he combines the Q introduction with Mark 1:5. John's speech was so
severe that Matthew directed it against Jesus' enemies, the Pharisees and Sadducees. He
also combines the Q introduction with Mark 1:5 even though he had previously redacted
the Marcan verse in Matt 3:5-6. Except for elnev/E\eyev, the agreements of Matthew
and Luke come from their independent editing of Mark.

So far the results have been meager. We have only salvaged the short phrase, "John
said." The situation changes dramatically when we turn to the first three sayings of John.
Matthew and Luke agree closely in these sayings, and the Q reconstruction is relatively
easy.

Matt 3:7b-10 Luke 3:7b-9

7b  yevvripata Exubvdv, Tic yevvrpata &xu6viv, Tl 7b
nédecEev dulv puyelv dnod nEbecEey dplv uystv d&nd
THig pelhodong dpyiic; THG peXhodong dpyics

8  moirjoute obv xapndv EELov notrjoate obv xapnodc &Elouvc 8a
e netavolag® T petavolag®

9a wat pn 8SEmre Aéyeuv v xal pn &pEnode Aéyeiv Ev b
davtolq® natépa Exouev tavtoilc® matépa Exopev

b wov 'ABpadu® Méyw yip v 'ABpadu’ Aéyw yap c

butv 8tu Svvatar & Bedg
&% Tdv ABwv TolUTwv

butv &tu Sdvatar & 0edC
¢y v A{Bav TOdTwY

L6 compare Matt 3:16 with Mark 1:10; Matt 16:28 with Mark 9:9.

M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2.496-7.

18y c. Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to St.
Matthew (ICC; 3rd ed.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1912) xx-xxi.
19statistics: Matt 94, Mark 228, Luke 259, John 163, Acts 329. See J. C. Hawkins,

Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Problem (2d ed.; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1909) 51. Luke replaces a Marcan aorist with an imperfect in 4:37, 40, 41, 42;
5:28; 6:18; 9:6; 18:15; 19:36;5 20:14; 22:54; 23:21, 23, 47. See M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2.
499,

ZoLuke 3:7, 115 5:36;5 6:205 9:23; 10:2; 12:54; 13:6, 18; 14:7, 12; 16:1; 18:1; 21:10. See
M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 498-500.
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¢yelpar Téwva T 'ABpadp tyetpar Téxva 1% 'ABpadiL.

10a #ipn 6¢ 1) &Elva npdg v f6m 6¢ wai B &Elva mpdg v 9a
plZav v 6évEpwv weTtal® plxav v 5évSpwv xeltal®

b miv obv 5évBpov pm moLodv ndv obv 6&vBpov ) moLody b
xapnov waldv Sadnretal xapndv xalov dxxdnteTal

c i elc n¥p Bd\retar. xal elg n¥p B&Metac. (3

The passage contains sixty-three words in Matthew, sixty-four in Luke. Sixty are
identical. Matthew and Luke differ in just three places. Matthew has the singular "fruit
worthy (xapnov &Eiov) of repentance" while Luke uses the plural (xapnodc &Elouc);
Matthew writes "presume (63&mre) to say" while Luke has "begin (&pEnooe) to say"; and
Luke begins the third sentence with the words #6m 6¢ xai whereas Matthew has simply
#om €.

Matthew's xapnév &Lov reproduces the Q wording, for the singular appears in the
immediate context (Q 3:9). Luke switches to the plural to prepare for vv. 10-14 where he
offers three examples of ethical conduct. He writes a similar plural expression in Acts
26:20: "deeds worthy of repentance" (&€ra i petavolag Zpya).

The second difference is more difficult to resolve. Both Matthew and Luke use
Sox€w, and it is attested elsewhere in Q (Q 17:40). The set phrase T{ co./dulv Soxel
occurs six times in Matthew (17:25; 18:12; 21:28; 22:17, 42; 26:66), and Matthew uses the
verb three other times, once in the Q passage (24:44) and twice in special Matthean
material (6:7; 26:53). Matthew, however, does not take over Mark's two uses of the verb
(Mark 6:49; 10:42), and the passage we are considering is the only place in Matthew
where the verb appears with the infinitive. Luke uses 6oxéw ten times in his gospel and
nine times in Acts, and he commonly uses it with the infinitive.22 Mark uses &pyopat
with an infinitive twenty-six times, and the idiom occurs twice in Q% Matthew takes it
over six times from MarkZ* and twice from Q (Matt 11:7; 24:49), and he uses it another
four times, twice redactlonally.25 The verb is joined with AéyeLv only twice in Matthew
(11:7 = Q and 26:22 = Mark). Luke uses the idiom twenty-seven times, taking it over
twice from Mark (Luke 19:45; 20:9) and twice from Q (Luke 7:24; 12:45). He frequently
has &pxopar with Aéyewv.“® So a decision is difficult. Both verbs appear in Q, and
Matthew and Luke each uses his verb redactionally. Matthew, though, probably reflects
the Q text because his expression, 66Ente Aéyerv, is unusual, appearing nowhere else in
the NT or the LXX. Luke found it difficult and substituted a more common expression.
The opposite change is not very likely. It is hard to imagine Matthew changing Luke's
expression if he had read it in Q because he has taken over similar expressions from
Mark. When Matthew does alter Mark's &pyopar with the infinitive, he always drops
&pyopar and substitutes a finite verb rather than replace &pxopar with another word.

2171, Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 509.

2For the use with the infinitive, see Luke 1:3; 8:18; 10:36; 22:24; 24:37; Acts 12:9;
17218527213,

23Mark 1455 2:23; 4:1; 5:17, 20; 6:2, 7, 34, 55; 8:11, 31, 32; 10:28, 32, 41, 47; 11:15;
12:15 13:5; 14:19, 33, 65, 69, 71; 15:8, 18. Q 19:45; 20:9.
éL‘Matt 12:1; 16:21, 22; 26:22, 37, 74.

25Matt 4: 175 11:20; 14:30; 18:24. At least 4:17 and 11:20 are redactional.

6LukeBé& Us21;5 7224 = Q; 7:49; 11:29; 12:1; 13:26; 20:9; 23:30.

27 Matt 8: 34; 10:5; 13:1, 54; 14:35; 19:27; 20:17, 24, 30; 21:12; 24:4; 26:67, 71, 75. See
M. Devisch, Geschiedenis, 2. 510-14.
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The third difference is easy to resolve. The wai is a Lucan addition to the text as
Luke uses 6¢ xal so often that it is a characteristic of his style.

Up to this point I have been following Devisch. See my article for the reconstruction
of the final saying.”” The text of John's Preaching would look like this:

Q 3:7-9, 16-17

7a  elnev ' lwdvwng®
b  yevvAuata &xL6vdv,
Tlc dnederZev dutv guyelv dno tiic pellodome dpyfics
8a moificute obv wapndv &Eiov ¢ petavoiag,
b xal pm 86&mre Aéyeiv v davtoic®
natépa Eyopev OV 'ABpadp.
c Aéyw yap Sulv &tu Sdvatar & 0edc
&x v ABwv Tobtwv Eyelpar téxva T ’ABpadp.
9a idn 6& 1) &Elvn npdg v PL¥av v 5EvSpwv xelTal®
b ndv obv 5&vBpov pf) MOLOBY xapndv xakdv rxdnretar
c wal elg ndp B&\hetai.
l6a &y® piv dpdc BantiXe v f)éa'n,
& 8¢ dnlow pov épxop.evog LoxupO'repog ot Eotuv,
00 ot eipl {xavdc Aour OV {pdvra v mlo&nua’rmv adTos”
adrog dpdc Bantioer v mveldpate dyiw xat mopl*
od O nthov &v T xeLpl abrod
xatl Siaxabapret v &lwva adrod
xal ovvidEer tOv olttov elg Ty dnobpmv adrtod,
0 8¢ &xvpov xataxadoer mupl doBéoTe.

—
~
o0 TP aAanoT

We turn now to a literary analysis of the passage. John's speech contains four units.
The first is a rhetorical question, "Brood of vipers, who has shown you to flee from the
coming wrath?" (Q 3:7b). Questions appear frequently at the beginning of a discussion or
argument in the Bible. The serpent confronts Eve with a question (Gen 3:1); Samuel opens
his attack on Saul with a question (I Sam 15 14), and God tells Elijah to begin his message
to Ahab with a question (1 Kings 21: 19).30 A rhetorical question often introduces an
argument in the speeches of Job and his friends.”" Questions that begin with "Who . . ."
are common. Besides their primary use to identify a person or group, these questions
have a wide range of rhetorical uses. They can be self-effacing—"Who am I?" (Exod 3:11;
I Sam 18:18; 2 Sam 7:18)—or contemptuous—"Who is the Lord, that I should heed his
voice and let Israel go?" (Exod 5:2; compare Judg 9:28, 38; 1 Sam 17:26). They can also
accuse: "Who told you that you were naked?" (Gen 3:11); "Who requires of you this tram-

28The statistics for 68 wal are: Matt 3; Mark 2; Luke 25; John 8; Acts 7. See J. C.
Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, 17, 37; H. J. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of
Luke (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1920) 146.

9H. Fleddermann, "John and the Coming One," 377-80.

30R. N. Whybray, The Heavenly Counsellor in Isaiah xl 13-14: A Study of the Sources
of the Theology of Deutero-Isaiah (SOTSMS 1; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1971)
195

31See, for example, Job 4:2, 17; 5:1; 6:11-12; 8:2-3; 11:2-3; 15:7-9, 11, 12-14; 19:2;
22:2-5.
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pling of my courts?" (Isa 1:12).32 The question that opens John's Preaching is contemptu-
ous. It ridicules those who think that they can flee the judgment. The flight motif
reflects the prophetic genre called the "summons to flee."”? But John's question is a
parody of the genre because flight from the coming wrath is impossible. We are not told
immediately how John's hearers propose to flee.

The second unit is quite complex. It begins with a command, "Produce fruit worthy of
repentance" (Q 3:8a), followed by a prohibition "and do not presume to say to yourselves,
'We have Abraham as a father'" (Q 3:8b) to which a motive clause is joined, "for I say to
you, 'God is able to raise up children to Abraham from these stones'" (Q 3:8c). Commands
and prohibitions are common in the OT, and they are frequently followed by motive
clauses.”” We also find the complex form of command and prohibition with a motive
clause.3? The saying's prohibition and motive clause reflect another prophetic form, the
disputation speech. In the disputation speech the prophet quotes a saying of the people
and then refutes it.”® In the prohibition John quotes the people's claim, "We have Abra-
ham as a father," and then he rejects it with the argument that "God is able to raise up
children to Abraham from these stones." It is now clear how John's hearers propose to
escape the judgment. They rely on Israel's election. John sweeps away Israel's privilege in
a way worthy of a prophet (compare Amos 3:1-2).

The third unit is a threat, "But already the ax is laid at the root of the trees; there-
fore, every tree that does not produce good fruit will be cut down and thrown into the
fire" (% 3:9). The threat is a basic prophetic form that announces judgment in the
future.”” John threatens imminent destruction—"already the ax is laid at the root of the
trees." But his threat is also conditional. The ax threatens only the trees that do not
produce fruit. John develops the command of the preceding saying by setting an alterna-
tive before his audience—either produce fruit or be thrown into the fire. The threat also
touches on the rhetorical question that opened the speech. John shows his hearers that
they can flee the coming wrath, but only by producing fruit, not by relying on Israel's
election.

The fourth unit is a salvation-judgment oracle. In the postexilic period the
announcement of judgment and the announcement of salvation were combined in the
salvation-judgment oracle which promised salvation to one group and threatened a second

32R. N. Whybray, Heavenly Counsellor, 21-26.

33Jer 4:5-6; 6:1; 48:6-8, 28; 49:8, 30; 50:8-10; 15:6, 45; Zech 2:10-13. Compare 1 Sam
15:6; 22:5. See R. Bach, Die Aufforderungen zur Flucht und zum Kampf im alttestament-
lichen Prophetenspruch (WMANT 9; Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, 1962) 15-50. There
is a summons to flee in Mark 13:14-20 (compare also Matt 2:13). See D. E. Aune,
Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1983) 130, 311-12, 323.

For a command with a motive clause, see Prov #4:1-2; for a prohibition with a

motive clause, see Prov 22:22-23, 24-25.

5See Prov 24:21-22; Amos 5:4-5; Jer 25:5-6. See R. E. Murphy, Wisdom Literature:
Job, Proverbs, Ruth, Canticles, Ecclesiastes, and Esther (The Forms of the Old Testa-
ment Literature 13; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981) 6.

There are sixteen examples of the disputation speech in the prophetic corpus: Isa
28:14-19; Jer 8:8-9; 31:29-30; 33:23-26; Ezek 11:2-12; 11:14-17; 12:21-25; 12:26-28; 18:1-
205 20:32-44; 33:10-205 33:23-29; 37:11b-13; Isa 40:27-31; 49:14-25; Hag 1:2, 4-11. See A.
Graffy, A Prophet Confronts His People: The Disputation Speech in the Prophets (AnBib
104; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1984).

37 Amos 3:12; 8:9-10, 11-14; Isa 7:18-19. See G. Fohrer, Introduction to the Old
Testament (Nashville: Abingdon, 1968) 353-4.
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group with judgment. This form becomes characteristic of apocalyptic literature.38 In
this complex oracle John describes his own baptism (Q 3:16a); he then introduces the
Coming One who is stronger than John (Q 3:16bc) and whose baptism is more powerful
than John's (Q 3:16d). The Coming One is the judge who will gather the wheat into his
barn but burn the chaff with fire (Q 3:17). This develops under a different image the
conditional threat of the preceding saying. The "Who . . ." of the rhetorical question now
takes on new meaning. Escape is possible, but only through John and the Coming One, and
only for those who produce fruit.

Several devices lock the four units into a tight literary whole. Two catchwords link
the sayings together—"produce fruit" (novetv xapndv, vv. 8a, 9b) and "fire" (ndp, vv. 9c,
16d, 17d). The fruit is further described as "worthy of repentance" (v. 8a) or "good" (v.
9b). The catchwords are not arbitrarily chosen. Together they enunciate a major theme
of the section—either produce fruit or be thrown into the fire. This theme is stated
figuratively in v. 9bc which stands at the center of the sayings complex and which con-
tains both catchwords: "every tree that does not produce good fruit will be cut down and
thrown into the fire." Besides the two catchwords there are two linking concepts. "Com-
ing" appears twice, although two different Greek words are used (uex\oboog, V. 7b;
Epxduevog, V. 16a). The concept of judgment appears at the beginning, middle, and end
of the passage, although two different words are used here also (&pyf, V. 7b; n%p, VV. 9,
l6d, 17d). These catchwords and linking concepts show that John's Preaching is a literary
unit.

Q opens with John's Preaching. It is hard to imagine a more effective beginning. John
delivers a withering attack on Israel's attempt to escape judgment by relying on religious
privilege. He calls his hearers to repentance and points to the Coming One, stronger than
John, who will save and judge. Q begins with a thunderbolt.

38sa 57:13bc; 65:13-14. See D. E. Aune, Prophecy,93, 131-32.







Philosophies, Theories, and
Methods in Bible Translation

Keith Crim
The Westminster Press

While there has been much discussion of modern translations of the Bible, compara-
tively little attention has been paid to the theories that underlie those translations.
There is somewhat more talk of the philosophy of translation, but even there we gener-
ally find long enumerations of examples which either pleased or displeased a particular
critic. A notable exception has been the work of Eugene A. Nida. His seminal work is
Toward a Science of Translating (1964). This highly technical work sought to place Bible
translation on a firm base in modern linguistics, so that it could maintain the same high
standards that are expected in both literary and technical translations (see Giittinger,
1963; Brower, 1959). The key to Nida's success is that his theory, though drawing on
models from transformational linguistics, also uses the insights of semantics, relating
meaning to language structure (cf. Chafe, 1970), and, most specifically, develops
methods based on the theory. These methods have been set forth in numerous publica-
tions of the United Bible Societies (e.g. Nida and Tabor, 1969) and have been tested in
widely differing languages, many of which display grammatical features that are
unknown in the Indo-European and Semitic languages long familiar to biblical scholars.
That is, the theory generates a methodology that yields consistent results when applied
to languages in every part of the globe and in every human culture.

Certain assumptions are made. First and foremost is the assumption that Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek are ordinary human languages, subject to scholarly study and scien-
tific analysis. Messages transmitted in these languages are sacred to many people, but it
does not follow that the languages themselves are sacred. Second, it is assumed that
languages serve primarily as means of communication between individuals and groups of
individuals. A solipsist might argue that no one can truly communicate with anyone else,
but most humans go on living as if they are able to communicate. They do it within
language communities and across the barriers between such communities. And they
generally find that anything that can be said in any language can be said in any other
language, if the speaker is willing to learn how to do so.

A third assumption is that meaning and form interact at every level, from that of the
lexeme to that of discourse structure. In each language the relationships between mes-
sage and form are specific to that language. Between languages that belong to the same
family and/or share a common culture, the differences in these relationships are less
than they are between languages that are widely separated in time and space, and that
belong to radically different language families, but they are nonetheless highly signifi-
cant, and to ignore these differences is to produce bizarre examples of "translationese"
and to risk a break down of communication.

In his article "Theories of Modern Bible Translation" (Prooftexts vol. 3, pp. 9-39),
Edward L. Greenstein gives a spirited defense of the Buber-Rosenzweig principles of
translation. Along the way he disagrees with Marcia Falk for her freedom with the poetry
of the Song of Songs (p. 15F) but surprisingly does not mention her appreciative essay on
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Buber and Rosenzweig. He is somewhat critical (p. 15) of Jack Sasson's Ruth: A New
Translation with a Philological Commentary and a Formalist-Folklorist Interpretation,
but fails to take issue with Harry M. Orlinsky, whose well-known writings on translation
(1969) are far removed from his own. He mentions Orlinsky only in passing (p. 9F). Green-
stein's sharpest barbs are reserved for Today's English Version, popularly known as the
Good News Bible. The TEV is widely used as a guide for United Bible Society translators
in putting the scriptures into hundreds of languages around the world. In general, the
principles used by the UBS are also followed by the Wycliffe Bible Translators. Differ-
ences between the two do not bear on the issues raised in this paper. For two Wycliffe
guides to translation, see Beekman and J. Callow, 1974 and K. Callow, 1974.

As one of the translators of the TEV Old Testament I cannot help being disappointed
by Greenstein's failure to study in more detail the writings of Nida and others which set
forth the theoretical basis of our work. My entering into debate with Greenstein is
designed to encourage serious scholarly consideration of modern translation theory.
Nida's work has been widely appreciated in linguistic circles but attracts much less
attention among biblical scholars. Greenstein quotes The Theory and Practice of Transla-
tion by Nida and Charles R. Taber, (1969), but fails to understand the theory that under-
lies the book. Several points raised by Greenstein need to be answered.

1. The theological orientation of translation. Greenstein unnecessarily, to my way of
thinking, seeks to label linguistically based translation as "Christian," and literal transla-
tion as "Jewish." To be sure, the U.B.S. is a Christian organization, and one of its aims is
evangelization around the world. But in UBS translation theory theology is much less
important than linguistics. Christians have put more emphasis on vernacular languages
and have not used Hebrew in worship (though Orthodox Churches use Greek). Thus trans-
lation has been vital throughout Christian history and has become even more so in the
present century, especially since Vatican II. Still, the New Jewish Version has essentially
the same approach to linguistics as does the TEV. Moreover there are numerous examples
of literal Christian translations. Two of the most wooden of modern translations, the
Revised Version of 1881 and its sister translation, the American Standard Version of
1901, were produced by Protestants. The New American Standard Bible (1963; 1971)
follows that tradition, but with a little more freedom. In addition there are fundamental-
ist Protestants who count the number of words and letters in the English Bible and seek
for arcane mysteries in scripture. The differences in translation theory and its applica-
tion cannot be defined as Jewish or Christian.

One advantage enjoyed by Christian translators is that they render the Bible into the
major languages of the world—Chinese, Russian, and Arabic, not to mention Spanish,
English, and Swahili. And even languages spoken by only a few people teach us about the
nature of language. Greenstein's example of the North Canadian Indian language (p. 18)
spoken by only 2,500 people is really less relevant to issues of translation theory than
Chinese and the one billion people who speak it. But the whole world of linguistics and
translation theory, secular and religious, is open to anyone. Translators can treat reli-
gious documents with respect and render them with due reverence without regarding
them as the primordial words of God, as Greenstein appears to do (p. 30).

2. Contrasting types of translation. Greenstein contrasts "philological" translation
with "literal" (p. 15), but then claims the label "literary" for the "literal." He admits that
the literal is not literary in the sense of being good literature. This is not the clearest
part of his paper.

He is more helpful when he seeks to contrast literal and idiomatic (16-20). While his
preference is clearly for literal translation, he does attempt to describe the features of
idiomatic translation. Greenstein points out that an idiomatic version is directed to the
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reader so that the reader can readily understand and appreciate the meaning. A literal
translation by contrast, constitutes a challenge. In order to understand it the reader has
to study hard, learn about the literary features of biblical Hebrew, come to appreciate
the forms of Hebrew syntax and vocabulary. The reader becomes a member of an elite
class, an initiate, but unless he or she masters Hebrew, can never know the very word of
God. This is true of course of Islam, where a believer is expected to learn Arabic, and
any translation of the Quran is not the Holy Quran but only expresses the meaning of the
Quran. Greenstein's theory seems very close to the Islamic view, though still occupying a
middle ground between the linguistic beliefs of Christianity and those of Islam. Views of
this sort, Jewish, Christian, or Muslim are not subject to empirical verification.

3. The example of poetry. An idiomatic translation seeks to render poetry as poetry,
that is, poetry that is recognized as such by poets in the target language. Marcia Falk has
demonstrably done this (pp. 15f). So, I would contend, has TEV in books such as Ecclesi-
astes, Job, and Song of Songs. This has often been done at the sacrifice of the Hebrew
form. Parallelismus membrorum is a beautiful device in Hebrew, but it is language spe-
cific and can become deadly dull in English. Especially in Job, TEV has restructured the
parallelism to produce a more natural and pleasing English style that presents the mean-
ing with more impact than literal rendering can do.

Poetry, much more than prose, is language specific. Biblical poetry has usually been
translated into prose, although translators insist that the resultant text is poetry. Often
the only poetic feature is the arrangement of the translation on the page as if it were
poetry, a device that fools the eye but not the ear. If meaning and form are interdepen-
dent, an essential feature of a song is that it be singable, and a poem must be recogniz-
able as poetry. James Holmes (1969) speaks of the translation of a poem into a poetic
form in the target language as a "metapoem" One way to create a metapoem Holmes
terms "mimetic" (p. 197). The translator imitates the form of the original as closely as
possible, thus emphasizing the strangeness- of the message. Since, however, forms are
language specific, the result is only an approximation. German hexameters differ from
Greek hexameters, and terza rimain English is far from identical with Italian terza rima.

A second possibility, the analogical method, centers on the function of the poetic
form used in the source language and then to find a form in the target language that has
the same function. An example is the translation of the Iliad into English form appropri-
ate to an epic, such as Alexander Pope's choice of rhymed couplets. These first two
methods are "form-derivative."

A content derived approach starts with the semantic content of the poem and allows
the content to give the translation its own unique shape. Essentially this is the method
used by TEV, and often to be found in translations made by Ezra Pound. Finally there is
"extraneous" form, which allows the poet to translate the poem with greater freedom and
variety than possible with the mimetic or analogical approach.

Whatever approach is chosen, the metapoem must be recognizable as a poem. It must
have form (in the broadest sense of that term) which falls within the boundaries of poetry
in the target language. This is the task of the translator, not the typesetter.

4. Language specific features. Rather than going directly to Nida's work Greenstein
(p. L1) quotes a secondary source for Nida's statement "the meaning must have priority
over the stylistic forms." To understand what this means, we must look at the UBS theory
of translation in some detail. The most concise statement of the goal toward which a
translator should strive is "the closest natural equivalent," (Nida & Taber, 12-13). The
term "equivalent" reflects the belief that translation attempts to communicate the
meaning and the impact (spirit) of a given text. In this view the message is not to be
confined to an elite group of specialists in ancient languages, but to be made accessible
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to ordinary people living today. Moreover the text is not a mere means of self-
expression, as if God were talking only to himself (masculine in Hebrew grammar), or a
cryptogram for the elect. Therefore it is necessary to restructure the form in order to
preserve the meaning. More about this later. The term "natural" stresses the importance
of the target language. Bible Society lore tells of a "little old woman" in a tribal society
who on hearing the Bible read for the first time in her language exclaimed, "I didn't know
God spoke my language!" One form of the story has her add, "But I'm surprised he speaks
it so poorly." UBS translators make no apologies for striving to make a translation sound
"natural" to a native speaker of the target language. The third term, "closest" demands
that the translation avoid, as far as is humanly possible, any change in the meaning—
adding nothing not there in the meaning of the original and taking nothing away. The
cultural and historical setting must be respected, a point which Greenstein (pp. 13-14)
stresses.

Much debate centers around the question of form and much confusion exists in
attempts to explain what UBS translations seek to do. To the statement cited above "the
meaning must have priority over the stylistic forms" must be added the words "of the
original." I have never known a UBS translator who thought form had no relation to
meaning. Form is a vital component of the meaning of any message. But all forms are
language-specific: Poetry, word order, sentence structure, parts of speech, gender,
number, person, case, discourse structure, metaphor, vocabulary. That is to say, a form
used in any given language has a meaning in that language; the burden of proof rests on
anyone who maintains that that particular form can have the same significance when
transferred to another language. Hebrew poetry is a good example. The solemn warnings
of Israel 1:2-31 are magnificent Hebrew poetry, but no one issues that type of warning in
poetry today. In modern English warnings are delivered in prose. Warnings or ultimata in
poetic form would never be taken seriously. The same holds for Amos 1:3, where Green-
stein (p. 13) likes the form:

"for three transgressions of Damascus,
and for four, I will not turn it back"

and comments, "We wouldn't say it that way, but Amos more or less did." Less, rather
than more. Our contemporaries think God rather quick-tempered to mete out such ter-
rible punishment for so few transgressions. What Amos might well have said if he had
been speaking English is:

The people of Damascus have sinned again and again. (TEV)

Word order and sentence structure also are language specific. Instead of forcing the
reader to go back to the original as Greenstein hopes, a clumsy, literal style merely
leaves the reader dismayed. To follow Hebrew word order or Greek sentence structure is
not to give the reader a feeling for the original. At best it will convey the impression
that the ancients had awkward ways of talking. If the point of a translation is to provide
a "pony" to help beginning students of a language decipher a text, there are plenty of
literal translations available. The ASV of 1901 is a notable example. In every language
form and meaning interact at every level, and word order is a clear demonstration of how
a word for word translation obscures and distorts meaning. All too many English transla-
tions of German theological works could be cited here as examples. .

Greenstein (15-16) reprimands Marcia Falk's translation of the Song of Songs for
taking liberties with Hebrew grammar, for instance, for changing third person to second
person. Such grammatical features as person, gender, number, case are language specific.
Many languages have inflectional forms or markers that build redundency into the text to
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the point of overwhelming the beginning student (e.g. German, Spanish, Ancient Greek,
Latin) while others get along with few or none (Korean, and Papiamento, the language of
the Netherlands Antilles). Throughout the Hebrew Psalms there are sudden changes from
third person to second person in speaking to God. Too great reliance on analogies drawn
from European languages leads scholars to regard such variation as marking a change
from speaking to a human audience in the third person to speaking directly to God in the
second person. The question is open as to whether this does not indicate instead a change
in the Psalmist's mood, an increased boldness or intimacy in addressing God, or in the
Song of Songs, another person.

Or consider grammatical number. Elohim is plural in form but governs a verb in the
singular. Scholars explain this phenomenon by giving it a Latin name. Others have specu-
lated—against all the evidence—that the plural indicates traces of polytheism. The list
of grammatical features could be extended indefinitely. All of them are language spe-
cific.

In recent discussions of translation theory attention has been directed to discourse
structure, an area where languages differ greatly from one another. Nida and Taber (152)
list the following universals of discourse:

. The marking of the beginning and end of the discourse

. The marking of the major internal transitions

The marking of temporal relations between events

The marking of spatial relationships between events and objects
. The marking of logical relationships between events

The identification of participants

Highlighting, focus, emphasis, etc.

. Author involvement

IO0TmUQO® >

Any translator must understand how both the source language and the target lan-
guage structure larger and smaller units of a text and they move from one unit to
another. This involves at the simplest levels such matters as the reference of pronouns.
The RSV translators ignored again and again that helpful rule taught to every high school
student, that every pronoun must have an antecedent. Judges 3:6 is a good example: "and
they took their daughters to themselves for wives, and their own daughters they gave to
their sons; and they served their gods." NJV and NAB are similar. Jerusalem Bible begins
to unravel the confusion by saying, "they married the daughters of these peoples." English
has a word that biblical Hebrew lacked: "intermarry." It would have been simple, clear,
and correct to say, "They intermarried with these people and worshipped their gods."

Discourse structure involves many other features taught in basic composition
courses. Hebrew anaphoric devices and discourse markers are admirably suited to
Hebrew, poorly suited to other languages. The reader should not have to stop to wonder
who is doing what to whom.

5. Vocabulary. This is a large issue and one that on the whole is handled better than
discourse structure. But even here writers such as Greenstein tend to stumble. He cites
Buber and Rosenzweig's emphasis on word stems and on the principle of concordant
translation (p. 24). Concordant translation means that each occurrence of a lexeme in the
source language is translated by the same lexeme in the target language, regardless of
the context. Rosenzweig did so because "To connect distant verses by means of concor-
dant translation presupposes the unity of the text." There is an old homiletical axiom
that "a text without its context is a pretext."

Concordant translation regards the lexeme as an inert unit that does not interact
with other lexemes. UBS theory contends that our thoughts are expressed, not in isolated
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words, but in "meaningful mouthfulls," that is, phrases, clauses, sentences, paragraphs.
What precedes and what follows a lexeme modifies its meaning. Two simple principles
are at work here: (1) polysemy—most words have multiple meanings and function in
varying semantic contexts; (2) adding words does not add meaning, it subtracts meaning.

Greenstein (p. 11) cites the use of bayit in 2 Sam. 7, where the lexeme serves first in
the sense of an unspecified dwelling (7:1). Then it is specifically identified as "a house of
cedar" (v. 2). The word is contrasted with "tent" in v. 6, where it refers to a temple for
God. In v. 11 it means a dynasty, and in verse 18, "What is my house, that thou hast
brought me thus far?," it is simply David's extended family as it then existed, not the
future dynasty. Thus there are at least five meanings that can be distinguished: A build-
ing for human habitation (v. 1), a palace (v. 2), a temple (v. 5, 13), a dynasty (v. 11), and
an extended family (v. 18). The first three refer to physical structures, and the last two
to kinship structures. The first usage is familiar in English, but it is unlikely that a palace
would be referred to as a "house." House suggests a smaller, simpler building. In the third
usage, there would have to be a marker such as "house of God," but that would be unu-
sual. A marker would also be needed for the meaning "dynasty," e.g. House of Hapsburg.
A phrase like "me and my house" would be taken to mean "me and my nuclear family."
Simply to translate all five senses as house is possible in English, but pedantic. Carried
beyond this passage, the idea of concordant translation runs into increasing difficulty
because of polysemy. An analytical concordance shows the variety of English words used
to translate any given Hebrew lexeme. Context is the determinant of meaning.

Like all the positions presented in this book, polysemy and the question of referential
meaning is discussed at length by Nida and Taber (56-90). For the New Testament use of
"house" see their example of Matt 2:11, Luke 1:27; and Acts 16:31 (p. 85). They also have
an example of "many-to-many relationships, in almost endless chains of related mean-
ings" (p. 21).

English: faucet key key code code
(solution) (Morse) (legal)
Spanish: llave llave clave clave cddigo

Etymology is another factor in Greenstein's approach to translation. "Buber and
Rosenzweig acknowledged that a word rarely makes a clean break with its past, and for a
number of reasons they sought to translate words according to their etymological or root
meaning" (p. 24). This was also a concern of Mitchell Dahood in his indefatigable studies
of Ugaritic roots. One would think that there is ample evidence in modern European
languages to convince anyone that words of common origin go different ways in different
languages. The so-called "false friends" that a speaker of English finds in French are
well-known pitfalls. When the RSV was first published, long essays were written on how
words common in the KJV had changed beyond recognition since 1611. How many men
who give orchids to ladies know the etymology of the flower's name? The word has made
a "clean break with its past," as have the vast majority of words in general usage. It is
unlikely, however, that such words as "hendiadys" and "polysemy" ever will. Hebrew
would indeed have to be a sacred language to have escaped the historical forces that
constantly shape all living languages. Greenstein's statement, "But religion requires a
shedding of the sandals—of contemporary idiom—to experience the sacred—the Hebraic"
(p. 30) is a theological dictum that is not really subject to debate. Other religions have
other ideas about sacred language—Sanscrit for Hindus, Pali or Sanscrit for Buddhists,
Elizabethan English for some Protestants, classical Arabic for Muslims.
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Aspects of Heros-Iatros
in Myth and Cult

Mark Edward Clark
Honors College, University of South Mississippi

In myth and cult healing is one of the actions symbolizing the salvific function of
heroes as protectors of their people. Greek epic records numerous instances of heroes
tending the wounds of stricken companions, while heroes of cult were often credited with
miracles of healing. Specifically, however, one type of cult hero, the heros-iatros, "hero-
physician," seems more appropriately to represent the attribute of healing by virtue of
the title of physician. A specific group of literary figures, including Asclepius, Machaon,
Podaleirius, Amphiaraus, Jason and Achilles, are also prominent for their healing capaci-
ties, because they acquired medical skills from Chiron the centaur.l A combination of
destructive and beneficial powers is sometimes evident in the actions of such heroes.
Recently R. P. Martin has examined Machaon, the fighting physician of the Iliad, in light
of the semantic field of terms for remedy (mechos) and fighting (machesthad; according
to Martin, both actions are phases of Machaon's heroic ability to solve problems in vary-
ing circumstances.

Achilles' attribute of healing is, however, less obvious than that of Machaon and
other Asclepiadae. True, occasional comments by the ancients reveal a picture of the
hero as healer. For instance, according to Heracleitus, Homeric Problems 15.1-2,
Achilles was Avtfp Tijg véoov, "destroyer of disease," and his role at Iliad 1.53-57 as
convener of the Achaeans during the plague is allegorically interpreted as that of healer.
Iliad 11.830-32 also attests that Achilles learned medicine from Chiron, but this view of
a sanguine Achilles—indeed it is only a passing glimpse—is inconsistent with the Homeric
picture of his destructive wrath. In the present paper I shall consider aspects of cult
ideology and literary typology that may clarify this passage as evidence. My approach

- will differ at times from K. Kerényi's discussion of Achilles as healer in his study of
heros-iatros.” Nevertheless, I hope that my narrow focus will suggest lines of inquiry for
larger questions of healing in myth and cult.

The various cults of hero-physicians at Eleusis, Marathon, Rhamnus and Athens
parallel the better known cults of Asclepius.“ Affilations with Asclepius and his mythical
pedigree are sometimes evident. For example, the Attic hero-physician Amynus, whose
cult dates from the time of Peisistratus, was accorded the honor of being reared with
Asclepius by Chiron (Soph. vita 11). This credential, generally reserved for heroes of
myth, represents here a tendency to impart a mythical tradition to a cult figure. In some

lA. Brelich, Gli eroi greci (Rome 1958), 113-18; C. Robert, "Chiron," RE 3.2305-06.
R. P. Martin, Healing, Sacrifice and Battle: Amechania and Related Concepts in
Early Greek Poetry (Innsbruck 1983), esp. 60-62.
K. Kerényi, "Heros-iatros. Uber Wandlungen und Symbole des &rztlichen Genius in
Griechenland," Eranos-Jahrbuch 12 (1945), 33-54.
4. Kutsch, Attische Heilgotter und Heilheroen (Giessen 1913), 7-16.
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ways Toxaris, the Scythian "Foreign Physician" (Zenos iatros), also resembles the hero-
physicians; he was reported to be among the sons of Asclepius, according to Lucian, The
Scythian 1-2, and his cult was credited with a miraculous intervention in the plague of
430-29 B.C. Although the origins and identities of the individual hero-physicians remain
obscure, their prominence in Greece is relevant for mythical heroes with the capacity to
heal. We would expect to find a greater emphasis placed upon the beneficial qualities of
the hero in cult than is present in the literary representation, though in some instances
names such as Aristomachus, honored at Marathon and Rhamnus, may evoke the hero-
physician's fighting ability. The local cults of hero-physicians, which predate the emer-
gence of Asclepius as a more uniform god, draw our attention to those sanguine qualities
of a physician as hero-god and to healing as a prominent aspect of the heroic tradition.
Thus these cults provide an ideological framework for a consideration of Achilles' role in
myth and cult.

H. Hommel has reexamined the evidence of the cult of Achilles Pontarches, a role in
which Achilles served as protector of the Pontus region, Scythia and the Island of
Leuce.” The earliest evidence for the hero as cult god of the Scythians is a fragment of
Alcaeus that describes Achilles, & yig Zxv0ixag péderg, he "who governs the Scythian
land." Since medeis is a common description of the care of a hero or god as beneficent
guardian of a region, it is not unusual that the inscriptions of the cult depict Achilles
Pontarches as caretaker of Leuce in similar terminology (CAxt\eT Asuxiic  peSéovti
. . . vfjooo ue&éovm.).6 The traditional language thus is present in the cult of Achilles
that spread to the Pontus with the hellenization of the area. Yet the language here is
meaningful in light of medical imagery. E. Beneviste has argued that the Greek terms
pnderv, pédeiv, and pedéwv, which parallel Latin mederi and medicus, reflect Indo-
European notions of healing and the medical knowledge of physicians.7 This observation
is further supported by vi-mad in Avestan which describes persons skilled in the art of
healing and by Greek names evocative of healing and caring for wounds or of the esoteric
knowledge of pharmacy. For instance, Aga-mede is appropriately described as knowing
many drugs (Il. 11.740) and Heca-mede, maidservant of Nestor, excels in all counsel and
tends Machaon when he is wounded (11.624-27, 14.6-7).

The linguistic evidence thus indicates that medical imagery was inherent in the
ideology of the hero or divine figure as guardian of his subjects. Indeed, additional evi-
dence from cult suggests that Achilles Pontarches was kindly disposed toward his people.
The inscriptions of the cult record an odd assortment of benefits provided by the hero-
god. These illustrate his broad concerns as protector, though some blessings strike mod-
ern students as unusual. For instance, Achilles appears as caretaker of the public water
works or drinking water (euposia).® It is also evident that he was associated with the
benefit of health. The phrase ®mnép Tijg &avtdv dyelag, "on behalf of their health,"
appears often in the inscriptions and has been interpreted as the hero-god's protection of
the health of the priests of the cult.? This formula is sometimes coupled with another,
dnep thic nONews edotadiag, which is taken to mean the welfare of the (:ity.10 Yet it is
possible to see these benefits as consistent with the medical imagery that symbolizes
Achilles' concern for his subjects. Hygeia is naturally obvious, although the inscriptions

H. Hommel, Der Gott Achilleus (Heidelbert 1980), esp. 8-18.

B. Latyschev, Inscriptiones Antiquae Orae Septentrionalis Ponti. Euxini Graecae et
Latinae (Hildesheim 1965), 362, 672.

7E. Beneviste, "La doctrine médicale des Indo-Européens," Revue de l'histoire de
religions 130 (1945), 5-12.

3L atyschev, 140, 141, 142, 144-46.

ILatyschev, 130, 132, 137, 138, 140, 142, 144-b6.
OLatyschev, 132, 137, 138, 141, 146; see also Hommel.
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are quite clear that this blessing is limited to the health of the priests. On the other
hand, eustathia extends concern to the entire city and is intelligible as medical imagery
for the tranquillity and stability of the body politic. While such evidence is not suffi-
ciently compelling to suggest that the cult of Achilles Pontarches was actually a "healing
cult," these concrete blessings do indicate that Achilles as benevolent hero of cult was
identified with the health and welfare of the locality.

The picture of Achilles as benign figure is further elucidated by an important
example from iconography. The Sosias cup of the late sixth century illustrates Achilles'
healing capacities and the concern for his friends. The scene depicts the hero tenderly
binding the wounded arm of his friend Patroclus. According to G. F. Pinney, the scene is
striking evidence of Achilles as lord of Scythia: Patroclus, who is represented as Scythian
in dress and battle equipment, is the recipient of Achilles' love, and the picture suggests
an intimate relationship between Achilles and Scythian."* We must not, however, allow
the medical imagery to escape our notice, for Achilles clearly serves as physician in the
scene. By Pinney's interpretation, Achilles' act of healing a friend becomes a precise
symbol of his role in cult. This symbol, moreover, has an impressive parallel in Scythian
art. A gold bottle of the fourth century from the Crimea represents two scenes of a
warrior attending the toothache of a companion and binding the wounded leg of
another.*“ The figure of the Scythian warrior with a wounded leg is remarkably similar
to Patroclus on the Sosias cup. The parallel suggests the generalization of healing as a
symbol of the governance of subjects and provides another possible connection to the
region Scythia.

When we consider the evidence of myth, we must carefully evaluate Achilles' healing
activity. His most prominent role as healer is in the Telephus episode of the Cypria,
where during the course of the battle at Teuthrania Telephus receives a wound from
Achilles that will not heal. Telephus is later cured by the rust of Achilles' spear that
wounded him. This mythical instance of healing contains elements of sympathetic magic
by which the harmful object or person eventually provides a cure. Thus the story gave
rise to the popular paradox, & Tpdoug {doetar, "the one who wounded shall heal."!3
While the myth illustrates the double nature of Achilles' destructive and beneficial
tendencies, or at least the dual powers of the Melian ash, it is not always as helpful as
one would wish in emphasizing the attribute of Achilles' healing. Surprisingly, the literary
tradition, especially as it is repeated in later versions, fails to emphasize the actual
healing powers of the hero. For instance, it is not always clear that Achilles heals Tele-
phus through a knowledge of medicine. Rather, the healing of Telephus is instigated by
Odysseus or is undertaken in conjunction with Machaon and Podaleirius so that Achilles is
depicted as ignorant of medicine and his role is not central to the event.

Instead, we must look for a tradition that emphasizes the medical knowledge of the
hero. This is provided by Iliad 11.830-32, which attests that Achilles learned medicine
from Chiron. The information concerning Achilles' medical instruction involves herbal
medicine. Beneviste has noted that heroic medicine included surgery (tome), charm
(epaoide) and healing (pharmaka)."? The last type was peculiarly associated with
Achilles. Thessaly, mythical homeland of the hero, was viewed in antiquity as the source

11G. F. Pinney, "Achilles Lord of Scythia," Ancient Greek Art and Iconography, Ed.
W. G. Moon (Madison, Wis. 1983), 134-36.
See S. Laser, Medizin und Korperpflege. Archaeologia Homerica, Kapitel S
(Gottingen 1983), 115, fig. b.
See C. Bauchhenss-Thiiriedl, Der Mythos von Telephos in der antiken Bildkunst.
Beitrager zur Archédologie 3 (Wiirzburg 1971), 1-13.
Y hyginus, Fab. 101; Dictys of Crete 2.6, 10.
5Beneviste, 9.
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of strange and miraculous plants. Achilles himself was reported to be the discoverer of
the Achilleia, a woundwort allegedly used to assuage the pain of wounds.'® The attribu-
tion of medical discoveries doubtless represents a later intellectualization of traditions
of Achilles and others such as Chiron and Asclepius, who also appear as discoverers of
beneficial plants. Nonetheless, this development underscores the view of Achilles as
benefactor of mankind and again is consistent with his role in cult.

Our clearest source for understanding the medical knowledge of Achilles is thus Iliad
11.830-32. I wish to argue, moreover, that the passage affords an opportunity to view in
epic the typology of Achilles as healer. In the context, Eurypylus, just wounded in the
crucial battle of Book 11, appeals to Patroclus to heal him on the basis of a report that
Patroclus learned medicine from Achilles "whom Chiron, most just of centaurs, taught."
Accordingly, Patroclus removes the arrow with a knife (844: payaipyg), cleans the wound
and applies a bitter root (846: p{¥av . . . muxpfv) to alleviate the pain. The technical
terminology here is significant. According to Martin, the machaire provides a connection
with cult, for it is the instrument used to slay victims of sacrifice; associated linguisti-
cally with the name Machaon and the verb machesthai, the instrument also evokes the
ambivalent qualities of destruction and healing.”’ Furthermore, some ancient commenta-
tors on the passage identified the rhiza pikre, which Patroclus has at hand, as the
Achilleia, the woundwort discovered by Achilles.”® Such an identification is understand-
able in light of the close affinity of Patroclus to Achilles.

In Iliad 11 Patroclus begins to assume heroic qualities which eventually lead to his
assumption of Achilles' role in Book 16. There, Patroclus requests to don the armor of
Achilles, which closely identifies him with the greater hero, and imagines his role as a
"light for the Danaans" (16.39: gdwg Aawaoioi), e.g., as savior of the Greeks. Scholars
who have taken divergent approaches to the Homeric poems and its problems have never-
theless agreed that Patroclus serves as surrogate of Achilles in the poem and that his
aristeia of Book 16 parallels the events surrounding the death of his friend. Patroclus'
great deeds, his suffering and death, vicariously fulfill Achilles' destiny. As "servant of
Achilles," therapon Achilleos, moreover, Patroclus' role of substitute of the greater
warrior acquires significance by its association with therapon as ritual substitute in
cult.”” We thus expect to find in this context that typological patterns, originally part of
Achilles' nature and function, are transferred to Patroclus.

One such pattern is heroic healing. Eurypylus' report at Iliad 11.830-32 is an explicit
comment that Achilles has conveyed to his servant an attribute that both strengthens the
identity of Patroclus with himself and raises Patroclus' status as heroic healer. The Miad
pays careful attention to the medical arts and the care of wounds.“” Dione, Paeion,
Apollo and other gods perform acts of healing, at times revealing a technical knowledge
of herbs (5.416-17, 5.899-905, 5.401-402, 5.445-48, 16.527-29); such heroes as Sthenelus,
Odysseys, Nestor and Agenor also aid their comrades (6.109, 11.396-98, 14.1-8, 13.593-
600). These examples of heroes, however, largely represent incidental aid provided in
time of need and do not necessarily reflect the credential of heroic medicine derived
from Chiron. We generally view Machaon and Podaleirius, sons of Asclepius, as true

16Athenr;!.eus, 3.1141; Hippocrates, Morb. 3.17; Pliny, NH 25.19.42, appears to com-
bine Achilles' medical discovery with the Telephus myth. See further below n. 18.

" Martin, 86-93.

8 Scholia ad I1. 11.846.

See for instance, G. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans (Baltimore and London 1979),
199-203; W. Schadewaldt, "Einblick in die Erfindung der Ilias. Ilias und Memnonis," Von
Homers Welt und Werk® (Stuttgart 1965), 155-202.

Laser, 88-135, who offers a survey of healing and medicine in the Iliad.
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physicians. At 4.217-20 where Machaon heals Menelaus, the physician applies soothing
medicine that his father received from Chiron. For the framework of the Iliad the asso-
ciation with the centaur sets apart Machaon, Podaleirius, Achilles and now Patroclus
himself. The Homeric pattern of medical knowledge passed from Chiron to Achilles and
eventually to Patroclus creates a parallel to Chiron's relationship to Asclepius' sons who
in the Homeric version were not directly associated with the centaur, though in other
traditions they are. Likewise Achilles' instruction of Patroclus differs from an alternate
version in which Patroclus is the direct beneficiary of Chiron's teaching.

From this perspective Patroclus' healing of Eurypylus has significance for Achilles.
The attention paid to the episode is in fact striking. The scene of Eurypylus and Patroclus
is the most extensive portrayal of healing in the poem: three passages, 11.828-48, 12.1-3
and 15.390-95, draw our attention to the protracted motif. As the plot thus moves for-
ward to the destructive climax of the Patrocleia, the sanguinity of Patroclus is empha-
sized. He is torn between pity for Eurypylus and concern for the Achaeans at large who
are suffering defeat. Homer, moreover, creates an intimate relationship between patient
and physician when Patroclus sits and delights Eurypylus with words (15.393: fotd te xatl
v Etepne Adyorg). Other physicians are mentioned in the context, but they remain
either anonymous or in the background when Patroclus emerges as replacement for
Machaon, Podaleirius and Achilles (11.833-36, 16.27-28). According to Martin, through
the assumption of a healing role by Patroclus the poet achieves an indirect characteriza-
tion of Achilles who in contrast becomes cruel and "without a cure" (16.29: &.pﬁxavog).zz
If we accept the typological exchange of Patroclus for Achilles, however, we find a
model of Achilles himself. Patroclus fulfills a dual role. By healing Eurypylus he
expresses the benign side of concern for his comrades, while in the Patrocleia itself he
will attempt to become "a light for the Danaans," thereby fulfilling the destructive
function of a saving his people.

Iliad 11.830-33 suggests, then, a tradition in which Achilles' healing capacities could
be more pronounced than in the circumstances of the Homeric plot. This possibility is
strengthened indirectly by his healing of Telephus in myth and by his role in culture as
discoverer of beneficial medicine. The glimpse of Achilles as benign figure in myth
affords a connection with cult in which the hero's powers are symbolized by medical
imagery. In the cult at Leuce the hero-god's kind disposition is realized in his specific
concerns for the health of the priests and the welfare of the region. We shall miss these
features in the Homeric representation of the hero unless we find them transferred to
Patroclus. In Patroclus' intimate relationship with his patient Eurypylus we also discover
a conceptual parallel to the iconographical evidence of cult, e.g., Achilles' medical
treatment of his friend, represented as Scythian, on the Sosias cup. As for Patroclus
himself the complete picture that emerges is of a hero whose dual capacity to heal and
destroy involves the salvation of his people.

2gee Philostephanus of Cyrene, Frag. 35 (FHG, vol. 3, p. 33) and Statius, Ach. 1.176.
22Martin, 87.







Chariton’s Chaereas and Callirhoe:
Religions and Politics Do Mix

Douglas R. Edwards
University of Vermont

Chariton's Chaereas and Cailirhoe,! probably the earliest of the complete Greek
Romances,2 incorporates certain social and cultural assumptions prevalent at Aphrodisias
of Caria,” a small but significant Greek city during the first two centuries of this era.
While the intended function of Chariton's text is debated,5 Arthur Darby Nock is surely
correct when he maintains "the importance of the explicit religious element in the plot

LChariton identifies himself as a secretary to the rhetor Athenagoras in the city of
Aphrodisias (I.1.1.). For a discussion of the author as well as the title of the work see
B. E. Perry, The Ancient Romances: A Literary-Historical Account of Their Origins
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1967) pp. 96ff., 343ff. Karl Plepelits suggests an alternate
title based on recent papyrological finds in his Chariton von Aphrodisias: Kallirhoe
(Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann, 1967) pp. 28-29.

Most scholars date his work between 50 and 150 C.E. For a general discussion of
the date and provenance of Chariton's text, relation to other ancient Romances and basic
bibliography see Tomas Haegg, The Novel in Antiquity (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1983) and G. N. Sandy, "Recent Scholarship on the Prose
Fiction of Classical Antiquity," The Classical World 67 (April-May, 1974) pp. 321-59.

E. L. Bowie suggests that Chariton and some of the other writers of ancient
Romances aim at a realistic portrayal of the contemporary world and offer important
information for societal attitudes. Such information, he believes, "should also be
pertinent to literary evaluation of the characters in the novels as points of reference for
significant aspects of the Zeitgeist." "The novels and the real world," in Erotica Antiqua:
Acta of the International Conference on the Ancient Novel, edited by B. P. Reardon
(Bangor, Wales, 1971) p. 96.

That Aphrodisias of Caria in southwest Turkey represents the locality of Chariton
has the approval of most scholars today; see T. Haegg, The Novel in Antiquity, p. 5;
Gareth Schmeling, Chariton (New York: Twayne Publishers, Inc., 1974) pp. 17-18; K.
Plepelits, Kallirhoe, pp. 1-3; Erwin Rohde, Der griechische Roman und Seine Vorldufer,
Anhang von Wilhelm Schmid (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1960), pp.
520ff.

Proposals include entertainment (B. E. Perry, The Ancient Romances, pp. 44f.); New
Comic melodrama (Graham Anderson, Eros Sophistes: Ancient Novelists at Play [Chico,
CA: Scholars Press, 1982] pp. 13-22); a myth which reflects the isolated person of the
hellenistic Age who wanders in search of meaning (B. P. Reardon, "The Greek Novel"
Phoenix 23 [1969] , pp. 291-309); the work of an inept writer who fails to understand the
proper function of the ancient Romances as reflections of mystery cults (R. Merkelbach,
Roman und Mysterium in der Antike [Miinchen und Berlin: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 1962], pp. 338ff.).
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of Chariton ..."® This study will explore the interplay of this religious element with
political and social features in Chariton's text with special emphasis on the role of
Aphrodite. Literary, archaeological, epigraphical, and numismatic data concerning the
religious and civic role of Aphrodite at Aphrodisias will be used to highlight Chariton's
portrayal.” The study suggests that Chariton's text in part expresses the civic and reli-
glous pride that Aphrodisians felt for their cult of Aphrodite.

Text and Context

Often commentators interpret Chariton's work based on a particular model of the
"intellectual and spiritual" forces? at work on members of society during the imperial
period. B. E. Perry, for example, places Chariton's text in the context of a society which
had moved from the self-contained Greek city-state to the vast boundless landscape of
the Graeco-Roman empire. With the subsequent loss of spiritual satisfaction and sense of
meaning all feeling came down to private concern and personal hopes. Persons saw few
opportunities for advancement in society and thus sought the new and sensational; a
desire which Perry believes the ancient writers of Romance, including Chariton, sought
to meet.

B. P. Reardon echoes Perry's view and adds that the Greek world virtually ignored
the advent of Roman power. 1 Reardon, however, would see the Romances as providing a
form of myth which portrays the isolated individual in Hellenistic society. Readers are
not merely entertained (Perry) but identify with the struggles and turmoils of the hero
and heroine since they too are on a quest, the quest for their identity. Indeed, according
to Reardon, the Romances addressed the same poFulation that sought out new salvation-
istic religions such as the Isis cult or Christianity. 2

In contrast, S. R. F. Price has persuasively argued that individuals during the early

6A. D. Nock, "Greek Novels and Egyptian Religion," in Essays on Religion and the
Ancient World, volume I, edited by Zeph Stewart (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1972), p. 173.

Of course, parallels to social situations do not determine the function of what an
author writes or intends. Nor does the literature which an author employs dictate his
meaning. The social and cultural climate can, however, provide valuable information for
the spoken and unspoken assumptions of the author. See the useful discussion by
Alexander Kern, "The Sociology of Knowledge in the Study of Literature," in The
Sociology of Art and Literature: A Reader, edited by Milton C. Albrecht, James H.
Barnett, Mason Griff (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1970) pp. 553-561.

For a more detailed discussion of the features presented in this article see D.
Edwards, "Chariton's Chaereas and Callirhoe and The Acts of the Apostles: A Literary
and Sociohistorical Study," Ph.D. dissertation at Boston University.

An important statement on the nature of literary relationship of texts in B. E.
Perry, The Ancient Romances, p. 10. '"Literature itself can influence literature only
through the medium of human thought. Once it has entered into that medium, which is-
the mind of the prospective writer, its values are mingled with those of many other
intellectual and spiritual forces, and it is these in their aggregate that determine the
nature of what will be written—not the mere substance of what has been written before."

OThe Ancient Romances, pp- 71{f.

Ip, p. Reardon, "The Greek Novel," Phoenix 23 (1969) p. 293.
125ee his discussion in "The Greek Novel," Phoenix 23 (1969) pp. 291-309 and
"Aspects of the Greek Novel," Greece and Rome 23 (1976) pp. 1 18-131.
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Imperial period did not feel "adrift in a world they could not comprehend or control."!3
In fact, Greek cities in Asia Minor provided an important locus of political, social and
religious identity for their inhabitants, a process which continued through the end of the
third century C.E. 4 n addition, Greek cities sought to interpret Roman power in the
context of their own systems of meaning.lj Price's analysis of the socio-cultural world of
the early Imperial period in Asia Minor carries particular importance for this study of
Chaereas and Callirhoe. Placing Chariton's text in the context of Aphrodisias should help
to better understand some of the "intellectual and spiritual" as well as social and politi-
cal concerns which mix in the person of Chariton and take form in his work.

The Role of Religion and Politics in Chariton's Text

Chariton demonstrates the prominence of Aphrodite through numerous means;16
perhaps the most notable being his portrayal of the heroine, Callirhoe, who exhibits
through her appearance and presence civic and religious dimensions of Aphrodi’te.17 This
section presents a few of these dimensions by addressing Callirhoe's relation to crowds,
to political figures, and to cities and nations. The confluence and function of these
features occurs most explicitly with Callirhoe's appearance at Syracuse, Miletus, and
Babylon.

Chariton calls Callirhoe the agalma or "cult statue"!®

of all Sicily whose beauty

13 Rituals and Power: The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1984) p. 15.

Ibid. Aphrodisias provides abundant evidence to support this claim. Sacrifices
offered to Aphrodite Epiphaneia Ouranos Pandemos indicate her political and heavenly
aspects; see Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua (MAMA), vol VIIL. ed. by William Calder
and J. M. R. Cormack, #413d, p. 80 (cf. #413e). A number of inscriptions on sarcophagi
warn away tomb robbers and asebeiai who might disturb the tomb with warnings of fines
payable to the temple of Aphrodite; an indication of the important social role that
Aphrodite plays in regards to burial (e.g. MAMA #547, 555, 565, 573). Kenan Erim has
shown that the cult of Aphrodite retained its civic importance into the early period of
the Christian empire; see his summary in the Princeton Encyclopedia of Classical Sites
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976) p. 68f.

15Price, Rituals and Power, pp 225ff., 233f.

16E.g., the activity of Eros, Aphrodite's representative; Aphrodite's personal
intervention to reunite the separated hero and heroine (VIIL.1.1ff.); the repeated
references to Aphrodite's cult at every step of the journey. For development of these
features see Edwards, "Chariton's Chaereas and Callirhoe and The Acts of the Apostles,"
esp. chapter two.

Although Nock has rightly noted that the association of a hero or heroine's beauty
with that of a deity does not necessarily prove association with a sacred story or myth (in
"Greek Novels and Egyptian Religion," Essays I, p. 171), Chariton seeks to show the
power of Aphrodite through Callirhoe's beauty and through allusions to Aphrodite's role
as goddess of the sea, goddess of marriage, goddess of love, and goddess of harmony and
political unity. For summary discussions of these roles of Aphrodite see Pauly-Wissowa,
Real-Encyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, s.v. Aphrodite; Lexicon Iconi-
graphicum Classicorum Mythologicae (LIMC) 1.2, pp. 1ff.; Lewis R. Farnell, The Cults of
the Greek States, volume II (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1897), esp. pp. 618-760.

Kenneth Scott's translation of agalma as "cult image" is perhaps too extreme but
events throughout the narrative render it more plausible than "admiration" in Warren
Blake, Chariton's Chaereas and Callirhoe (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1939), "trésor" in Georges Molinié, Chariton: Le roman de Chairéas et Callirhoé (Paris:
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equals Aphrodite Parthenos herself.!? The daughter of Hermocrates, the leading political
and military figure of Syracuse,zo she meets her first husband Chaereas21 while en route
to a festival at the temple of Aphrodite; a meeting contrived by Eros to counteract the
political rivalry between the two leading families (I.1.3-4).22 The marriage of Chaereas
and Callirhoe occurs at the insistence of the demos in a public assembly before Her-
mocrates (I.1.11). A city celebration follows the marriage which outshines even that
which followed the defeat of the Athenians (I.1.12). The marriage of Callirhoe and
Chaereas is a public event with political and civic significance.

The power of Aphrodite also appears in the alteration of Callirhoe's deathlike
appearance when she believes she is to marry someone other than Chaereas. After recog-
nizing Chaereas, Callirhoe's beauty increases even more. She astonishes the crowd at
Syracuse with her divine appearance to the extent that many (pollod worship her (pros-
kuneo). Callirhoe's beauty displays Aphrodite's power; a feature that continues through-
out the narrative as it astonishes crowds and completely undoes the fortitude of political
leaders. 2%

Chaereas represents the first heroic and political figure whose psyche is overpowered
by this beauty and sets the pattern for what becomes a recurrent theme throughout the

Budé, 1979), or "Entziicken" in K. Plepelits, Kallirhoe. See Scott's discussion in "Ruler
Cult and Related Problems in the Greek Romances," Classical Philology 33 (1938) p. 380-
389.

19Marcel LaPlace plausibly suggests an allusion here to Athena Parthenos; in "Les
Légendes Troyennes dans le 'Roman' de Chariton Chairéas et Callirhoé," Revue des
Etudes Grecques XCIII (January-June, 1980) pp. 124-125.

For a discussion of Hermocrates, the Syracusan general known from the writings of
Thucydides, as well as an analysis of other historiographical features of Chariton's text
see C. W. Miiller, "Chariton von Aphrodisias und die Theorie des Romans in der Antike,"
Antike und Abendland 22 (1976) pp. 115-36 and W. Bartsch, "Der Chariton-Roman und die
Historiographie," (Diss. Leipzig, 1934).

The attributes of Chaereas as well as other characters in the work are
schematically presented by Johannes Helms, Character Portrayal in the Romance of
Chariton (The Hague/Paris: Mouton & Co., 1966).

Aphrodite works behind the scenes through her divine agent Eros. Aphrodite
arranges the marriages (11.2.8; 11.3.5; V.1.1), Eros carries them out (cf. I11.2.5).

23Cf. how their homonoia pleased their parents (I.3.7). In addition, Callirhoe's
apparent death at the hands of Chaereas elicits the same reaction from the citizenry as
the capture of their city (I.5.1); Chaereas condemns himself for robbing the demos of
their crown (1.5.5); on Callirhoe's appearance before the citizens in Syracuse, "the people
lifted their eyes to heaven, and praised the gods, feeling an even greater sense of
gratitude for this day than for that of their victory" (VIIL.7.2).

For example, in Miletus, the pirate Theron uncovers Callirhoe's head and loosens
her hair causing those who see to be struck with amazement; some believe they have
seen a goddess (I.14.1). On another occasion Callirhoe is followed around by a crowd at
Dionysius' estate like bees following the queen bee (11.3.10). G. Anderson would make this
a deception since the crowd pretends to come to worship Aphrodite (Eros Sophistes, p.
19). Yet that is exactly what the crowd does as they are haplessly overpowered by her
human representative. The allusion to bees who signify signs of fertility also suggests one
of the aspects of Aphrodite; that is as goddess of fertility. Indeed, on one of the cult
statues of Aphrodite of Aphrodisias near the bottom zone is an image of a large bee; in
LIMC11.2, p. 155, Plate #24.
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narrative.25 Totally incapacitated after his encounter with Callirhoe, only the interven-
tion of his compatriots at the gymnasium and the demos of Syracuse save him from death
(I.1.10). Popular Stoic virtues such as self-control, proper observance of the law, proper
education and the power of reason,“® stand little chance against_Aphrodite's agent, Eros
who overcomes the psyche of the most powerful political figures.

The political and social component of Aphrodite's power extends beyond the confines
of Sicily. Callirhoe's second marriage to Dionysius, a Milesian aristocrat, represents no
ordinary nuptial event. Before the wedding, Callirhoe's close association with Aphrodite
as goddess of the sea is made clear for the reader.28 Chariton next has a crowd gather at
the temple of Homonoia“” in Miletus prepared for a sacred festival. Callirhoe's divine
beauty (kallos) transcends the confines of homeland (patridos) and race (genos) and she
elects to wear the Milesian dress and bridal wreath. The effect is not lost on those
gathered. When she turns and looks (apoblepo) at the crowd, they shout "he Aphrodite
gamei," "Aphrodite marries!" and give her the attention of a deity; spreading purple
cloth, roses and violets before her as well as sprinkling her with perfume (III.2.15-17).
Callirhoe inaugurates the link between the East (Asia Minor/Miletus) and the west (Syra-
cuse).

Chariton's text turns on the forced travel of Callirhoe from Syracuse in Sicily as far
east as Babylon. ! This feature offers more than an opportunity for wondrous adventures
and hair-breadth escapes.3 At major junctures the power of Aphrodite is made

25Even before this encounter potentates and royal princes throughout Sicily, Italy
and Asia were drawn to Syracuse on account of Callirhoe's beauty (I.1.2).

6For a brief overview of popular Stoic features in the ancient Romance see Klaus
Berger, "Hellenistische Gattungen im Neuen Testament," in Aufstieg und Niedergang der
rémischen Welt 25.2, esp. 1264-1268, 1278-1281.

First the psyche of Chaereas, then Dionysius, the most powerful man in Miletus
(IL.4.11.), then Mithridates, the governor of Caria (IV.1.9), and finally Artaxerxes, the
King of Persia himself (VI.1.8f.) succumb to the powers of Aphrodite through her agent
Eros and her human representative Callirhoe. Each becomes incapable of fulfilling his
political and social obligations (e.g. III.1.1£.; IV.2.4).

81112, 14.

According to Chariton, the temple of Homonoia served as the traditional site for
bridegrooms to receive their brides (III.2.16). As Joyce Reynolds indicates, homonoia had
another important function, as "a personification of harmony within and between cities
..." Aphrodisias and Rome (1982) p. 7. At Aphrodisias, Aphrodite played an important
role in this regard as evidenced in several coin issues which stress the homonoia between
Aphrodisias and Ephesus (British Museum Catalogue of Coins (BMC) Caria, vol. 18, #161,
p. 53), Antiochia (BMC Caria, vol. 18 #162, p. 53), Hierapolis, (BMC Phrygia, vol. 25
#166, p. 257) and Neapolis (Dennis J. MacDonald, "Greek and Roman Coins from Aphrodi-
sias," British Archaeological Reports Supplementary Series 9 [1976] p. 31).

30The link is strengthened when Callirhoe leaves her son under the care of Dionysius
(VIIL.4.5-6). LaPlace suggests that the child will come to Syracuse as a founder who like
Aeneas will inaugurate a golden age ("Les Legendes Troyennes . ..," p. 124-25). The
political significance of Callirhoe extends to Babylon itself when she insists on the return
of the Persian queen Stateira to Artaxerxes; an act which secures the king's friendship
with Syracuse (VIIL.&.10).

Travel as Tomas Haegg has noted serves primarily as a transition to the places of
action; in The Ancient Novel, p. 118.

Note, for example, G. Giangrande's definition of the Greek novel in the Oxford
Classical Dictionary, p. 739.
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manifest.33 The clearest example comes in Callirhoe's travel to Babylon. At each stage
of the journey crowds turn out to see this "masterpiece of Nature, 'like unto Artemis or
golden Aphrodite'" (IV.7.5). She surpasses reports. The trip reaches a climax with her
entrance into the city of Babylon. Dionysius' attempt to keep her hidden under a skene
meets little success as word of Callirhoe's beauty goes before her causing "all of Baby-
lon" to pour out to see the sight. Realizing the inevitable Dionysius asks Callirhoe to
come out. All in the crowd strain their eyes and their very souls (psychal) setting the
stage for a result that could fit a description of the Eleusinian mysteries.”” Overcome
with astonishment the Persians worship her (proskuneo) (v.3.9). Callirhoe qua Aphrodite
had conquered Babylon.

Chariton and His World

Chariton wrote during the golden age of Aphrodisias, a city whose fortunes paralleled
the prosperity of Rome. The center of Aphrodisian political and religious identity was the
cult of Aphrodite.36 In particular, Aphrodite was central to the early and strong connec-
tion which Aphrodisias had with Rome, especially the Julio-Claudian line.”” Religion and
politics overlap as Aghrodite symbolizes the homonoia with surrounding cities,”® the
prosperity of the city 9 and the protection for sarcophagi.l‘O Indeed for Aphrodisias her
power was seen as universal. This is particularly evident in the cult statue of Aphrodite
at Aphrodisias. Modelled with similar features as the Ephesian Artemis, the statue's
various zones portray Aphrodite's power over the underworld, sea, sky and earth.

33E.g. Callirhoe's journeys highlight the antiquity of Aphrodite's cults (VIL5. 15
VIII.2.7), display the universal nature of Aphrodite's power, and offer opportunities for
prayers to be offered and answered (I.1.7; 11.2.12; et al.).

34ucallirhoe's face gleamed with a radiance which held the eyes of all, just as when a
great light is suddenly seen on a dark night" (V.3.9). For useful surveys of the literary
references to the Eleusinian cult see George E. Mylonas, Eleusis and the Eleusinian
Mysteries (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961) and G. D'Alviella, The Mysteries
of Eleusis: The Secret Rites and Rituals of the Classical Greek Mystery Tradition
(Wellingborough, UK: Aquarian Press, 1981). Chariton's frequent allusions to the mys-
teries need not refer to actual mystery practices at Aphrodisias. Rather, it is one more
way to display the power of Aphrodite over cities, nations and individuals (et lsl15;
IV.1.9; VIILL.10).

35Callirhoe's association with Aphrodite is confirmed by Stateira, the Persian queen
who held Aphrodite in special honor (V.9.1).

For example, Kenan Erim has found a votive offering or some sort of dedication
consisting of a terra-cotta medallion that showed part of a bust of the Aphrodite of
Aphrodisias (Tiirk Arkeoloji Dergesi22.2 [19751p. 77).

7Joyce Reynolds provides epigraphical evidence in her Aphrodisias and Rome.
Kenan Erim concludes from his recent excavations that "the Aphrodisias Sebasteion
betrays a tradition of its own, proclaiming the close affiliations of the city's goddess with
the Julio-Claudian house, as well as with Rome. There can be no doubt that the cult of
Aphrodite at Aphrodisias was intimately connected with the development of the Imperial
cult." Anatolian Studies 33 (1983), p. 234.

38see n. 29.

9E.g. American Journal of Archaeology 85, p. 472; Anatolian Studies 31 (1981), p.
178.
40see n. 14.

See discussion by G. Karl Galinsky, Aeneas, Sicily, and Rome (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1969) esp. 216ff.
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Chariton taps the civic and religious pride of Aphrodisians in their goddess as he
shows an Aphrodite who transcends political and social boundaries, overpowers crowds
and high political authorities and unites cities and nations from the west to the east.
Chaereas and Callirhoe does not simply portray a symbolic human quest for meaning or
represent a piece of entertaining reading. By drawing on images from literary sources
and contemporary society, Chariton has skillfully crafted a testimony to the power and
universal significance of the goddess Aphrodi‘ce.’*2 The implications would not be lost on
a Greek city like Aphrodisias in the process of self-identification with Roman power. In
Chariton's work as at Aphrodisias itself religion and politics do mix. The central ingredi-
ent in both is the figure of Aphrodite.

42Cf. Gareth Schmeling, Chariton (New York: Twayne Publishers, Inc., 1974).







“Origins” and Roman Religion

C. Robert Phillips, III
Lehigh University

Why does the doctrine of origins/survivals still dominate the study of ancient Roman
religion?® The doctrine enjoys little contemporary favor elsewhere in the academic study
of religion: castigated, categorized and consigned to histories of scholarship as a quaint
interpretative strategy of yesteryear. This paper seeks to answer that question through
placing the work of two influential investigators of Roman religion, Kurt Latte and
Georges Dumézil in the context of the Western intellectual tradition's preoccupation
with origins/survivals.

The ancient Mediterranean civilizations teem with examples of interest in origins/
survivals or, put generally, beginnings, both sacred and secular. As for the former, the
creation epics of the ancient Near East, Greek theogonies and aitiologies; for the latter,
Greek traditions of the protos heuretés, the Platonic and Aristotelian interest in first
causes, the Greco-Roman concern with secular aitiologies.2 Likewise the Judaeo-
Christian tradition: the biblical account of creation, the covenant with Abraham, the
Gospel traditions of Christian beginnings. Indeed, one may plausibly assign the West's
interest in origins to the use of Platonic and Aristotelian logico-philosophical parameters
for elaboration of early Christian theology, a construct which entered the educational
system in the Middle Ages through cathedral schools' interest in classical logic as a
means to pursue the summa of theology.

Intellectual developments since the Middle Ages furthered the interest. The
Enlightenment's boundless faith in human reason attempted to explain the sorry state of
contemporary civilization by induction to the time of the "noble savage." The correctness
of this strategy seemed assured both by time-honored explorers' reports of such "savages"
and also by new reports from the nascent colonial empires. The simplicity of allegedly
"primitive" civilizations, for both literary and theoretical reasons, captivated the
Romantic movement. The compilation of German folk poetry, Des Knaben Wunderhorn,
by Arnim and Brentano (1806-1808) provided artistic stimulus to an entire literary gener-
ation, while folklorists such as the brothers Grimm and Wilhelm Mannhardt felt that they

lGiven this paper's scope, and length limits, I omit documentation of the obvious,
confining the notes either to general works or references to obscure points. In general,
M. Hodgen, The Doctrine of Survivals (London, 1936). On the interpretative traditions,
Eric Sharpe, Comparative Religion (New York, 1975), although unreliably documented,
and Jacques Waardenburg, Classical Approaches to the Study of Religion (The Hague,
1973-1974) 2 vols. 1 discuss some of this material at greater length in my "The Sociology
of Religious Knowledge in the Roman Empire to A.D. 284," ANRW 2.16.3, forthcoming.

2‘l”heogonies: M. L. West, Hesiod. Theogony (Oxford, 1966), 1-16. Protos heuretes:
RAC, s.v. Erfinder II.
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could recover traces of earlier, better religions through sifting European folk traditions
for traces of survivals from the times of the "noble savage."

Nineteenth century offered additional dimensions. Darwinian evolutionary models,
apparently scientifically proven, seemed to demonstrate via biological and geological
evidence that everything had a beginning from which it had evolved. Thus a natural
manifestation, animate or inanimate, could both be traced backwards to its origins and
forwards to what it would become. Human secular reason seemed at last able to counter
the hitherto-dominant, allegedly mendacious theological explanations.u Soon societal
phenomena underwent the same scrutiny. The new discipline of anthropology became a
focal point, especially in England, a country awash with reports of "primitive" cultures in
its colonial empire. Students of comparative religion made common cause with the
anthropologists; some saw a chance to pillory Christianity as degenerate from the earlier
religions of the "noble savages" while others used the opportunity further to exalt Chris-
tianity triumphally as the logical culmination of religious evolution.” Whatever the
theological agenda, no longer did an investigator have to be content with grubbing sur-
vivals from literary texts, now that one could both scientifically work backwards from
the traditional European materials, and also test those conclusions against the wealth of
contemporary ethnographic material. At last the secret of origins would be revealed!

Enter Sanskrit, a language and literature known to previous centuries, but not a
practical object of study until the East India Company's operations brought significant
numbers of Europeans into contact with Indian civilization. Some dabbled with the Indian
material as a means to while away the enforced tedium of life in a strange, physically
inhospitable clime; not surprlsmgly they usually drew scornful conclusions akin to
Macauley's famous Minute (1835).° Others, often of the academic persuasion, noted the
materials' great antiquity and found grist ready-bagged for their interpretative mills of
evolutionary doctrine, especially given the clear linguistic connections with both classi-
cal and European languages. Lack of pre-Homeric linguistic and cultural material had
long frustrated classicists; now they could leap several thousand years to apparently
actual origins of the languages, cultures, and, especially, religions, through completion of
such publications as Max Miiller's edition of the Rig Veda (1873). Thus linguistic evolution
and cultural evolution became part of the same study. Classicists were alert to the
implications. Jacob Wackernagel wrote a grammar of Sanskrit, did important work on
classical linguistics and wrote Uber den Ursprung der Brahamanismus (Basel, 1877);
Wilhelm Schulze not only produced Zur Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen (1904) but
also edited Zeltschrlét fur vergleichende Sprachforschung auf dem Gebiete der indoger-
manischen Sprachen.” Moreover, Miiller's presence at Oxford, a hotbed of evolutionary
theory, assured the Sanskrit connection high visibility, the more so since he also wrote
voluminously on comparative religion. The classical and anthropological connections
remained strong; Tylor lectured under the auspices of the classics (Literae Humaniores)

3n general, Burton Feldman & Robert Richardson, The Rise of Modern Mythology
1680-1860 (Bloomington, 1972), 165-295 and Sharpe (above, n. 1), 49-51.

QSharpe (above, n. 1), 47-71; selected documents in Tess Cosslett, ed., Science and
Religion in the Nineteenth Century (Cambridge, 1984).

E. E. Evans-Pritchard, "Religion and the Anthropologists," in idem, Essays in Social
Anthropology (New York, 1962), 29-45; texts and discussion in David Palin, Attitudes to
Other Religions (Manchester, 1984).

Christopher Hibbert, The Great Mutiny (Harmondsworth, 1980), 23-39 and Philip
Woodruff, The Men Who Ruled India (New York, 1954), 1.147-62, 239-40, 248-65.

Raymond Schwab, The Oriental Renaissance, trans. G. Patterson-Black & V.
Reinking (New York, 1984). Wackernagel: G. Pasquali, Pagine stravaganti ii (1968), 216ff.
Schulze: E. Fraenkel, CP 49 (1935), 217-19.
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faculty and likewise R. R. Marett, a trained classicist turned anthropologist, lectured on
e.g., "Magico-Religious Origins" (1909). Marett's connections with L. R. Farnell and W.
Warde Fowler ensured a steady percolation of anthropological ideas into their respective
works on Greek and Roman religion. Likewise Cambridge: Sir James Frazer and Jane
Harrison bestrode both anthropology and classics. One has only to look at Frazer's corre-
spondence with the great Latin textual critic A. E. Housman to appreciate the connec-
tion; both would have thought they were each getting the "truth" out of antiquity through
scientific studies.

Evolutionary theory influenced comparative religion, anthropology, and Sanskrit; all
set the stage for the study of ancient religion. Polytheism puzzled an era either mono-
theistic or atheistic—how to understand the implied religious experience? The afore-
mentioned disciplines seemed jointly capable of providing the answers. Greek religion
appeared logically to have evolved into Greek philosophy, the glories of which formed the
intellectual equipment of the nineteenth-century educated Englishman. Moreover, the
Greek mythic tradition was taken seriously, since the century recognized kindred spirits
in the civilization which produced those tales; the renewed interest in Greek art and the
religious themes it often depicted fostered further interest in the artistic community.
The Greeks had supposedly evolved out of the darkness of primeval cults into mythic and
philosophic and artistic systems uncommonly congenial to the European literate elite.
Evolution "worked" to perfection.

Things went differently for the Romans. Since they had no mythology of the recog-
nizable Greek type, they were deemed never to have evolved any real religion or intel-
lectual life at all. This opinion received further support from studies of Roman poetry
and philosophy which depicted the Roman authors to be witless trolls, slavish imitators of
the Greeks. Ancient historians entered the fray with tales of how Roman politicians
manipulated religion, furthering the idea that the Romans had no real religion; similar
manipulations in Greek religion went unnoticed. Finally, students of the Roman empire,
often in Holy Orders, noted the deficiencies of Roman paganism in contrast with Chris-
tianity, deficiencies which not only made it impossible to "evolve" to monotheism but,
also, ruled it out of the divine plan for Christian superiority. Thus the study of Greek
religion rapidly outgrew the evolutionary and erstwhile antiquarian concerns which were
first trained on it. The Romans remained mired in their non-religion; their sole use to the
nineteenth century was as a model of empire-building, an important, though hardly
edifying consideration.

Certain conceptual problems exist with origins. It constitutes naive reductionism, at
best, to attempt to trace a societal phenomenon like religion back to an intellectual
point in time. The linguistic evidence probably provides more data for the concerns of a
particular linguistic stratum than necessarily offers fossilized early material. Moreover,
the whole concept of origins appears dubious. One has only to look at the diversity of
creation accounts in the "late" parts of the Rig Veda (10.81, 82, 90, 121, 129) to appreci-
ate the fact that one intellectual tradition can have several different accounts of origins,
the more so when one contrasts classical Hinduism's denial of origins altogether through
the doctrine of karma (BU 3.2.13, ChU 8.12, MbH 12.281.31). Likewise the material from
the ancient Mediterranean area. What of the Judaeo-Christian tradition? Genesis pro-

8Robert Ackerman, "Sir James G. Frazer and A. E. Housman: A Relationship in
Letters," GRBS 15 (1974), 239-64; idem, "From Philology to Anthropology: The Case of
J. G. Frazer," in M. Bollack et al., eds., Philologie und Hermeneutik im 19.Jahrhundert
(Gottingen, 1983), 2.423-47.

Gilbert Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion (London, 1925); Richard Jenkyns, The
Victorians and Ancient Greece (Cambridge, Mass., 1980) and Frank Turner, The Greek
Heritage in Victorian Britain (New Haven, 1981).
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vides anything but origins, since it has generated an extraordinary amount of scholarship
about the Ur-origins. Likewise for Christianity: the role of the holy man, the impact of
the Qumran documents all demonstrate that even if apparent origins exist, the question
then becomes origins of origins.

Where does this place Roman religion? Kurt Latte's Rémische Religionsgeschichte
(Munich, 1960) devotes chapters four through six to origins which, according to Latte,
produced classical Roman religion: Die Anfdnge, Die Religion des Bauern, Die Religion
der Gemeinde. Latte takes these parameters as those of "original" Roman religion; the
problem, for him, lies with their coalescence to produce classical Roman religion which
he, like many feels had no real belief system but only a series of mindless "cult acts."
Such formulations are patently absurd. Moreover, Latte's attempts to recover origins in
the aforementioned chapters rest on shaky evidential grounds. Latin literature does not
begin until the late third century -B.C., and offers no appreciable bulk for the next hun-
dred years; add ambiguous epigraphic materials (Tor Tignosa, Lapis Niger) and controver-
sies over material remains (Gjerstad). Latte combines these materials with an enormous
dose of later authors; virtually every page had evidence from Cicero, Festus, Macrobius
and Varro, with no real attempt to correct for their living much later. Correction is
surely in order; classical antiquity relied upon anecdotal knowledge systems, powerfully
formed by elite family traditions, sporadic literacy and the dynamics of rumor transmis-
sion. Of course, one has to use the information to hand, but it makes little sense naively
to juxtapose Cicero, Macrobius and early inscriptions. Not even Latte can recover ori-
gins, but only posits hypothesis based on empirico-positivist models. He will have nothing
of interpretation, and still takes animism as a theory which requires conceptual liquida-
tion (pp. 9%.1, 100.2). In all this he belongs to the empirico-positivist tradition of classi-
cal studies, a product of German hostility to anthropology along with its relentlessly
productive nineteenth-century research machine.

At first glance Dumézil appears different.!! He has used profound knowledge of IE
material along with structuralist anthropology to assert most usefully the integrity of
Roman religion qua religion. Alas, he does this through his notion of triads as part of a
common IE conceptual experience, a dubious case at best. Like Latte, he does not cor-
rect for his sources; he takes Livy as literally written, without reference to the classical
scholarship on Livy which now shows that authors has more to do with family traditions
and Augustan politics than with the preservation of any original data.”“ He remains one
of the previous century's students of origins in modern garb.

As for Latte and Dumézil, so for much work on Roman religion. Some few do take it
seriously as a religion (Beard, North, Price), but most work still treats origins or politics
in empirico-positivist ways. It is a pity that orifins continue to obscure that urgent task
of showing how Roman religion was a lreligion.l

10gq, examples of "mere cult acts" assertions, see my ANRW article (above, n. 1) at
n. 56 together with my "Did the Romans Have a Religion?" in K. H. Richards, ed.,
Society of Biblical Literature, 1984 Seminar Papers (Chico, Calif., 1984), 289-294. Full
discussion of the problems with Latte in A. Brelich's review (SMSR 32 [1961], 324-9)
which should be compared with the entirely different conceptual world of Weinstock's
review (JRS 51 [1961, 206-15).
L. scott Littleton, The New Comparative Mythology, 3rd ed. (Berkeley, 1982).
12p Momigliano, "Georges Dumézil and the Trifunctional Approach to Roman Civili-
zation," History and Theory 23 (1984), 312-30.
In contrast, consider L. R. Lind, "Primitivity and Roman Ideas: The Survivals,"
Latomus 35 (1976), 245-68.



A Petrine Source in Second Peter

Ben Witherington
Ashland Theological Seminary

That the author of Second Peter used sources in the composition of his document is
widely and correctly assumed. Thus, for instance, Ralph Martin' indicates that 19 out of
25 verses in Jude are included in 2 Peter in some form, as the following chart indicates:

Jude 2 Peter Jude 2 Peter
4 2:1-3 11-12a 215,813
5 2:5 12b-13 2317
6-7 2:4, 6 16 2:18
8-9 2:104 11 17 3:2
10 2:12 18 3:8

Though this list is overly inclusive, it seems clear that the dependency is literary, flowing
from Jude (the earlier document) to 2 Peter. The following considerations make this
likely. First, the alternation of Jude's "rocks" to "blots and blemishes," and Jude's "love
feast" to "deceit" (cf. Jude 12, 2 Pet 2:13) is understandable if Jude is a source for
2 Peter. It is a less obvious alteration if Jude is using 2 Peter. Secondly, it is easier to
explain 2 Peter's omission of Jude's use of apocryphal material from the Testament of
Moses and 1 Enoch in Jude, than it is to explain Jude's addition of it if he is using
2 Peter. Thirdly, it is very difficult to explain why, if Jude used 2 Peter, he omitted
2 Peter's positive examples (2 Pet 2:7ff.), and also failed to follow the chronological
order in which 2 Peter puts his negative examples.

From the above arguments we can only conclude that the author of 2 Peter is heavily
dependent on Jude, and there is nothing preventing his use of other sources as well.
Indeed, 2 Peter seems to be an attempt to rely on or cite almost exclusively a collection
of earlier and possibly "apostolic" materials and authorities (cf. 3:15ff. on Paul) to exhort
his own audience.

IR, p. Martin, New Testament Foundations. A Guide for Christian Students Vol. II
(Grand Rapids, 1978) 385.

R. J. Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter (Waco, 1983) 141-43.

We cannot stop to rehearse Bauckham's fine case for seeing 2 Pet 1:3-11 as a sum-
mary of "apostolic" preaching in bombastic Asiatic Greek. Cf. Bauckham, Jude, 172ff. If
this is correct, then the author of 2 Peter is even less of a substantive author than he has
been sometimes thought to be.
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In 1959 G. H. Boobyer stated, and in some regards overstated, the case for seeing
2 Peter as dependent on | Peter.” He correctly pointed out various similarities of
thought and diction, but failed to carry the day precisely because there are so many
notable differences (e.g., the use of different terms for the Second Coming) and because
it is hard to see why 2 Peter failed to use some of the material in 1 Peter most germaine
to the points it wanted to make. The alternative, that the author of 2 Peter need not
have used | Peter but had access to another source by the same person who was respon-
sible for 1 Peter, was not seriously discussed by Boobyer, nor indeed in any literature
since 1959. In the balance of this paper I would like to discuss this possibility.

J. B. Mayor has noted certain striking similarities between some phrases in 2 Pet
1:16-21 and 1 Pet 2:12-15.” In particular his case is strong for parallels between 2 Pet
1:21 and 1 Pet 2:15, and also between 2 Pet 1:16 and | Pet 2:12. What is even more
striking is the amount of Petrine vocabulary (and corresponding lack of Asiatic Greek) in
the whole section 1:12-2:3a. Consider this list:

(1) &yanntdg (9) 8érnua
(2) &et (10) ¥drog
(3) &nébeorc (11) Aaréw
(4) doéryera (12) NapBave
(5) Bracgnuéw (13) ofsa
(6) ypaym (14) moté
(7) seonbmc-- (15) mp@rov
though of different (16) otnpire
objects (17) paivw
(8) &6 (18) @épopar

In so short a segment of text, so many common words cannot be ignored—they are
not accidental. Some of these words are very common; however, various of the terms are
not. For instance, dnd0eovg is found only in | and 2 Peter (and nowhere else in the NT).
In addition, N. Turner notes a similar use of xa®dc in 2 Pet 1:14 and 1 Peter.® He also
gives evidence that an earlier Jewish Greek original has been revised and redacted,” and
we do find certain Hebraisms in our section (1:12-2:3a) such as od noté at 1:21 to which
we may compare the use of 1 Pet 2:10; 3:5, 20. Perhaps another Hebraism is the use of
ndg . . . ob for odberg at 1:20, as well as the avoidance of the divine name at 1:17.
Nor can it be said that the section 1:12-2:3a exhibits especially grandiose Asiatic Greek
or any significant number of Hellenisms. Perhaps also we should note the fine rhythm at
1:16-17, and the alliteration at 1:19-21. In general our section does not have the heavy or
cumbersome sentences we find at 1:3-4; 3:5-6; 2:4-10. Taken together the above informa-
tion suggests that: (1) the person who wrote or dictated | Peter could have also written
or dictated 2 Pet 1:12-2:3a; (2) the Greek is not particularly Hellenized but is more like
the Semitic Greek of | Peter in this section; (3) there is some evidence of an editor who
may have touched-up this section or even put it into some of his own words later.

L’G. H. Boobyer, "The Indebtedness of 2 Peter to | Peter," New Testament Essays (ed.
A. J. B. Higgins; Manchester, 1959) 34-53.
J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. Jude and the Epistle of St. Peter (Minneapolis, 1978
repr.) Ixix-Ixx.
N. Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. IV (Edinburgh, 1976) 181.
Turner, Grammar, IV:143.
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Evidence that our author is including a Petrine source at l:16-2:3a becomes even
more plausible when, with R. Bauckham, we note the fcllowing chiastic structure.®

a apostles (1:16-18)

b OT prophets (1:19-21)
b' OT false prophets (2:1a)
a' false teachers (2:1b-3)

Now it may be argued that 1:12-15 is a preface to what follows, though in its present
form it is also a transition from 1:3-11. Essentially it goes with what follows because the
reminder involved in the apostolic message (as summarized in vv. 3-11) is facing serious
challenge from false teachers (vv. 16ff.). The chiastic structure suggests not only that
2:3a indicates a break in the argument, but also that 1:16-2:3a was originally an indepen-
dent unit. If so, this supports our case for a Petrine source. At this point our present
writer has touched-up our source, using a few of his own favorite terms (&nwhelag,
&nwhelav). But even the terms doelyelag and Seondtnv,, which Bauckham thinks are
borrowed from Jude here, are found in 1 Pet 4:3 (&v doelyeiag) and | Pet 2:18 respec-
tively (though there it is used of human masters, here of Christ or God). The image of
being bought or being Christ's slave is also found in 1 Pet 1:18-19. It should not be for-
gotten that 1 Peter reflects an interest in OT and Messianic prophecy (1:10-12), an intent
reflected in our section. Further, the word Aad¢ used of God's people is found in both
2 Pet 2:1 and | Pet 2:5-10. All in all, the parallels in 2:1-3a are much closer to 1 Peter
than to Jude, unlike what follows in 2:3bff.

Another point in favor of seeing the use of a source in 2 Pet 1:16-2:3a is the éndntac
at 1:16. This is a hapax legomena not only for 2 Peter but also for the rest of the NT. It
means literally "observers" or "spectators," probably with an emphasis on being eye-
witnesses. M. Green points out, however, that the verbal form of this word is found at
| Pet 2:12; 3:2, and notably at | Pet 2:12 it refers to being witnesses/spectators of
believers' good deeds, which is linked to glorifying God at Christ's parousia, a clear
connection to our present text.” The use of &némtat and its variants is only in these two
contexts in the NT and thus the connection is not likely accidental. We must take this as
strong evidence that 2 Pet 1:16ff. and 1 Peter are from the same hand.

Integral to our discussion of a Petrine source is how we should evaluate the claim
that 2 Peter includes a fictional testament composed by the author of 2 Peter himself. It
is somewhat of a problem for Bauckham that 2 Peter often shifts out of the genre.of a
testament. The second chapter does not really fit as a testament since it is dealing with
present problems, not future ones. Further, there is no hint in 2:3b-22 of any personal
reflections or even indication of coming death, etc. Nor is the transition as smooth
between sections, because we have no narrative framework as in Acts 20 or elsewhere to
introduce the great man's testament. Here we simply shift sometimes abruptly from past
to future (2:3a-2:3b). This suggests our author is not trying to compose a testament but
rather include one in his work, and sometimes the transition is a bit awkward. The differ-

8Bauckham, Jude, 236-37.

M. Green, The Second Epistle General of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude
(London, 1968) 77-98, 123-28; W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich, A Greek English
Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago, 1957) 305; J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The
Vocabulary of the Greek Testament (Grand Rapids, 1974 repr.) 252-53; G. Abbott-Smith,
A Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament (Edinburgh, 1937) 177.
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ences in grammatical style and word choice are very apparent if one looks at l:3-11
versus 1:12-2:3a, or 2:3b versus 3:1-4. Even Bauckham is forced to admit:

Verses 1-2, which mention 1 Peter and echo 1:12-15, are doubtless intended
to reestablish in the readers' minds the fact that it is Peter's testament they
are reading, after a long section in which this has not been evident. In 2:10b-
22 the author has been writing about the false teachers in the present tense,
as his own contemporaries, but he now wishes to return to the conventions of
the testament genre, in order to provide a second prophecy. . . .

When we look further at 3:1-3 we will discover even more reason to think we have a
Petrine source here, and this is especially likely if it be allowed that at least 2 Pet 1:15-
2:3a is Petrine.

We note that Mayor, whose list is incomplete, shows that over half of the nouns,
verbs, adjectives, adverbs (i.e., significant units in 2 Pet 3:1-3), are also found in | Peter.
For instance, the use of &yanrtol can as easily be reminiscent of 1 Peter as of Jude 17.
Much of the common vocabulary contains simple words (unlike 2 Peter 2 or 2 Pet 1:3-11)
—ypdow, Auépa, pnua, mpdtov, mopetdopal, mpogritng, Eoxatog, dndotolog, &yLog.
Bauckham has already admitted, as quoted above, that vv. 1-2 are an echo of 1:12-15,
and even a key phrase is duplicated at 3:3 from 1:20—to%to np&rov yLvdoxovTec— SO
that the parallels go further than vv. 12-15. If 1:20 is part of a Petrine source, then 3:3
may be as well. An obstacle in the way of this view, however, is the parallels Bauckham
thinks he finds between 2 Pet 3:1-3 and Jude 17-18. Jude's use of the prophecy and its use
here may go back to a common source. If so, then 2 Pet 3:3 and Jude 18 need not show a
literary relationship.

This leaves vv. 1-2. We have already noted that dyannro( is a word that the author of
1 Peter is fond of, so it shows no dependence of 2 Peter on Jude here. This leaves 2 Pet
3:2 and Jude 17b. Here ‘again the parallels at first appear striking, but are not necessarily
compelling. Christians were always being told to remember or heed apostolic words,
exhortations, er commandments. The one word which is not common in Christian par-
lance is "said beforehand." It is precisely this word, however, which we find in Mark
13:23/Matt 24:25 in the very verse that adjoins Christ's prediction of mis-leaders who
will come. Our author may have passed on Christ's words and predictions of coming false
ones in one form, Jude in another. The call to remember the things said beforehand
corresponds to the Gospel message—"Behold I have told you beforehand." The prophecy
of the coming false ones is reiterated as a word of the apostles, who in turn had gotten it
from Jesus. We conclude that the parallels between 2 Pet 3:1-3 and Jude 17-18, though
certainly possible, are not compelling. Both probably rely on a common source going back
to Jesus' saying in Mark 13:23. There is nothing that we have in 3:1-3 that could not have
been part of an original Petrine source. So far as percentages tell us anything in so small
a sample, 50% of the vocabulary in 2 Pet 3:1-3 is Petrine—a significant crossover. It
seems plausible that the letter referred to in 2 Pet 3:1 is 1 Peter because the two letters
do share similarity of themes at certain points. J. N. D. Kelly argues:ll

What he has in mind, we may be sure ..., are not so much slabs of identical
material as, in more general terms, 1 Peter's pervasive concern with the

10payckham, Jude, 282.
113, N. D. Kelly, A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and of Jude (London, 1969)
353.
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avoidance of immorality and with living blameless, holy lives, and with the
blessed inheritance for the righteous and the condemnation of the wicked
which Christ's revelation in glory will bring (all themes close to his heart), as
also the appeal the earlier letter makes to Christ as an example . . . to the
OT as inculcating the good life . . . and prophesying doom to evil-doers, and
.. . to the combined authority of the OT prophets, the Spirit of Christ, and
apostolic teachers.

Also, the troublesome reference to "your apostles" becomes less troublesome if the
author of 2 Peter is including, not composing, a testament fragment. If the original
author of this fragment is addressing an area or church he himself did not evangelize,
then the reference to "your apostles" is explicable.

An even more plausible explanation can be based on a grammatical observation by
Zerwick and Grosvenor."“ They suggest we translate the phrase in question, "the apos-
tolic command to you of our Lord" orfossibly, "the commandment of the Lord and Savior
transmitted by the apostles to you."1 If either of these translations is correct, then the
whole problem is solved. There is no reference to "your apostles" as distinguished from
the author of this material. We may add at this point that this phrase could be an indica-
tion that the words in Mark 13:22-23, which record Jesus' words about such future
trouble-makers coupled with a commandment, "Be on guard!", is referred to here.

If the above conclusions are correct, then there is nothing preventing us from seeing
a Petrine source in 2 Peter. Whether or not this goes back to Peter himself will depend
on one's view of the authorship of 1 Peter, a matter we cannot address here. When one
considers all the above arguments and reads 3:1-3 and 1:12-2:3a in sequence, one cannot
help but be impressed with the plausibility that here we have found a fragment of the
now lost second Petrine letter, a letter which included a Petrine testament as follows:

Beloved this is already the second letter I write to you, in which I arouse
your pure mind with a reminder. Remember the things that were said
beforehand by the holy prophets and the commandment of the Lord and
Savior transmitted by the apostles to you. Therefore I mean to always
remind you about these things, although you know [them] and have been
confirmed (established) in the truth that is present with you (has come to
you). But I think it right as long as I am in this tent, to wake you up by a
reminder, knowing that it will soon be time to divest myself of my tent, just
as also (even) our Lord, Jesus Christ shows me. But I will make every effort
that after my death (departure) you may bear in mind these things on each
occasion [necessaryl. For we have not followed cleverly concocted myths
[when] we made known to you the power and parousia of our Lord, Jesus
Christ, but we have been made eyewitnesses of his majesty. For he received
from God the Father honor and glory when a voice came to him in such as
that from the majestic glory [Godl: "This is my son, my beloved, in whom I
am well pleased . . ." And we ourselves were hearing this voice which came
from heaven, being with him on the holy mountains. And we have with very

12y, Zerwick and M. Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New
Testament, Vol. Il (Rome, 1979) 723.
So Turner, Grammar, 111 (1963) 218; F. Blass and A. Debrunner,- A Greek Grammar
of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (trans. Robert W. Funk;
Chicago, 1961) sec. 168.1, p. 93.
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great certainty (reliance), the prophetic word, which you do well to heed as a
light shining in a dark place until the day dawns and the day star rises in your
hearts. Understand this first (above all), that all prophecy of Scripture is not
a matter of one's own interpretation, for it was not brought about by the will
of man ever, but by being carried by holy spirit men spoke from God.

But there were even false prophets amongst the people [of Israell just as
there will be false teachers among you who will struggle in destructive
heresies, disowning the Master who bought them, bringing upon themselves
swift (sudden?) destruction. And many will follow their debaucheries,
because of them the way of truth will be blasphemed. And prompted by
greed they will exploit you [using] phony (fabricated) words (arguments).




The Date of Jubilees and
of the Temple Scroll

J. H. Charlesworth
Princeton Theological Seminary

A fruitful comparison of two documents presupposes a firm and clear perception of
the chronological relationship between them. At times the relationship is obvious and
non-controversial, as when comparing the Qumran Scrolls and the Gospel of John; at
other times the relationship is obscure and debated, as when comparing Jubilees and the
Temple Scroll. The purpose of this paper is to assess the probable dates of these two
works, in their present form, so as to facilitate a comparsion between them.

Jubilees

Ever since the recovery of Ethiopic manuscripts of Jubilees scholars have had widely
divergent opinions on the document. Specialists have attributed it to a devout member of
the Leontopolis temple (Frankel in 1856), a Samaritan (Beer in 1856), a Pharisee
(Dillmann, Rénsch, Bousset, Bertholet, Schiirer, Charles, and others), and—especially
recently—an Essene (Jellinek in 1855, Testuz in 1960, Hengel in 1973, and Sacchi et al. in
1981).

The document has been dated over a period of five or even six centuries, from the
fifth or fourth century B.C.E. (Zeitlin) to the first century C.E. (Dillmann). Today there
is a consensus that Jubilees was composed in the second century B.C.E. There are four
possibilities: the time of John Hyrcanus (135-105; Charles, Testuz, Eissfeldt, Jaubert,
Milik, Hengel); the middle of the second century (Bohn, Frey, Russell; 145-140, Berger); a
decade or so prior to the exodus to Qumran (i.e. c. 167 [or 161]1-152 [or 140]; Charles-
worth, VanderKam, Wintermute); and prior to the Maccabean revolts (175-167; Finkel-
stein, Wacholder, Nickelsburg). Davenport argues that Jubilees is composite; the stages
in composition are circa 200, 166-160 and 140-104. The evidence is somewhat ambiguous
but tends to indicate that 135 to 105 is possible, but 168 to 152 is probable.

Terminus ad quem.

In Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees (Missoula, Montana, 1977)
James C. VanderKam drew attention to numerous manuscripts of Jubliees found in Qum-
ran Caves 1, 2, 3, 4 and 11; according to paleographical analysis most of them are Hero-
dian, but 1Q18 and two fragments not yet published by Milik are Hasmonean and indicate
that Jubilees must antedate 125-75 B.C.E., or circa 100. In DID 7 (Oxford, 1982) Maurice
Baillet published an additional fragment of Jubilees from Cave 4, but in his opinion "elle
est vraisemblablement hérodienne" (p. 1). Many scholars in the United States, Europe and
Israel do not accept the science of paleography and are not persuaded by the claim that
because of the Qumran fragments Jubilees must predate 100; obviously, therefore, addi-
tional insights must be marshalled.

Jubilees must antedate the Cairo Damascus Document because, as is now widely
recognized, CD alludes to Jubilees in numerous passages and clearly cites the prologue of
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Jubilees. It is difficult to learn much from this insight because the date of CD is
unknown. All that can be discerned is that CD, like Jubilees, probably predates 100
B.C.E. since the fragments found in the Qumran caves date from circa 100.

The cursing of Esau, Edom, in the "Damn-Edom" passages of Jubilees are impressive.
Note, 38:10-14:

And Jacob's sons besieged the children of Esau. . . . And they continued
paying tribute to Jacob until the day that he went down to Egypt. And the
children of Edom have not ceased from the yoke of servitude which the
twelve sons of Jacob ordered upon them until today. (trans. O. Wintermute in
OTP, vol. 2)

R. H. Charles was so impressed with the last quoted verse, 38:14, that he contended it
referred to John Hyrcanus' conquest of Edom around 109 (APOT, vol. 2, p. 6), but surely
the verse is far too ambiguous to support the weight of this interpretation, which can
only linger on as a vague possibility that dims in comparison with the probabilities about
to be presented. The same judgment applies to Charles' suggestion that Jubilees 30:4-6
must refer to John Hyrcanus' destruction of Samaria around 109. Scholars today, there-
fore, rightly reject Charles' opinion that circa 109 is "the true terminus a quo" (APOT,
vol. 2, p. 6). The date 109 may in fact be the terminus ad quem of Jubilees, if, as I tend
to understand it, verse 14 means that Edom is still a problem for the Jews and not yet
controlled. In any case, scholars rightly concur that the terminus ad quem of Jubilees is
shortly before 100.

Terminus a quo.

A few years ago almost all scholars agreed that Jubilees must postdate the beginning
of the Maccabean crisis, because while it is a kind of Midrash on Genesis 1:1 through
Exodus 12:50 chapters 35 through 38:14 are independent of the narrative in the Tanak and
are redactional. These chapters reveal that Jubilees' retelling of Jacob and his sons' wars
against the Canaanites mirrors the Maccabean battles. Judah, the head of Jacob's sons, is
portrayed through the refraction caused by the traditions associated with Judas Macca-
beus' exploits. Recently, however, two excellent scholars have rejected the conclusion
that Jubilees presupposes the Maccabean wars.

The date for Jubilees has been moved by scholars in two different directions. Many
critics claim that Jubilees was written decades after the wars of Judas Maccabeus. For
example, K. Berger concludes his study with the contention that 145 to 140 is '"der
annehmbarste fiir die Entstehung des Jub" (JSHRZ I1.3, p. 300). For him the terminus post
quem is 145 since Jubilees 46:6-11, which depicts the conflicts between the Seleucids and
the Ptolemies in the second century, must predate the death of Ptolemaios IV in 145.
Decisive for him is #6:11, "And the king of Canaan was victorious over the king of Egypt
and he closed the gates of Egypt" (Wintermute in OTP, vol. 2). For Berger the terminus
ante quem is 140; he is influenced by Hengel's arguments (Judaism, vol. 1, p. 226) that
Jubilees 23:21ff. (". . . they shall all exalt themselves . . . they shall defile the holy of
holies with their uncleanness . . .") depict the failure of the Maccabees which must
postdate Jonathan's elevation to the high priesthood and predate the conquest of the
Acra by him in 141.

Two scholars recently argued against a date for Jubilees after 167. In The Dawn of
Qumran B. Z. Wacholder rejects the arguments (especially by VanderKam) that "the
account of patriarchal warfare in Jubilees was influenced by the Maccabean wars"
(p. 41). Second, he stresses that the denunciation of nakedness in Jubilees need not post-
date the Maccabean revolt because both 1 Maccabees 1:14-15 and 2 Maccabees #:9-15
"records the establishment of this institution at the beginning of Antiochus IV's reign
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prior to the Maccabean revolt . . ." (p. 42). Third, he argues that Jubilees must predate
the persecution of Antiochus IV, because—unlike Daniel—Jubilees does not mention this
catastrophic event. Fourth, Jubilees 23:16-31 "has no allusion to events of the second
century B.C.E." (p. 244). Fifth, Jubilees does not refer to or postdate Daniel, because
Jubilees #:20 (Enoch took a wife and her name was Edni, the daughter of Daniel) refers
"to the figure of the righteous pagan Daniel, who is listed together with Noah and Job in
Ezekiel" (p. 42).

Wacholder concludes that Jubilees antedates the Maccabean crisis. He argues that
Jubilees depends on the Temple Scroll, renamed by him "the Qumranic Torah," which is
"the precursor of other Qumranic literature" (p. 203) and predates 196.

To me, Wacholder's study is erudite, often brilliant, but too ingenious and idiosyn-
cratic. In assessing the social setting and historical events that may be reflected in
Jubilees we are working with subtleties and ambiguities; it simply will not do to use
positivistic methodologies. It is necessary and pertinent to ask if the requisite sensitivity
to Jubilees and the cognizance of a wide range of probabilities is reflected in such words
as "necessitating the assumption" that the Maccabean wars are mirrored in Jubilees. All
"mirror" images are distorted and Jubilees is pseudepigraphically bound to a recital of
the patriarchal wars as described in Genesis and Exodus. Likewise, I am not convinced
that the present state of scholarly work on the literature of second-century "Judaism"
permits us to state that the author of Jubilees "could be expected" to refer to Antiochus
IV's persecution. With Wacholder I would agree that there are "no compelling reasons" for
dating Jubilees after the Maccabean revolt of 167; but to me there are suggestive innu-
endoes for doing so.

In "The Bible Rewritten and Expanded" (Compendia 2.2) G. W. E. Nickelsburg
explains why he is not convinced that Jubilees 3%:2-9 and 37-38 depict the Maccabean
wars. He correctly states that "the identification is far from certain and depends on a
number of textual emendations" (p. 102). He rightly points out the stark and distinguishing
anti-gentile tendencies of Jubilees (e.g. marriage to a gentile is forbidden, Jub 20:4,
22:20, 25:1, 27:10, 30:1-15; nudity, especially in the gymnasium, as the gentiles is strictly
proscribed, 3:31; circumcision is a requisite of the covenant, Jews must not treat their
bodily members like the gentiles, 15:34). These injunctions fit impressively the crisis
brought to Judea by Antiochus IV, but they may just as well have begun with the first
crisis encounters with the Greeks and continued as problems for religious Jews long after
the period assigned to the composition of Jubilees.

Another more formidable argument is brought forward by Nickelsburg. He claims
that Jubilees "was written during the time of the Hellenistic reform close to 168" (p. 103)
primarily because of the "most unusual" omission of any mention of Antiochus IV and his
desecration of the Temple in "the apocalypse in 23:16ff." Here is that section of Jubilees:

And in this generation children will reproach their parents and their elders
on account of sin, and on account of injustice, and on account of the words
of their mouth, and on account of great evil which they will do, and on
account of their forsaking the covenant which the Lord made between them
and himself so that they might be careful and observe all of his command-
ments and his ordinances and all of his law without turning aside to the right
or left. For they all did evil and every mouth speaks of sin and all of their
deeds (are) polluted and abominable. And all of their ways (are) contamina-
tion and pollution and corruption. (Jub 23:16-17; Wintermute in OTP, vol. 2)

An examination of this passage raises several questions, notably two: are these verses
adequately judged to be an "apocalypse," is it necessary to argue with Nickelsburg that if
Jubilees postdates 167 we "must admit the strange omission in chapter 23" (p. 103)? I do
not think that we can speak so confidently about what a second-century Jew must include
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in his review of "history," which is at best obliquely related to historical events by pseu-
donymity. Likewise, if Jubilees dates from around 161 or even 153 then the actions of
Antiochus IV may not be expected to be so presssing in the eyes of a Jewish author.

Furthermore, it is quite conceivable to me that Antiochus IV's horrifying actions may
be reflected in the verses that immediately follow the so-called apocalypse of 23:16ff.
Note especially the following verses:

Behold, the land will be corrupted on account of all their deeds, . . . And all
of them will be destroyed together. . . . And they will pollute the holy of
holies with their pollution and with the corruption of their contamination.
(Jub 23:18-21; Wintermute in OTP, vol. 2)

Is it possible to decide on a terminus a quo? W: are confronted with a virtual schol-
arly chaos and not a consensus. C. Rabin's report that "most (scholars) prefer" a date
about 100 B.C." ("Jubilees," in The Apocryphal Old Testament, ed. H. F. D. Sparks
[Oxford, 1984] p. 5) is both misinformed and misleading. According to Wacholder and
Nickelsburg the latest possible date is 168; according to most scholars the earliest pos-
sible date is 167. The dilemma and debate cannot be solved by counting scholars or
juxtaposing methodologies; the only way to a solution (which may be improbable due to
the ambiguity of the data) is to examine the major controversial text.

In my judgment it is Jubilees 34:2-9. According to VanderKam this passage is the
latest datable reference to the exploits of Judas Maccabeus; it refers to his defeat of
Nicanor in 161. Wintermute, in OTP, vol. 2, translates the passage as follows:

And while hiding themselves under the trees, seven kings of the Amorites
assembled themselves to fight against them and to plunder their animals.
And Jacob and Levi and Judah and Joseph were at home with Isaac, their
father, because his soul grieved him, and they were unable to leave him. And
Benjamin was the youngest and therefore he dwelt with his father.

And the kings . . . came. And they reported it to Jacob, saying that, "Behold,
the kings of the Amorites have surrounded your sons and they have plundered
their herds." And he and his three sons and all of his father's servants and his
servants arose from his house and went against them with six thousand men
who carried swords. And he killed them in the field of Shechem and he
pursued those who fled and killed them with the edge of the sword. . .. And
he returned peacefully and he made peace with them and they became
servants to him until the day he and his sons went down into Egypt.

According to VanderKam "Amorites" is "a cipher for the Seleucids" (p. 228). He correctly
notes that this section of Jubilees is not derived from the Tanak and is, therefore, redac-
tional. Also, he points out that like the battles against Nicanor the places named, when
identifiable, are in the northern country, in which indeed Judas Maccabeus battled
Nicanor and finally defeated him in 161 (cf. 1 Mac 7:26-50 and Ant. 12.10,4-5). But, one
must also admit that the author of Jubilees is certainly using "cryptic language" (p. 228)
and that "only a possible case can be made for a Maccabean background to Jub. 34:2-9;
the available information is simply not adequate for establishing the position with cer-
tainty" (p. 229). We are left finally with only a tantalizing possibility.

Summary

Jubilees 35:1 through 38:14 are not paralleled in the Tanak, they are redactional
additions by the author of Jubilees. Any attempt to date or understand Jubilees must
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wrestle with an attempt to explain them. If these chapters were composed with some
knowledge of the Maccabean wars, then Jubilees must postdate at least those known to
the author. Jubilees would then postdate at least 167.

As all critics emphasize there is a remarkable similarity between Jubilees and the
Qumran Scrolls. Qumran theology is not monolithic, as many scholars once assumed, but
it developed over and reflected the life of the Qumran community, as many scholars,
notably J. Murphy-O'Connor and H. Lichtenberger, have demonstrated. Without any
doubt, Jubilees, also a priestly document, lies at the beginning of this development. It
was certainly known at Qumran, was quoted by CD, a Qumran document, and shares with
the Qumran covenanters the solar calendar, an exegetical methodology, eschatology,
predestination (Jub 1:4-2:16; 1QS 3.13-17), and a cosmic and anthropological dualism (Jub
1-2, 10-11; 1QS 3.13-21 and IQM).

Most important, however, are the differences between Jubilees and the Qumran
Scrolls. In contrast to IQS Jubilees has no messianism. In major contrast to the Qumran
documents Jubilees, except for 23:21, has a very high regard for the high priests, and is
still part of Israel and supportive and involved in the cultus. Jubilees contrasts markedly
with the intent of 1QS, which contains rules for an exodus community, and with the
polemics of 1QpHab, which is directed against a wicked high priest.

Clearly Jubilees was composed sometime between 168 or 167 and 100. The real
debate centers on the upper level; is the terminus a quo circa 168 (with Nickelsburg and
others) or 161 (with VanderKam and others)?

Berger may be correct that Jubilees predates 141 because 23:2ff. reflect the failure
of the Maccabees, since in 141 Simon finally cleared Jerusalem of the Syrians.
VanderKam may also astutely discern that 23:21 indicates a pre-152 date for Jubilees,
since Jonathan became high priest in that year. Certainly there is much room for discus-
sion on these possibilities.

Personally, I see no reason to be more precise than I was in writing The Pseudepig-
rapha and Modern Research: "Parallels with some thoughts in the Dead Sea Scrolls indi-
cate that Jubilees represents the type of Judaism out of which Essenism evolved"
(p. 143). If this is too ambiguous, then so is the data. When pushed to make a scholarly
guess I would opt for 168/7 to 152.

11Q Temple

Since 1977, when Y. Yadin published MGYLT HMQDSh, numerous distinguished
scholars have attempted to date the Temple Scroll. Three of these attempts are singu-
larly significant and deserve our assessment; the arguments presented by Yadin,
Wacholder and Hengel-Betz-Lichtenberger-Mendels-Charlesworth.

Terminus ad quem

The dates assigned to the Temple Scroll range from the fourth century B.C.E. to the
first century C.E. If paleographical dating of the Qumran fragments is accepted, then the
oldest published fragment, Rockefeller 43.366, must date, at the latest from the time of
Alexander Jannaeus (103-76). The terminus ad quem is circa 76.

J. Strugnell claims to know about a fragment of the Temple Scroll, that he thinks is
not much later than 150 (see Wacholder's quotation from a letter in The Dawn of Qum-
ran, pp. 205-6); but since the Temple Scroll is composite and the fragment is not yet
available for examination it must only be mentioned now, with the lament that it is not
available. Moreover, Wacholder's quotation from a Strugnell letter does little honor to
the latter unusually gifted philologist, who is reputed to claim that Rockefeller 43.366
may not be a copy of the Temple Scroll, dates from "roughly ca. 75 B.C.," and may be
portions of a source used "by IIQT." Strugnell is not closed minded; he emphasizes
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(according to the portions of his letter quoted) that the precise explanation of this frag-
ment "remains to be seen" (p. 206). Scholars are rightly disturbed that someone, obviously
not Strugnell, would construct an entirely new picture of second-century Judaism and its
literature on the basis of one unexamined—and unpublished—fragment that has been
described only in a personal letter.

Terminus a quo

H. Stegemann contends that philologically the Temple Scroll indicates a very early
date, perhaps in the late third or even fourth century. Although he has intimated his
opinion in three articles, none of these is devoted to an attempt to date the document.
Until he has adequately defended or developed his position it is impractical to evaluate
it.

B. Z. Wacholder has devoted his attention to this issue; it is the subject of his The
Dawn of Qumran. He contends that the original work dates from around 200 B.C.E. As
with Jubilees the earliest possible date for the Temple Scroll is not yet ascertained.

Yadin

Y. Yadin contended that the terminus ante quem is 76 and the terminus post quem is
the Hasmonean period. The former date is because of the paleographical date of the
Rockefeller fragment; the latter period is because of multiple deductions, for example,
the document often contains the linguistic features of Mishnaic Hebrew, and these philo-
logical characteristics "present obvious evidence that the scroll could not have been
composed before the Hasmonean period" (vol. 1, p. 387). The Temple Scroll was, there-
fore, clearly composed between 167 and 76.

In his popular, posthumous work, The Temple Scroll: The Hidden Law of the Dead Sea
Sect, Yadin succinctly summarizes many of his insights:

In my view, the very preoccupation with such subjects as the plan of the
Temple, the obsession with problems of impurity, the festivals, the Statutes
of the King, the composition of the army and the royal guard, and treason-
able activities and defection to the enemy, all fit very well into the pattern
of the second half of the second century BC. These were the very formative
decades of the Hasmonean period, when the Temple was being reconstructed,
giving rise to renewed concern with questions involving its plan and the mode
of worship; and this was also the period when the princes of the Hasmonean
dynasty, holding the position of high priest at first, were gradually assuming
the title and status of king as well. These factors, and others, seem to me to
point to this period—roughly from the middle to the end of the second cen-
tury BC. This, too, roughly matches the paleographic findings. (pp. 220-21)

Yadin suggested that the Righteous Teacher may conceivably be the author of the
Temple Scroll (vol. 1, p. 397), and that it was "the Torah" for the Essenes. He stressed
that the author was a gifted editor and also an author, and that "the most distinctive
charactersitics of the scroll" are contained in the supplements to the traditions in the
Tanak (vol. 1, pp. 81-82). Yadin rightly stressed that "the author—or authors—of the
supplementary sections was convinced that the readers were being presented with
authentic laws of God which had been revealed to him" (vol. 1, p. 82).

Yadin's dating of the Temple Scroll is based on numerous observations, among which
five are most significant. First, he contends that a date in the Restoration period is
unlikely because of the "blatantly Qumran-sectarian nature of several laws" and the
linguistic features of the scroll. Second, the Statutes of the King, the second major
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feature of the scroll, probably dates from the Hasmonean period: "especially from the
reign of John Hyrcanus I, the Statutes of the King unquestionably became a central issue
in the political life of Jewry, and consequently in its laws" (vol. 1, p. 387). Third, some
laws, "such as the death penalty for treason," are best explained by a Hasmonean date.
Fourth, in column 34 the author refers at length to a system of rings and wheels for
fastening animals during slaughter. According to the Talmud (p. Sotah 9:11, 24a; ci.
m. Ma‘aser Sheni 5:15, m. Sotah 9:10), the installation of such rings is ascribed to John
Hyrcanus. The scroll either presupposes these customs, or (better according to Yadin) the
author was arguing for the installation of the rings. This information indicates that the
scroll postdates the time of John Hyrcanus or (preferably) is contemporaneous with him.
Fifth, (he astutely observed that) the obvious polemical strain of the scroll's Statutes of
the King fit only the Hasmonean kings, especially (for him) John Hyrcanus. The author
stresses that the royal guard "must be entirely Jewish," this rule is significant and must
postdate or be contemporaneous with the first "king" to hire mercenaries: John Hyrcanus.
While admitting "that certain sections of the scroll were composed previously and that
some of the traditions embedded in it originated in an earlier period," Yadin concluded
"that we may affirm with a considerable degree of probability that the scroll was com-
posed in the days of John Hyrcanus or shortly earlier" (vol. 1, p. 390).

Wacholder

It is difficult to assess objectively and appreciatively Wacholder's claim that the
Temple Scroll dates from around 200. He seems to misunderstand paleography (see
p. 205), failing to observe that the paleographical dating of a scroll, especially in the
second century B.C.E., ranges over numerous decades and is accurate not as an artistic
science but as a scientific art. This methodology can indicate a date only within the
limits of plus or minus at least 25 years. Furthermore, he overlooks and tends to deni-
grate the magnificient advances presented by Yadin, and he has not always read him
carefully. For example, Yadin concludes that the Temple Scroll dates from the time of
John Hyrcanus "or shortly earlier"; Wacholder reports "Yadin's conclusion, the case for
dating this work during the rule of John Hyrcanus or soon thereafter is rather unconvinc-
ing" (p. 208). It is also difficult to ignore the misrepresentations of Early Judaism as if it
was monolithic and orthodox, allowing such misleading terms as "the Essene heresy"
(p. 203).

Yet, putting these unfortunate blemishes aside, Wacholder's hypothesis regarding the
date of the Temple Scroll deserves our careful scrutiny. Wacholder is a brilliant person
and impressively erudite; his originality and arguments are to be taken seriously.

Wacholder claims—or tries to show—that "all the Qumran sect's literature is depen-
dent upon the Qumranic Torah" (pp. 202-3). It must, therefore, antedate all of them; and
—with Yadin but against L. H. Schiffman—he claims that the Temple Scroll "cannot be
divorced from the Qumran tradition" (p. 205). Second, he contends, on the basis of con-
versations with paleographers, Avigad and Strugnell, that the earliest fragments of the
Temple Scroll date from 150 so that the terminus ad quem is 150; "the Qumranic Torah
dates from sometime before the middle of the second century B.C.E." (p. 206).

One of Wacholder's arguments that deserves serious discussion is his assessment of
the language of the Temple Scroll. He argues, against Yadin, that "the language of the
Qumranic Torah . . . seems nearest to that of the Hebrew of the books of Ezra and
Nehemiah" (p. 207). He points out that the scroll "contains few Aramaisms and no words
of Greek origin" (p. 207), and the few features of Mishnaic Hebrew in it can possibly "go
back to the third century B.C.E." (p. 207).

For me, these elements are not easy to date. We simply cannot yet put a firm date
on the appearance of Mishnaic Hebrew. Even so, the probability for the appearance of
these features in the history of the Hebrew language lies not in the third but in the
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second century B.C.E. I am in full agreement with Andre Caquot, who contends that the
"données linguistiques rendent invraisemblable un opinion qui fixerait la rédaction du
Rouleau du Temple avant l'époque hasmonéenne" ("Le rouleau du temple de Qoumrén,"
Etudes théologiques et religieuses [53rd year] 4 [1978] 446). Moreover, the appearance of
ancient linguistic features in a scroll do not necessarily date it; they may be remnants of
ancient linguistic forms or archaisms employed by conservative scribes, such as those at
Qumran. Quite surprisingly this precise insight was articulated by Wacholder: "The spell-
ing of 11Q Torah reflects an attempt to mimic forms which its author considered
archaic, thus strengthening the important claim for 'Mosaic' authorship" (p. 207). It
follows necessarily that linguistic forms must be more carefully scrutinized before they
are presented as the keys for unlocking the mystery of the date of the Temple Scroll.

A caveat is now uppermost in my mind. Examinations of the date of the Temple
Scroll have been marred by the unexamined presupposition that it is a literary unity. As I
read the text it is certainly a composite document brought together by a gifted editor
and author. Hence, Wacholder may be pointing astutely to sections of the scroll that are
from about 200, but they may be sources—or earlier redactions—of the document we
recognize by examining 11Q Temple. One must not assume, as some "scholars" have done,
that 11Q Temple is an autograph, or that it is identical with "the Temple Scroll." The
latter term has been used illegitimately as representing both the extant scroll and the
documents(s) from which it has evolved. 11Q Temple is the final redaction of the Temple
Scroll.

Wacholder argues that Yadin's dating of the Temple Scroll to the time of John Hyr-
canus "is rather unconvincing" (p. 208). He dismisses Yadin's arguments that the ordi-
nances in the scroll fit best with the Hasmonean reforms, categorizing these parallels as
"too remote" (p. 208). A significant and telling insight by Wacholder is the argument that
the restrictions put on the king and linked by Yadin with John Hyrcanus are unconvincing:
"After all, John Hyrcanus never wore the crown and as high priest was ineligible for
Israel's kingship" (p. 209). '

Who was the first Hasmonean to assume the title "king"? Our only source is Josephus:
"For when their father (John Hyrcanus) died, the eldest son, Aristobulus, intended to
transform the government into a kingdom (tén archén eis basileian), . . . and (he was the)
first to put a diadem (diadéma) (on his head) . . ." (Ant. 13,300; cf. War 1, 70). Aristobulus
I was, therefore, not only the first Hasmonean to claim officially the title "king," he also
transformed the government into a "kingdom," similar to the Greek form of government,
thus deserving the cognomen "Philhellene" (Greek-lover). The alteration of government
and self-elevation to a king must have been widely resisted (and perhaps reflected in the
Temple Scroll). It resulted in Aristobulus killing his brother and starving his mother in
prison, because she "disputed his authority" (peri tés exousias; War 1, 70).

If the proscriptions put on the king in the Temple Scroll reflect an actual king in
Jewish history (as I am thoroughly convinced), then the present form of the Temple Scroll
must postdate Aristobulus I (105/4-103). Wacholder's criticism of Yadin on this point
moves the date for the Temple Scroll away from the direction he desires.

Wacholder rightly perceives that the "section of 11Q Torah on the constitution of the
king is extraordinary in any period of Jewish history" (p. 209). This admission is highly
significant, as I shall attempt to demonstrate. The prescriptions clearly subordinate the
king to the high priest and are either intended for contemporary events and crises, or
were, as Wacholder claims, "prescriptions for the aharyt hayyamym, the messianic age"
(p. 209). It is a credit to Wacholder's skill and insight that he discerns this important
option. His interpretation is entirely possible—at least prima facie—but my own reading
of the Temple Scroll leads without reservation to the first of these alternatives. Differ-
ences of opinions among scholars are acceptable and desirable; through dialogue we are
each drawn to a better appreciation of the complexities in our sources.

One final critique of Wacholder's position is necessary. He incorrectly assumes that
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the date of a document is probably at least 50 years earlier than "the earliest surviving
remnants" (p. 206) Hence, since Strugnell thinks the 4#Q fragments he has seen are not
"much later than 150" (according to Wacholder's quotation from Strugnell's letter,
p. 206), then "the date of the composition of the Qumranic Torah appears to be circa 200
B.C.E." (pp. 206-7).

Applying this assumption he claims that the Habakkuk Pesher dates from 170 B.C.E.
(p. 193), and that the méréh hag-sédeq lived at the beginning of the second century, and
not in the second half as almost all specialists have concluded for over twenty years. He
contends that "the events described in Pesher Habakkuk, such as the wicked priest's
assault on the Teacher of Righteousness on the Day of Atonement, according to sectarian
chronology, took place between 175 and 170 B.C.E." (p. 193) According to my own under-
standing of the Temple Scroll, the Habakkuk Pesher, 1QS, CD, 1QH and other scrolls, this
interpretation is not only unpersuasive, it is impossible. After decades of research, I must
confess full agreement with the scholarly consensus that the wicked priest is either
Jonathan or Simon. Moreover, with many scholars (especially F. M. Cross in JBL 75
[1956] 123-24; and in The Ancient Library, pp. 112-15 [revised edition]) I am convinced
that the Habakkuk Pesher (IQpHab) dates from the late first century B.C.E. and may be
an autograph. Furthermore, Wacholder's methodology would demand that P. 52 would
antedate its archetype, the Gospel of John, by at least 25 years.)

Hengel-Betz-Lichtenberger-Mendels-Charlesworth

Hengel's 1984 Oberseminar was devoted to an attempt to understand and date the
Temple Scroll. Several specialists in attendance had already directed one or more doc-
toral seminars on the Temple Scroll. It was impressive to observe that all of us tended to
agree with Yadin's insight about a Hasmonean date (composition in Hasmonean times is
wisely affirmed by most scholars, namely J. Milgrom, A. Caquot, J. Maier, E. M.
Laperrousaz). We concluded, however, that he erred in not placing the date of the final
version, representing by 11Q Temple and the ordinances concerning the king, late enough
in the "evolution" of the Hasmoneans. After months of research and debate Martin
Hengel, Otto Betz, Hermann Lichtenberger, Doron Mendels and I concurred on the prob-
able date of the final redaction of the Temple Scroll. The deliberations and conclusion of
the Oberseminar will be published in the Journal of Jewish Studies. Here I may only
present some insights and my own position, with deep appreciations and indebtedness to
my distinguished Tibingen colleagues and as an assistance to the deliberations of the
1985 SBL Pseudepigrapha Group's seminar, which is focused on a discussion of the rela-
tion between Jubilees and the Temple Scroll. For the full report of the Oberseminar the
reader is encouraged to study the article itself.

The oldest published fragment of the Temple Scroll is Rockefeller 4#3.366, which
must antedate 76. The major source for dating the final redaction of the Temple Scroll is
the section "The Statutes of the King" (cols. 56.12-59.21), which Yadin (vol. 1, pp. 344-
62) and Wacholder rightly stress is outstanding and unusual. The restrictions put on the
king are not messianic ideals (pace Wacholder); they are attempts to correct real
excesses committed by Hasmoneans who are officially kings. From numerous passages
that indicate this rather impressively, only four will be listed now.

(1) King is Chosen bv God Alone. The author of the Temple Scroll argues that the
king (MLK, col. 56.13, 14 [bis]) of the Jews is one "whom I (= °L, God) shall choose" (°’ShR
BHR BW, 56.14 [in supralinear script]). The following restriction is unnecessary and
seems to mirror the need to abolish the possibility of a king who was not a Jew: "A king
(MLK) from among your brothers you shall set over-you; you must not place over you a
foreigner, one who is not (from among) your brothers" (56.14-15). This would endorse the
right of Jews to have a king provided he is clearly a Jew. A setting in the second half of
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the second century B.C. is appropriate for the need of such a rule, since laws almost
always follow upon a crisis that demands legislation.

(2) No Mercenaries. The king shall select Jews alone to be in his army (57.2-9); his
body guard shall be >NShY °MT, YR’Y >LWHYM, "men of truth, fearers of God"; more-
over, these GBWRY HYL must hate unjust reward, and guard the king, day and night, not
only from every sinful thing but also from a foreign people (57.8-11). This restriction
should probably—some scholars would claim must—be dated to or better after the time
of John Hyrcanus, the first Hasmonean to hire mercenaries: John Hyrcanus opened King
David's tomb and with the wealth "became the first of the Jews (not Jewish king as
translated by R. Marcus in LCL) to maintain mercenary troups (prétos Ioudaion zenotro-
phein érzato, Ant. 13,249). The Temple Scroll refers to a "king," if that noun is to be
taken seriously then the prohibition, if proscribed against actual abuses, must postdate
Aristobulus I, to whom it may refer, or better to Alexander Jannaeus (103-76), who was
rejected by his fellow Jews, pelted by them with citrons while he was in the Temple, and
was thus forced to maintain mercenary soldiers from Pisidia and Cilicia (zenous Pisidas
kai Kilikas, Ant. 13,374).

(3) No Polygamy, No Divorce. The law is presented that the king must have only one
wife, and that "she, herself alone, shall be with him all the days of her life" (57.18; cf.
also 56.18-19). This injunction conceivably may have been directed against Alexander
Jannaeus, who was the most notorious polygamist in the history of the Hasmoneans.

(%) Subordination of the MLK to the HKWHN HGDWL. The restrictions put upon the
King and his activities culminate in his clear and utter subordination to the high priest.
At the command and permission of the high priest the king "shall go out, and at his word
he shall come in; he and all the children of Israel who are with him. He must not go out
according to the counsel of his heart (mind) until he inquires into the judgment of the
Urim and Thummim" (58.19-21). According to my interpretation of the Temple Scroll this
regulation denotes a rift between the priests and a certain king, and the desire of the
priests to regain control from the king, who must read this law (HTWRH HZW°T, 57.21)
written by the priests (HKWHNY M, 57.21) "when he sits upon the throne of his kingdom"
(BShBTW ‘L KS> MMLKTW, 57.20). These brief comments reveal why I am convinced
that the present form of the Temple Scroll, namely that represented by 11Q Temple,
dates from around 100 B.C.E., and perhaps in the period of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76).

Conclusion

In comparing Jubilees and the Temple Scroll we have no consensus for dating either
of these documents. The only consensus appears to be that the abundant and significant
parallels between them indicate that one of the documents is literarily dependent on the
other. We are confronted with three main and very different options for comparing these
two documents.

First, if Wacholder is correct the Temple Scroll predates Jubilees. The influence
would then be as he states: the Temple Scroll influenced Jubilees. He concludes, "The
Book of Jubilees can only be understood as an attempt to propagate the sanctity of the
newly discovered Law (= 11Q Torah)" (p. 211).

Second, it is possible that Charles correctly dated Jubilees to the time of John
Hyrcanus, and that Yadin wisely assigned the Temple Scroll to the period of the same
Hasmonean. Hence, both Jubilees and the Temple Scroll were written sometime between
135 and 105/4. This option opens up not only the possibility of contemporaneousness, but
also that any relation is conceivable, since we have 30 years in which the documents
could be written and redacted. For example, Jubilees may be have been written in the
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early phases of the reign of John Hyrcanus and the Temple Scroll some twenty years
later. The reverse is also conceivable; and one must allow for the possibility that portions
of the Temple Scroll antedate 135 and were being redacted and expanded during the last
decades of the second century.

Third, Jubilees may date sometime between 168/7 and the late 150s (encompassing
the conclusions by VanderKam, Nickelsburg and Charlesworth), and the Temple Scroll
may have reached its present from somewhere between 135 and 76 (incorporating the
conclusions by Yadin, Hengel, Betz, Lichtenberger, Mendels, Charlesworth and many
others). The influence would then be clear: Jubilees and its traditions influenced the
author of the final form of the Temple Scroll.

With this option, which I obviously endorse, we must be sensitive to the heterogenous
nature of the Temple Scroll (I do not think Jubilees is composite). Some traditions in the
Temple Scroll clearly antedate Jubilees; these may have influenced that document,
either through other sources (written or oral) or from an early version of the Temple
Scroll. Subsequently, Jubilees, in its original Hebrew version—which must not be cava-
lierly equated with the extant Ethiopic version (which itself is now represented by many
manuscripts and variants)—may have influenced the final draft of the Temple Scroll.
Again when comparing any two documents we must frequently obtain a wider perspec-
tive, lost by focusing upon two documents on our desks. Traditions similar to those in our
two documents are preserved in other documents on our shelves (or floors), others were
recorded in writings no longer extant, and some were lost in unrecorded, but once influ-
ential, oral tradition.

Yadin wisely exhorted us not to "overlook the parallels—at times even in ipsissima
verba—between the text of the scroll (= 11Q Temple) and the laws in the Book of
Jubilees (compare especially Col. XLIIL:4-10 and the Book of Jubilees xxxiiiz10f. . . .)"
(vol. 1, p. 398). Our steering committee has perceptively chosen to concentrate our 1985
deliberations on a search for better explanations of the relationship between Jubilees and
the Temple Scroll. If we knew the chronological relation between them we would be in an
improved position from which to date each of them and even CD.
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The Relationship between 11Q Torah
(The Temple Scroll) and

the Book of Jubilees: One Single

or Two Independent Compositions

Ben Zion Wacholder
Hebrew Union College—Jewish Institute of Religion

In his introduction and commentary to the editio princeps of 11Q Torah (= the
Temple Scroll), Yadin cites the Book of Jubilees three times more than any other apoc-
ryphal or pseudepigraphic work. Yadin has demonstrated that Jubilees often resolves
problematic passages in 11Q Torah. Yadin, however, regarded both Jubilees and 11Q
Torah as separate Essene compositions, the relationship between the two being based on
their sectarian roots.

In The Dawn of Qumran we have argued that the author of Jubilees emulated and
propagated the Torah inscribed by Moses himself (Deut. 31:24ff.) and discovered by
Zadok (the Teacher of Righteousness) (CD 5:1-5). We stated that Jubilees stood in the
same relationship to Genesis that 11Q Torah did to the remainder of the Pentateuch.
Since Jubilees and 11Q Torah are more similar to each other than to other representative
documents, we proposed to date them sequentially: 11Q Torah in 200 B.C.E.; Jubilees in
190 B.C.E. Radical as some of our views were, we did not there argue that the two
works, one of which survives completely only in an Ethiopic version and the other from
Hebrew manuscripts discovered in caves 4 and 11 of Qumran, may have originated as a
single composition. Yet this is precisely what we wish to propose in this essay.

To begin the debate let me introduce the two competing propositions:

1. Although closely related, the Book of Jubilees and 11Q Torah are two indepen-
dent works;

2. These two works were originally two halves of a single sectarian Sefer Torah.

Which of these two propositions is more plausible?

Arguments in Favor of Proposition 1

1. The archaeological evidence tends to support proposition 1. The Ethiopic version
of the Old Testament contains the Book of Jubilees but has nothing which corre-
sponds to 11Q Torah. The scroll of 11Q Torah published by Yadin contains some
67 columns of text but lacks both the beginning and the ending of the document.
Yet no indications remain that point to 11Q Torah's having been preceded by a
copy of the Book of Jubilees.

2. Some features of these works are inconsistent with proposition 2, but support
proposition 1; namely, that the Book of Jubilees and 11Q Torah originated as two
independent works.

a. The text of the Book of Jubilees, according to its own assertion, was dic-
tated from heavenly tablets, the contents of which were transmitted by the
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Angel of the Presence and recorded in writing by Moses. Throughout Jubi-
lees the dictating angel addresses Moses. Unfortunately, the missing lines
of the introductory column of 11Q Torah prevent us from knowing whether
these lines contained such a similar assertion about the source of dictation.
Yet the overwhelming use of the first person and the addressing of certain
messages to Moses seem to reflect a composition dictated by the Deity
himself to Moses. If Jubilees and 11Q Torah are but two parts of a single
work, where in the newly discovered manuscript are its references to the
Angel of the Presence?

Jubilees is unique in that it alone among the writings of the Second Temple
period fuses legal teachings into the re-telling of a narrative text. These
insertions (such as the. rules of the sabbath in Jub 2:26-33 and 50:6-13)
make more sense if the Book of Jubilees was planned as an independent
work than if Jubilees was constructed to be but a part of a new Pentateuch.
Why did the author of Jubilees not leave such legal passages to those parts
of the Torah where they naturally belonged?

The author of Jubilees frequently interrupts his narrative to launch polemi-
cal attacks against certain prevailing practices of his day. The calendrical
passage in Jub 6:32-38 and the theological excursus of chapter 23 are
notable examples of such polemic. Nothing corresponding to this tone of
argument occurs in the extant sections of 11Q Torah.

Terminology and Vocabulary

While one grants that similar or even identical vocabulary may be cited
from both works, there are also instances of divergent terminology:

i. Jub 1:28-29 refers directly to Zion and Jerusalem, designations appar-
ently lacking in 11Q Torah.

ii. The extant remnants of 11Q Torah contain no direct allusion to the
sabbath of years or to the jubilee, terms central to the ideology of the
Book of Jubilees.

iiil. The method used for the rewriting of select portions of the Penta-
teuch differs in the two works. To be sure, both documents employ
various techniques of quoting, paraphrasing, or even altering the
Mosaic books. Yet 11Q Torah appears to contain many more direct
citations from the Biblical Vorlage than does the Book of Jubilees.
Such an observation may be biased by Yadin's standard reconstruc-
tions of missing lines by supplying material straight from the Maso-
retic text. But even if one ignores Yadin's reconstructions altogether,
it would it seems remain accurate to say that Jubilees contains fewer
direct citations from Genesis than does 11Q Torah from the other
Mosaic books.

3. 1Q Genesis Apocryphon

Much of the argument of this study rests upon the premise that Jubilees and 11Q
Torah are uniquely distinct from any other ancient text in that they alone
"rewrote" their respective counterparts within the Pentateuch. But this is
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perhaps not quite accurate inasmuch as 1Q Genesis Apocryphon, a work written
in Aramaic, re-tells the accounts of the Book of Genesis in a manner reminiscent
of the Book of Jubilees. In fact, some of the chronology, geography, and other
elemental features of 1Q Genesis Apocryphon frequently recall similar or con-
gruent material in Jubilees. 1Q Genesis Apocryphon is thus another example of
that genre of writing typified by its revision of the Mosaic books. This evidence
would tend to negate the supposition that close resemblance necessarily argues
for a single composition. For all we know, the paraphrasing of the Mosaic books a
la Genesis Apocryphon-11Q Torah might have been more common than we pre-
sume.

The Arguments in Favor of Proposition 2:
Jubilees-11Q Torah were originally a single Sefer Torah

Let us now turn 180 degrees to search for indications which support the proposition
that not only do the Book of Jubilees and 11Q Torah share a number of features but that
they seem to be two halves of a single sectarian Sefer Torah which due to its immense
length was divided into two scrolls.

Ever since their respective publications—the Book of Jubilees in 1850-2 and the
Temple Scroll in 1977—these two compositions have aroused great interest. A century
and a half of Jubilean scholarship has yet to resolve questions relating to the nature and
purpose of the Book of Jubilees. Neither has Yadin's magnificent and monumental com-
mentary alleviated similar concerns with regard to 11Q Torah. The Zadokite Fragments,
first published by Schechter in 1910 from manuscripts recovered from the Cairo Geniza,
cite the Book of Jubilees (16:2-3) and apparently 11Q Torah (5:1-5) as well, increasing the
difficulties involved in attempting to reconstruct the literary and ideological develop-
ment of both pre-Qumranic and post-Qumranic thought. One might for example ask what
was so unique about the Yahad that separated this commune from mainstream Judaism.
The supposition that Jubilees and 11Q Torah constituted two parts of a single Sefer Torah
delivered to Moses on Mount Sinai relating an eschatological covenant for the End of
Days may serve to explain certain enigmas which continue to plague Qumranic studies.

Jubilees' Prologue and Chapter 1

Many ancient writings remain obscure as to their nature and purpose because their
authors felt no need to state in explicit terms their primary intention. This problem does
not hold true for the Book of Jubilees since this work contains both a prologue and an
introductory chapter which clearly state the book's origin, themes, and purpose. Modern
scholarship, however, has either ignored chapter one of Jubilees (there remains no
detailed study), misinterpreted its contents (Charles), or dismissed much of its content as
secondary or tertiary expansion. When retroverted into a hypothetical Hebrew original,
the prologue begins: >eleh dibrey mahleqoth ha‘ittim hattorah weha- ‘eduth. . . . The last
two words are particularly puzzling: "the Law and the Testimony." The prologue draws
attention to a claim reiterated throughout the entire document that this Book of Jubilees
was given to Moses during his forty-day heavenly sojourn. No other known pseudepigraph
from either Jewish tradition or Qumran makes such a brazen claim. That is to say, until
now, for we find similar wording in 11Q Torah: hattorah hazz’oth (56:21, 59:10); ketorath
hammishpat hazzeh (29:4), lemishpat weletorah (57:13-14).

Further in the prologue we encounter the phrase "Throughout all the years of the
world." (lekhol sheney ha‘olam). Charles perceived some difficulty with this phrase since
the extant Book of Jubilees does not fulfill the promise of its prologue. Its narrative
breaks off at the time of the exodus, whereas "all the years of the world" implies the
composition of an eschatological work as well. In view of this contradiction Charles
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thought that the intention of the author was to write a history which would culminate
with the establishment of the messianic kingdom. In other words, according tc Charles
(citing 1:26), Jubilees was only a portion of the work originally planned. If, however, one
assumes that 11Q Torah is the missing latter portion of an originally unified work, then
the author's promise in the prologue and in vv. 4, 26 of chapter 1 would have been ful-
filied.

Jub 1:4: wayehi mosheh behar ’arb‘aim yom we’arb‘aim layelah wayorehu 2adonai
>et dibrey mahleqoth ha‘ittim hattorah weha‘eduth >asher hayu we’asher yihyu.

"Moses was on the mountain forty days and forty nights, and the Lord taught him the
Words on the division of the epochs of the Law and the Testimony, what was and what
will be." This repeats what was stated in the prologue, adding that Moses received the
"earlier and later . . . law and testimony" during his 40-day stay upon Sinai. Charles'
commentary in citing b. Megillah 19b (God taught Moses the minutiae of the law) makes
the Jubilean author a Pharisee, a believer in the Oral Torah. According to our proposi-
tion, however, "the earlier" law refers to the Book of Jubilees, since it informs Moses of
what happened in the past; and "the later" refers to 11Q Torah. Or it is possible that l:4
invidiously compares the traditional Pentateuch with its eschatological counterpart. The
former relates only the law of the past; the latter expounds the real meaning of Genesis
as well as what shall be the law at the end of time.

Jub 1:5-26

No exegete has yet to give a satisfactory explanation of 1:5-26. If, however, these
verses are viewed as explanatory of Jub l:4 (which mentions the revelation of an escha-
tological Torah consisting of Jubilees-11Q.Torah) the text becomes intelligible: The
following outline may prove helpful:

1:5-18 God's first discourse: 5-14 Israel's backsliding; 15-18 eschato-
logical redemption

1:19-21 Moses' plea on behalf of historical Israel

1:22-26 God's second discourse:
1:22-25 . - reiterates Israel's sinfulness and eventual redemption
1:26 God promises his eternal Presence with Israel

The history of Israel is depicted harshly in this passage. Such a total condemnation
has no parallel or source in Hebrew Scriptures, except for Deut 31:27-30. Our passage
makes Israel absolutely sinful from the day after receiving the Decalogue until the very
end of days. The tabernacle of the wilderness and the Solomonic sanctuary played inte-
gral parts in Israel's violation of the covenant. There was apparently no hope of
repentance from the time of the golden calf until the period of God's remorse in remem-
bering the covenant of the patriarchs at the very end of days; that is to say, in the days
of the author of Jubilees. This Jubilean diatribe would seem to be based upon Deut 31:26-
30, wherein it is stated that the era of condemnation had begun during Moses' lifetime
and would continue until the aharith hayyamim (v. 29).

God's discourse illumines and is in turn illumined by the proposition that Jubilees and
11Q Torah were the "Law and Testimony" which God entrusted to Moses during his stay
on Mount Sinai. Jub 1:5-14 implicitly replies to the question: Why after concluding with
the promised crossing of the Jordan in Jub 50:3-5 does its author immediately proceed to
describe the eschatological sanctuary in 11Q Torah (if indeed he does)? The answer is
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simple. The period from the death of Moses until God's recollection of scattered Israel
(Jub 1:15) was to be the era of sin, a memory to be obliterated from the annals. In other
words, our author refuses to recognize the historical recitals of the former Prophets as
legitimate records of Israel's response to God: it was vitiated by the total corruption of
the people.

It is no mere coincidence that the second half of the divine discourse which predicts
to Moses the eventual redemption of Israel at the end of time (Jub 1:15-18) echoes the
introductory lines of the Damascus Document (CD 1:1-10). Neither is it coincidental that
11Q Torah contains several of the clauses found in Jubilees 1:15-18: "and they will be My
people and I shall be theirs forever" (29:7); "and I shall dwell with them forever" (29:7-8);
nwhen I shall create My sanctuary to establish it for Myself" (29:9-10); "and I shall be
their God and they will be My people" (59:13).

Particularly significant is Jub 1:17-18, which is worth quoting in full: "I shall build
My sanctuary in their midst and I shall dwell with them, I shail be their God and they will
be My people in truth and righteousness. I shall not forsake them nor fail them, for Iam
the Lord, their God." In accord with our supposition, it makes sense to assume that the
sanctuary mentioned in 1:17-18 and elsewhere in the Book of Jubilees refers to the
sanctuary of 11Q Torah.

God's condemnation of historical Israel horrified Moses, and he was not mollified by
the promise of an eschatological redemption. Jub 1:19-22 presents the Lawgiver's plea.
Why wait until the end of time, Moses prays, why not create repentant hearts now, and
let the redemption begin sooner? God responds to this plea in a negative fashion. Verse
22 repeats almost verbatim the words of Moses in Deut 31:27: "For I know your rebel-
liousness and your stubborn stiffneckedness . . ."; note Jub 1:22, "And the Lord said to
Moses, 'I know their contrariness and their thoughts and their stiffneckedness; they will
not be obedient till they confess their sin and the sin of their fathers." In Jub 1:23, how-
ever, God quotes his own words of 11Q Torah 59:9-10: . . . >ahar yashuvu >elay bekol
lebabemah ubekol naphshemah . . . .

A close reading of the prologue and chapter | of Jubilees shows that the clauses
which refer to the eschatological aeon are equivalent or closely related to the phrases
which mention the building of the sanctuary and God's dwelling therein forever (1:17, 27-
29). It is therefore not wrong to say that the construction of the sanctuary in Jerusalem
is the main theme of the introductory chapter of Jubilees. In other words, according to
the prologue and chapter 1 of the Book of Jubilees, the recounting of the past in Jubilees
forms a prelude to the author's real intent; namely, to record the eschatolgoical age
when God would dwell in the sanctuary forever. The Book of Jubilees as a whole serves as
prologue to 11Q Torah.

One might argue that the sanctuary of Jubilees' introductory chapter does not neces-
sarily refer to that one which is prescribed in 11Q Torah. Dillmann and Charles inferred
that our author was referring (usually) to the sanctuary of the Second Temple. The close
correspondence between 1:17, 25-27 and 11Q Torah 29 and 59 in-addition to Deut 31:26-
30 renders it likely that the sanctuary described is identical to the one portrayed in
11Q Torah. Yadin's argument that the sanctuary of the "Temple Scroll" was to be an
ephemeral one that would be replaced by an eschatologica! sanctuary built by God him-
self is erroneous. It rests upon a misunderstanding of the ¢ad contained in 11Q Torah 29:9
which means not "until" but "when." In short, the prologue and first chapter of Jubilees
are an introduction to 11Q Torah.

The Sacrificial Rites in Jubilees

If our hypothesis is correct, the purpose of the Book of Jubilees was to establish a
proper understanding of the "historical" events related in Genesis. Such a correct appre-
ciation was not based only upon the aesthetic principles of embellishment or amplifica-
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tion, but required close attention to the events themselves, for they were often replete
with eschatological significance. A fresh reading of the Jubilean passages related to
sacrificial and festive offerings will show once again that Jubilees-11Q Torah may have
been intended as a single eschatological Sefer Torah.

Genesis 2:2-3 records that due to his resting on the seventh day, God blessed and
sanctified the sabbath. What do the words wayebarekh elohim ‘et . . . really mean? Jub
2:21-22 provides an answer: "And thus He created therein a sign in accordance with
which they should keep Sabbath with us on the seventh day, to eat and to drink, and to
bless Him who has created all things as He has blessed and sanctified unto Himself a
peculiar people above all peoples, and that they should keep Sabbath together with us.
And He caused His commands to ascend as a sweet savour acceptable before Him all the
days . . ." (Charles). That is to say, God blessed and sanctified the sabbath by introducing
the sacrificial rites. This may have served to explain why sacrifices were permitted on a
day otherwise set apart from other types of labor. The offerings serve to effect commu-
nion with God.

Jub 2:21-22 presents then, it seems, the respective roles of the sanctuary and its
rites. The sanctuary's architecture is important because God dwells therein; the sacrifi-
cial meat, cereal and drink offerings are even more significant because they symbolize
the celebratory eating and drinking together by God, the angels, and human beings. Thus
Jub 2:21-22 presents us with an insight into 11Q Torah's lengthy accounts of the minutiae
of the eschatological sanctuary and its cultus.

The Book of Jubilees goes to great lengths to demonstrate that the forefathers and
patriarchs from Adam to Levi were not deprived of sacrificial rites. These ancestral
altars and rituals serve as a kind of early model for the eschatological Temple. In the
Book of Genesis only chapter 15 (which contains an account of the Abrahamic covenant)
presents some insight into the nature of patriarchal sacrifice. By the time of the compo-
sition of Jubilees, however, Enoch had already assumed the role of a prototype of Elijah
and Noah that of mankind's eschatological savior.

Chapter 6 of Jubilees presents two themes, both of which are polemical. The second
theme (6:23-38) presents the Jubilean calendar, a subject that was clarified only with the
discovery of the Qumran archives. The first theme combines a number of sub-topics—
covenant at Mount Sinai, the prohibition of shedding blood, the disposal of blood, and
God's covenant with Noah not to bring the Flood again—which all feature the importance
of sacrifice. Jub 6:1-22 would seem central for the understanding of the Jubilean concept
of sacrifice, and it is equally crucial for the understanding of sacrifice in 11Q Torah.

Jub 6:1-10 relates that Noah made sacrifice immediately upon exiting from the ark
on the new moon of the third month. He first offered a hatt’ath (sin offering) which
consisted of a kid (sa‘ir) to atone (lekhapper) for the guilt of the world (v. 2a). Next he
brought an ox, a goat, a sheep, kids, salt, a turtledove and the young of a dove and made
an ‘olah (burnt offering), mingling an offering with oil (minhak) and sprinkling wine and
incense over the whole. If the purpose of the sin offering was to atone for the guilt of the
destroyed world, that of the burnt offering served to make a covenant with God. God
promised not to destroy the world again, and that he would renew the seasons and grant
man dominion over the animals of the world.

The acceptance of these offerings obligates Noah and his descendants to abstain
from the shedding or consumption of blood. The sprinkling of the victim's blood upon the
altar, therefore, is the only manipulation of blood that was acceptable to God; any other
use of blood is an abomination. Indeed, the spilling of blood as the author of the Enochian
Book of the Watchers tells us was responsible for the Flood and a repetition of such
lawless behavior invites similar retribution.

To underscore this point Jub 6:11 links this covenant with the covenant at Sinai. The
Israelites approached Mount Sinai in the third month after the exodus from Egypt. Noah
emerged from the ark on the first day of the third month and built the altar on that same
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day (Jub 6:1). The covenant at Sinai, also solemnized by a sacrifice, is thus connected
with the eternal covenant against the shedding of human blood and the eating of flesh
whose "life" remained therein (vv. 10-14). The Book of Jubilees presupposes and
11Q Torah alludes to Sinai, but nowhere save in this passage do these works explicate the
meaning of the Sinaitic covenant. The daily offering, i.e., the Tamid, serves as a
reminder against the consumption of blood (6:14). The sacrificial rites, according to Jub
6:15-16, serve as a sign that a destruction like that of the Flood would never occur again,
thus connecting the rainbow with the altar.

The correspondence between the Noachitic and Sinaitic covenants leads to the Jubi-
lean author's polemic against the Pharisees. Jub 6:17-22 introduces a discussion of the
calendrical fallacies of "mainstream" Judaism. The Festival of Weeks had been observed
in the heavenly realm since creation. Noah and the patriarchs (excepting the generations
between Noah and Abraham) celebrated its proper date, but "in thy [i.e. Moses'] days the
children of Israel forgot it until ye celebrated it anew on this mountain." (Jub 6:19).
These last words are apparently an indirect critique of Moses. Moses is faulted for not
clarifying sufficiently to Israel the proper date for the Festival of Shabuoth. This criti-
cism probably refers to the ambiguous phrasing of Lev. 23:15 (mimmohorath ha$$abbath)
(on the morrow of the sabbath) and the calendrical disputes that this terminology engen-
dered. In Jub 6:20-22, God commands Moses to instruct the people once again and to
correct the previous interpretation by specifying "one day" (= day one = Sunday?), or that
in other words, Shabuoth was to be celebrated on Sunday every year. These verses can
only refer to the 11Q Torah, wherein the Festival of First Fruits occupies more lines than
the remaining festivals put together. In fact, if Yadin is correct in his reconstruction,
part of the designation provided by Jub 6:21 "for it is the feast of weeks (Shabuoth) and
the feast of first-fruits (hag habikkurim)" is replicated in 11Q Torah 19:9: [hag shalvu‘oth
hu’> wehag bikkurim lezikkaron le‘ola[m]. Verse 22 "for I have written in the book of the
first law, in that which I have written for thee" must refer to the Pentateuchal passage
already cited, and thus implies that Jubilees-11Q Torah constituted a second Torah. In
brief, Jub 6:1-22, like the prologue and first chapter of Jubilees, presupposes that the
Book of Jubilees served as an introduction to the eschatological Torah. Furthermore, the
following polemical verses 23-38 which present the solar year of 364 days are thus inti-
mately linked to the Noachitic and the Sinaitic covenants, establishing their centrality
for sectarian doctrine.

The Jubilean writer next introduces a second Noachic sacrifice into the account of
the cultivation of Noah's vineyard. Gen 9:20 reports no dates for the time of the planting
and the ingathering of the wine, but this omission is supplied by the Aramaic fragments
of the Genesis Apocryphon. Jub 7:1-6 expands this story further by presenting a linkage
between the New Year's festival and a festival of new wine. Noah gathered the grapes
during the seventh month of the fourth year after having planted them, but preserved the
wine until the new moon of the first month of the fifth year. We are informed that on
this date Noah celebrated the festival "with joy" (v. 3), and that he prepared an elaborate
burnt offering plus a goat-kid for a sin offering. The Mosaic books mention no such
festival day for new wine, but such a holiday is intricately described in 11Q Torah 19:11-
21:10. The Jubilean author stresses that Noah prepared the sin offering prior to sacrific-
ing the burnt offering. This is an enlightening comment. Both 11Q Torah and Nu 28-29
insist upon the offering of a goat-kid as a hatt’ath. Our author apparently reasoned that
the atonement symbolized by the sin offering must precede the covenantal confirmation
represented by the burnt offering. In contrast to Nu 28-29, wherein the sin offering,
unlike the burnt offering, contained no cereal, oil, wine, or spice complements, Jub 7:4-5
stresses that both sacrifices alike receive the identical minhah. The point that the sin
offering receives the same accompanying minhah as the burnt offering is not an inciden-
tal remark for it is repeated in other Jubilean sacrificial enumerations. 11Q Torah is the
only other source that constantly reiterates the same point. Both Jubilees and 11Q Torah
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thus implicitly critique the Pentateuchal ordinances relating to the sacrificial calendar.
These two books seem to have been composed in such a way as to be mutually enlighten-
ing.

In the testament of Noah as recorded in Jub 7:20-39, Noah reviews his life, admon-
ishing his children not to repeat the deeds of the Watchers and their progeny who had
brought about the destruction of the earth. By and large these lines transform into moral
teachings the events and regulations recorded in preceding chapters, giving special
emphasis to the prohibitions against the shedding and consumption of blood. The writer
also found space here to present additional details regarding the C‘orlah, or the status of
the produce of fruit-bearing trees during their first five years. Although connected with
the ambiguous words of Lev 19:23-24, Jub 7:35-37 seem to link up particularly well with
11Q Torah. In recounting its importance, the author mentions the first-fruits of both the
wine and oil, a theme which assumes signal importance in 11Q Torah.

The preceding treatment of the Jubilean accounts of the sacrifices of Noah demon-
strates how these passages illumine and are in turn illumined by 11Q Torah. Significant
for our discussion is the discovery that these sacrificial passages were not mere inciden-
tal remarks about a subject that was dear to the author's heart. In fact, these scattered
allusions to sectarian Torah within a narrative context suggest a more systematic pur-
pose to the Book of Jubilees. The Book of Jubilees, it may be said with only minor hesita-
tion, is a carefully planned, step-by-step treatise that foreshadows the major themes of
11Q Torah. These themes include the erection of an eschatological sanctuary, detailed
accounts of the minutiae related to the altar and its offerings, priestly perquisites,
tithings, and the rules of purity and sanctification. The author of Jubilees furthermore
uses his amplification of Genesis to present rationalizations for the festive calendar,
especially those features of the calendar that clash or diverge with the pattern of
observance current in his time. For example, the Day of Atonement originated from the
sexual aberrations of the fallen angels and the mourning exhibited by Jacob for the
supposedly dead Joseph (Jub 5:17-18; 34:18-19). The festival for the new moon of the
first month had begun as a thanksgiving offering for the new wine from Noah's vineyard.
The celebration of the Feast of Weeks went back to Noah's covenant on Mount Lubar and
to the Mosaic covenant of Mount Sinai. Abraham initiated the Feast of Tabernacles, a
festival of joy celebrating the sanctification of Israel and its priestly officers. There are
special attestations for feasts of first fruits, new wine, and new oil, and a possible allu-
sion to a festival of wood for the altar, events which receive unparalleled attention in
11Q Torah. Perhaps the entire Book of Jubilees may be read as a rationalization for the
existence of 11Q Torah.

This discussion by no means exhausts the correlative features of the two works. I
should mention however one additional point; namely, the use of heptadal congruence in
both the Book of Jubilees and in 11Q Torah. Septimal numerology is fundamental to
virtually the whole of biblical tradition. But nowhere, save in the Aramaic New Jerusa-
lem, is heptadal congruence as prominent as it is in these two writings. This applies in
the Book of Jubilees not only to temporal reckonings, but to such matters as the listing
of the number of sacrificial victims and even to the number of books that Jacob
reportedly handed over to his son Levi. In 11Q Torah, the spatial dimensions of the escha-
tological sanctuary rest upon the principle of septimal congruence. Taken together,
Jubilees and 11Q Torah create a symmetry between time and space.

Are Jub 46-50 and 11Q Torah a Contiguous Text?

The prologue and chapter 1 of Jubilees make sense as demonstrated above if these
introductory sections had been intended to introduce 11Q Torah in addition to the Book
of Jubilees. The question arises then as to how the ending of the Book of Jubilees relates
to the beginning of 11Q Torah. I propose therefore to analyze the concluding chapters of
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Jubilees in order to determine whether they shed light on the initial section of
11Q Torah.

The author of Jubilees begins his narration of the Exodus story in chapter 46. An
analysis of the structure and content of the final five chapters of Jubilees reveals a key
stylistic departure from the preceding narrative. Normally whenever special emphasis is
intended the narrative is composed in the third person. Yet beginning in Jub 46:10, the
narrator consistently utilizes the first person, addressing Moses directly. This mode of
discourse continues both in the historical and the legal passages to the very end of Jubi-
lees. This change of perspective cannot be explained solely by Moses' personal involve-
ment in the recounted episodes. What explains this change of person?

The paraphrase of Exod 1-11 concluded in Jub 46-48 introduces another significant
literary feature by assigning a prominent role to the machinations of the evil "prince
Mastema." This figure does appear earlier in Jubilees in connection with the Noah and
the Abraham stories, but he assumes a more active role in the Exodus narrative. He is
the demonic figure who waylays Moses at the inn in an attempt to save Egypt from God's
judgement and vengeance. He assists the Egyptian magicians in their confrontation with
Moses, paradoxically executes the will of God by carrying out the tenth plague, and seeks
to prevent the mighty act of God at the Yam Suph.

A third departure from earlier practice is the author's truncation or even omission of
important narrative events, as for example the lack of any reference to the event of the
burning bush. The author of Jubilees never missed an opportunity to record or even
enlarge upon similar incidents encountered in the Book of Genesis.

A legal section begins with Jub 49:7: "And remember thou (Moses) this day all the
days of thy life. . . ." Here the narrative begins to acquire a polemical cast. God warns
Moses against altering the day or the month of Passover (7c-8), which is apparently a
depreciation of the intercalation in the Judean calendar by which the montn of Adar was
inserted. Jub 49:14 repeats this admonition against the lunisolar calendar.

In fact, if I am not mistaken, it may be argued that the beginning of the legal section
at 49:7 marks the proper beginning of 11Q Torah, since the preceding lines are concerned
with historical recital, but verse 7 begins torah for the future. This recounting of the
paschal ordinances serves to bridge the Book of Jubilees with the Torah for the End of
Days. Jub 49:16 introduces prescriptions for the eschatological sanctuary: "And they shall
not eat it (paschal lamb) outside the sanctuary of the Lord, but before the sanctuary of
the Lord. . . ." The section Jub 49:16-21 provides the first direct reference to the sanc-
tuary whose dimensions are given in 11Q Torah Columns 3 and following.

Between the passage which deals with the celebration of Passover in the eschatologi-
cal sanctuary and the concluding pericope of Sabbath laws (50:6-13) occurs an interesting
interlude that bridges these two subjects (49:22-50:5). In a detailed commentary on this
passage that is to appear in a forthcoming volume of HUCA I argue that in these lines
the Jubilean author revealed the chronomessianic date of the eschaton. If my interpreta-
tion is correct, the Jubilean datum of 2410 + 40 years for a total of 2450 years from
creation until the first entry into Canaan was to be paralleled by an equivalent aeon of
2410 + 40 years from the tainted conquest of Joshua until the second entry into the land
at the end of time.

The rules of the Sabbath provided by Jub 50:6-13 are inserted to replace similar
ordinances of Exod 16:23ff. and 20:8-11 as is alluded to in 50:1 and 6. One must note that
Jub 49:23-50:13 presents seven heptads, the most important of which is the Sabbath,
since it is the numerical key to creation as well as to the eschatological aeon. The pres-
ent conclusion of Jubilees with the laws for the Sabbath (50:6-13) makes little sense for a
work so tightly organized. The author might better have concluded with Jub 50:5, which
caps the revelation of the eschaton. As it is, this work seems to stop in mid-sentence.
The supposition, however, that Jubilees and 11Q Torah originated as a single work
resolves the enigma of the conclusion of the Book of Jubilees. The work did not end at
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50:13, and its truncation resulted possibly from the enormous size of the entire scroll.
The present division is scribal, not actual.

The scroll of 11Q Torah published by Yadin unfortunately does not contain the begin-
ning of the composition. It might be hoped that the initial lines of the work will be
recovered among the fragmentary remains of the still unpublished Qumranic archives.
Meanwhile we have no recourse but to speculate how the Book of Jubilees and 11Q Torah
were literarily connected, if indeed they were.

A primary problem with the beginning of 11Q Torah is archaeological. Yadin could
not decide whether what he eventually labelled as column 2 was not in fact column 1.
Until this problem is resolved it is impossible to estimate how much indeed has perished
from the text. Yadin estimated that not more than one column was lost.

How do columns 2-3 of 11Q Torah relate (if they do) to Jub 49-507 As we have seen
Jub 49:1-6 recounts how the Israelites celebrated Passover in Egypt; 4#9:7-21 lists the
ordinances for Passover to be observed in the tabernacle and sanctuary of the Lord; and
49:22-50:5 provides an eschatological interlude which is capped by a recitation of Sab-
bath laws, among which is contained the observation that the Sabbath sacrificial offer-
ings do not fall under the prohibited activities. Labor on the sabbath other than what is
associated with the sanctuary is punishable by death. There follows an extensive lacuna.

Column 2 of 11Q Torah, as reconstructed and translated by Yadin, reads as follows:
"[ for it is a terrible thing that I] will do [with you ]. [Behold, I will drive out before
you] the A[morites, the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Girgashitels, the Pe[rizzites, the
Hivites, and the Jebusites. Take] heed to yourself, lest you make a cove[nant with the
inhabitants of the land whither you] 80, lest they become a sn[are in the midst of you.]
You shall tear down their [alta]rs, [and break their] pillars, [and] cut down their [Asherim,
and burn] the graven images of [their] go[ds with fire.] You shall [n]ot covet silver and
gold, le[st you be ensnared by it; for it is an abomination to me.] You shall [not] take of
it, and you shall not brilng an abominable thing into your house and become] accursed like
it; you shall utterly dete[st and abhor it; for] it is an accursed thing. And you shall wor-
ship no [other] gold, for the Lord , whose name is Jealous], is a jealous God. Take heed,
lest you make [a covenant with the inhabitants of the land, and when they play the har-
lot] after [their golds [and] sacrifice to [their gods and invite you, you eat of their sacri-
fices, and] you t[ake of their daughters for your sons, and your daughters play the harlot
after] their [gods] and malke your sons play the harlot after]. . .". Exod 34:10-16 is the
Biblical passage that records the renewal of the covenant with Israel and a condemnation
of idolatry. The context of the passage as it appears in 11Q Torah links this covenant
with the anticipated entry into Canaan. The thrust of this text is its prohibition against
following the way of life attributed to the Canaanite peoples by advocating measures
which our author adds from Deut 7:5, 25.

To better understand the meaning of column 2, one must consult Jub 1:5-14 where in
a long discourse God condemns Israel's future (in fact past) abandonment of His covenant.
After this uncompromising denunciation of Israel, God promises to make a new covenant
with Israel in a renewed Zion and to erect a new sanctuary (1:15-18, 23-29). Column 2 of
11Q Torah hearkens back to this introduction: Israel shall not at the End of Days repeat
the backsliding behavior of the earlier aeon. The covenant begins: [hinneh anokhi koreth
berith]. .. Exod 34:10 [11Q Torah 2:1].

Following the eschatological covenant, 11Q Torah 3:3-4 resumes the main theme: . . .
mikko]l *oyebeykhah missi[hon melekh ha’emori ume‘og melekh habashan . . . weasitah liy
bayyilth lesum shemi ‘alaw k[. Line 4 reiterates wording familiar from both Jubilees and
11Q Torah: God promises to dwell in the newly erected sanctuary klol hayamim], where-
upon the ordinances regarding the construction of the eschatological sanctuary follow.

The question remains the same whether one supposes that 11Q Torah originated as an
independent work or that it formed a continuum with the Book of Jubilees: What pre-
ceded line 1 of column 2 of 11Q Torah? Yadin's conjecture that there existed a column
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before column 2 is probably erroneous. By Yadin's own testimony no other sheet con-
tained as many as five columns: seven had three, and ten had four columns. If there
existed an actual column 1, it must have been either a very small sheet, or what is more
likely, itself made up of 3 to 4 columns. It must therefore be supposed that there is no
archaeological evidence for the existence of column 1. What Yadin labeled as column 2
ought to have been numbered as the first one of the scroll.

Nevertheless, it must be assumed that several lines (a maximum of about six or
seven) are missing from the top of what Yadin numbered column 2. What was the content
of these lines?

In The Dawn of Qumran it was conjectured that the perished column 1 plus the top of
column 2 consisted of a recitation similar to that found in Jub 1 where God denies Moses'
attempt to plead on behalf of the historical Israel. Jub 1:1 begins with God's command to
Moses to ascend Mount Sinai, a line based upon Exod 34:2. It was assumed, therefore,
that the missing portion of the beginning of 11Q Torah contained a paraphrase of Exod
34:2-10. This view no longer seems plausible. The archaeological evidence runs counter to
the conjecture of a missing column at the beginning of the 11Q Torah. Two possible
solutions exist as to the content of the top of column 2. Either the missing lines recount
something about the covenant discussed in lines 1-15, or in fact, little or nothing is
missing. If we assume the latter case, 11Q Torah actually started with the covenant
recorded in Exod 34:10ff. Such a beginning fits well with the supposition of a literary
continuum from the entry into Canaan promised in Jub 49:22-50:5. Jub 49:18-19 make it
clear that upon Israel's entrance into the land the new sanctuary would be established,
and 50:5 describes this event in metaphorical eschatological language. Column 3:3ff of
11Q Torah harmonizes with this agenda by beginning an account of this eschatological
temple.

The supposition that Jubilees-11Q Torah constitute a single work also suggests a
plausible reconstruction of 11Q Torah's conclusion. As it stands, 11Q Torah ends with a
paraphrase of the incestual rules found in Deut 23. The last provision in 66:14-15 makes
the marriage of one's niece an abomination. Column 66 ends in the middle of another
prohibition and the same subject matter must have continued onto column 67. The scribe
had ruled this column for transcription but left it blank. Yadin therefore supposes that
column 67 was the final column of the work, and conjectured that approximately eight
lines were missing from its top margin. In these lines the author would have continued
the injunctions of the preceding section, and probably concluded with a peroration.

I am somewhat sceptical of Yadin's presumption that the ruled column 67 was the
last of the manuscript. Since column 67 is part of a new sheet, it remains possible that
11Q Torah continued through this entire sheet, but that the scribe had ruled only the first
column before he could complete his work.

The lost ending of 11Q Torah deprives us of the sectarian interpretation of important
segments of Deuteronomic law. Following the prohibited marriages which form the last
subject of column 66, there could have occurred other regulations stemming from Deut
23-26, such as the laws concerning nocturnal emission, the purity of the camp, prohibi-
tions against usury, and agricultural considerations. One might also expect to find discus-
sions of the rules for marriage and divorce and the levirate institution. It may be that
some of these regulations had already been treated in this work among the relevant rules
of purity. Other cases such as divorce and perhaps the levirate run contrary to the
writer's ideology. Even if it be presumed that 11Q Torah treated only some of these
subjects in column 67, it supports the contention that additional columns were required
to present even some of the material in the same style exhibited by this work.

CD 5:1-5 seems to provide a clue as to how the sectarian Torah may have ended.
"But David had not read in the book of the Torah that had been sealed, since it had not
been unsealed since the days of Eleazer, Joshua, and the elders who had worshiped the
idols. And he (Eleazer) hid the revealed ('niglah, i.e. galuy; cf. hehathum, galuy in Jer
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32:11, 14) until the rise of Zakok." As I have shown elsewhere, this enigmatic passage is a
periphrastic summary of Deut 31:26-30 wherein it is reported that Moses had placed a
newly inscribed Torah on the side of the ark. According to CD 5:1-5, Moses sealed the
Second Torah destined for the end of days into the ark so that it would remain there for
"many days" (yamim rabbim, Jer 32:14). It seems unthinkable that the author of the
Damascus Document would have invented such a tale of Moses hiding the Second Torah
within the ark as a witness for the eschaton without having some support from 11Q Torah
itself. If the author of 11Q Torah indeed did put forward such a claim, it seems possible,
if not likely, that he did so at the very end of the work. In other words 11Q Torah, per-
haps borrowing some of Jeremiah's terminology, concluded with God commanding Moses
to transcribe a copy of this eschatological text embracing both the Book of Jubilees and
11Q Torah, and to place it into storage for the end of time.

I began this paper with two propositions: (1) 11Q Torah and Jubilees are similar but
independent works; and (2) the two constitute a single composition of the sectarian Sefer
Torah given to Moses for the end of days. Most of the paper deals with arguments in
favor of the second proposition since the burden of proof rests with those who would
argue that the Book of Jubilees, a paraphrase and amplification of the Book of Genesis,
was in fact the first part of an eschatological Torah embracing the entire Pentateuch. I
believe that a partial presentation of the evidence for this, also independently noted by
Morton Smith, is probably valid. It would be difficult to deny that Jubilees and 11Q Torah
resemble each other more closely than they resemble other known works, with the excep-
tion of the Mosaic Pentateuch. If further studies uphold the hypothesis for a single sec-
tarian Torah stretching from Creation to the ending of Deuteronomy, the customary
tendency to separate pseudepigraphical texts from the works found in the wilderness of
Judaea is absolutely unsupportable.




The Sacrificial System of
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the Book of Jubilees

Lawrence H. Schiffman
New York University

The Jewish legal materials in the Book of Jubilees, usually anachronistically termed
halakhah for want of a better sobriquet, have long been the subject of scientific study.
Attention was drawn to the problems raised by this material for the study of the history
of Jewish law already in the early days of the Wissenschaft des Judentums. Studies by
such leading scholars as Z. Frankel,~ A. Buechler,” Ch. Albeck” and L. Finkelstein™ were
devoted to this issue. With the discovery and publication of the Zadokite Fragments by S.
Schechter? and their detailed analysis by L. Ginzberg,6 even greater importance was
accrued to the Book of Jubilees since it was explicitly mentioned in the new manuscript
(CDC 16:3-4). The discovery of the Qumran scrolls, among them numerous fragments of
Jubilees,’ further heightened the need to place this pseudepigraphal text within the
matrix of the sectarian trends of Second Commonwealth Judaism.

The recent publication of the Temple Scroll® has again raised significant questions
regarding the place of the Book of Jubilees in the history of Jewish law. The provenance
of this new scroll itself is a matter of debate, centering around the question of whether
it is actually to be considered a part of the corpus of compositions of the sectarians of
Qumran, identified by most scholars as the Essenes, or not.” If not, it is certainly to be
seen as a text stemming from a group which the Qumran sect saw as related to itself in
some way and perhaps as their spiritual ancestors. At any rate, the new scroll has in
many places been found by its editor, the late Professor Yigael Yadin, to parallel the
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tumes Hellenistiques," REJ 89 (1930) 321-48.
Das Buch der Jubilden und die Halacha (1930).
%1The Book of Jubilees and the Rabbinic Halaka," HTR 16 (1923) 39-61.

Documents of Jewish Sectaries, Vol. I, Fragments of a Zadokite Work (Cambridge:

University Press, 1910).
6Eine unbekannte jiidische Sekte (New York, 1922); English translation, An Unknown
Jewish Sect (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1976).

See J. C. VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees
(Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979), 18-101 for a detailed discussion of the published
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gMegillut Ha-Miqdash, 3 vols. (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1977); The
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Book of Jubilees.10 B. Z. Wacholder has gone so far as to suggest that the Temple Scroll
was actually one of the sources which the author of Jubilees used as a "pillar" of his
work. In order to support this claim, Wacholder surveys various Farallels between the
texts, some of which are in the realm of the Jewish legal tradition. 1

Comparisons between the Temple Scroll and the book of Jubilees have thus far
tended to episodic, with scholars noting some similarities here or there, but without a
complete study of one topic as presented in both documents. Such a study, to be under-
taken here for the festival sacrificial law of the two documents, would allow us to note
not only places of agreement, but also those of disagreement. It must be stressed that
the method of legal derivation is as important as the result. We shall have to look at how
each document interpreted Scripture. We will want to know if a common exegetical
tradition or method can be found in these works. Otherwise, we cannot be certain of
their relationship. Our study will proceed in the order of the sacrificial calendar as
outlined in the Temple Scroll. Finally, we shall attempt to reach general conclusions as
to the relationship of the two texts at least as regards this one aspect of their legal
material.

The festival sacrificial calendar of the Temple Scroll constitutes a distinct literary
unit. TS 13:9 begins the section with the discussion of the daily sacrifice and it concludes
with TS 29:2-10. The unitary structure of this sacrificial festival code has led A. Wilson
and L. Wills to propose that this calendar existed even before the composition of the
Temple Scroll and that it, like the collection of purity laws (TS 48:1-51:10) and the Torah
of the king (TS 57-59) served as sources for the author of the Temple Scroll.

To clarify matters, a table follows in which the widely scattered material in the
Book of Jubilees!? is correlated with the relevant passages from the Temple Scroll:

Daily Offering TS 13:10-16 Jub 6:14
Sabbath Sacrifices TS 13:17-14:02 Jub 50:10-11
New Month Sacrifice TS 14:2-8 Jub 31:1-3
First Day of First Month TS 14:9-15:2 Jub 6:23-29
Jub 7:2-5
Jub 13:8-9
Days of Ordination TS 15:3-17:4 Jub 30:18
Jub 31:13-15
Jub 32:1-9
Passover Sacrifices TS 17:6-16 Jub 49:1-23

Sacrifices on Bringing
Omer TS 18:1-10

10¢+. the index of citations in Temple Scroll 11, 478.
The Dawn of Qumran: The Sectarian Torah and the Teacher of Righteousness (Cin-
cinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1983), 41-62.
127, Wilson, L. Wills, "Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll, HTR 75 (1982) 275-88.
13Numeration and translation are according to R. H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees
(London: Adam and Charles Black, 1902), which is based on his edition, The Ethiopic Ver-
sion of the Book of Jubilees (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1895).
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First Fruits of Wheat TS 18:10-19:9 Jub 6:17-22
Jub 15:1-2
Jub 16:13
Jub 14:19-20
Jub 22:1-6
Jub 32:12-14
Jub 44:4

New Wine TS 19:11-21:10 Jub 7:36
Jub 32:12-14

New Oil TS 21:12-23:2 Jub 7:36
Jub 32:12-14

Wood Offering TS 23:1-25:1 Jub 21:12-14

Day of Remembrance TS 25:2-10 Jub 6:23-29
Jub 12:16
Jub 31:3

Day of Atonement TS 27:10-29:1 Jub 16:19-31
Jub 18:18
Sukkot and Shemini Atzeret Jub 32:27-29

I. The Daily Offering

Jub 6:14 refers to the daily sacrifice, morning and evening, in connection with the
covenant God made with Noah after the flood. The text is not explicit as to whether the
offering is to be provided by the priests or paid for out of public funds, a matter of great
controversy in Rabbinic accounts of the Boethusians (or Sadducees in some texts).
Nonetheless, verse 13 indicates that the commandment of daily sacrifice has been given
to the Children of Israel. According to verse 14, "They shall observe it . . . that they may
continue supplicating . . . that they may keep it." This emphasis on the collective obliga-
tion of Israel can only indicate that the author of Jubilees, like the Pharisees, required
that the daily offerings be a communally discharged obligation provided by the people as
a whole. No details of the sacrifice are given. Jubilees indicates that the sacrifices serve
to "seek forgiveness on your (Noah's) behalf perpetually before the Lord," an idea for
which no parallel can be found in the Bible.

TS 13:10-16 presents the laws of the daily sacrifice, based on Exod 29:38-42 and Num
28:3-8. It is impossible to tell because of a break in the text whether the author used the
plural formulation of Numbers or the singular of Exodus. Some support for the notion
that the author was of the opinion that the offerings could be contributed from private

1[‘B. Menahot 65a, Megillat Ta‘nit l:1 (ed. H. Lichtenstein, "Die Fastenrolle,"
HUCA 8-9 [1931-32], 323). Cf. L. Finkelstein, The Pharisees (Philadelphia: Jewish Publi-
cation Society, 1966), I, 282-3; II, 710-16. The phrase "on your behalf" which appears
twice in Jub 6:14 is a reflex of ‘al nafshotekhem in Lev 17:11, as noticed by Charles. In
this case, it refers to Noah whose transgression (which takes place in Jub 7:6-9) is to be
expiated eternally by Israel's daily sacrifice.
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funds comes from the provision that the hide of the burnt offering may be kept by the
priest who offers it. This prescription is based on Lev 7:8 which refers to a private burnt
offering (‘olat *ish). If the priest is to keep the hide, then the animal must have been his
personal contribution. If so, the author of the Temple Scroll agreed with the Boethusians
(or Sadducees) on this question.”~ Jubilees, as was shown above, took the opposite posi-
tion, that of the Pharisees, requiring that the offering come from public funds. Our two

sources, then, are in fundamental disagreement regarding the nature of the daily sacri-
fice.

II. Sabbath Sacrifices

Jub 50:10-11, part of a passage dealing extensively with the laws of Sabbath observ-
ance, indicates that the only labor permitted on the Sabbath is the burning of frank-
incense, bringing oblations and sacrifices "for days and for Sabbaths."*® Only this work,
says the author, may be done in the sanctuary on the Sabbath, "that they may atone for
Israel with sacrifice continually from day to day. . .." Here again he emphasizes that the
daily offering is for atonement and that it must be offered each and every day, including
on the Sabbath. His repetitive tone seems to argue for a polemic with some other view to
the effect that the daily offering was to be set aside in favor of the Sabbath sacrifice.
Indeed, we_have shown that such may be the view of the Zadokite Fragments (CDC
11:17-18).17 No specifics regarding the offerings are mentioned. It can be assumed that
the details of the offering are those of Num 28:9-10, the only prescription regarding the
Sabbath offerings found in Scripture.

TS 13:17-14:02 is a paraphrase of Num 28:9-10. It seems to offer no clue as to the
author's views on the problem of Sabbath sacrifices. Nevertheless, Yadin has suggested
that the Temple Scroll assumes that no sacrifices other than those designated for the
Sabbath may be offered on Saturday. For this reason, he concludes that the scroll does
not count the Sabbath as part of the festival days. This principle is embodied as well in
his reconstruction of the calendar of the scroll. He suggests that CDC 11:17-18 should be
explained accordingly.*® In his view, both daily sacrifices and the additional Sabbath
offering would be permitted by both the Zadokite Fragments and by the Temple Scroll.
Wacholder has suggested that the author of the Temple Scroll would have allowed festi-
val offerings on the Sabbath and disputes Yadin's reconstruction of the calendar. In
Wacholder's opinion, the Temple Scroll would have prohibited only the voluntary festival
offerings of the type called by the tannaim hagigah and shelamim. Other festival offer-
ings would have been permitted. Wacholder therefore concludes that all three texts,
Jubilees, the Zadokite Fragments and the Temple Scroll are in complete agreement.

There can be no question that Jubilees permitted only tamid and Sabbath sacrifices.
It seems that Yadin is correct in suggesting that the offering of the Sabbath was to be
brought in addition to the daily sacrifices according to the Temple Scroll. On the other
hand, Yadin and Wacholder have both harmonized the views of the Zadokite Fragments

15Note, however, the use of the plural taqrivuin TS 13:17 which, as noted by Yadin,
TemFle Seroll 1l, ad loc., is the reading of the LXX.

6Referring to the daily tamidsacrifice and the Sabbath offering.

7L, H. Schitfman, The Halakhah at Qumran (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 128-31. Matt
12:5 says that it is in the Law that the Sabbath may be profaned by the priests in the
Temple.

8 Temple Scroll 1, 130-1.

1 Dawn, 49f. Wacholder has completely misconstrued the view of Yadin who never
maintained that the author of the Temple Scroll prohibited the tamid sacrifice on the
Sabbath.
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and the Temple Scroll where there is no evidence to require it. In fact, the Temple Scroll
provides no information on the disposition of offerings other than to repeat the biblical
material which itself gave rise to the problem in the first place. The most that can be
said on this issue is that the Temple Scroll seems to agree here with the view of Jubilees,
although definitive evidence is lacking.

III. The New Month Sacrifice

Jub 31:1, 3 mentions the new moon in the context of Jacob's sacrifice at Beth El on
the new moon of the seventh month. Here, Jacob is depicted telling the members of his
household to purify themselves and get ready to travel to Bethel where he will repay his
debt to God (cf. Gen 35:2-4). This occurs on the new moon of the seventh month which is
one of the four "new years" enumerated by the author of Jubilees. It is therefore impos-
sible to know if the purification ritual described in verse 1 is intended for the new moons
or if it is connected with the New Year festival of the seventh month.

For Jubilees, with its calendar of solar months, it is clear that the phrase "new
moon" must be understood as the start of the new month. For those who accept Yadin's
view that the Temple Scroll follows the same calendar,”- a similar interpretation is
necessary there as well.

TS 14:2-8 details the offerings for the new moon. Here the author has altered the
language of the Pentateuch, rephrasing extensively the commands of Num 28:11-15 and
Num 15:1-13. Yadin?! explains that the author used Num 15 to allow him to enumerate
the cereal and drink offering for each animal in turn, as opposed to mentioning all the
cereal offerings first and then all the drink offerings, as is done in Num 28.

Actually, the author was attracted to Num 15 for much more important reasons. The
amount of oil for the offerings is nowhere specified in Num 28, only that for the libation
of wine. The author used Num 15 in which the very same animals appear with the same
allocations of flour and wine to determine the amounts of oil since these are explicitly
stated there. It was not the desire to reorder the material that directed the author of the
Temple Scroll to this passage but rather the specification of the exact recipe for the oil
of the cereal offering. When he shifted to this passage, the author ended up with its
formulation and organization as well.

In any case, there is insufficient evidence on which to base any comparison of the
texts. Jubilees may refer to purification for the new moon and the offering of sacrifices.
The Temple Scroll presents a completely worked out ritual based on Pentateuchal
sources.

IV. First Day of the First Month

As part of God's covenant with Noah, Noah is commanded in Jub 6:23-24 to observe
days of remembrance on the new moons of the first, fourth, seventh and tenth months.
These days are the equinoxes and solstices on which the four quarters of the year begin,
and, for the author of Jubilees, they memorialize important biblical events. The first of
the first month is the day on which Noah was told to make the ark, and on which the
earth became dry (verse 25). Jub 13:8-9 tells us that on this day Abraham built an altar
and sacrificed a burnt offering.

Yadin has noted that according to Jub 7:2-3 Noah celebrated this day with joy,

20 Temple Scroll 1, 116-119.

21y, g9. Yadin observes that the Temple Scroll took Num 28:11-15 as specifying the
sacrifices for all new moons, not only for that of the first of Nisan (cf. Moses Gikatilla
[l1th century], quoted by Ibn Ezra to Num 28:11 and Exod 12:2).
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making a burnt offering of a young ox and a ram, seven sheep, each a year old, and a kid
to make atonement for himself and his sons. The kid was to be prepared first. 2 This, as
shown by Yadin, conforms to the view held by both Jubilees and the Temple Scroll that
the sin offering must be offered and its blood sprinkled before the burnt offering takes
place. Indeed, the Temple Scroll requires this order consistently in its sacrificial code.
Yadin suggests that the author of the scroll learned from Lev 14-18 that all rites associ-
ated with the sin offering of the male goat must be completed before the rites of the
burnt offering.23 The number of animals to be sacrificed is the same as that listed in
Num 29:1-7 for the first of the seventh month, known from later sources as Rosh Ha-
Shanah. Jubilees assumed that the same offering would apply on the first of the first
month as applied on the first of the seventh month, an analogy also made by the Temple
Scroll, as we shall see below. It cannot be argued that this is a new moon offering, as
Noah offers only one ox, and two are required in Num 28:11 for new moons. Basing him-
self on Numbers, the author of Jubilees lists the male goat for a sin offering last, but
nevertheless, like our author, he specifies that Noah offered this animal first. From the
description, it seems that he slaughtered it first, but then slaughtered and offered the
other offerings on the altar before this one. The text states that he put some of the blood
of this male goat on the flesh (of the other offerings?) which he had put upon the altar.24
The fat of this sin offering he laid on the altar where he had already made the burnt
offering. Oil was mingled with all the offerings and wine was poured out over the fire.
Then incense was offered.

We cannot determine if Jubilees intended the same sacrifices to be made on the first
of the fourth and tenth months as well. The sacrificial calendar of the Temple Scroll did
not expect such sacrifices. Jub 27:19 relates that Jacob arrived at Bethel on this day, and
Jub 28:14 identifies it as the birthday of Levi. According to an excerpt from the Testa-
ment of Levi, Kohath was also born on this day. Most importantly, as Yadin notes, this
was the day on which the Tabernacle was to be erected (Exod 40:2, cf. Ezek 45:18, Ezra
7:9, 10:17, B. Shabbat 87b).2”

TS 14:9-15:2 contains prescriptions regarding a sacrifice for the first day of the first
month on which work is prohibited. The prohibition of labor is derived by analogy from
Num 29:1 regarding the first day of the seventh month (Rosh Ha-Shanah). After an intro-
duction based on Exod 12:2, the author uses the laws of the Day of Remembrance (Num
29:1-6), the first of the seventh month, to create the sacrificial ritual for this holiday.26
He omits mention of yom teru‘ah. This day of remembrance (Rosh Ha-Shanah) is itself
mentioned in TS 25:2-10 (see below). The special reites for the first day of the first
month are in addition to the regular sacrifices for the New Moon.

The author has filled in the amounts of oil, mentioned but not specified in Num 29,
and wine, not mentioned at all, from Num 15 exactly as he had done for the new moon
offerings. He obviously viewed that passage as one providing general instructions for the
sacrificial offerings.

Jub 7:2-5 describes the sacrifices which Noah offered on the first day of the first
month, after emerging from the ark. The most peculiar aspect of this day in Jubilees is
that it serves for Noah as the start of the fifth year on which the newly harvested grapes
were no longer to be forbidden as what the Rabbis termed Corlah and kerem revai. To
the tannaim, the cutoff date for this prohibition was earlier, in Shevat, either on the first

22Temple Scroll 1, 90.
23Temple Scroll 1, 146-8.
24, Albeck, Jubilden, 21.
25Temple Scroll I, 90-91.

26y adin, Temple Scroll, 1, 91.
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or fifteenth.2’ For the author of Jubilees one had to wait until the first of Nisan. In the
case of the fruit of the vine, the Temple Scroll established its own cutoff date, the feast
of new wine. This festival, in the reconstructed calendar of Yadin, would have occurred
on the third day of the fifth month. Only from then on would the drinking of that year's
harvest of wine be permitted. This same date must have marked the end of the year for
purposes of the laws of ‘orlahand neta‘ reva‘ias well.

It seems that Jubilees is not in agreement here in all respects with the Temple
Scroll. Jubilees expects a series of four new years, while the Temple Scroll envisages
only two. The date on which crops enter into the fifth year for secular use is not deter-
mined in the same way by both texts. There is agreement in using the sacrifices
described by the Pentateuch for the first of the seventh month as a basis from which to
derive those of the first of the first month by analogy. While these two texts share the
notion that the he-goat must be slaughtered first, they differ in the procedure to be
followed thereafter. The Temple Scroll requires that all rites associated with the goat be
completed first, before slaughtering the other offerings. The Book of Jubilees requires
only that slaughtering of the he-goat come first. Then the other offerings are slaughtered
and offered on the altar. Only at the end of the ritual are the parts of the he-goat, the
sin offering, actually offered on the altar.

V. Days of Ordination

The days of ordination, milwim (Lev 8:33), are alluded to several times in Jubilees.
Jub 30:18 mentions God's eternal covenant with the sons of Levi who have been chosen
for the priesthood and Levitical service. Jub 31:13-15 again emphasizes the covenant of
the Lord with the children of Levi. Jub 32:1-9 describes how Levi dreamt at Bethel that
he was appointed as priest and that his sons would follow him. As Levi was the tenth son,
and Jacob had vowed to give a tithe to God of all that he had (Gen 2:22), Jacob "clothed
him in the garments of the priesthood and filled his hands." Accordingly, on the fifteenth
of this month, apparently the seventh month, on the festival of Sukkot (on which see
below) Jacob (?) offered sacrifices, including "fourteen oxen from amongst the cattle,
and twenty-eight rams, and forty-nine sheep, and seven lambs, and twenty-one kids of
the goats as a burnt-offering on the altar of sacrifice, well pleasing for a sweet savour
before God." The strange numbers of offerings which in no way agree with Num 29:12-16,
the offering for the holiday of Sukkot, 3 suggest that this represents some kind of a
millu’im tradition. At the same time, this millu’im does not take place in Nisan as does
that of the Temple Scroll but rather occurs in the month of Tishre.

TS 15:3-17:4 describes an annual ceremony for the investiture of the priests, pat-
terned on the biblical millw’im ceremony. This observance is to occur in the first week of
the first month. As an annual observance, such a rite is unparalleled in I]ubilees.2 The
ceremony is intended to formalize the reappointment of all priests for the coming year.
Added sacrifices must be offered if a new high priest (ha-kohen ha-gadol) has taken
office. A special eighth day celebration concludes the ordination process. This portion of
the scroll represents a harmonization of Exod 29 where the original ordination is com-

27\1. Rosh Ha-Shanah 1:1, T. Rosh Ha-Shanah 1:8, T. Shevi‘it 2:3.
28+, Charles, ad loc.
91t cannot be argued that the Jubilees ceremony is expected to be observed annu-
ally, since this book emphasizes the eternal, annual character of holiday after holiday.
The omission of the requirement that this rite be repeated can only indicate that Jubilees
saw this as an event in the life of Levi, repeated once by Moses when he invested the
priests after erecting the Tabernacle.
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manded and Lev & in which it is executed. Yadin suggests that the author derived the
annual character of the ceremony from Lev 7:37 and Ezek #3:26.

Rabbinic tradition provides two views on the dating of the investiture. The sages
took the view that the eighth day of the investiture occurred on the first of Nisan (the
first month),31 although Rabbi Akiva dated it as in our scroll.>2 Ibn Ezra admitted that
the literal meaning of the text would suggest that the ordination began on the first of
Nisan.

According to Exod 29:1, one bull and two rams are to be offered each day. In addi-
tion, a second bull should be offered daily as a sin offering. Lev 8:2 mentions the bull and
two rams, and verse l4 discusses the second bull, the sin offering. The eighth day is
described only in Lev 9 where the offering is a calf as a sin offering and a ram as a burnt
offering. The offerings in Jubilees in no way accord with these biblical passages, although
this exact scheme seems to be reflected in the Temple Scroll. Apparently, the scroll
ruled that only one bull was to be offered if only regular priests were involved. If there
was a new high priest, then two bulls were to be offered.

The Book of Jubilees presents no evidence for a recurrent, regular ordination occa-
sion, and Jubilees sees the original investiture as occurring in the fall, not the spring.
Further, the number of animals offered in Jubilees does not accord with either the Pen-
tateuch or its interpretation in the Temple Scroll. It must be concluded that there is
simply no agreement at all between the Book of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll regarding
this particular set of sacrifices.

VI. Passover Sacrifices

Jub 49:1-23 contains a long discussion of the celebration of the festival of Pass-
over.”” Most of the material is a simple retelling of the contents of Exod 12. Jub 49:6
describes the observance of the first Passover, including the eating of the paschal lamb,
drinking of wine, praising and blessing God, and glving thanks. This description certainly
recalls a Passover celebration similar to that envisaged in Rabbinic literature, including
the paschal sacrifice, the four cups of wine, the commandment to retell the story of the
Exodus and the recitation of the Hallel Psalms.>® Verse 10 exglains the difficult ben ha-

arbayim, literally, "between the evenings," of Exod 12:6: 7 The sacrifice is to be
observed "from the third part of the day to the third part of the night" (cf. Jub 49:19).
This ruling is explained in verses 11-12 as follows: The paschal sacrifice should be
slaughtered in the last third of the fourteenth of Nisan and it is to be eaten in the first
third of the night of the fifteenth. Since the festival occurs fairly close to the equinox, it
would be fairly accurate to say that the sacrifice must take place between two o'clock

30 Temple Scroll 1, 94-5, following J. Milgrom. On these rituals, cf. also J. Milgrom,
"Further Studies in the Temple Scroll," JQR N.S. 71 (1980-1), 5-6.
3lsifra> Millwim 1:36 (p. 42d). Cf. Palestinian Targum to Lev 9:1.

32ifre Be-Midbar 68, p. 63. Cf. Yadin, Temple Scroll I, 94 and n. 5.

Commentary to Lev 9:1. The translation of Ibn Ezra's words in Yadin, 9% must be
corrected. Ha-ma‘atiqgim in Ibn Ezra is not "the 'copyists'" but designates those who
handed on the tradition, the Talmudic sages.

Yadin, Temple Scroll I, 95-6.

Sct. Albeck, Jubilden, 12-15; Wacholder, 50-51, and J. B. Segal, The Hebrew Pass-
over (Oxford: University Press, 1963), 231-37. Segal argues that Jub 49 was not composed
by the author of the rest of Jubilees.

Cf. B. M. Bokser, The Origins of the Seder (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1984), 19-20.
New JPS translates: "at twilight."
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and sunset (at six)>® and the paschal lamb must be eaten between sunset (six) and ten
o'clock in the evening. Thereafter it is considered notar, that which has been left over
beyond the time in which it must be eaten, and must be burned.

According to Jubilees, the Passover sacrifice must be eaten in the sanctuary, in the
ncourt of the house which has been sanctified" (verses 16-20). Only those over the age of
twenty are to eat the paschal lamb, and it may be limited to males (verse 17). This
sacrifice may not be made in any other cities, only at the tabernacle or at the Temple. In
verse 22 there begins the command of the festival of unleavened bread (cf. Lev 23:6). It
is to be a seven day festival. Each day an "oblation" is to be brought (verse 22).

TS 17:6-16 describes the Passover celebrations. The Temple Scroll requires that the
paschal offering be sacrificed before the evening sacrifice (minhat ha- ‘erev). This is in
opposition to tannaitic halakhah which requires that the minhah be offered before the
paschal lamb.*” On this matter, the Temple Scroll and Jubilees may agree since Jubilees
requires the offering in the last third of the day, i.e. after 2:00 P.M., and we know that
the minhah was normally offered at about 3:30. On the other hand, it is possible that
Jubilees, like the tannaitic tradition, expected that in order to accommodate the paschal
offering, the daily tamid sacrifice was offered early on the fourteenth of Nisan.

Like the Book of Jubilees, the Temple Scroll requires that the lamb be eaten only by
those above twenty. Yadin suggests that this ruling is based on the interpretation of Exod
30:14, and Num 1:2-3, as well as Exod 12:6.14’l

There is a major difference in regard to the time of eating of the paschal lamb.
Jubilees requires that the offering be eaten by 10:00 P.M., the end of a third of the night.
Although the Torah allowed the paschal sacrifice to be eaten until the morning, the
tannaim required that it be eaten before midnight,”“ "in order to separate man from the
possibility of transgression."l’3 The Temple Scroll allows it to be eaten all night, or at
least, no mention is made of any other ruling.

The Temple Scroll and the Book of Jubilees agree that the paschal lamb must be
eaten within the Temple precincts. Yadin suggests Deut 16:7 as the source of this law
and notes that the Karaites agree. The tannaim, on the other hand, allow it to be eaten
anywhere in Jerusalem.** Both texts echo Lev 23:6-8 in describing the ensuing festival as
a seven day feast of unleavened bread. Sacrifices are to be offered on each day according

38¢+. Deut 16:6 according to which the sacrifice is to take place "at sundown" (New
JPS). Josephus, War VI, ix, 3 (423) and Ant. X1V, iv, 3 (65) says that the sacrifice was
offered between the ninth and eleventh hours, from 3:00 to 6:00 P.M.

39¢f. Exod 12:10.

Om. Pesahim 5:1, cf. Ch. Albeck, Mishnah. Seder Mo‘ed (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik,

Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1954), 1381. (Yadin, Temple Scrolll, 97 and n. 7).

4lyadin, Temple Scrolll, 97. Cf. Schiffman, Sectarian Law, 55-60, 63-65.

b2y, Zevahim 5:8, M. Pesahim 10:9, cited by Yadin, 98.

M. Berakhot 1:1. This Mishnah also includes the view of Rabbi Eliezer that the
evening Shema‘may be read up to the end of the first watch. T. Berakhot 1:1 cites the
view of Rabbi [Judah the Prince] that there are four watches in the night, and that of
Rabbi Nathan that there are three. L. Ginzberg, Perushim We-Hiddushim Bi-Yerushalmi
(New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1941), 57-8 has proven unquestionably that
Rabbi Nathan's view is historically correct. If so, the end of the time for reading the
evening Shema® according to Rabbi Eliezer is ten o'clock, the very same time cited by
Jubilees as the end of the period for eating the paschal lamb. Apparently, both Jubilees
and Rabbi Eliezer shared the view that commandments to be done at night were to be
com%eted by ten o'clock.

M. Zevahim 5:8; Yadin, Temple Scroll 1, 98.
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to both works. The extensive ceremony for the Omer festival mentioned in TS 18:1-10
has no equivalent whatsoever in the Book of Jubilees.

The case of the Passover celebration affords an example of an area in which some
significant prescriptions of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll are in complete agreement.
Nevertheless, there are still some matters upon which they offer different opinions.

VII. The Festivals of First Fruits

The observance of the festival of weeks and first fruits, termed Shavuot in the
Rabbinic tradition, is mentioned as part of the covenant of God with Noah in Jub 6:17-22.
Verse 22 explicitly mentions sacrifices although no details are given.”” Jub 15:1-2
describes Abraham as having celebrated the festival of the first fruits of the grain, "in
the third month in the middle of the month."*6 He is described as bringing "new offerings
- - - the first-fruits of the produce" to the altar, as well as a heifer, a goat and a sheep as
burnt offerings, "fruit-offerings," and drink offerings, which he offered with frank-
incense. These, as noted by Charles, are not the offerings prescribed in Lev 23:18-20.47
Jub 16:13 dates the birth of Isaac to this same festival. The celebration of this festival
by Abraham, together with Isaac, Ishmael, and Jacob at Beersheva is the subject of Jub
22:1-6. Isaac offered a burnt offering which he "presented" on the altar (verse 3). He
offered a thank-offering (a Todah sacrifice) as well as a "feast of joy.""® Rebecca made
"new cakes from the new grain" from the first fruits of the land. Isaac also offered a
thank-offering and Abraham ate and drank, presumably in celebration of the festival.
Ind&gd, he entered into a covenant with God on this very day according to Jub 14:19-
20.

Jub 32 describes Levi's dream of ordination at the hands of his father Jacob. It is
followed by a survey of the obligation of tithing.5 In addition to the grain ("seed" in
Charles' translation), this passage mentions the season of the wine and the season of the
oil (verse 12). It is tempting to see in these occasions the festivals of new wine and oil
mentioned in the Temple Scroll. Yet Jubilees, like the tannaim, may have mentioned
these seasons as cutoff dates for tithing purposes, rather than as festivals to be cele-
brated. After these dates, this produce was considered as belonging to the last year and
could not be utilized to tithe this year's produce.’! Jubilees prohibits tithes from being
eaten that are not brought in the appropriate year. During the famine in Canaan, Jacob,
according to Jub 44:4, had to celebrate the harvest festival of the "the first-fruits with
old grain."?4 This account clearly refers to Shavuot.

The festival calendar of the Temple Scroll includes a series of four festivals of first
fruits, to be held at fifty day intervals.>® The first is that of barley (TS 18:1-10), imme-

Ujub 6:1-4 describes a sacrifice which Noah made on the first of the third month
after emerging from the ark to "make atonement for the earth." Since this does not
agree with Jubilees date for the festival in the middle of the month, we assume that the
author does not intend this as a reference to the festival of Shavuot.

Cf. M. Weinfeld, "Pentecost as a Festival of the Giving of the Law," Immanuel 8
(1978), 11-12.
Y7¢t, Albeck, Jubilden, 21.
“3This is probably what the Rabbis termed shaleme simhah (B. Hagigah 7b).
9Ct. Albeck, Jubilden, 15-16.
On the second tithe, cf. Albeck, Jubilden, 30-32; Finkelstein, "Book of Jubilees,"
52-53.
51See above, n. 27.
2Cf. Finkelstein, 51.
530n the details of these festivals, cf. Milgrom, 6-17.
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diately after Passover. Then come the festivals of wheat (TS 18:10-19:9), wine (TS 19:11-
21:10) and oil (TS 21:12-23:2). Yadin has argued that this scheme fits the calendar known
from the Dead Sea Sect,y“ while B. A. Levine has maintained that the festival cycle of
the Temple Scroll need not presume the sectarian calendar. 5 The scroll presents
detailed sacrificial rites for each of these festivals of first fruits while at the same time
mentioning various general prescriptions regarding sacrifice which must have been
applicable to other sacrifices as well.

The offering of the first fruits of wine and oil on the altar is mentioned in Jub 7:36 in
the context of the laws of Lev 16:23-25 prohibiting the consumption of the harvest of the
first three years of fruit trees ( ‘orlah) and its offering in the fourth (termed by the
Rabbis neta“ reva‘).”® No mention is made of any festivals, although the offerings may
have been at the times designated in the Temple Scroll. No allusion to such a sequence of
fifty day intervals is found in Jubilees, either. Unlike tannaitic tradition, there is no
special new year period for the trees to provide cutoff dates for the application of this
law. The laws of ‘orlah are applied here to the olive tree and grape vine. They are to end
their third year and enter the fourth according to their harvest seasons.

Comparison of the material in Jubilees with that of the Temple Scroll regarding this
series of harvest festivals leaves one greatly in doubt as to any relationship. The Book of
Jubilees mentions the festival of Shavuot, the season of the first fruits of grain (wheat),
several times. This festival is emphasized over and over, and the author makes it very
clear that this festival, in his view, is to occur in the middle of the month. He clearlg
starts the count of fifty days after the completion of the entire festival of Passover.”
Whereas there is some mention of the harvest seasons of wine and oil, it comes only in
the context of the laws of tithing, ‘orlah and neta‘ reva‘i. No festivals or attendant
sacrificial offerings are mentioned. There is, therefore, no real similarity between the
laws of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll in regard to the sequence of festivals of first
fruits.

On the other hand, analysis of the description of what the Rabbis termed the second
tithe in the Temple Scroll does indicate close parallels with the Book of Jubilees. TS
43:1-17 provides that the festivals of first fruits of wheat, wine and oil serve as cutoff
dates for the second tithe, that which was to be eaten in Jerusalem. Yadin has therefore
suggested that the Book of Jubilees assumes the same system of festivals mentioned in
the Temple Scroll.’” An alternative explanation is also possible. It may be that for
Jubilees the harvest times served merely as cutoff dates, and the author of the Temple
Scroll, or the traditions from which he drew, concocted the festivals and their offerings
himself, basing them on earlier sources such as Jubilees which had already made the
association of the tithes and the harvest seasons.

o Temple Scroll I, 116-119, supported by J. Milgrom, "' Sabbath' and 'Temple City' in
the Temple Scroll," BASOR 232 (1978), 25-26.
"The Temple Scroll: Aspects of its Historical Provenance and Literary Character,"
BASOR 232 (1978), 7-11, followed by Wacholder, Dawn, 53-5.
261, Albeck, Jubilden, 32-33.
7The law of neta‘ reva‘iis found in TS 60:3-4. There it is ruled that it is to be
allotted to the priests, whereas in tannaitic law it is to be eaten by the owners in Jeru-
salem like the second tithe (Yadin, Temple Scrolll, 162-3, cf. Wacholder, 52).
58Albeck, Jubilden, 16-17. Cf. B. Noach, "The Day of Pentecost in Jubilees, Qumran,
and Acts," ASTI 1 (1962), 73-95.
59Yadin, Temple Scrolll, 114-15.
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VIII. The Wood Offering

Jub 21 contains various regulations regarding the sacrificial system. Among them is a
discussion of the wood for the sacrifices. Verse 12 specifies the types of wood which may
be placed on the altar. Further, split or dark wood, wood that is not clean, and old wood
(which has lost its fragrance) may not be used in the sacrificial offerings.

It is difficult to compare this material with the laws in TS 23:1-25:1 dealing with the
wood offering festival since the two texts seem to be dealing with totally different
matters. This complex six-day festival involved multiple offerings, two tribes offering
their sacrifices each day. Each tribe brought a male goat for a sin offering, one bull, one
ram and one sheep.”” No mention is made here of the requirements of the specific types
of wood or any other regulations. Instead we have a picture of a festival, to be con-
trasted with the tannaitic references to such wood offerings which occurred at various
times throughout the year.®' Yadin suggests that according to the Temple Scroll this
festival was to occur between the 23rd and 31st of the sixth month, for six days, skipping
the Sabbath.

IX. The Day of Remembrance

The festival called Rosh Ha-Shanah in the Rabbinic tradition is mentioned several
times in the Book of Jubilees. The new moons of the first, fourth, seventh and tenth
months are described by Jubilees as days of remembrance. These are "the days of the
seasons in the four divisions of the year," the solstices and equinoxes according to the
solar calendar propounded by Jubilees. In the days of Noah, the abysses of the depths
were é)fened’ and the rain began to fall on the new moon of the seventh month (Jub
6:26).

Jub 12:16 states that on the night of the new moon of the seventh month Abraham
received a vision in which he was shown the stars (cf. Gen 15:5) and in which he entered
into a covenant with God. No mention of days of remembrance appears here. On this
same day, Jub 31:3 informs us, Jacob went to Bethel where he built an altar. No details
of the offering are given, nor are the days of remembrance mentioned.

The picture is very different in the Temple Scroll. TS 25:2-10 describes this holiday
on the first of the seventh month. The day is referred to by the biblical phrase zikhron
teru‘ah, "commemorated with loud blasts,"63 not as a day of remembrance. This passage
is based on Lev 23:23-25 and Num 29:1-6, except that the author of the Temple Scroll
made clear that the morning tamid would precede the offering of the new moon (cf. Num
29:6). The sacrifices to be offered on this holiday are: the morning tamid offering, the
additional offering for the new month, the additional offering for this festival, and the
evening tamid offering.®* The special offering for this holy day is to be brought at a
third of the day, at 9:00 A.M. As in the Bible, this is to be a day of abstention from labor.
Extremely interesting is the emphasis on the commandment, not found in the biblical
passages which the author took as his basis, to rejoice on this day. Rejoicing was not
characteristic ofthis holy day in the Rabbinc tradition. .

There are significant differences between this festival as outlined in Jubilees and the

60cy, Yadin, Temple Scroll 1, 127. The assumptions of agreement between Jubilees
and the Temple Scroll made by Wacholder, 53, are unsupported by the evidence.

1M, Tacanit 4:4-5, T. Bikkurim 2:9, cf. Neh 10:35, 13:31.

62c+. Albeck, Jubilden, 19.

6 So new JPS to Lev 23:24. Yadin translates, "proclaimed with blast of trumpets" in
TS 25:3;
*Yadin to TS 25:7.
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Temple Scroll. For Jubilees, it is one of four equally important days. The Temple Scroll
only knows of two such days, the other being the first day of the first month which was
discussed above. This day is not termed a day of remembrance or anything similar in the
Temple Scroll. It is designated as rosh hodashim, the beginning of months," in TS 14:9,
following Exod 12:2. Further, in regard to the first of the seventh month, the Temple
Seroll follows the biblical precedent exactly, adding only the specific order of offerings
and the requirement to rejoice. The Jubilees account ties the series of days of remem-
brance to the solar calendar, a matter not raised at all in the Temple Scroll. Again, while
some similarity exists, it is apparent that the author of Jubilees and that of the Temple
Scroll diverge in important details on this festival.

X. Day of Atonement

Jub. 34:12-19 deals with the Day of Atonement and associates it with the day on
which the brothers of Joseph killed a kid and dipped the coat of many colors into its
blood. Jacob and the members of his household mourned all that might and the following
day. This clearly represents an exegesis of the biblical phrase me-‘erev ¢ad ‘erev, "from
evening to evening" (Lev 23:32). Jubilees says that for this reason it was decreed that on
the tenth day of the seventh month the children of Israel would make atonement for their
sins with a young goat, that they "should grieve thereon for their sins," transgressions and
errors, "so that they might cleanse themselves on that day once a year."

A long passage in TS 25:10-27:10 spells out the ritual for the Day of Atonement. The
biblical sources are drawn from Lev 23:26-32, Num 29:7-11 and Lev 16. The Temple
Scroll emphasizes that this is a day of abstention from labor and that "you shall afflict
yourselves." Further, it is a remembrance (zikkaron, 27:5). The biblical passages do not
explain in what manner the affliction is to take place. Tannaitic tradition decided that
the Torah had explicitly referred to eating and drinking, and, therefore, these were
punishable by excision (karet). The restrictions on sexual intercourse, anointing, wearing
leather shoes, and bathing were not referred to explicitly and, therefore, did not result in
this severe penalty. Our text from the Temple Scroll gives no specifics, nor does
Jubilees. At the same time, texts from the sectarian corpus at Qumran and other con-
temporary materials make clear that the Day of Atonement was a day of fasting. It is
most logical, in light of this evidence and the tannaitic views, to take the Temple Scroll
as requiring abstention from eating and drinking on this day.

The detailed description of the rituals of the day in the scroll included the various
special offerings, a bull, a ram, and seven male lambs, as well as a male goat for a sin
offering. Two rams are to be offered as burnt offerings, one for the high priest and "his

65¢s. Albeck, Jubilden, 18-19.

6B. Yoma> 74a-b (and D. Halivni, Meqorot U-Mesorot, Seder Mo‘ed IJerusalem:
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1974/5, ad loc.), P. Yoma’ 8:1 (44b). Contrast
the formulation in M. Yoma® 8:1 and T. Kippurim 4(5):1 which does not seem to know of
this distinction.

In DSH 11:4-8 ges moced menuhat yom ha-kippurim is paralleled by yom som
shabbat menuhatam, both designating the Day of Atonement. CDC 6:19 yom ha-ta‘anit
must be taken as referring to this holy day as well. Josephus (Ant. XVII, vi, 4 [165-166])
and Philo (Special Laws II, 193) identify this day as a fast and Acts 27:9 calls it "the
fast." Cf. W. H. Brownlee, The Midrash Pesher of Habbakuk (Scholars Press: Missoula,
Montana, 1979), 188-89, and N. Wieder, The Judean Scrolls and Karaism (London: East
and West Library, 1962), 163-97. The Temple Scrolls use of the hitpa‘el of ‘nh where the
Bible uses the pu‘al requires explanation. Can it be that this usage itself indicates the
meaning "fast?"
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father's house," and one for the people. The text also describes the drawing of lots, the
sacrificing of the goat whose lot fell to God, the sending of the goat to Azazel, the
recitation of the confession, and the offering of the bull, ram and seven male lambs.
This detailed ritual contrasts sharply with the Jubilees account which alludes only to the
slaughter of a kid (goat) which is described only because of its relevance to the Joseph
story. Jubilees emphasizes grieving, whereas to the Temple Scroll this is a day of
remembrance and self-affliction. Nonetheless, it is difficult to draw any conclusions
from the different portrayals of this day in these two sources. The narrative of the Book
of Jubilees, a partial account, did not spell out all the details which were appropriate in
the context of the Temple Scroll.

XI. Sukkot and Shemimi Atzeret

The festival of Sukkot (Tabernacles) is observed by Abraham in Jub 16:19-31 for
seven days near an altar. Abraham built booths for himself and his servants to celebrate
the festival. Each day he brought a burnt offering of two oxen, two rams, seven sheep,
and one he-goat for a sin offering, "that he might atone thereby for himself and for his
seed." Further, he brought a thank offering, consisting of seven rams, seven kids, seven
sheep, seven he-goats, and their cereal and drink offerings. The fat was burned on the
altar, and incense composed of seven specific spices was burned morning and evening. He
rejoiced, along with his household, and blessed God. No non-Jew or uncircumcised person
was allowed to participate. It was therefore ordained that this festival be observed and
that Israel dwell in booths, "set wreaths upon their heads," and take leafy boughs and
willows of the brook. Indeed, Abraham took palm branches, and "the fruit of goodly
trees" and every day circled the altar seven times in the morning, praising and giving
thanks to God. Jub 18:18 probably refers to Abraham's annual celebration of this festival.

Several aspects of this detailed description need to be examined. The author of
Jubilees derived a number of laws by analogy from the Passover sacrifice as described in
Exod 12:43-44: Abraham's servants must dwell in the booths since they have been cir-
cumcised and are what the tannaim called the "Canaanite slave," the servant in the
process of conversion.5? Non-Jews or uncircumcised Jews, by the same analogy, are
forbidden from partaking in this ritual.

The offerings enumerated here do not accord with the Pentateuchal commands. Each
day Abraham sacrificed two bulls as part of the burnt offering. Num 29:13-33 com-
manded that thirteen bulls be offered the first day, twelve the second, and so on, with
seven being offered on the seventh and final day of the sequence. The two rams are in
accord with Num 29:13-33, although this passage commands the offering of fourteen
sheep daily, not the seven of Jubilees. The one he-goat as a sin offering is prescribed as
well in Num 29:13-33. The thank-offering which Abraham made is equivalent in number
and variety of animals to a sacrifice of Hezekiah in 2 Chron 29:21 although there it is
described as a sin offering.7

63ct, Yadin, Temple Scroll I, 134. Tannaitic sources refer to a dispute among the
tannaim as to whether a total of two or three rams are to be offered (Sifra® ’Ahare Mot,
Parashah 2:2 [ed. I. H. Weiss, Vienna: J. Schlossberg, 1861/2, p. 80d], B. Yoma> 3a and
70b). Rabbinic halakhah decided that two would be offered. The Temple Scroll, like Philo
and Josephus and one of the tannaitic views, declared that three rams were to be
offered, seeing that of Num 29 as a separate ram. For detailed discussion, see Yadin,
132-34,

69Ct. L. H. Schiffman, Who Was a Jew? Rabbinic and Halakhic Perspectives on the
Jewish Christian Schism (Hoboken: Ktav, 1985), 36-37.
7OCharles to Jub 16:22-23. Cf. Albeck, Jubilden, 21. Albeck notes the absence from
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The wreaths which Israel is commanded to set upon their heads are clearly an anom-
a1y.7l The Book of Jubilees clearly expects the taking of the Lulav (palm branch) and
Etrog (citron), as well as the willow. The "leafy boughs" are probably the myrtle which
was also required according_to the traditional Jewish understanding of Lev 23:40
reflected in tannaitic sources.”“ The ceremony of encircling the altar on each day of the
festival known from tannaitic tradition is also mentioned here.”

Jub 32:27-29 deals with the added eighth day, known in Rabbinic terminology as
Shemini Atzeret, the eighth day of solemn assembly.” Jubilees says that this day was
first celebrated by Jacob. "He sacrificed thereon according to all that he sacrificed on
the former days," i.e. on Sukkot. This is not in agreement with Num 29:35-30:1 which
prescribes for this festival a burnt offering of one bull, one ram, seven lambs and a goat
for a sin offering. Jub 32:27 refers to Sukkot as "the feast" just as the tannaim referred
to it as he-hag, "the festival" par excellence.75

The festival of Sukkot appears several times in the Temple Scroll. It is mentioned as
part of the sacrificial calendar of the holidays in TS 27:10-29:1. This passage lists the
sacrifices for each day, following Num 29:13-33. After enumerating the sacrifices of the
seven days of the festival, the scroll turns to the added day, Shemini Atzeret. Here
again, the biblical requirements of Num 29:35-30:1 are followed exactly. It should be
noted that the formulation of TS 27:10 has been influenced by some Pentateuchal pas-
sages dealing with Passover.’® Here, as elsewhere, the Temple Scroll changes the order
of the verses to indicate the requirement that cereal and drink offerings accompany the
goat offered as a sin offering.

In the case of the holiday of Sukkot, there are significant differences between the
two sources in regard to the number and kinds of animals to be sacrificed. Whereas the
Temple Scroll carefully follows Scriptural legislation, Jubilees has diverged greatly. Also,
the Temple Scroll makes no mention of the use of the Lulav, Etrog, willow and myrtle. In
fact, it is even possible that such rituals were not followed by the author of the Temple
Seroll, just as the early Karaites rejected them and interpreted the biblical references as
dealing with the Sukkah ("booth").

The festival of Sukkot is mentioned elsewhere in the Temple Scroll. TS 11:13, an
extremely fragmentary passage which enumerates the festivals, mentions Sukkot. There
it is termed hag (partly restored). As Yadin noter,78 the use of Atzeret as a term for the
eighth day in the same line is significant, since this designation usually signifies Shavuot
in Talmudic usage. More important is the intimate connection which the scroll assumes
between the extra eighth day and the seven days of Sukkot. TS 42:10-17 provides that
structures to support the Sukkot be erected in the Temple. These Sukkot are to be used
by the elders, princes, heads of households of Israel, and the captains of thousands and
hundreds who are to sit there until the burnt offering of the festival has been offered.

Jubilees of the water drawing ceremony described in tannaitic sources (M. Sukkah 4:9-10,
T. Sukkah 4:1-5, 7-10; cf. Ant. XIII, xiii, 5 [372]). No mention of it appears in the Temple
Scroll. Indeed, it has no biblical basis. Cf. Finkelstein, PhariseesI, 102-115; II, 700-708.
1Charles to Jub 16:30 cites various mentions of wreaths in Jewish sources, but none
of these is sufficient to explain our passage. The most likely solution is that this is a
reflection of the Hellenistic environment in which Jubilees was composed.
ZM. Sukkah 3:4.
73M. Sukkah 4:5-6. Cf. Albeck, Jubilden, 17-18.
This name is adapted from Num 29:35, ba-yom ha-shemini ‘aseret tehiyeh lakhem.
73M. Sukkah 4:2, 4, etc.
76Yadin, Temple Scroll1I, ad loc.
77Yadin 1, 135.
78 Temple Scroll, 1, 135.
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These officials would fulfill the commandment of sitting in the Sukkah in the Temple
precincts during the sacrifices. According to Neh 8:16 (cf. Ezra 3:4) Sukkot were built in
the Temple. What is new in the Temple Scroll is the idea that the representatives of the
people are to fulfill this commandment in the Temple, serving as agents of the people. TS
44:6-7 mentions these booths in passing.

This area of ritual again leaves us wondering about the relationship of these docu-
ments. The sacrificial scheme of Jubilees is anomalous and certainly does not agree with
that of the Temple Scroll which seeks to follow the Torah as we know it. The Temple
Scroll makes no mention of the Lulav, Etrog, willow and myrtle so prominent in Jubilees.
This leaves us uncertain about whether these rituals were envisaged by the author of the
Temple Scroll. Like the later karaites, and perhaps the author of Ezra and Nehemiah, he
may have seen the biblical allusion to these branches as referring to the Sukkah. After
all, he gives great prominence to the requirement of booths. The provision of the Temple
Scroll that booths must be built in the Temple itself has no parallel in the book of Jubi-
lees. On the other hand, Jubilees only, apparently by analogy to Passover, requires ser-
vants to sit in the Sukkah, and prohibits non-Jews and uncircumcised Jews from partici-
pating in the festival and from sitting in the Sukkah. Both texts do share the accent on
Atzeret as the last day, and a similar view about the connection of the eighth day to the
first seven, an idea apparently derived from the interpretation of Scripture. While we
could harmonize the views of these texts, the truth is that we have no way of knowing if
the omissions were purposeful, even polemical, or only the result of the differing
emphases of the texts. It should be noted that the Temple Scroll requires that the booths
be built each year anew, a ruling even stricter than that of the tannaim.

TS 29:2-10 constitutes a conclusion to the entire ritual calendar section. This passage
has been the subject of much debate. Suffice it to say here that it explicitly indicates
that the laws reviewed in this study constitute a pre-Messianic ritual to be enacted in the
Temple until such time as the Messianic era brings a new, divinely created Temple. The
laws of the Temple Scroll are not Messianic.80 The claim that the Temple Scroll presents
a Messianic code of sacrificial law cannot provide an explanation for the divergences
between Jubilees and the Temple Scroll. Both legislate for the present age. Disagree-
ments between these two texts cannot be thus written off.

Conclusion

This study has investigated the festival sacrificial laws of the Book of Jubilees and
the Temple Scroll in an attempt to compare the two closely. We have found some cases
of agreement, and some of absolute disagreement. In many areas, there is substantial
incongruity between these two sources; that which is important to one source is simply
not treated in the other. Some of these cases no doubt result from the differing emphases
of the two documents. Jubilees is rewritten Torah, attempting to retell the patriarchal
narratives so as to attribute to them adherence to the author's particular views on ques-
tions of Jewish law and a particular calendric system. The Temple Scroll presents a code
of practice for a pre-Messianic Temple which its author hoped to see built and which he
expected would function according to his code. At the same time, many of these incon-
gruities probably represent differences in opinion or at least in emphasis. The cases of
complete agreement testify to common traditions in some areas, and in others result
from common exegetical techniques applied to the very same biblical texts.

Indeed, the Judaism of the Second Commonwealth period was one of variegated sects

79See Yadin, Temple Scrolll, 135.
OcContrast Wacholder, Dawn, 21-30. We cannot accept his translation of ‘ad as
"during."




Al

Schiffman: Sacrificial System 233

and ideologies. That there was some relationship between these two texts is apparent
from their inclusion in the library of the Qumran community. We see these two texts as
derived from outside the community, perhaps from its antecedents. The sect would have
read and studied these materials precisely because of the affinities they shared with its
own beliefs and principles. The Book of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll constitute part of
the world from which the Qumran sect emerged and in which it strove to attain its own
spiritual ideals. Each of these texts represents an independent view of the festival sacri-
ficial cycle, based on exegesis of the Scriptural texts and a certain shared common
heritage. There can be no possibility, however, of seeing the sacrificial codes of Jubilees
as based on those of the Temple Scroll.







Lexicographic Hazards, Pitfalls
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to the Contributions of John Edward Gates
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Among the principal contributions in the last two decades to the study of lexicog-
raphy is John Gates's dissertation, An Analysis of the Lexicographic Resources Used by
American Biblical Scholars Today, published in 1972.1 The primary feature of this work is
its summary of findings based on a questionnaire in which a number of biblical scholars
expressed themselves relative to needs for lexicographic information and gave their
evaluations of the way in which such information is handled in existing lexicons.

The most frequently used lexicon for NT study, Gates found, was Bauer-Arndt-
Gingrich (BAG, 1957 followed by Kittel-Friedrich (TWNT), Liddell-Scott-Jones-
McKenzie (LSIM),? and Moulton-Milligan (MM). Sixty-four respondents reported regular
use of BAG, and 26 occasional use, as opposed to 13 and 57 respectively for use of MM. In
this paper references to BAGD (Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-Danker, 1979) will outnumber
those made to BAG, since the revised edition includes, along with numerous corrections
and modifications, approximately 209% more detail, with much of it relating to hellenistic
usage.

My own experience in the course of preparing copy for BAGD and the abridgement
entitled Shorter Lexicon confirms, at least for me, the importance of Gates's inquiry.
In this paper I limit myself to presentation of a few points at which his study and my
experience converge and to a few related matters that appear to be important in connec-
tion with the undertaking of a revision of the Moulton-Milligan Vocabulary of the Greek
Testament. For obvious reasons, citations from the lexica do not necessarily adhere to
their editorial type-form, especially in the matter of abbreviations.

1

Lexicographers are obligated to provide information about the different forms and
functions that are attested in their corpora for a given lexical item, but users of such

30hn Gates, An Analysis of the Lexicographical Resources Used by American
Scholars Today (SBL Dissertation Series 8. Missoula: SBL, 1972). The questionnaire was
sent_to users of Hebrew and Greek.

Roderick McKenzie made such substantial contributions to the revision of the
Liddell-Scott lexicon that the omission of M in the acronym of reference to the 9th edi-
tion constitutes a major bibliographical indignity. The same applies to the omission of
Arndt's name in numerous bibliographical descriptions of the revised edition of the
English translation and adaptation of Bauer's work.

3F. Wilbur Gingrich, Shorter Lexicon of the Greek New Testament, 2d ed. rev. by
Frederick W. Danker (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983). See the verso of the
title page in this publication for the form to be used in bibliographical citation of BAGD.
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lexica are interested also in the actual distribution, beyond the limited help that concor-
dances can offer, of lexical items in various classes and contexts.

Eighty-five percent of Gates's respondents welcomed exegetical exposition of words
in problem passages,” some of which pose special difficulty in connection with gram-
matical distribution of function words.

Especially notorious is the use of the preposition eis in 1 Pet 1:11. Lexicographers
can of course pass the buck to grammarians, or they can accept the challenge of here
establishing lexical meaning in connection with structural meaning. A standard method
for establishing meaning is the use of auxiliary information, such as papyrological and
inscriptional evidence or formal literary works. But the citation in BAG (4h) of examples
of alleged conformity in usage illustrates the hazard in forgetting that parallel lines
never merge. BAG states that ejs "can also be used for the genitive" and cites UPZ
180all.2 (= PPar 5.ii.2, as in MM), chéris tou eis autén oikou (apart from her house), with
a reference to PTebt. 16.9. Users of the lexicon are then told: "cf. Polybios 1,7,12 tés eis
ekeinous timorias. . . ." The term "cf." is a warning light, suggesting that matters are
more complicated than they seem. The fact is that the biblical passage, the papyrological
exhibit, and the historian's statement suggest linguistic similarity; that is, all three can
be understood possessively: "Christ's sufferings," "her house," and "their vengeance."
Nevertheless, they diverge semantically. The papyrus states: "the house that is for her."
Polybios observed that the Romans "inflicted punishment on them." Grammatically, the
noun timoria in the last statement functions as an active verb, with the Romans as
subject. The timoria is not theirs, but belongs to the recipients. In 1 Peter 1:11 the noun
pathémata functions grammatically as a passive verb. Sufferings are undergone. But by
whom? A normal Greek pattern for expressing "the sufferings of Christ," that is, "the
sufferings experienced by Christ," would be ta tou Christou pathémata or ta pathémata
tou Christou; and 1 Peter exhibits these patterns in quantity. Departures from normal
patterns ordinarily signal specialized communication. Therefore the most probable sub-
ject of the sufferings is to be sought elsewhere in the context, and it is quite probable
that Peter has in mind the suffering Christians. The phrase then means: "the sufferings
undergone for Christ, in view of Christ, or in honor of Christ (Messiah)," and the preposi-
tion eis functions in the manner of eis in Philemon 6 (see BAG and BAGD, s.v. eis 4g).
Peter's Christians will experience "glory" after the sufferings. BAGD attempts some
clarification (s.v. eis, #h), but the cross reference to paragraph 4cB ought to include 4g.

Related to the problem in I Pet 1:11 is the interpretation of the preposition syn in
I Cor 15:10. BAG (parag. 3) cited the phrase syn the§ in PGrenf. 2.73.16 and POxy.
1220.23 as parallel to syn with the personal pronoun in Xenophon Cyropaedia 5.4.37 and
in St. Paul's passage. But the expression syn thep is an idiom with the meaning deo
volente. BAGD revises and states that the extra-biblical passages are "not semantically
parallel."

2

Numerous problem passages invite lexicographers to enter into the type of discussion
that is ordinarily reserved for commentaries, bible dictionaries, and encyclopedias. Of
Gates's respondents, 55% welcomed inclusion of encyclopedia-type information.”? But the
hazard of tendentious interpretation is ever present.

In their discussion of euergetés MM cite Deissmann for the view that in Luke 22:25
the term is mentioned "not without contempt," and that Jesus "forbade His disciples to
allow themselves to be so called." What Deissmann and MM fail to perceive is the ironi-
cal flavor of the admonition. Jesus is alluding to the long established custom of provin-

Z‘Gates, 85. Percentages relate to respondents on NT Greek lexicons.
5Gates, 82.
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cial currying of Roman administrative favor by heaping fulsome praises on officials.
Some officials merited the adulation, others did not deliver on their promises but loved
to hear the title. Jesus does not say that the disciples are to dismiss the word euergetés
from their vocabulary, but that they are to perform with genuine beneficent concern and
not seek adulation for its own sake. That they later digested the lesson is clear from Acts
4:9 where the cognate euergesia is used. Through a benefaction communicated by Peter
and John, a lame man has been restored. But the two apostles forthwith assert in effect
that Jesus is the benefactor. At Acts 10:38 Jesus is described as performing benefactions
(the verb euergeted). That the word-group was not in itself in disfavor in the Christian
community is further clear from 1 Tim 6:2, where Christian slaves are described as
benefactors (the verb euergeted) when they perform their duties to masters who share
the faith. For patristic usage of the word-group see 1 Clem. 19:2; 21:1; 38:3; 59:3; Diogn.
8:11;.9:3,

No documentary material is available in MM for interpretation of the word kathexés
in Luke l:3. The editors of BAG altered Bauer's "in richtiger Reihenfolge" (in correct
sequence) by adding the word "chronological" in the definition: "in correct chronological
order." To eliminate the tendentious rendering, BAGD traded the term 'correct" for
"orderly" and rendered: "in orderly sequence." Similarly Ovid assures readers of his
Metamorphoses (7.520) that he will not ramble. The kind of order that Luke had in mind
is left to the interpreter of the Gospel. Just what BAG's and BAGD's alterations mean for
the relevance of the reference to P. Scheller's dissertation, as cited originally by Bauer,
remains for the curious to discover.

All information ought to be accurately cited and interpreted, but at times the
ancients are misread, and some misinformation becomes a genetic trait. Bauer declares
under paliggenesia that the word was first used, according to Plutarch, by Demokritos.
But, as William Mounce points out, Plutarch does not in fact assign the word to this
philosopher.6 BAGD's error remains as a warning that in specialized inquiry all illustra-
tions from ancient documents need to be checked for linguistic and semantic relevance.

Occasionally irrelevant information distracts the user. MM contribute little to the
understanding of nephalios in 1 Tim 3:2, 11; Titus 2:2. In the case of this word literary
sources are more helpful than documentary types. Sobriety in the use of wine results in
one being clear-headed; in a transferred sense the word applies to anyone who is self-
controlled, including teetotalers. Specific reference to use of wine is made in vs. 3 (me
paroinon).

3

Various queries directed by Gates related to the advisability of including translation
equivalents. Some of the pitfalls attending such a procedure are illustrated by the
renderings in BAGD following the entry zelotés: "zealot, enthusiast, fanatic." The
rendering "zealot" is a transliteration and is inadequate as a translation equivalent. It can
indeed be misleading in association with the third term, for a "fanatic" is an extreme
enthusiast, and it is impossible to determine to what lengths an alleged "zealot" would
push partisanship. Was Simon the Zealot a freedom fighter? The problem is that those on
"our" side are freedom fighters and those on the "other" side are terrorists. A lexicog-
rapher may show his or her zealotry in the choice that is made. Perhaps a better set of
equivalents out of which a rendering can be chosen for each occurrence in the passages
cited is "adherent, partisan, one fervently committed to something, one who displays an
extraordinary interest in (something)." Context is helpful in determing the precise deno-
tation. For example, to be "zealous for God" is to be fervently committed to God and

6william Mounce, The Origin of the New Testament Metaphor of Rebirth (Ph.D. dis-
sertation, University of Aberdeen, Scotland, 1981).
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God's interests. (Acts 22:3). Out of concern for logical progression the contents of the
concluding sentence to section | under the entry zelotes should be integrated with the
material that precedes; for the passages cited in the sentence are from Greco-Roman
sources and illustrate well what is being expressed in the biblical passages that are cited
earlier. As it stands, the sentence appears to be an alternate route of understanding. In
general, consideration of the term :&16t8s demonstrates that a lexicon must at times
engage in actual definition besides lexical equivalency.

Under the term rabbi BAG stated in connection with John 1:38: "With the translation
didaskale which, though not literal, is true to the sense." Here the term "literal" is
opposed to "transliteration" and obscures the fact that John's rendering is indeed a literal
rendering. BAGD therefore altered the statement to read: "With the translation dida-
skale, which paraphrases the sense."

Linguistic gnosticism, that is, the use of technical terms in the receptor's language
to interpret less technical terms in the source, is a constant temptation. Such is the case
with the term "blaspheme." Because it is a transliteration of a Greek term (blasphémedg),
and in English usage is generally used in connection with reference to deity, it now
suggests a technical limitation that is not present in Greek usage. "Revile," "slander," or
"speak evil of" are preferable translation equivalents.

q

It is desirable that a specialized lexicon indicate typical attestation of an item in
texts that deal with a particular subject field, that relate to a particular activity, or that
have a definable literary or linguistic structure.” Few Greek terms, though, are confined
within such narrow semantic boundaries in Greek literature as are Greek loan words in
the English language. But a lexicon of encyclopedic nature ought to document any indica-
tions of restrictive usage.

BAGD endeavored to call attention to "prefect" as the correct rendering of Pilate's
title. It did so under hégemén, but not under Pilatos or hégemoneud. And the "chief
magistrates" of Roman colonies, such as Philippi, are more correctly termed duoviri
(BAGD), rather than duumviri (BAG). The observation in MM concerning the reading
epitropeuontos in MS D requires further explanation.

Nautical expressions require renewed scrutiny to determine accurate approximate
technical equivalents in English. For example, the zeuktéria in Acts 27:40 are described
in BAGD with the additional parenthetical observation: "the nautical technical term is
'pendant' or 'pennant.'"

More attention needs to be paid to the range of legal connotation in the NT. The verb
tithemi is used of legal matters according to BAGD (I 1bt), and non-biblical parallels for
both active and middle are cited. But some indication should be given that the expression
kairous hous ho pater etheto, in Acts 1:7 (cited in II.1.3) is part of the same semantic
domain.

By separating the information on tithemi in I 2 along grammatical lines, the linguis-
tic equivalence of Acts 13:47 (tetheika se eis phos ethnon) and | Tim 2:7 (etethén egd
kéryx) is obscured, and with it the bureaucratic connotation.

MM's discussion of katakrima is confusing, and remarks in BAGD under the same
term about "punishment following sentence" in Rom 5:16 conflict with the discussion
under krima (4a), which correctly understands krima as "judicial verdict."8 In vv. 16-18

7Gates, 66.

Details in Frederick W. Danker, "' Under Contract: A Form-Critical Study of Lin-
guistic Adaptation in Romans," in Festschrift to Honor F. Wilbur Gingrich, ed. Eugene H.
Barth and Ronald E. Cocroft (Leiden: Brill, 1972) 105-6.
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Katakrima is therefore best understood as pronouncement of sentence. Execution of the
sentence is still another phase.

Neither BAGD nor MM provide adequate information on the term dietia in Acts 24:27
and 28:30, where we may have references to a specific period of time determined by law,
namely a biennium. The term plérod in Acts 24327 suggests a fixed period of time, not a
random two years, as suggested by these lexica.

The advantage of taking account of documentary sources is especially apparent in
MM's alertness to the socio-cultural implications of the term martyred, as used in refer-
ence to attestation of character and performance. BAGD is not too helpful in the matter.

Commercial terminology enjoys an important role in St. Paul's writing. The Apostle
is fond of playing on such terms as logos and plerod. The inclusion of Gal 5:14 under logos
(BAGD, Iba), without any indication of its probable commercial association, obscures the
paranomasia. The word logos is frequently used in the Greco-Roman world as an account-
ing term. Paul declares that the entire law is summed up under one "account," whose
heading is taken from Lev 19:18: "You shall love your neighbor as yourself." Pointing in
this direction is the verb plérod, which is part of the commercial semantic domain, as is
analiskd, whose commercial association is not noted by BAGD. Without love one ends
with red ink. MM have much to offer, especially under logos and pleroo, in support of the
interpretation here suggested.

Lexicographers might well begin their assignments with a list of interpretive prob-
lems or cruces interpretum and then be on the alert for illumination from ancient docu-
ments. Since idiomatic usage is at the root of a number of such exegetical difficulties,
colloquialisms ought to be a prime target for investigation.

The phrase eph ho in Matt 26:50 is one of these. BAG (s.v. hos I 2a, bB, and 9b) offers
a variety of renderings, all of which assume that the neuter accusative ho is to be read.
BAGD (9b) questions the use of the relative pronoun hos in direct questions and queries
Goodspeed's rendering, "Friend, what are you here for?" But if the aforesaid doctrine is
fallible, nothing stands in the way of reading the expression eph ho in Matthew 26:50 as
eph hg for the iota subscript would not necessarily appear in early uncials. In such case,
as BAGD (I2bB suggests, the phrase eph ho parei is to be understood as incorporating the
commercial idiom eph hg, and Jesus' question would mean: "How much did they pay you?"
A revised MM may shed confirming light.

Because of linguistic interchange, Latin literature, especially satire and drama,
needs to be combed for colloquialisms that either derive from the Greek or have helped
to shape it in the Koine period. I suspect that Agrippa's reply to Paul in Acts 26:28
means: "In a word, you're trying to make a Christian out of me." BAGD has added such
items as quid vis faciam in illustration of thelo in Matt 20:32, and vis tu cogitare under
the same word for interpretation of Jas 2:20; hospitium parare for explanation of Phlm
22 (s.v. xenia); and in illustration of Rev 7:3 (s.v. metopon), fronte notata (Martial 3.21).

Other restrictive usage includes euphemism and Semitism. The term pragma in
| Thess 4:6 may be a euphemism (see BAGD, s.v., parag. 6) as in "have an affair" (cfs
Aischines 1:132, the love affair of Hermodios and Aristogeiton). The expression kitharas
tou theou in Rev 15:2 probably means "great harps," and is so noted in BAGD (s.v. kitha-
ros), with a reference to Ps 35:7 LXX (ore theou) and a crossreference to Acts 7:20, s.v.
theos (3gB)-

9Sammelbuch 4639.5 (3 C.E.) has the phrase p. ton tés katadikes chronon (to carry
out a full term of the sentence); cf. POxy 491.6 (2 C.E.), in a testamentary deposition,
cited in LSIM, s.v. pleroo.
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Inappropriate descriptive terminology may distort a lexicographer's semantic efforts.
For example, BAGD frequently follows BAG in using the term "supernatural" instead of
the more satisfactory '"extraordinary," "supramundane," or "non-earthly," as the case
might require. Similarly "religious" appears where one would expect "sacral." Under the
word pistis reference is made to "true religion, Christianity", in connection with Acts
14:27. But practice of a new religion by the Gentiles is not at all the point here. The
rendering should read: God has "opened the way for them to a new relationship with
God."

Insensitivity, displayed especially in non-inclusive or demeaning terminology, is a
disturbing element, and most lexicographers, including the writer of this paper, must
plead guilty. I was appalled to find about half-way through my participation in the pro-
duction of BAGD that I had paid little or no attention to such factors. It was too late to
change much of the text, but discerning users will note sporadic differences between
some of the wording in the second part of the book and choice of terms in earlier por-
tions. A few such lapses into humanitas are cited in the following paragraphs, but only in
my revision of the Shorter Lexicon was I able to do real penance.

Females of ancient times were special targets of discrimination in Bauer's work. In
BAG and in BAGD (except for a few corrections) recognition of identities, equalities, and
types of service is ordinarily tipped, even when the bulk of prosopographical information
is equal, in favor of males. Thus in BAG Lydia is defined as "a woman from Thyatira . ..
who dealt in purple cloth." In BAGD she regains some prestige: "a merchant from Thya-
tira . . . who dealt in purple cloth," a revision made in keeping with BAGD's description
of Tertyllos: an "attorney for those who accused Paul before Felix the procurator."

Males are rarely defined in BAG or BAGD with specification of sex. Zechariah is
identified as "a priest, father of John the Baptist." But Elizabeth's patronized treatment
was missed: "wife of Zacharias (sic) the priest." Abel is "son of Adam." Aaron is "brother
of Moses," with no mention of Miriam; but Miriam is the "sister of Aaron and Moses."
Tryphaina, and Tryphosa (Romans 16) are each minimally defined as a "Christian woman,
recipient of a greeting," but without the further identification given by Paul. Urbanus,
Ampliatus, and other males, who are mentioned in the same chapter, received more
courteous treatment, being identified with the additional designation that is assigned
them in Paul's text. Despite the fact that Paul calls both Euodia and Syntyche his "col-
leagues," BAG and BAGD define each only as "a Christian woman," with the phrase "in
Philippi" added for Syntyche (Phil 4:2). Male names are not given the specification "a
man," but it is standard practice in BAGD to define evident female names with the
component "a woman." Further deadwood includes the -ess affix. Despite the fact that
the terms "prophet" and "patron" have in English no sexual restriction, in these lexica
they are reserved for males; hence, Miriam is "a prophetess'" and Phoebe is a "patroness."
A proper definition for hé prostatis would be: The feminine term for "protector, patron,
helper," etc.

Repeatedly, and where the context suggests otherwise, "men" appears instead of
"people," "mankind" instead of "humanity," '"forefathers" instead of "ancestors,"
"brothers" instead of "brothers and sisters."

Under alalos, aphonos, and kophos one reads in BAGD the word "dumb," which is
offensive to the impaired of hearing. English contains more than a half-million words,
and "mute" is one of them.
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The term "pagan" and its synonym "heathen," which are both offensive to all who are
outside Jewish-Christian-Islamic traditions, stains MM and made its way, I regret to say,
into BAGD. See, for one out of many, the entry kosmos,lo in which "unbelievers" is
preferable to "pagan world."

BAGD unfortunately reads "full of idols" in connection with the interpretation of
Acts 17:16. What this really means is: "full of images of the many deities that citizens of
Athens worship." Greco-Romans did not actually think that their images or simulacra of
deities were the deities themselves. In this respect they shared the view of Christians
who also have simulacra of God, Jesus, and saints. But Christians refer to their own
simulacra as "images." The pejorative term is reserved for Greco-Romans.

6

Revisers of MM can profit from other considerations suggested by Gates's study.
Neither BAGD nor MM display much effort in relating semantic sets. A number of
Gates's respondents found useful the discussion of synonymous usage, as exhibited by
Abbott-Smith and Thayer.“. Related to this interest is awareness of semantic fields,
including those in associational fields.

References to secondary sources (bibliographical information) are generally
favored.1? A revised MM must certainly take account of the many specialized studies
that have been made in the six decades since its publication.

A fair number of Gates's respondents showed interest in lexical usage of the Greek
OT. BAGD increased references to this version. If we had entered in detail the additional
words that are used in the LXX—about 15%, or approximately 6300 tokens—BAGD would
have grown in bulk by about 135 pages. A comparable increase for the present MM would
be approximately 100 pages. In view of the fact that there is no adequate lexicon of the
LXX, the advantage for users of a revised MM that included the non-NT tokens would be
considerable. If necessary, entries of non-New Testament words found in the LXX could
be issued in a separate volume.

Finally, it is my judgment that simultaneous publication of a German translation be
made of a revised MM.

10BAGD, s.v. kosmos, col. 1, 4a, 3d last line.
11Gates, 86.

12Gates, 86.

BGates, 104-6.







The Sitz im Leben
of the Gospel of Matthew

Donald A. Hagner
Fuller Theological Seminary

To reconstruct the life-setting of the evangelists who wrote our Gospels is among the
most challenging tasks that face the New Testament interpreter. The slight evidence
external to the Gospels is late and relatively untrustworthy, and therefore one is left
with the particularly difficult job of proceeding inductively, inferring the life-situation
from the internal evidence, attempting to ascertain which clues in the text actually point
to an author's specific situation as opposed to "innocent" elements of the common tradi-
tion, and trying to understand what and how much significance to give to these clues.
Redaction criticism is of course the most important aid in discovering the Sitz im Leben
of an evangelist. By seeing how Matthew and Luke have altered the passages they bor-
rowed from Mark and Q—what is added, omitted, or changed—we may carefully infer
some of their special concerns. I say "carefully" because not every such alteration points
to a significant difference in perspective. Moreover, given the ferment in synoptic criti-
cism these days, an unquestioning acceptance of Marcan priority may not be safe. A
second, important aid in determing the life-situation of an evangelist is to be found in his
"special" material, i.e., material drawn from special sources and unique to the particular
gospel. The results of these two aids, mutually informing each other, should enable the
scholar—albeit tentatively—to come to a knowledge of an evangelist's special interests
and concerns, which in turn may be taken to reflect the life-situation in which he and his
intended readers found themselves. It should be obvious, however, that the reconstruction
of the life-situation of an evangelist is necessarily a speculative enterprise. It is a kind of
educated (we hope) guesswork, and the results of such an undertaking can hardly, in the
nature of the matter, ever be considered as final.

The final test of a reconstructed Sitz im Leben is how well it enables us to under-
stand the varied contents of a Gospel as a whole. It is the Gospel as it stands that must
finally be explained, for it is this that the author put into the hands of his readers. The
better sense we can make of the particular emphases and distinctives of the Gospel, its
content and organization, the more satisfactory will be the hypothetical Sitz im Leben.!
It is in this regard—discerning the coherence of the totality—that the Gospel of Matthew
presents scholars with a serious challenge. What Sitz im Leben, if any, is capable of

lA salutary trend is currently underway wherein attention is increasingly being
directed to the study of the Gospels as self-contained entities, each of which must be
understood holistically and on its own terms. For Matthew, the following studies may be
noted: R. A. Edwards, Matthew's Story of Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), who
approaches Matthew through narrative analysis; W. G. Thompson, Matthew's Advice to a
Divided Community (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), who proposes "vertical anal-
ysis"; O. L. Cope, Matthew. A Scribe Trained for the Kingdom of Heaven (Washington,
D.C.. The Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1976), who advocates "Jinear
reading."
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explaining the divergent emphases and remarkable polarities of this Gospel? Can the
apparently disparate elements in Matthew be brought under a common denominator?

The purpose of this paper is to focus on the question of particularism and univer-
salism in the Gospel of Matthew, together with the closely related question of Israel and
the Church. These are universally regarded as issues of central importance in Matthew
and have been given much attention by Matthean scholars. We shall look in turn at the
following: (I) Tensions in Matthew; (I) The Relation of Matthew to Contemporary Juda-
ism; (II) The Sitz im Leben of Matthew's Community; (IV) Distinctive Emphases in
Matthew; (V) The Date and Provenance of the Gospel; and (VI) Matthew in the Context of
First Century Christianity.

I. Tensions in Matthew

Matthew is the only Gospel that records Jesus' startling words that restrict his and
his disciples' immediate ministry to Israel. According to 10:5f. (cf. 10:23, "all the towns
of Israel"), when he sends the Twelve out on their mission he begins with a stern prohibi-
tion: "Go nowhere among the Gentiles, and enter no town of the Samaritans, but go
rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel." Later in the narrative (15:24), when Jesus
himself is entreated by a gentile woman he not only ignores her request (initially), but
responds by saying, "I was sent only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel." So contra-
dictory is this attitude to that of the evangelist's day, when the gentile mission was an
undeniable reality, that these passages excellently satisfy the criterion of dissimilarity
(so far as the early church is concerned, but not of course so far as Judaism is con-
cerned), and hence most scholars accept these sayings as authentic. We may note here
simply that this particularist emphasis in Matthew is in harmony with the thoroughly
Jewish orientation of this Gospel.

On the other hand, and seemingly against this particularism, there is an implicit
universalism (i.e., that the good news of the gospel is for gentiles too) throughout the
Gospel. Thus, e.g., the genealogy of Christ which contains gentile names (Ruth and
Rahab; 1:5); the magi from the East (2:1-12); the Roman centunon ("Truly, I say to you,
not even in Israel have I found such faith"; 8:5-13; cf. Luke 7:1- 10) ; "'in his name will the
Gentiles hope" (12:21; cf Isa. 42:4); "the field is the world" (13:38); the Canannite woman
(152 21 28; Mark 7:24- 30) the parable of the tenants (21:33-43; Mark 12:1-12; Luke 20:9-
19)%; the parable of the marriage feast (22:1-10; Luke 14:15-24); and the Roman sol-
dlers confession in 27:54.° What is implicit earlier, becomes explicit in 24:14 (Mark
13:10) where Jesus says, "And this gospel of the kingdom will be preached throughout the
whole world as a testimony to all nations; and then the end will come"; and, of course,
most impressively in the commission of 28:19 (Luke 24:47 [cf. Mark 16:15], "Go therefore
and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit."

It seems clear that this tension between particularism and universalism in Matthew is
closely related to another polarity of the Gospel, that involving Israel and the Church. In

2Matthew's redaction of Q intensifies this logion by the addition of ameén at the
beginning and the phrase par> oudeni after legd hymin.
Only Matthew has the emphatic logion "O women, great is your faith."
The verse of key importance, 21:43, is found only in Matthew.
Matthew heightens the implied universalism with hosous (22:9) and pantas (22:10).
Only Matthew has those on watch with the centurion join in the confession.
Only Matthew has the phrase "in all the world."
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Matthew we encounter an apparent polemic against the Jews that is all the more striking
because of the favored position of the Jews already noted and because of the generally
Jewish tone of the Gospel. Probably most conspicuous here are the passages referring to
a transference of the Kingdom from Israel to those who believe (the church). Thus in 8:11
(Luke 13:281.), just following the compliment of the Roman centurion for his faith, we
read, "I tell you, many will come from east and west and sit at table with Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven, while the sons of the kin§dom will be thrown
into the outer darkness; there men will weep and gnash their teeth."® And in 21:41 (Mark
12:9; Luke 20:16), at the end of the parable of the tenants, the tenants pronounce their
own judgment: "He will put those wretches to a miserable death, and let out the vineyard
to other tenants who will give him the fruits of their seasons."” This is followed by Jesus'
words (21:43), "Therefore I tell you, the kingdom of God will be taken away from you and
given to a nation (ethnei) producing the fruits of it." Agreeing with this emphasis is the
parable of the marriage feast, where those invited "would not come" (22:3) and thus the
invitation is extended to all: "Go therefore to the thoroughfares, and invite to the mar-
riage feast as many as you find" (22:9).

To these passages may be added others that speak of the judgment of unbelieving
Israel. Upbraiding the cities of Galilee where his miracles had been done (11:20-24; Luke
10:12-15), Jesus concludes, "But I tell you, it shall be more tolerable on the day of judg-
ment for Tyre and Sidon . . . [and] for the land of Sodom . . . than for you." In 12:45 he
refers to "this evil generation;10 in 13:10-15 (cf. 13:13 with Mark 4:12; Luke 8:10)
Matthew alone describes the unbelieving with the full quotation of the judgment oracle
of Isa 6:9f.: "With them indeed is fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah which says: 'You shall
indeed hear but never understand, and you shall indeed see but never perceive. For this
people's heart has grown dull, and their ears are heavy of hearing, and their eyes they
have closed, lest they should perceive with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and
understand with their heart, and turn for me to heal them'" (cf. Acts 28:26f.). In the
parable of the marriage feast, it is noted (22:8; omitted in Luke 14:21) that "those invited
were not worthy." In 23:38 (Luke 13:35) Jesus, lamenting over Jerusalem, states, "Behold,
your house is forsaken and desolate." And finally we may note the bitter and fateful
words of 27:25, unique to Matthew: "His blood be upon us and on our children," words that
have tragically and unjustifiably been used to promote anti-semitism.

On the other side of the transference passages are those who believe, a "nation"
(ethnos) producing the fruit of the kingdom (righteousness), those who repent, those
whose eyes are blessed and whose ears hear what "many prophets and righteous men
longed to see and hear" (13:16£.). In view, of course, is the new community, called in
chapters 16 and 18, with deliberate anachronism, the ekklesia, the church.

The church and Israel, thus stand in obviously painful tension in Matthew. Reflectin
this tension are the references to "their synagogues" (4:23; 9:35; 10:17; 12:9; 13:54),1
"your synagogues" (23:34), "their scribes" (7:29), and "the Jews to this day" (28:15)—most
references unique to Matthew, and the last reminiscent of the well-known derogatory use
of "the Jews" in the Fourth Gospel. Throughout the book, moreover, it is the Pharisees,

8] uke has added "north and south" to emphasize the theme of universality, while
Matthew is content with the Old Testament language of "east and west" (Isa 59:19; Mal
11:1). Matthew as usual retains the Jewish terminology "kingdom of heaven," and he
alone has the comparable phrase "sons of the kindgom."

Matthew intensifies the judgment motif with kakous kakos.
10w ords added by Matthew to the Q material reflected also in Luke 11:24-26.

IThis expression may of course be innocuous, as for example in 4:23 (paralleled in
Mark 1:39 and Luke 4:15) and 9:35. But this is probably not the case in 10:17. The only
other synoptic reference is Mark 1:29.
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those whose viewpoint dominates Judaism after the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70,
that are the main antagonists of Jesus, and who are repeatedly shown to be inferior to
Jesus in their understanding of Torah. Thus "when Jesus finished these sayings, the
crowds were astonished at his teaching for he taught them as one who had authority, and
not as their scribes" (7:28f.). And at the end of the bitter denunciation of the scribes and
Pharisees in chapter 23, Jesus can say, "Fill up, then, the measure of your fathers. You
serpents, you brood of vipers, how are you to escape being sentenced to hell?" (23:321.).
Finally, the evangelist speaks explicitly of Jewish persecution of the church: "Beware of
men; for they will deliver you up to councils, and flog you in their synagogues" (10:17);
and "Therefore I send you prophets and wise men and scribes, some of whom you will kill
and crucify, and some you will scourge in your synagogues and persecute from town to
town" (23:34).

Redaction-critical study of these passages shows that Matthew has given these
motifs much greater emphasis than the other synoptic writers. Much of the material is
unique to this Gospel; and where Matthew depends upon Mark or Q, Matthew usually
intensifies the hostility. Matthew indeed is only second to the Fourth Gospel in apparent
animosity against the Jews.

Here, then, we have what is probably the major puzzle in the Gospel of Matthew. On
the one hand we have the particularism that limits Jesus' and his disciples' ministry to
Israel. Together with this exclusivism—the normal Jewish viewpoint—is the generally
Jewish tone of the Gospel with, among other things, its stress on the abiding validity of
the Law, the necessity of righteousness, and the fulfillment of messianic prophecy. On
the other hand, however, standing in rather sharp contrast to the preceding, is the uni-
versalism of the Gospel, its striking transference of the Kingdom motif and the particu-
larly harsh sayings against the Jews.

Il. The Relation to Contemporary Judaism

How is this state of affairs in the Gospel to be explained? Most redactional-critical
analysis of Matthew has centered on this problem in one way or another. In my opinion,
however, most Matthean scholarship has too quickly opted for dichotomistic solutions
that have necessitated regarding certain important threads of the Gospel as being irrele-
vant to his readers and their Sitz im Leben. In what follows I hope to explain the diver-
gent emphases of the Gospel through the positing of a plausible and realistic life setting
for Matthew's community.

In his excellent overview of the study of Matthew from 1945 to 1980, Graham
Stanton discusses four main views that have been held concerning the relationship
between Matthew's Christian community and contemporary Judaism: 2 (1) the "tradi-
tional" view, i.e., that Matthew is the earliest Gospel, written by the apostle in Aramaic,
for a Jewish Christian community; (2) that the Gospel was written to a Jewish-Christian
community after A.D. 70 but prior to 85, a community "closely related to Judaism"
(intra-muros); (3) that the Jewish-Christian recipients of the Gospel had already experi-
enced a definite break with the synagogue (thus after A.D. 85), yet remained in debate
with Judaism (extra-muros); and (4) that the evangelist was a gentile, and perhaps his
readers too, and that discussion with Judaism had long since come to an end. It is readily
apparent that the first two views put greatest weight on the Jewish character of the
Gospel, whereas the third and fourth views find the motifs of hostility toward the Jews
and the transference of the Kingdom to the gentiles to be of determinative importance.

12urhe Origin and Purpose of Matthew's Gospel. Matthean Scholarship from 1945 to
1980," in Aufstieg und Niedergang der Rémischen Welt, eds. H. Temporini and W. Haase,
II (Principat), 25.3 (Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1985), pp. 1910-1921.
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Stanton's analysis shows clearly that a key issue in these discussions is the question
whether the phenomena described above reflect a situation in which a clear break
between the church and synagogue has taken place. In view here is the decision, which
may have been made at Yavneh (Jamnia) around A.D. 85, to force Jewish-Christians out
of the synagogue by an addition to the liturgy of the synagogue cursing the minim or
"heretics" (the Birkhat ha-Minim, twelfth of the Eighteen Benedictions, the Shemoneh
Esreh). This event, it is commonly argued, 3 accounts for such distinctive elements in
the Gospel as the hostility toward the Jews in Matthew, the transference of the Kingdom
sayings, Matthew's interest in panta ta ethng, and the (alleged) cessation of the mission
to the Jews. On this hypothesis, accordingly, the pro-Jewish elements in the Gospel, the
stress on Law and fulfillment of prophecy, and especially the exclusivistic or particular-
istic sayings, are understood as remnants of earlier tradition which the evangelist did not
assimilate to his own viewpoint. But this is to relegate important emphases in the Gospel
to the status of archaisms irrelevant to the life-situation of the readers. With some
justification Kiimmel describes this as "a completely untenable position."

We may point out here that those who offer this analysis of the data often argue
further for gentile readers and perhaps even a gentile author.!? That is, the strongly

13E g., G. Strecker, Der Weg der Gerechtigkeit. Untersuchung zur Theologie des
Mat thius (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 3rd ed., 1971) who argues that the Gospel
is directed toward gentile Christians and that "die Judenchristen eine dltere
Entwicklungsstufe des Gemein-delebens représentieren" (35); W. Trilling, Das wahre
Israel. Studien zur Theologie des Matthdus Evangeliums (Miinchen: Kosel, 3rd ed., 1964)
214ff.; R. Walker, Die Heilsgeschichte im ersten Evangelium (GGttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1967) 128; G. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel According to St. Matthew
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946) 111; other names that can be mentioned here are
Haenchen, Stendahl, Schweizer, Sand, Frankemdlle, Hare and Meier. See especially
Meier's discussion in Law and History in Matthew’'s Gospel (Rome: Biblical Institute
Press, 1976) 12f. Meier agrees about the separation of synagogue and church, but with
Schweizer holds that this does not entail an end of discussion between the two.

Introduction to the New Testament, trans. H. C. Kee from 17th ed. (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1975) 116.

Here we must include not only Strecker (op. cit., 15-35) and Trilling (op. cit., 215),
but also K. W. Clark, "The Gentile Bias in Matthew," JBL 66 (1947) 165-72, now also
available in The Gentile Bias and Other Essays (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1980) 1-8; the Danish
scholar, P. Nepper-Christensen, Das Matthdusevangelium. Ein judenchristliches Evange-
lium? (Aarhus: Universitetsforlaget, 1958); R. Walker, op. cit.; and J. P. Meier, Law and
History in Matthew's Gospel, 14-21; The Vision of Matthew (New York: Ramsey/Toronto:
Paulist, 1979) 17-25. D. R. A. Hare, The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in
the Gospel According to St. Matthew (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967); S.
van Tilborg, The Jewish Leaders in Matthew (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972) 1i7:lisa e
Frankemdlle, Jahwebund und Kirche Christi (Minster: Aschendorif, 1974) 200; and L.
Gaston, "The Messiah of Israel As Teacher of the Gentiles. The Setting of Matthew's
Christology," Interp 21 (1975) 24-40. See, too, S. Sandmel, A Jewish Understanding of the
New Testament (1956). The Gospel "was composed not by a Jewish Christian, but by a
Gentile, out of the awareness that law and regulation are inescapably necessary for
religious discipline" (p. 167) . . . "Matthew has little regard or respect for the Jewish
Law; it is a new Christian law which he is introducing;" and D. Flusser, "Two Anti-Jewish
Montages in Matthew," Immanuel 5 (1975) 37-45.
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negative attitude toward Israel, it is said, must be the result of the dominance and bias
of a gentile church. Clark writes, "a Jewish-Christian of about 90 A.D. would hardly be
found writing a gospel whose theme is the definite and final rejection of Israel by her
God.""™ Advocates of gentile authorship can point to some minor difficulties in the view
that the author was a Jew (e.g., putting the Pharisees and Sadducees together; the pos-
sible misunderstanding of Zech 9:9 in 21:1-9 to involve two animals rather than one),17
but their hypothesis flies in the face of the overwhelming Jewish character of the Gospel
of Matthew. It does not suffice simply to say that these Jewish elements, so fundamental
to Matthew, are simply anachronisms carried over from an earlier period and that they
have no special relevance to the evangelist or his readers.

On the other hand, other influential Matthean scholars are convinced, that the Gos-
pel of Matthew reflects the time prior to the separation of church and synagogue (i.e.,
the Yavneh decision of c. 85).18 They point to the Gospel's argument concerning Jesus as
Messiah as evidence that the mission to the Jews has not ceased. They note marks of a
Jewish-Christianity in such things as the positive note about the Pharisees in 23:2, the
avoidance of offense by the payment of the Temple tax (17:24ff.), and especially
Matthew's view of the Law (5:17ff.). These data, together with much else that could be
mentioned,l9 point to the continuing relationship between Jewish-Christians and their
non-Christian Jewish brethren. But in this perspective, as Rohde has rightly pointed

16Clark, "Gentile Bias," p. 2. So too in a similar vein, S. van Tilborg, The Jewish
Leaders in Matthew, 171; the response of D. R. A. Hare to such a conclusion is
appropriate: "The bitterness of the persecution and the frustration of a fruitless mission
are sufficient, however, to account for so pessimistic a view of Israel on the part of a
Jewish Christian author." The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in the Gospel
According to St. Matthew, 170.

See Meier, Vision, 19ff. On this point, however, Stanton's cautionary note seems
wise: "There are simply too many gaps in our knowledge of Judaism in the period 70-100
A.D. to enable us to pronounce a confident verdict on the extent and accuracy of the
evangelist's knowledge of Judaism." "Origin and Purpose," p. 1919.

G. Bornkamm, "End-Expectation and Church in Matthew," in Tradition and Inter-
pretation in Matthew (Philadephia: Westminster, 1963 translation of German article of
1956) 15-51 (But Meier calls attention to a shift of emphasis in Bornkamm's later
articles. See especially Bornkamm's 1970 article "The Authority to 'Bind' and 'Loose' in
the Church in Matthew's Gospel," now available in The Interpretation of Matthew, ed. G.
Stanton [Philadelphia/London: Fortress/SPCK, 1983] 85-97. On p. 88 Bornkamm argues
that the break has already taken place. See Meier, Law and History, 9ff. and Stanton,
"Origin and Purpose," p. 1913f.); G. Barth, "Matthew's Understanding of the Law," in
Tradition and Interpretation (1963 translation of German original of 1955) 58-164; R.
Hummel, Die Auseinandersetzung zwischen Kirche und Judentum im Matthausevangelium
(Miinchen: Chr. Kaiser, 2nd ed., 1966); W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the
Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963); M. D. Goulder, Midrash and
Lection in Matthew (London: SPCK, 1974); S. Brown, "The Matthean Community and the
Gentile Mission," NovT 23 (1980) 216.

E.g., failure to explain Jewish customs and practices (as in the omission of Mark's
detailed explanation of the practices of the Pharisees (cf. Mark 7:1-4 with Matt 15:1-2);
retention of untranslated Hebrew vocabulary; the omission of Mark 10:12 about a wife
divorcing her husband; the addition of the exception clause (porneia) in 5:32 and 19:9; the
derogatory references to gentiles (6:7; 18:17). For details, see A. Wikenhauser and J.
Schmid, Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Freiburg: Herder, 6th new ed., 1973) 245.
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out,zo insufficient attention has been paid to the other side of the tension, i.e., to the
universality of the Gospel and the transference of the Kingdom motif.

Matthean scholarship thus finds itself in the strange circumstance of having been
forced into two camps by emphasizing one side of the data in the Gospel to the neglect,
if not the exclusion, of data on the other side. In the instance of Strecker and Trilling,
certain Jewish motifs are pronounced anachronistic and hence essentially irrelevant to
the life-setting of the evangelist. In the case of Bornkamm, Barth, and Hummel, such
things as the hostility toward the Jews and the transference of the Kingdom motif find
no convincing place in the life-setting of the Jewish-Christianity represented by the
evangelist and his community.

It is not surprising that in recent years a number of scholars have tried to find a
mediating position between these two poles, one that would do more justice to the vari-
ous perspectives contained in the Gospel. Indeed, to some extent, the third view in
Stanton's analysis, viz. that "Matthew's [Jewish-Christian] community is extra-muros yet
still defining itself over against Judaism,"" is exactly such an attempt in that although
it affirms the c. 85 break with Judaism, it also finds ongoing significant concern with
Judaism.22

Obviously what is required is a hypothesis that treats the tensions in the Gospel with
all seriousness, as truly reflecting the life-situation of the readers. A number of
writers have thus begun to address these tensions very directly. A somewhat older article
by K. Tagawa remains one of the most effective statements of the problem.”" Tagawa
rightly emphasizes how important it was for Matthew's Jewish-Christian community with
its continuing national consciousness to understand itself as the true Israel. Furthermore,
and again rightly in my opinion, the evangelist is not alleging that the gentiles have

20Rediscovering the Teaching of the Evangelists (E.T.: Philadelphia: Westminster,
1968). Bornkamm "is not really able to explain" the theme of universality (54).
Stanton designates this view as "a 'mediating' position" between the second and
fourth views in his analysis. "Origin and Purpose," p. 1915.
In this category Stanton includes K. Stendahl (The School of St. Matthew and its
Use of the Old Testament [Philadelphia: Fortress, 2nd ed. 1968)); C. F. D. Moule ("St.
Matthew's Gospel: Some Neglected Features," in Studia Evangelica II, [TU 87 (1964)] 91-
99, now available in his collected Essays in New Testament Interpretation [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 19821 67-74); E. Schweizer (Matth&us und seine Gemeinde
[Stuttgart: KBW Verlag, 1974)); and W. G. Kiimmel (Introduction to the New Testament).
Stanton includes himself as holding to this view, referring to his article "5 Ezra and
Matthean Christianity in the Second Century," JTS 28 (1977) 67-83. See too now his "The
Gospel of Matthew and Judaism," BJRUL66.2 (1984) 264-84.
3Mention must be made here of a recent essay by M. J. Cook which attempts to
obviate the whole discussion. "Interpreting 'Pro-Jewish' Passages in Matthew," HUCA 54
(1983) 135-46. Cook who leans to gentile authorship denies that Matthew contains any
"pro-Jewish" passages. Hence the various attempts that have been made to solve the
dilemma are quite unnecessary. "I find no inconsistency in Matthew between anti-Jewish
and pro-Jewish elements because the latter are not really pro-Jewish but only a function
of and entirely consistent with Matthew's overall anti-Jewish stance" (140). Pro-Jewish
passages thus become "merely a literary device by which Matthew is setting up the Jews
for eventual vilification" (142). But the passages in question seem too natural and
matter-of-fact to be explained in this way, and Cook underestimates the Jewish tone of
the Gospel.
#"People and Community in the Gospel of Matthew," NTS 16 (1969-70) 149-62.
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replaced Israel, argues Tagawa, or that the mission to Israel is ended. Tagawa neverthe-
less leaves his readers finally with a confused picture wherein Matthew can speak of both
a limited and a universal mission depending on whether he is conceiving the church as a
"national community" or "a chosen community of faith distinguished from the Jewish
nation."2 Adding further to the confusion, these communities overlapped in Matthew's
mind, according to Tagawa, and for Matthew "there can be no Gentile church" since
gentiles become a part of "Israel" when they become Christians.

A very creative and interesting approach to the tensions of the Gospel is to be found
in several articles by S. Brown.“” The evangelist, according to Brown, finds himself in a
Jewish Christian community with a strong particularist strain, for whom the limitation of
the mission to Israel remains a present reality, and not simply something of the past. The
evangelist could not ignore this and yet he espouses and desires to promote the gentile
mission. Although the mission is implied earlier in the Gospel, and in Matthew's central
section (10:18), the evangelist's advocacy of the gentile mission can only be accomplished
by a "deus ex machina," as Brown designates the final scene (28:16-20). The strength of
Brown's proposal is that it takes the particularist passages with all seriousness, and does
not relegate them to the category of historical relics. Yet is seems to me that when
Brown argues that the limitation to Israel is still in effect among Jewish Christians living
in the Diaspora (even if, as he speculates, they had moved from Palestine to Syria) he
requires too much of us. Further, Brown's hypothesis requires that Matthew's community
was seriously divided over an issue of greatest significance. Would not that degree of
tension have been unbearable? And would not the evangelist have addressed it more
directly? Finally, Brown does not relate his hypothesis directly to much else within the
Gospel that demands explanation. Suggestive as this argument is, then, it remains uncon-
vincing.

Also stimulating is the recent article by B. T. Viviano who accounts for the tension in
the Gospel by pointing to the evangelist as a "master of ecumenical healing." 8 yiviano
regards Matthew's Jewish-Christian community as in a transition caused by a "flood of
Gentile converts" at around 85 when the Gospel was written. He rightly indicates on the
one hand that "Matthew is locked in an internecine struggle to the death with these
nearby [non-Christian rabbinic] opponents and gives them no quarter. They are outside

2ibid., 161.

Ibid., 162. Tagawa's entire discussion is carried on without any reference to the
date of the Gospel or the location of the readers.

"The Two-fold Representation of the Mission in Matthew's Gospel," Studia
Theologica 31 (1977) 21-32; "The Mission to Israel in Matthew's Central Section (Mt.
9:35-11:1)" ZNW 69 (1978) 73-90; and "The Matthean Community and the Gentile
Mission," NovT 22 (1980) 193-221. Cf. too J. Jervell, "The Mighty Minority," Studia
Theologica 34 (1980) 13-38, now available also in The Unknown Paul. Essays on Luke-Acts
and Early Christian History (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1984), for the argument that the
gentile mission must be defended to Matthew's community (47).

8"Matthew, Master of Ecumenical Healing," Currents in Theology and Mission 10
(1983) 325-32. Along a similar line, see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, "Good News/Bad News: The
Messiah and God's Fractured Community," Currents in Theology and Mission 4 (1977). Yet
he does not attempt to explain the tension, but focuses more on the hostility to the Jews,
a theme downplayed by Tagawa and Brown, and thence to the question of the role played
by Matthew in later anti-semitism. For Nickelsbury the tension reflected in the Gospel
points to a post 70 date "very close" to the time of the schism between the church and
synagogue.
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the pale of the messianic community."29 On the other side of the tension, according to
Viviano, Matthew faces Paulinist Christians who for the most part do not follow Torah.
Matthew gratefully seizes the tradition about Peter reflected in 16:18ff. as the one who
could mediate between the perspectives represented by James on the one hand, and by
Paul on the other. These verses writes Viviano, show "Matthew at his ecumenical best,
working out a symbolic figure who could hold the broad center of early Christians
together."BO The particularist traditions in the evangelist's community lose out in the end
to the universal perspective reflected at the end of the Gospel.

By focusing on the tension in which the readers of Matthew found themselves, these
essays, especially that of Viviano, seem to be basically on the right track. To my mind,
the key to understanding the contents of the Gospel lies in understanding the difficult
circumstances of Matthew's community. But before we attempt to reconstruct a Sitz im
Leben for Matthew that we believe does better justice to the disparate data of the
Gospel, we must clear the way by calling attention to two false presuppositions that have
often dominated recent discussion and are frequently apparent in the major attempts to
explain the Gospel. These grow out of an over-stress on the importance of the date of
A.D. 85, or thereabouts, and the decisions taken by the rabbis at Yavneh (Jamnia).

It is especially important to note how much weight has been put on Yavneh by
Matthean scholars in their attempt to understand Matthew and its life-setting. This is all
the more remarkable given how little we actually know about what transpired there, for
our knowledge of what took place at Yavneh is tenuous at best.

The view that has been held by the majority of Matthean scholars is that at some
time in the ninth decade of the first century the rabbinic leadership took steps to expel
Christian Jews from the synagogues as a way of stopping the insidious evangelism that
was undoubtedly going on. Thus the Birkhat ha-Minim, the "blessing" of the heretics,
very probably originated in this decade (possibly, however as the modification of previ-
ously existing material) and was initially, if not exclusively, intended against Jewish-
Christians. It is difficult to doubt, according to this view, that some such formal action
against Jewish-Christians in the synagogue was taken at this specific time.

291bid., 330.

BOIbid., 33]. Somewhat similar is the view of W. R. Farmer, who describes the Gospel
of Matthew as ecumenical, inclusive, and non-sectarian. "The Post-Sectarian Character
of Matthew and Its Post-War Setting in Antioch of Syria." Perspectives in Religious
Studies 3 (1976) 235-47.

Cf. P. Schifer, "Die sogenannte Synode von Jabne. Zur Trennung von Juden und
Christen im ersten/zweiten Jh. n. Chr." Judaica 31 (1975) 54-64; 116-24; G. Sternberger,
"Die sogenannte 'Synode von Jabne' und das friihe Christentum," Kairos 19 (1977) 14-21.
Along a similar line, D. Flusser, "The Jewish-Christian Schism," Emmanuel 17 (1983-84)
3211,

32In the so-called Geniza version (from the Cairo Geniza), it reads: "For the
renegades let there be no hope, and may the arrogant kingdom soon be rooted out in our
days, and the Nazarenes and the minim (heretics) perish as in a moment and be blotted
out from the book of life and with the righteous may they not be inscribed. Blessed art
thou, O Lord, who humblest the arrogant." The translation is from J. Jocz, The Jewish
People and Jesus Christ (London: SPCK, 1949) 53, but many scholars have pointed out
that the actual wording varies considerably and that explicit reference to ha nozrim
("Nazarenes") could well be a later insertion. See the scholars referred to in footnote 34.

3For the best recent defense of this view, see W. Horbury, "The Benediction of the
Minim and Early Jewish-Christian Controversy," JTS 33 (1982) 19-61. Horbury rightly
notes, however, that the benediction "was not decisive on its own for the separation of
church and synagogue, but it gave solemn liturgical expression to a separation effected in




SBL 1985 Seminar Papers

Now, however, this conclusion is being increasingly challenged, particularly by Jew-
ish scholars,”” who find no significance in Yavneh for the relationship between Jews and
Jewish-Christians. It is at least clear that Matthean scholarship must reconsider the
large role that a particular, and possibly incorrect, understanding of Yavneh has played in
its analysis of the Gospel. But I want to point out that even if we grant the correctness
of the traditional understanding of Yavneh, the conclusions usually drawn, which then are
allowed to function as false presuppositions, are incorrect.

Thus Yavneh has commonly—and mistakenly, in my view—been taken to indicate a
fundamental change of attitude and as inaugurating a new climate in Jewish and Chris-
tian relationships, quite unlike that which preceded. The first false presupposition deriv-
ing from this view is that there was no exclusion of Jewish Christians from the synagogue
before this date. Indeed, one has the feeling from some writers that before this date
there was no hostility between Jewish-Christians and non-Christian Jews at all, and that
the former were universally accepted and made comfortable in the synagogues. ’In fact,
however, there is sufficient evidence of an earlg and continuing hostility between Jews
who accepted the Gospel and those who did not, o including forceful exclusion from the

the second half of the first century through the larger group of measures to which it
belongs" (61).

See especially R. Kimelman, "Birkat Ha-Minim and the Lack of Evidence for an
Anti-Christian Jewish Prayer in Late Antiquity," in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition,
vol. 2, eds. E. P. Sanders, A. I. Baumgarten, and A. Mendelson (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1981) 226-44. Kimelman's final two conclusions are worth quoting: "5. Thus birkat ha-
minim does not reflect a watershed in the history of the relationship between Jews and
Christians in the first centuries of our era. 6. Apparently, there never was a single edict
which caused the so-called irreparable separation between Judaism and Christianity. The
separation was rather the result of a long process dependent upon local situations and
ultimately upon the political power of the church" (244). See too, S. T. Katz, "Issues in
the Separation of Judaism and Christianity After 70 C.E.: A Reconsideration," JBL 103.1
(1984) 43-76. Katz denies that the Birkat ha-Minim was directed specifically against
Jewish Christians, concluding that "there was no anti-Christian policy at Yavneh or
elsewhere before (if immediately after?) the Bar Kochba revolt" (76). The same
conclusion can be found in A. Finkel, "Yavneh's Liturgy and Early Christianity," JEcSt
18.2 (1981) 231-50. "At Yavneh, no act of excommunication was employed against these
Jewish Christians" (243). Cf. D. Flusser, "The Jewish-Christian Schism," Immanuel 17
(1983-84) 37f. But for a Jewish defense of the traditional view, see L. H. Schiffman, "At
the Crossroads: Tannaitic Perspectives on the Jewish-Christian Schism," Jewish and
Christian Self-Definition, vol. 2, eds. E. P. Sanders, A. L. Baumgarten, and A. Mendelson
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981) 149ff.

The question, of course, cannot be resolved by speaking generally about "Jewish
Christianity" since unquestionably there were several varieties of Jewish Christians, not
to mention variations dependent upon time and place. See below.

Accordirg to Acts (apart from 4:1-3, 18, 21) hostility erupts for the first time with
Stephen (6:12ff.; 7:57-8:1), but occurs frequently in Paul's experiences. Cf. 13:45-50;
14:2-6, 19; 17:5-9, 13; 18:6f., 12-17. Paul's bitter words in | Thess 2:14f. indicate the
intensity of hostility at a relatively early date: "For you brethren, became imitators of
the churches of God which are in Judea; for you suffered the same things from your own
countrymen as they did from the Jews, who killed both the Lord Jesus and the prophets,
and drove us out . . .." Cf. A. Harnack, The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the
First Three Centuries, trans. by J. Moffatt from 1908 German original (New York:
Harper, 1962): "it seems untenable to hold with some Jewish scholars that originally, and
indeed for whole decades, peace reigned between the Christians and the Jews" (46).
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synagogue.37 If any specific date is to be mentioned as a clear turning for the worse in
the relationship between Jews and Jewish Christians, it would have to be A.D. 70, but
even this date does not mark the beginning of hostility between the two groups. Thus the
Birkhat ha-Minim even on the traditional understanding, amounts only to a formalizing
and standardizing of practice, perhaps indeed as the result of mounting hostility, but it
should by no means be thought of as an absolute beginning of hostility or of the practice
of exclusion.

The second false presupposition drawn from an exaggeration of the significance of
Yavneh and the date of A.D. 85 is that after this date the mission to the Jews ceased. To
be sure, once Christians were more consistently driven out of the synagogues, evangelism
of the Jews became more difficult and its form was necessarily altered. But that it
ceased altogether is an unwarranted conclusion. D. R. A. Hare, nevertheless, has argued
that the strong judgment passages in Matthew together with the transference of the
Kingdom motif point to a situation in which the mission to Israel has been abandoned.
Now that Israel has refused the invitation, Hare concludes, "Henceforward the mission is
not to Israel and the Gentiles but only to the Gentiles!"3? More recently, Hare has been
joined by D. J. Harrington in this argument that the panta ta ethné of 28:19 excludes the
Jews.*0 But because a mission to the Jews within the synagogue must have been aban-

37In addition to the references in the preceding note, consider also the explicit
aposynagbgos references in the Fourth Gospel (9:22; 12:42; 16:2). Without accepting
J. A. T. Robinson's dating of the Gospel, I too find no reason to deny the use of this term
before A.D. 70. Redating the New Testament (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976) 272f. An
important distinction made by D. R. A. Hare is pertinent. He distinguishes between social
ostracism and informal exclusion on the one hand, from the formal exclusion of the later
Birkhat ha-Minim. The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in the Gospel Accord-
ing to St. Matthew (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967) 56. Hare finds con-
temporary parallels (i.e., pre-A.D. 70) in the Phariasaic ban, and exclusion practiced at
Qumran (51).

Davies aptly remarks: "Moreover, Paul's letters, like Acts, attest violence on the
part of the Synagogue, and that frequent, so that there is no reason to connect the
passages referred to [5:11; 23:34; 10:17, 23] in any way specifically with Jamnian affairs,
unless other factors point to this," Setting, 297.

D. R. A. Hare, Jewish Persecution, 148. Hare's insistence that ta ethne in 28:19f.
must mean individuals because baptizontes is followed by autous, is not convincing. The
autous need only be the members of panta ta ethne, which can clearly include the Jews.
Others who argue that the mission to Israel has come to an end are Trilling, Strecker,
Walker, and Gaston.

0n, Making Disciples of All the Gentiles' (Mt. 28:19)," CBQ 37 (1975) 359-69. Even if
Hare and Harrington were correct about 28:19, their conclusion need not follow. That is,
even if the point of 28:19 was the evangelization of the gentiles, does that in itself
exclude a Jewish mission? Does the transference of the Kingdom motif, used in its
strongest form, rule out a continuing effort in Jewish evangelism? J. P. Meier, however,
has effectively shown that the use of ethnos/ethné in Matthew cannot in every instance
be limited to gentiles, but that in several instances, including 28:19, Israel is to be
included. "Nations or Gentiles in Matthew 28:19?" CBQ 39 (1977) 94-102.
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doned after 85, the end of the Jewish mission itself is hardly necessitated. Christian Jews
would have continued to meet their unbelieving brethren in the community where discus-
sions, however tense, undoubtedly continued. It is in the final analysis unthinkable both
psychologically and theologically that the Jewish-Christian community addressed by the
evangelist could have altogether abandoned the mission to their Jewish brethren. The
Apostle Paul can speak in no uncertain terms about the judgment of unbelieving Israel
and the new reality of the Church that now stands in the place of national Israel, just as
he can wrestle with the actual shift from Jews to gentiles in the church, without for a
moment losing his zeal for the conversion of his people.

It seems unlikely, then, that the year 85 (or 90) should be thought of as a watershed
providing a radically altered situation that can be used to explain the complex and appar-
ently contradictory data of the Gospel of Matthew. Indeed, there is no solid reason why
the phenomena assigned so confidently to the post-85 era by some scholars, cannot
equally find a place before that time. Thus universalism, the transference of the King-
dom sayings, and the hard sayings against Israel are hardly impossible in the earlier
decades. Jesus can have spoken about the future (i.e., post-resurrection period), envision-
ing a mission to the gentiles, and thus justifying the transference sayings. All of this
would have been quite meaningful in a context where the gentile mission was thriving, as
would the harsh sayings against the Jews, which would have reflected the unbelief of the
Jews as well as the continuing and probably growing hostility between the church and
synagogue.

Conversely, the items often confidently restricted to a pre-85 setting can have had
significance even in the post-85 era. Thus, a Jewish-Christian community would naturally
find the stress on the fulfillment of prophecy and the messiahship of Jesus meaningful, as
well as even the particularist sayings. This we will try to demonstrate in the Sitz im
Leben we are about to propose.

But the point to be emphasized here is that the measures taken at Yavneh between
85 and 90 serve as no actual and revolutionary turning point in the relation between
church and synagogue. They provide no justification for the common allegation that
Yavneh constituted a first "break" between synagogue and church. Instead, Yavneh
served merely as the formalizing of a hostility that had in fact existed for a long time.
Jewish-Christian relationships (i.e., between Christian and non-Christian Jews) in the
first century, from the time of Stephen onwards, certainly varied according to time and
place, but tension, animosity and hatred seem to have been the rule more often than not.
In the course of the first century we can see, if we are to generalize, a more-or-less
steady crescendo of bitterness and hostility (and of course especially after A.D. 70),
rather than a sudden turning for the worse after Yavneh.

III. The Sitz im Leben of Matthew's Community

As we have already said, the merit of a proposed Sitz im Leben of any document
depends upon the extent to which it can satisfactorily account for the contents of the
document, and, we may add, particularly for those elements that appear to be difficult or
contradictory. Indeed, the latter may be especially revealing in that they may point to

“Thus J. A. T. Robinson, who dates the Gospel before 70, is at least correct when he
writes: "These problems reflect a period when the needs of co-existence force a
clarification of what is the distinctively Christian line on a number of practical issues
which previously could be taken for granted . . . But uneasy co-existence does not
necessarily imply an irrevocable break." Redating the New Testament, 103.
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important tensions or commitments in the community which, it was felt, must be pre-
served. Thus the reconstruction of a Sitz im Leben should keep just these disparate
elements to the fore, rather than paring away one side or the other, and so making cer-
tain data irrelevant to the evangelist's community.

1. We must begin with the strong probability that the readers were Jewish-
Christians, as was probably the author, too. The data of the Gospel are again and again
explained most satisfactorily on the hypothesis that the first readers were Jewish-
Christians. Among various key items to be mentioned here are the following: the stress
throughout the Gospel on fulfillment and especially the distinctive formula quotations
("this happened in order to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet") which point to Jesus
as the Messiah and his ministry as the dawning of the messianic age; the importance of
Jesus' fidelity to the Law (not only Matt 5:17-20, but cf. Matthew's redactional changes
of Mark 7 in chap. 15) and his call to righteousness; Matthew's omission of Mark's expla-
nation of Jewish customs (cf. Mark 7:3-4 with Matt 15:2); and his formulation of several
discussions in typical rabbinic patterns (e.g., Matt 19:1ff. on divorce). Also worth noting
are the apologetic motifs of the infancy narrative (against Jewish claims of the illegiti-
macy of Jesus' birth) and the resurrection narrative (explicitly against the Jewish claim
that the body was stolen; 28:12-15).

It is, of course, not impossible that Matthew was written to a mixed community or
even to gentiles by a gentile author. Gentile Christians, after all, were also interested in
the fulfillment of the Old Testament and in Jesus as Messiah; they may, furthermore,
have been in need of the emphasis on Law to counter antinomian tendencies perhaps
stemming from a Pauline enthusiasm. But these explanations seem less natural and,
hence, less probable. There is in fact little in the Gospel that is effectively explained as
finding its raison d'étre in a supposed gentile readership. Moreover, the hypothesis of a
gentile life-setting leaves other aspects of the Gospel, and especially the particularist
sayings, unaccounted for.

A further probability is that both the original readers and the final redactor were
Hellenistic Jews, and Jews of the Diaspora rather than Palestinian Jews. This follows not
only from the fact that the Gospel was written in Greek, but from the apparent proxim-
ity of the readers to a gentile Christianity. From these data Kiimmel concludes, "t is
certain that the author of Matthew lived in a Greek-speaking area and wrote for Greek-
speaking Christians, most of whom were of Jewish origin."

2. At this point, in preparation for what follows, it is worth noting generally the
difficult situation in which Jewish-Christians have always found themselves, and not
least in the later first century. When Jews become Christians they are forced to cope, on
the one hand, with their non-Christian Jewish brethren, from whom they have separated
themselves, and, on the other hand, with a largely gentile Christianity among whom they
now exist as a minority, but as brethren nonetheless. To their Jewish brethren, Jewish-
Christians have always had to answer such charges as disloyalty to the religion of Israel,
disloyalty to the Mosaic Law (or at least of association with others who fail to observe
it), and of joining an alien, if not pagan, religion, the large majority of whose adherents
are gentiles. In short, Jews are naturally put on the defensive by their non-Christian
brethren, and probably more so if they have insisted on preservation of their Jewishness
and have resisted assimilation, thus making at least the implicit claim of being the true
Israel. And it is obvious how such Jewish concerns as these would have been aggravated
in the time of crisis that faced Judaism after the destruction of Jerusalem. Christian-
Jews must have been seen then more than ever as traitors. So far as their gentile breth-
ren are concerned, Jewish-Christians are always under a subtle pressure to minimize the
significance of their Jewishness; their continued observance of Jewish law and customs

42 Introduction, 119.
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can easily become a theological problem for gentile Christians and a hindrance to fellow-
ship and a sense of unity. The gentile Christians in Matthew's day may have rejoiced in
(and may have insisted upon) discontinuity between the old and new covenants much more
readily than many Jewish-Christians would have. Jewish-Christians were thus forced to
work out their relationships with gentile Christianity and their understanding of the
newness contained in and implied by the reality of Christ.

These Jewish-Christians were accordingly in an unenviable position—almost a kind of
"no man's land"—between their Jewish brethren on the one hand and gentile Christians on
the other, wanting to reach back for continuity with the old and at the same time to
reach forward to the new work God was doing in the largely gentile church—simultane-
ously answerable, so to speak, to both Jews and gentiles. This, as I say, is a situation with
which every Jewish-Christian has had some acquaintance. But the resultant tensions must
have been particularly trying to Jewish-Christian communities of the late first century.

3. And so we come to the original readers of the Gospel of Matthew. As Jewish-
Christians they undoubtedly found themselves in the dilemma we have portrayed.
Matthew's community was desperately in need of an account of the story of Jesus that
would enable them to relate both to unbelieving Jews and to gentile Christians. In partic-
ular, the increasing success of the gentile mission and the overall failure of the mission
to Israel raised questions not only in the readers' minds, but also among their Jewish
opponents. Thus the Gospel was almost certainly written to confirm Jewish believers in
the truth of Christianity as the fulfillment of the promises to Israel, which entails the
argument that Jesus is the Messiah, that he was loyal to the Law, and that he came to
the Jews. Through this material, the readers could gain confidence in the correctness of
their faith as something standing in true succession to the scriptures, and at the same
time be in a better position to answer their unbelieving brethren in the synagogues.

If this is true, we may well also find here the reason for the preservation of the
particularist sayings in Matthew. It was important for the author to be able to stress that
Jesus came specifically—indeed, exclusively—to the Jews, in order to underline God's
faithfulness to His covenant people, i.e., to stress the continuity of God's salvific prom-
ises and the actuality of their fulfillment in the first instance to Israel. In the face of an
increasingly gentile church, which must have given its Jewish opponents the embarrassing
ability to argue that Christianity was an alien religion, the readers were thus able to
realize that they, unlike the gentiles, had a place in the ministry of Jesus from the
beginning. They, as Jewish-Christians, were important in the fulfillment of God's plan as
a righteous remnant attesting the faithfulness of God to His covenant promises. Matthew
thus affirms the rightful place of a Jewish-Christianity as the true Israel. Far from
renouncing Judaism, as K. W. Clark maintains,”” Matthew finds in Christianity a per-
fected or fulfilled Judaism, brought to its goal by the long-awaited Christ.

The particularist sayings, then, are not simply relics of the historical tradition with-
out relevance for the readers of the Gospel, but neither do they indicate a contemporary
limitation upon the mission of Matthew's community. They refer historically to what was
once the case, during the pre-resurrection ministry of Jesus and his disciples, but have
special relevance to the readers as a theological justification of the faithfulness of God
to his people Israel, and thus of the propriety of Jewish-Christian faith.

If Jesus was sent "only to the lost sheep of the house of Israel," it remains true,
however, that Israel largely failed to respond. The Jewish-Christian readers of this
Gospel would have been painfully aware of the lack of response among their Jewish
brethren. What had happened already in the time of Jesus was happening in their time.
Inevitably and by reason of their unbelieving and hostile brethren, Jewish congregations
must early have begun to think of themselves as separate from and even as over against,

43 The Gentile Bias, 2.
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unbelieving Judaism—as a righteous remnant against the rabbinic Judaism represented in
the Gospel by the Pharisees. It is not at all unthinkable that Jewish-Christians could have
appreciated the harsh sayings in the Gospel against the Jews, the judgment against
unbelieving Israel, and could have referred, for example, to "their synagogues" (9:35) or
"their scribes" (7:29). The familiar biblical pattern, enounced so frequently by the proph-
ets, would have been seen in Israel's rejection of God, followed by God's rejection of
Israel. And from the latter it is only a step to the transference of the Kingdom sayings.
In the case of the transference sayings, however, our Jewish-Christian readers of course
identified themselves as among those nations (ethné, gentiles, largely but not exclu-
sively), the new people of God to whom the Kingdom was being transferred. Similarly,
the record of Jesus' words about the Jewish persecution of Christians (23:34; 10:23) would
have been especially relevant to the readers. The considerable polemics against the
Jews—and distance from the Jews—in Matthew are thus by no means unimaginable
within a Jewish-Christian context. The Jewish scholar D. Flusser (although attributing
the hostility in Matthew to a gentile perspective) has correctly called attention to this
phenomenon: "Because the majority of Jews did not accept the new message, there is a
very high probability that tension with and even hatred of the Synagogue existed among
some Jewish Christians."** These polemics are thus naturally to be expected under the
circumstances, and are quite similar in many ways to the intramural criticism of Israel in
the prophetic tradition. The key difference is, of course, that the dispute here is no
longer truly intra-muros, but between brethren separated by faith in the risen Christ.
Christian-Jews had become a part of the new community, the Church, which by the time
of the readers was composed mainly of gentiles, this being no doubt perceived by our
readers as the result of the universalism implicit in the messianic prophecies.

This, then, is my hypothesis: the evangelist's community partook of two worlds, the
Jewish and the Christian. Although they saw their Christianity as the true fulfillment of
Judaism, they also were very conscious that they had broken with their unbelieving
brethren. They were struggling to define and defend a Jewish-Christianity to the Jews on
the one hand and to realize their identity with gentile Christians on the other. This two-
fold challenge explains some of the basic tensions encountered in the Gospel.

It is important at this point to relate this hypothesis to recent work by R. E. Brown,
J. P. Meier, and G. Stanton. In a most interesting proposal, R. E. Brown has persuasively
argued for the need of much more precision in references to Jewish Christianity and
gentile Christiani‘cy.L*5 According to Brown, "during most of the first century a theologi-
cal distinction signaled by 'Jewish Christianity' and 'Gentile Christianity' is imprecise and
poorly designated."*® Brown proceeds to describe four types of Jewish Christianity, each
of which had gentile converts who shared that perspective: (1) those "who insisted on full
observance of the Mosaic Law, including circumcision; (2) those who did not require
circumcision, but required "converted Gentiles to keep some Jewish observances'

44wThe Jewish-Christian Schism," Immanuel 16 (1983) 40. Sandmel makes the
following point in a somewhat broader application, but it is also appropriate here: "Early
Christianity could conceivably have felt a positive relationship to the ancient Judaism,
and yet have an entirely different feeling towards contemporaneous Judaism and Jews."
The First Christian Century in Judaism and Christianity: Certainties and Uncertainties
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1969) 158.

45nNot Jewish Christianity and Gentile Christianity but Types of Jewish/Gentile
Christianity," CBQ 45 (1983) 74-79; "Introduction,” in R. E. Brown and J. P. Meier,
Antioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of Catholic Christianity (New York/Ramsey:
Paulist, 1983) 1-9.

"Not Jewish Christianity and Gentile Christianity," 75.
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(3) those who insisted neither on circumcision nor observance of the food laws; and
(4) those who furthermore "saw no abiding significance in Jewish cult and )"easts."47
Although we cannot here enter into a discussion of this proposal, at least the following
must be said. Strictly speaking Brown is correct, and yet I do not think his argument
abolishes the usefulness of a general distinction between Jewish and gentile Christianity
in the first century. The great majority of Christians would easily have fallen into groups
two or three, with a preponderance of Jews in group two and of gentiles in group three.
Group one would have had only a small minority of gentile proselytes, and although we
must grant the trouble the Jewish-Christian extremists in this group caused for Paul, this
group of Jewish-Christians must nevertheless have been small compared to those in group
two. On the other hand, probably only a very few Jewish-Christians belonged to group
four.*3 Thus despite the exceptions, at the extremes of Brown's four categories, it does
seem possible to speak generally of gentile and Jewish Christianity in the first century.
So far as Jewish Christianity is concerned, it is probably safe to say that Palestinian
Jews were mainly to be found in groups one and two, while Hellenistic Jews were mainly
in groups two and three.

Can we speculate as to which of Brown's four groups Matthew's community may have
belonged? If we are right that this community is a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian commu-
nity, then they are probably to be put either in group two or three. Although the commu-
nity finds it necessary to sound conservative for the sake of the argument with the
synagogue,”” yet so far as their attitude to the gentile congregations was concerned they
can easily be thought of as belonging to group three.

J. P. Meier, in his stimulating discussion of Antioch, treats Matthew as evidence of
the "second Christian generation” in that city. Although he bases much of his argument
on a specific date and locale for the Gospel, Meier has presented one of the most satis-
factory analyses of the life-setting of Matthew's community. It is a community facing an
identity-crisis because of the tension between its conservative Jewish-Christian mem-
bers, on the one hand, and its gentile Christian members, on the other hand. The former
is particularly seen "in a unique plight . . . They were too Christian to go back to the
synagogue and too much in the mainstream of Christianity to follow the extreme right-
wing [Brown's group one] out of the church."’! The evangelist, a "liberal conservative,"
takes the matter into his hands by synthesizing the varied traditions at his disposal into a
work of "inclusive synthesis."52

47Antioch and Rome, 2-6; italics are Brown's. Cf. Sandmel, The First Christian
Century, 173.

The distinction between groups three and four is difficult to see. Brown puts Paul
in group three, but not in group four (with John and Hebrews) among those who "saw no
abiding significance in Jewish cult and feasts." But was Paul really as conservative as
Brown argues, allowing only freedom from circumcision and food laws? Did he really
continue to hold to the abiding significance of the cult and feasts, or does the evidence
cited by Brown simply point to Paul's ready expedience (cf. 1 Cor. 9:19-23)?

Thus it is easily possible to think of them as corresponding to group two, as does
Viviano, "Master of Ecumenical Healing," 329.

L. Goppelt is probably correct in saying that Jewish Christians of the Diaspora
adopted increasingly the freedom from Mosaic ordinances practiced by the growing
gentile Christian .communities. Jesus, Paul and Judaism, trans. by E. Schroeder from 1954
German original (New York: Nelson, 1964) 124, 129.

Antioch and Rome, 50f.
221bid., 515 57.
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But what Meier describes as being true of the church of Antioch in the 80's must
have been true in many places and much earlier too. Jewish-Christians did not have to
wait until the 80's, or even until 70, to face the kind of pressures described by Meier.
Meier unnecessarily restricts his argument to a later date and a single locale. Among the
nexternal factors" affecting the Antioch situation, Meier mentions the Jewish war, the
failure of the Jewish mission, and Yavneh. But the War and Yavneh may only have aggra-
vated circumstances that existed earlier, and the relative failure of the Jewish mission
was certainly a reality long before 70.

In a recent, insightful essay, G. N. Stanton has focused on Matthew's anti-Jewish
polemics, and among recent writers, has come the closest, in my opinion, to a satisfac-
tory explanation of the Sitz im Leben of Matthew's community.”” According to Stanton,

The evangelist is, as it were, coming to terms with the trauma of separation
from Judaism and with the continuing threat of hostility and persecution.
Matthew's anti-Jewish polemic should be seen as part of the self-definition
of the Christian minority which is acutely aware of the rejection and hostil-
ity of its "mother" Judaism.

Thus the anti-Jewish polemic is given a real life-setting in Matthew's community.
Stanton refers to four pillars that support his hypothesis: (1) the continuity and serious
threat of Jewish opposition to the community; (2) the tension between the community
and the gentile world; (3) the evangelist's increased use of apocalyptic themes; and
(4) parallel themes in other early Christian writings.

To my mind, Stanton's description is basically correct. Although he does not refer to
Yavneh—nor does he depend upon the universally accepted Antiochene provenance—he
does write that "Matthew's community has recently parted company with Judaism after a
period of prolonged hostility,"56 and suggests a date of about 90 for the Gospel. This, as I
have already argued, is an unnecessary conclusion. Secondly, Stanton pays no heed to
what must also have been a matter of importance to Matthew's community—its relation-
ship to gentile Christianity.

IV. Distinctive Emphases in Matthew

We may now note the way in which some of the recognized distinctives of the Gospel
of Matthew are readily explained by the reconstructed life-setting we have proposed. In
these distinctives what is particularly striking, with our hypothesis in mind, is that con-
tinuity with the past (i.e., with the concerns of Judaism) is stressed, but always at the
same time with the transposing of the elements of the past to a new, undeniably higher
level, congruent with the fulfillment into which the readers have entered through Christ.
The evangelist thus underlines the faithfulness of Jesus to Moses and the prophets that is
so important to the Jewish-Christian community, but without sacrificing the inevitable
newness brought by Jesus, seen most vividly in the existence of gentile Christians, with
whom Matthew's readers exist as members of the same family of faith. But for the
evangelist, this is not a balancing-act in which two irreconcilable perspectives are held in

53uThe Gospel of Matthew and Judaism," BJRUL 66 (1984) 264-84.
SH1bid., 274.
5Mentioned here are 1 Thessalonians, the Fourth Gospel, the Didache, and 5 Ezra.
On the rest, see Stanton's "5 Ezra and Matthean Christianity in the Second Century," JTS
28 (1977) 67-83.
56uThe Gospel of Matthew and Judaism," 273.
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tension; instead, the newness itself is seen by its very nature to capture the true signifi-
cance of the old.

1. Matthew's teaching about the Law and righteousness. Obviously 5:17f. is in accord
with the Jewish view of the Torah: "Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the
prophets; I have not come to abolish them but to fulfill them. For truly I say to you, till
heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until all is
accomplished." The teaching of Jesus is consistently understood throughout Matthew as
nothing other than the explication of the true meaning of the Law. Jesus brings this
uniquely and finally authoritative interpretation of the Law because of who he is, the
Messiah, and what he has brought, the Kingdom. Since Jesus alone is the true interpreter
of the Law, to obey his teachings is in effect to obey the totality of the Law, that is
down even to the slightest detail of the Law. This is the meaning of 5:19 which, using
rabbinic language, refers to the commandments of Torah. Thus Christian discipleship
amounts to the faithful upholding of the Torah to the end of the age. But always for
Matthew the meaning of the commandments of Torah is to be found only in the teaching
of Jesus.

The evangelist has thus done his utmost to express the meaning of Jesus in the most
effective way possible for his Jewish-Christian community, using even the language of
Pharisaic Judaism. For the sake of his community, he furthermore portrays Jesus as less
radical toward the Law than does Mark.”® All of this effectively enabled Matthew's
community to respond to the charges of the synagogue. It is in the community of Jesus
and not in the synagogue that true faithfulness to the Torah is found.

At the same time, Matthew does not forego the newness that comes with the pres-
ence of the messianic King. Consonant.with Matthew's stress on the messianic authority
of Jesus, Jesus can paradoxically transcend the letter of the Law while penetrating to its
inner spirit.”” Newness is also already apparent from 5:20, "For I tell you, unless your
righteousness exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom
of heaven." This righteousness comes not from a more punctilious observance of the Law
than that of the Pharisees, but from garticipation in the new reality of the Kingdom and
faithfulness to the teaching of Jesus. 1

%7 Although I differ from J. P. Meier in the exegesis of 5:17-20, I find myself mainly
in agreement with his excellent study, Law and History in Matthew's Gospel. To my mind,
however, the evangelist desires to comprehend discontinuity between Torah and Jesus'
interg%retation of it within a more basic and larger sense of continuity, i.e., fulfillment.

Against Mark 7:1-23, compare Matthew 15:1-20, where Mark's editorial conclusion
that Jesus '"declared all foods clean," is omitted. Matthew focuses on the less
problematic issue of hand-washing. Yet it should be noted that Matthew does not
obliterate the difficult material from the tradition (15:11); he simply downplays it for the
sake of his Jewish-Christian readers. But he knows well how important this tradition is
for %egntile—Christian congregations.

For the importance of the Law in the whole matter, see L. H. Schiffman, "At the
Crossroads," 117.

See 5:32-42 and 19:3-9, denying the possibility of divorce and the application of lex
talionis; 12:1-14, plucking grain on the sabbath; and 15:11, denying that what one eats
can cause defilement.

Jesus' teaching is not to be understood as a "new" Law (building on the possible
Moses typology where Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount delivers a new Law comparable
to that of Sinai). Jesus instead brings the true or intended meaning of the Mosaic Law. It
is important to note also that the stress on Law in Matthew occurs in the context of the
good news of the presence of the Kingdom. As in the Old Testament, the announcement
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The emphasis on the Law and the importance of righ‘ceousness62 in Matthew is more
probably to be explained as the result of the situation of the Jewish-Christian readers
vis-a-vis the synagogue than to any direct attempt to counteract a "Pauline" antinomian-
ism, although if such existed in the environs of Matthew's community, this emphasis
would have proved to be a handy antidote.

2. Jesus and the Pharisees. The infamous material in Matthew concerning the Phari-
sees is also explainable by our hypothesis. It is the Pharisees who are the great opponents
of Jesus in the Gospel, since they also claim to be the faithful interpreters of the Law of
Moses. Exactly the same tension existed between Matthew's community and the syna-
gogue. The difficult words of Jesus in 23:2f. ("The scribes and the Pharisees sit on Moses'
seat; so practice and observe whatever they tell you, but not what they do; for they
preach, but do not practice") make sense only if they are taken to indicate that Jesus
agrees in principle with the Pharisees—i.e., insofar as they truly expound the meaning of
the Mosaic Law. This must be the meaning of "practice and observe whatever they tell
you," since in the verses that follow (4, 16, 18) Jesus several times finds fault with their
teaching. Elsewhere in the Gospel the teaching of Jesus is of course shown to transcend
the tradition of the Pharisees (9:10-17, on fasting; 15:1-20, outer hand-washing/inner
defilement). But Jesus has no quarrel with the intent of the Pharisees. In principle they
are correct; their goal of attempting to observe the Torah cannot be faulted.

But most characteristic of Matthew is Jesus' intense hostility to the Pharisees, seen
especially in Matthew 23, and caused by the fact that the Pharisees claimed to be inter-
preters of Torah whereas actually they cancelled it (cf. 15:3, 6, 8-9). This would have had
special meaning for Matthew's community given their own situation. The wrath of Jesus
comes upon the Pharisees for having betrayed what had been entrusted to them, and
hence for misleading the people. Throughout the Gospel it is Jesus who truly interprets
Torah, and not the Pharisees. The evangelist's Jewish-Christian community saw them-
selves as faithful followers of Torah, as expounded in the teaching of Jesus, and they
justified their position from this clash between Jesus and the Pharisees with the argu-
ment that they themselves and not the synagogue were in true succession to Moses. And,
of course, for these Jewish Christians it was not simply a matter of one rabbinic tradi-
tion winning out over another but of the teaching of the Messiah over that of men.

of grace is antecedent to the call to live out the righteousness of the Law (e.g., the
Beatitudes precede the exposition of the Law in the Sermon on the Mount). In this case,
however, it is the grace of the Kingdom, of eschatological fulfillment, and not simply
covenant, that stands in a dynamic tension with the demands of the Law as interpreted
by the messianic King.

On the Jewishness of "righteousness" in Matthew, see B. Przybylski, Righteousness
in Matthew and His World of Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980).

R. Mohrlang's assessment of Matthew's position regarding the Law is correct: "It is
Matthew's dual citizenship in two communities that makes such a combination possible:
as a Jew, he cannot conceive of denying either the validity of the law or the basic
authority and need of scribal interpretation; but as a Christian, he recognizes that it is
Jesus' interpretation of the law that is supremely authoritative, and that sits in judgment
upon all others." Matthew and Paul. A Comparison of Ethical Perspectives (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1984) 22.
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3. Hostility toward the Jews. We have commented above on how our hypothesis
explains the particularly strong anti-Jewish hostility of Matthew. Contrary to the com-
mon claim that this shows the un-Jewish character of the evangelist and his community,
the strength of this hostility finds a natural explanation in the alienation from the Jews
felt by Matthew's Jewish-Christian community. Such hostility is readily explainable
psychologically. It is a well-known fact that those who leave one religious group to join
another®” are always the severest critics of the group they have left. And in the present
instance, where we must deal with very special factors—e.g., the racial and national
aspects of Judaism, Christianity as the fulfillment of Jewish hopes (the true Israel), the
bitter rivalry concerning the true interpretation of the same scriptures—it is only to be
expected that feelings would run strong and lead to the language of alienation and frus-
tration we encounter in the Gospel of Matthew. This hostility, of course, is to be sharply
distinguished from anti-semitism, with which it hes nothing to do, in spite of the later
abuse of these motifs.

4. Fulfillment of the Old Testament. Matthew's stress on the fulfillment of the
scriptures, as exemplified especially in the Reflexion-szitate, is especially understand-
able given the on-going dispute between Matthew's Jewish-Christian community and the
synagogue. For the evangelist the congruence between the ministry of Jesus and the
scriptures is set forth as a confirmation to his community and a challenge to the syna-
gogue.“ The inclusion of the gentiles in the new people of God—undoubtedly a stumbling
block to the Jews—is substantiated by the appeal to scripture (e.g., 4:14ff.; 12:17ff.), as
is the failure of Israel (e.g., 13:14ff.; 15:7ff.). But the main point of the fulfillment
quotations is the evidence they afford concerning the continuity of the faith of these
Jewish-Christians with the past. And if.the hermeneutic underlying the understanding of
the citations fails to meet modern, grammatico-historical standards, we must remember
that it reflected Jewish practices of that era which were both familiar and widespread.

5. Fulfillment: the Kingdom of Heaven. It is obvious that this would be important for
Jewish-Christians, who out of habit would prefer the circumlocution for "the Kingdom of
God." This Kingdom terminology is more frequent in Matthew's teaching than any of the
other Gospels, occurring nearly three times as often as in Mark. Although the Kingdom
has come as a mystery—in an unexpected way—in Jesus it has indeed come: "Blessed are
your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they hear. Truly I say to you, many prophets
and righteous men longed to see what you see, and to hear what you hear, and did not
hear it" (13:16f.). The words and deeds of Jesus point unmistakably to the reality of the
present kingdom. It is a Jewish hope that is thus fulfilled, and in Matthew it is set forth
in Jewish terms.

641t is not, however, proper to speak of Jews as "converts" to Christianity. Matthew's
Jewish-Christians would never have thought of themselves as changing religions. They
saw themselves as more faithful to the faith and scriptures of Israel—in short, as
"fulfilled" Jews. But the social dynamics would have been similar to what is involved in
conversion to a new religion.

0. L. Cope's study of the evangelist's use of the Old Testament, Matthew. A Scribe
Trained for the Kingdom of Heaven, comes to conclusions consistent with the present
hypothesis. Cope argues for a Jewish-Christian redaction and that "Matthew must have
been written in a time and for a church which was involved in a severe struggle with
Pharisaic Judaism" (126; cf. 130).
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6. The Christology of the Gospel. As is well known, only in Matthew among the
Gospels is Jesus described as the Son of Abraham (l:1), and in Matthew the Jewish titles
Son of David and Messiah occur more often than in any other of the Gospels. All of this is
especially significant for Matthew's Jewish-Christian readers. Other titles of course have
obvious significance to Matthew's readership, such as Rabbi, King of the Jews, and
Emmanuel, not to mention the wisdom motifs in Matthew's christology. But even the key
christological titles in Matthew, Son of God, Son of Man and Kyrios, are full of meaning
for Jewish-Christians in their debate with the synagogue.66 Also to be noted is the fact
that the confession of Jesus as Son of God is made only by believers (except where it is
blasphemy), and only by revelation (16:17; 11:27; cf. 13:11). This distinction would have
meant much to Matthew's Jewish-Christian readers confronted with the continuing
unbelief of the majority of Jews.

7. The Church. The concept of the new community would also have had special
significance to Matthew's readers. The emphasis that it was upon Kepha that Jesus said
he would build his church underlined the significance of Jewish Christianity, and the
importance of original Jewish believers. To them, in the first instance, fulfillment has
come. They constitute the original core of God's new people and as such are of continuing
importance. But when the evangelist speaks of the ekklésia, he knows well that it is a
new Israel encompassing gentiles in increasing numbers.®’ Hence, when he addressed
certain urgent matters as division, false prophecy, and lawlessness, and stresses that the
church is a mixed community of true and false disciples, he may have an eye on the
gentile congregations as well as troubles within his own community or environs.

8. Eschatology. The sheer amount of space given to eschatology in the Gospel indi-
cates the importance it has to the evangelist and his readers. These Jewish-Christians in
particular, given their end-expectations, would have been especially sensitive to the
reality of living "between the times," of living in a situation that remained on the way to,
rather than having arrived at, the apocalyptic fulfillment described by the prophets. It
would have been difficult for them, as it always has been for the church vis-a-vis the
synagogue, to make a convincing case for the truth of realized eschatology. Future
eschatology was thus vitally important to the evangelist's theology, and especially to his
stress on discipleship. It was the crisis of imminent judgment that should motivate the
community to proper conduct, the righteousness of the Kingdom.

9. Heilsgeschichte. Having touched on some major themes of the Gospel, however
inadequately, we may finally point out that Matthew presupposes a Heilsgeschichte
framework as the transference of the Kingdom motif alone indicates.”® Whether this
framework is thought of as comprising three epochs (Israel, Jesus, and the church) or
two, as Kingsbury argues (Israel and Jesus, with the church an extension of the latter),
is essentially unimportant. What is significant is that the evangelist sees the work of
Jesus the Messiah as constituting a turning point wherein fulfillment has come, involving
judgment for unbelieving Israel, but blessing to a remnant of Israel which has now come
together with the gentiles into a new eschatological reality, a new Israel, the church. It

66See R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity (London:
SCM,_1970).

é7See J. D. Kingsbury, Matthew (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977) 78-106.

630n the importance of Heilsgeschichte for Matthew, see esp. R. Walker, Die
Heilsgeschichte im ersten Evangelium.

693, D. Kingbury, Matthew: Structure, Christology, Kingdom (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1975) 31£f.
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is in the church that Israel finds a true continuity with the past; but this continuity at the
same time involves a dramatic newness that is centrally important and the cause of no
small degree of tension for Jewish-Christians, who themselves are the unique bridge
between the promises of God and the realities of the new age.

It is clear then that much of the distinctive content of Matthew is readily explain-
able on the hypothesis we have set forth. We have looked primarily at theological issues,
but the same may be said of many of the formal aspects of the Gospel.

V. The Date and Provenance of the Gospel

It would appear to be very difficult to become much more specific within the general
situation we have proposed. The Gospel is capable of a wide variety of specific explana-
tions that concern its character and the Sitz im Leben of its readers.”” Is it possible,
however, to narrow down the actual life-setting of the Gospel even so far as date and
place are concerned? This I suggest is a much more difficult task than it is often under-
stood to be.

The Sitz im Leben portrayed above can easily have existed for a Jewish-Christian
community before 70. Naturally some degree of hostility existed between Jewish-
Christians and the unbelieving Jews from the beginning, even before Stephen and the
Hellenistic Jewish-Christians began to infer elements of discontinuity with the faith of
the past. With Stephen, however, there was a dramatic escalation of hostility, directed
mainly against the Hellenistic Jewish-Christians, with whom ex hypothesi Matthew's
community had special affinity, albeit from a certainly later time. But not even the so-
called Hebraic Jewish-Christians, although they probably continued to observe the Law
and the temple ritual, were able to exist amicably among the Jews of the synagogue.
When James the son of Zebedee was murdered by Herod Agrippa I in A.D. 44, "it pleased
the Jews" (Acts 12:3) and he turned his hostility to Peter. And although James the Just
was admittedly zealous for the Law, he too was nevertheless martyred in 62 (Josephus,
Antiq. XX.9.1; Hegesippus in Eusebius, HE 1.23).71 Although Hare's analysis shows that
these events were atypical in pre-war Palestine and that there was no systematic perse-
cution of Christians by the Pharisees, it is nevertheless clear that high levels of tension
and hostility existed—and especially in the case of attempted proselytizing.’“ The situa-
tion in the Diaspora where Jewish-Christians lived alongside and in fellowship with
gentile Christians, and probably in the kind of context Matthew's community was located,
was considerably worse prior to the war of 66-70 than that in Palestine according to
Hare.’” It is important to note Hare's conclusion that "although it is probable that the
role of the Pharisees and their rabbis in this conflict increased after A.D. 70, it cannot
be insisted that they played an insignificant role before that time."”™ Further and

70¢t. A. Sand, Das Gesetz und die Propheten, Untersuchungen zur Theologie des
Evangeliums nach Matthaus (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1974) 220f. Sand is probably
correct when he writes in his review of the possibilities: "Aufgrund der genannten
Faktoren ist es wohl kaum mdglich, das Matthdusevangelium seinen theologischen Inhalt
nach auf einen 'kurzen Nenner' zu bringen' (221). Cf. Trilling, Das wahre Israel, 220.

Goppelt refers to this event as "a sign of the first break." Jesus, Paul and Judaism,

130.
72 jewish Persecution of Christians, 78, 126, 168.
731bid., 78. Hare notes that things turned for the worse for the Judean Jewish-
Christians after the war.
7%1bid., 126f.
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directly to the point, referring to the floggings of Christians in the synagogue, Hare
writes: "There was probably little change in this situation in the period A.D. 50-85."/

At the beginning of his study, Hare correctly indicates the "attitude toward the
Gentiles" as one of the main challenges to Judaism. The "acceptance of Gentiles as
equals without prior naturalization into the Jewish nation undoubtedly aroused a great
deal of hostility among those who were diligently seeking full converts to the religion of
Torah."”® From the context of the Gospel it is apparent that this is exactly the situation
faced by Matthew's community. But this is a problem that clearly existed long before 70.

One of the pillars of the argument for a late date of Matthew is the possible refer-
ence in 22:7 to the destruction of Jerusalem. Yet we can hardly be certain about this
interpretation of this verse, which is hardly a necessary one.”’ But even if it is most
likely that 22:7 does refer to the destruction of Jerusalem, that only necessitates a post
70 date, not a post 85 date. There are furthermore a number of references which on a
late dating must be treated as archaisms, which on a pre-70 dating take on new dimen-
sions of meaning (e.g. references to the Temple, 5:23-24; 12:5-7; 21:13; 23:16-22; to the
Temple tax, 17:24-27; and to the Sadducees eight references compared to one each in
Mark and Luke ). Other arguments used to favor a late date for the Gospel also fall short
of being able to convince beyond any doubt.”8 The traditionally late date assigned the
Gospel thus seems to me to be only possible, not necessarily probable.

From our argument about the constant presence of at least some degree of alienation
and hostility from the beginning, and its escalation as the synagogue took measure of its
dangerous, upstart opponent, it should be apparent how difficult it becomes to speak of
any single, clear "break" between the Jewish-Christians and the synagogue, especially
one so late as 85-90. Jewish-Christians had to some degree broken with the synagogue as
soon as they came into existence. And although hostilities were not as overt or disastrous
in the earlier years, compared to what they would later become, there was never a time
when the two groups found mutual acceptance and friendliness possible. But with the
passing of time, the hostility became greater, and of course particularly after the

Dibid., 168.
6Ibid., 11f. The "a priori case for friction between Jews and Christians" sketched by
Hare seems valid for the pre-70 period, as well as the post-70 period (18). Hare's dating
of the Gospel just prior to Yavneh relegates the reality of persecution to the past and
thus_renders anachronistic the significant material on this theme in Matthew (127).

K. H. Rengstorf argues for the formulaic character of the verse as a common
motif in narratives concerning expeditions of punishment. "Die Stadt der Méorder,"
Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche Festschrift for J. Jeremias, ed. W. Eltester (Berlin: A
Topelmann, 1960). See too, B. Reicke, "Synoptic Prophecies of the Destruction of
Jerusalem," in Studies in New Testament and Early Christian Literature, ed. D. E. Aune
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972) 121-34, who traces the content of the verse to Old Testament
judgment oracles. One may wonder, if the Gospel was written with a knowledge of the
destruction of Jerusalem, why the Olivet Discourse was not edited more helpfully, as it is
in Luke 21.

Even if 22:7 refers to the destruction of Jerusalem, it could be a prophecy (cf. Matt
24) unless, of course, such a possibility is ruled out a priori.
8E.g., the references to the "church" and to "church discipline" need not be post-70,
nor the so-called trinitarian formula of 28:19. For the best, recent defense of an early
date for Matthew, see R. H. Gundry, Matthew. A Commentary on His Literary and
Theological Art (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982) 599-609. Although I am not convinced
concerning the pre-63 date for the Gospel argued by Gundry, I do think that he has shown
how tenuous the evidence is for a date later in the 80's.
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destruction of Jerusalem. It is this post-70 escalation of bitterness more than anything
that may favor a post-70 date for the Gospe!.79

When we turn to the provenance of the Gospel, we find that the evidence for
Antioch, the majority opinion, is also surprisingly tenuous. Although nothing argues
against Antioch, it seems at best to be only a good guess. What is basically required—a
Hellenistic Jewish-Christian community in close proximity to Jewish synagogues and
gentile-Christian congregations—can be met by a number of Diaspora cities of the first
century.

The all-important tension and consequent existential realities that are so central to
my hypothesis concerning the plight of Matthew's Jewish-Christian community would
unquestionably have been found in any place that the antagonists were both present.
Indeed, the problems would have been ubiquitous in the early church. And the issues at
stake involved theological questions of the greatest importance—questions such as the
meaning of the OT, the person of Christ, the nature of salvation, the identity of the
church, the purposes of God. Stanton has also put his finger upon the importance of the
issue 1 am speaking of: "for much of early Christianity, and for Matthew in particular,
the relationship between Christianity and Judaism was the central problem for Christian
theology."81 The Gospel of Matthew, it seems to me, is a direct attempt to address this
very question. And although initially it undoubtedly did grow out of a quite specific
historical situation, knowledge of which is no longer available to us, there is also a
magisterial and universal character to Matthew that transcends every specific time and
place. The evangelist may well have meant his Gospel to speak authoritatively to a
widespread and notorious problem in the important urban churches of the Roman Empire.
We may have in Matthew a Gospel to the Jewish-Christians, a universal "Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews" of the kind that the early fathers speak, and which some were quite
ready to identify with Matthew.

VI. Matthew in the Context of First Century Christianity

The problems faced by the first readers of Matthew were, as we have argued, by no
means unique in first century Christianity. Jewish-Christians everywhere found them-
selves in basically the same plight, with perhaps only minor, local variations.®” Signs of

791t was the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple which seems to have provoked
the final crisis, and led to a complete breach between the two parties." A. Harnack,
- Mission and Expansion, 63.

Oct. G. N. Stanton, who after surveying a variety of options, concludes: "there is no
shortage of possible cities from which the gospel may have originated" ("Origin and
Purpose," p. 1942).

"The Gospel of Matthew and Judaism," 284. Speaking of "Christianity's
understanding of its relationship to ancient Judaism," Sandmel writes: "It often seems to
me that Christian commentators give far too little attention to this recurrent problem."
The First Christian Century, 173.

2E.g., Epiphanius who tells us that the Ebionites used the Gospel of Matthew, or a
falsified and abridged version thereof, but called it "the Gospel of the Hebrews" (Haer.
30.3.7). Irenaeus and Jerome also connect some such document with Matthew. See P.
Vielhauer in Hennecke-Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha I:117-165.

3uWherever this new Jewish sect's belief or practice was perceived to be a threat to
Jewish institutions and traditions its members would almost certainly come under
pressure from their fellow Jews to remain loyal to their unique Jewish heritage." J. D. G.

Dunn, "The Incident at Antioch (Gal. 2:11-18)," JSNT 18 (1983) 10; cf. 24.
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the great importance of the relationships between Christianity and Judaism, and the
implied existential dilemma faced by those making the transition from the latter to the
former, are found fairly commonly in other New Testament writings.®? Although the
answers or solutions suggested are by no means the same from writer to writer, never-
theless they point to a widely shared complex of problems, familiar to us already from
Matthew. Only a few conspicuous examples can be mentioned here.

The initial readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews were very probably in a situation
more traumatic than, but similar to, what we have proposed as the life-setting of
Matthew. They apparently experienced considerable distress from charges by the Jewish
community that they were being disloyal to Judaism in having become Christians. They
needed to be assured of the truth that Christianity fulfills the Old Testament and is
faithful to the revelation of the past. This the author brilliantly accomplishes. Yet, at
the same time, they had to learn that the truth of Christianity involves movement in the
process of salvation-history which involves an inevitable degree of newness. Thus, for all
the continuity with the past through the fulfillment stressed by the author, there is also
in Hebrews an assertion of discontinuity (e.g. 8:6-13) much stronger than anything in
Matthew. Without question Hebrews shows a more advanced attitude than Matthew at
key points. This may also be seen in the attitude toward the Law reflected in 7:12, 19 and
10:1. These references, however, deal with the sacrificial cult and not with the righ-
teousness that concerns Matthew. On the question of righteousness, Hebrews (cf. 8:10;
10:16) may not be altogether different from Matthew. Moreover even the discontinuity so
apparent in Hebrews is to be understood as part of a greater, overarching continuity. The
Hellenistic Jewish-Christian community addressed by Hebrews faced the same kind of
painful questions as did Matthew's community. It is clear that they were put under great
pressure from their non-Christian Jewish brethren and hence were sorely tempted to
apostatize from their Christianity back into Judaism.

Paul himself is a Jewish-Christian, like the author and community of Matthew's
Gospel, with loyalties reaching both ways. But as the apostle to the gentiles, Paul has
clearly worked out a more radical stance on key issues than did Matthew. There is,
nevertheless, a similarity not only in the questions faced by the evangelist and Paul, but
also in what may be described as basic Christian and Jewish loyalties shared by the two
writers.®> Paul too, for all his emphasis on the discontinuity caused by the newness of
the gospel, is impelled to argue in his own way for the sense in which the Christian faith
is true to the past work of God in Israel. He too is, so to speak, reaching in two direc-
tions.®” Most interesting in this connection, of course, is his sensitive, accommodating
relationship to the Jerusalem church.

Also revealing is Paul's sensitivity to the tension between Jewish and gentile Chris-
tians in the church at Rome. Thus, when Paul writes to the Romans, a mixed church, he
cautions the gentiles not to boast over the Jews, reminding them that Israel is the holy
root and they are like wild branches grafted onto the original olive tree by the grace of
God. Undoubtedly the sensitivity Paul asks his gentile readers to manifest was for the

8l“Speaking of several N.T. writings, Jervell writes: "I can only see the Sitz im Leben
for this lively discussion in what happened to the Jewish Christians after they had to live
in Gentile surroundings, separated and isolated from their own people, still claiming to be
Israel." The Unknown Paul, 39. Sandmel's study is valuable: The First Christian Century,
143-96.

The important and interesting work of Mohrlang has shown this. Matthew and Paul,

esp. 42, 671., 891f., 106f., 1231.

86Ct. Sandmel, The First Christian Century, 187.
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sake of the Jewish-Christians in the Roman churches. They needed to hear that Israel
continues to have special significance and that God has not only been faithful to his
promises in the existence of a remnant (the Jewish believers), but that God in the future
would not forget his people: "as regards election they are beloved for the sake of their
forefathers. For the gifts and the call of God are irrevocable" (Rom 11:28£.). Throughout
Romans 9-11 Paul indicates his anguish for his Jewish brethren who have not received the
gospel. Paul, or at least a disciple of Paul, reminds the Ephesians that they as gentiles,
once separated from the nation of Israel, have now been made fellow citizens, fellow
heirs with the saints and members of the household of God (Eph 2:19).

In a strikingly different way, the Epistle of James addresses Jewish-Christians with
concerns similar to those of Matthew. Continuity with Jewish tradition is clear both in
the form and content of the ethical exhortation that forms the major part of James. In
this connection, it is interesting to note the possible dependence upon the teachings of
Jesus as found in the tradition underlying Matthew, if not upon the Gospel itself. Perhaps
most significant for our consideration, however, is the insistence upon faith and works in
obvious opposition to the Pauline extremists (probably gentiles for the most part), and
the author's use of the Pauline prooftext (Gen 15:6) in his own way to counter any anti-
nomian tendencies. The Jewish-Christian readers are thus taught the continuing impor-
tance of righteousness and the Law—which, however, can now be described paradoxically
as the "law of liberty" (1:25). The author writes probably with the synagogue and the
gentile church both in mind. .

We have considerable evidence in the New Testament then that, as to be expected,
there was considerable animosity between Jews and Christian-Jews with an ever-present
need for the latter to defend their new faith as the legitimate fulfillment of the faith of
Abraham, Moses, and the prophets. On the other hand, and perhaps less expected, we
have evidence of tension between Jewish and gentile Christians. Here the Jewish-
Christians had to learn to balance the specialness of Israel with the universality of the
church which was, perhaps alarmingly, becoming increasingly composed of gentiles.

Thus the New Testament provides sufficient evidence of the difficult and trying
social context in which Jewish-Christians found themselves. We have furthermore seen
that the puzzling data in the Gospel of Matthew can be explained if we assume that the
evangelist and his readers were Jewish-Christians who faced the kind of circumstances
we have described. Reconstruction of a Sitz im Leben for any document from the remote
past is necessarily speculative. In the present instance, however, we have been able to
point to a variety of elements both in the contemporary context and within Matthew
itself that support the present hypothesis. These elements not only include theological
and historical factors, but social and psychological realities that were also undeniably a
part of the total picture.

I would like to note, firally, two often-cited passages in the Gospel of Matthew that
point to the correctness of my hypothesis. In the first passage (9:16f.), which Matthew
takes up from Mark (2:211.), the evangelist affirms unhesitatingly the newness entailed
by the Gospel: "No one puts a piece of unshrunk cloth on an old garment, for the patch
tears away from the garment, and a worse tear is made. Neither is new wine put into old
wineskins; if it is, the skins burst, and the wine is spilled, and the skins are destroyed; but
new wine is put into fresh wineskins and so both are preserved." Matthew's redactional
addition of the last words "and so both are preserved," found neither in Mark nor Luke, is

87Much more evidence it seems to me, could be adduced from the New Testament
along these lines. Hostility toward the Jews, for example, in many Jewish documents like
the Fourth Gospel and the Apocalypse probably finds an explanation in life-situations
similar to that faced by Matthew's community.
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congruent with his emphasis in the abiding validity of the Law. For Matthew, what is
important is not only the new wine of the gospel, but the wineskins too, by which we are
meant to understand forms of conduct leading to righteousness. The difference is that
the wineskins are themselves necessarily new, i.e., the Law as definitively interpreted by
Jesus the Messiah. So for Matthew is it important that both the new wine of the gospel
and the new skins, the correctly understood meaning of Torah (against the mistaken
Pharisees), be preserved. Here we see the evangelist reaching in both directions to stress
continuity with Moses and Torah and yet at the same time to affirm the radical newness
of the gospel.8

The second passage is an important one for Matthew's perspective and has been taken
by many as having as special applicability to the evangelist himself. After introducing
the disciples to the mystery of the Kingdom through a series of parables, Jesus says,
"Therefore every scribe who has been trained for the kingdom of heaven is like a house-
holder who brings out of his treasure what is new and what is old" (13:52).

The evangelist and his readers must have rejoiced to have this saying from Jesus.
They saw themselves in this reference: sopharim (scholars of the Law) having been
discipled in the Kingdom. But this entailed bridging between the old and the new—pre-
cisely what they as Jewish-Christians recognized themselves to be doing. If they were
caught in the pain of the transition they had a high responsibility both to their unbeliev-
ing Jewish brethren and their newly found gentile Christian brethren. It was to this sort
of community, living at the turning point of the aeons, that the Gospel of Matthew was
addressed.

88We might note that Matthew—even if he had known the saying—would hardly have
taken up the words of Luke (found only there) at the end of the same pericope (5:39):
"And no one after drinking old wine desires new; for he says, 'The old is good.'" This is
more suitable in a gentile accounting of Jewish unbelief in the gospel. For Matthew the
new is better because it effectively preserves the old within it.







Hagar: A Throw-Away Character
Among the Matriarchs?!

Cynthia Gordon
University of California, Riverside

Recent focus on the female characters in Bereshit has generally explored the active
roles, complex personalities, and spiritual strengths of the matriarchs. Writers have
stressed the gross inadequacy of the notion that these were powerless women who played
passive-supportive roles. Indeed, strength, autonomy, and control of events seem to have
become essential if a character is to be interesting and significant. It is not surprising,
therefore, that one individual has received little attention and that the special signifi-
cance of her story has tended to get lost in the shuffle. This character is Hagar, mother
of Ishmael and Abraham's rejected concubine. She is one of several persons in Sefer
Bereshit whose loss, misfortune, or injury occurs in the unfolding of the destiny of the
Hebrew People. On the surface, they tend to appear as "throw-away" characters whose
histories have little or no intrinsic significance. They appear briefly to provide confict,
present a negative model, or simply to move the narrative forward.

The career of Hagar is told in two installments, each of which compresses a good
deal of conflict, emotion, and divine-human encounter into a brief space. Chapter XVI,
verses | through 15 recount childless Sarah's plan to use Hagar as a surrogate mother, the
tension between the two women when Hagar conceives, and the latter's flight and return
following an encounter with G-d's messengers. Chapter 21, verses 9 through 21 describe
Sarah's insistence that Hagar and her son be driven away and Abraham's reluctant com-
pliance. Again, the episode ends with divine consolation and prophecy far from human
observers.

Hagar's story is one of those that sound a disconcerting note in the history of the
people that are to be a moral and spiritual "light unto the nations." Truly a disenfran-
chised party, she is used as a means to an end until a superior solution appears; then she
is discarded, never to reappear. At least in her human interactions, there is scant com-
pensation or even recognition of her injury. And most of the traditional commentary does
little to alter this impression. These episodes introduce some troubling facets of the
personalities of Abraham and Sarah. They also reveal a harsh aspect to the covenant
between G-d and the Hebrew patriarchs. Few commentators have acknowledged these
impressions or attempted to see in Hagar's experience a distinct positive significance,
moral or spiritual. In general, the rabbis have rushed to "blame the victim." As with other
such Biblical characters, there are attempts to present Hagar as fully deserving her
outcast status and outside the purview of moral concern. Down to the present, the extra-
ordinary lapses in justice, humanity, and trustworthiness are minimized or explained
away.

Suppose, however, that the reader accepts these impressions—the distressing view of
Abraham and Sarah, the disparity between the divine and human point of view, and the

ISincere thanks are due to Rabbi Joseph Feinstein for his encouragement and
assistance in the preparation of this paper.
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sense of a great wrong done to the most vulnerable and powerless of individuals. Suppose
that the Hagar story—precisely in its disturbing elements—embodies important ethical
and spiritual issues. It is more than a collection of details in the central narrative. At the
same time, the fortunes of the Egyptian slave seem to echo faintly values in the life of
Abraham. Consider, for example, the theme of faith that is central to the patriarch's
career. Rabbinic tradition identifies ten occasions on which his heroic faith and trust are
displayed, the culminating trial being the Akedah or binding of Isaac. Several of these
trials involve the uncertain future of descendants—the destiny of Abraham's offspring
while he still has no sons—or the imminent death of a child—the demanded sacrifice of
Isaac. Hagar's experience seems to parallel Abraham's in several ways.

First, Hagar, too, is assured of her descendants' survival and prosperity in moments
when this seems least likely. Fled into the desert from Sarah's abuse, she learns from a
divine messenger that she will give birth to Ishmael, the "wild ass of a man." Specifically,
she is told, "you will conceive—i1i) 13 (16:11).2 Why the future tense if her actual
pregnancy has been the cause of Sarah's anger? Rashi, among others, explains that the
matriarch's harsh treatment or perhaps her "evil eye" had caused Hagar to miscarry.
Ishmael will result from a second conception. Even without this conjecture, however, the
fugitive existence in the wilderness would seem an unlikely setting for a safe delivery
and survival of infancy. Much later Ishmael's survival and establishment of "a great
nation" is foretold when the youth is at the brink of death. As in the case of Isaac, the
son is saved and the future reaffirmed at the moment when all hope seems lost. Another
interesting parallel in these extreme situations is each parent's sudden perception‘of a
happy resolution to the drama. Abraham, having been told not to harm his son, "lifted up
his eyes and saw—behold a ram!—caught in the thicket" (22:13). After the divine voice
assures Hagar that Ishmael will not die, "G-d opened her eyes and she perceived a well of
water" (21:19).

The Abraham-Hagar parallel can also be detected in their resolute confrontation of
adversity, having received both command and reassurance. Both display unhesitating
confidence in G-d's presence in their adventures and in themselves as objects of provi-
dential concern—though both can express bewilderment and despair. When commanded to
"return to your mistress and submit to her domination" (16:7) and expect the birth of a
son, the Egyptian woman does not mention the obvious—that the situation is bound to be
worse following her flight and Abraham has shown no inclination to interfere. The only
explicit speech by Hagar, apart from the statement "I am running away from my mis-
tress," is a spontaneous outpouring of faith. From one outside the tight circle of the
people of the covenant, such unhesitating assurance of G-d's imminent care is striking.
"She called the name of the lord who spoke to her, 'You are the G-d of seeing,' for: she
said, 'Could I have seen even here having seen?' Therefore, the well was called Be'er
hachai Ro'i" (16:13-14). Thus Hagar expresses the universal nature of G-d's vision and
compassion. This discovery transforms her state of mind and her intentions. It is worth
considering that, although Bereshit from lech lecha (12:1) on narrows its focus to the
divine covenant with the Hebrew people, such episodes as this one reaffirm G-d's infinite
regard for all humankind and the universality of divine justice and compassion. This same
moment by the well in the wilderness brings into sharp focus a continuing problem of
balance in Bereshit: 'the unconditional and deontological nature of Torah ethics versus
the centrality and urgency of Israel's particular destiny. Are actions intended to preserve
and protect the covenant, to insure the worth of its inheritors always correct? Is there a
double standard that disenfranchises outsiders when necessary? Or can covenant-

2a11 English quotations from Bereshit are according to the translation found in
Bereshis, Volume II of the Art Scroll Tanach Series produced by Mesorah Publications,
Ltd., Brooklyn, N.Y., 1980.
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motivated behavior sometimes be ethically unacceptable? Is it possible that the moral
status of such actions may vary with one's point of view while remaining consistent with
the Scriptural view of ethical principles in general? To put the issue in more concrete,
human terms, can the patriarchs and matriarchs wrong their fellow beings without loss of
spiritual status?

The notion of universal laws applicable to all humanity is established early in
Bereshit. And it seems to echo uncomfortably in the backs of our minds at various points
in the later narrative. The provisions of the all-encompassing covenant which G-d
establishes with Noah affirms the absclute worth of the human individual and its right
against injury, for "in G-d's image created He man" (9:6). Here is a primitive, but clear
formulation of the ethical principle of "respect for persons" derived from an inalienable
worth intrinsic to the individual in se. Beyond the explicit prohibition of murder and
violence, it seems to imply also a proscription against the hurtful exploitation or reifica-
tion of human beings. The stress on the imago dei seems to lead naturally to the later
precept of Leviticus 14:34 that "the stranger that sojourneth with you shall be unto you
as the home-born among you, and thou shalt love him as thyself." How, then, to regard
covenant-moral law tension in the Hagar story? What complex, yet positive account
emerges of divine and human, universal and particular, eternal and historical approaches
to ethical assessment?

Hagar enters the story as a striking example of the "innocent victim." Her role is one
of passivity, disenfranchisement, and vulnerability. She is a bondswoman and an alien,
living far from her own people. In two respects she is distinctly worse off than another
injured party in Bereshit, Esau. First, she has virtually no means of retaliation or redress
if wronged; and second, there seems to be no assumption that she has rights or legitimate
claims that can be violated. Hagar's lack of sexual autonomy is not in and of itself unu-
sual or disturbing given the cultural context. Sarah herself is appropriated by two differ-
ent rulers while her husband protects his life by feigning to be her brother. The relative
passivity of women in connubial matters generally as well as the existence of polygamy
and concubinage in the Biblical world render Sarah's decision to give Hagar to Abraham
neither strange nor cruel. And although the strategy of the surrogate mother occurs only
twice in all of the TaNaCH, the virtually intolerable situation of the childless wife and
the practice of producing heirs through female servants found in societies of the Ancient
Near East tend to legitimatize the plan. However, it is instructive to compare the treat-
ment of Hagar with the other biblical instance of surrogate motherhood—the handmaids
of Leah and Rachel, Jacob's wives. Zilpah and Bilhah are given to the sisters by their
father, apparently from out of his own household. They are not aliens, but "almost fam-
ily" to begin with. It is for Rachel that the servant-surrogate provides the children that
the wife has failed to produce. And, as in Sarah's case, the barren mother gives birth
after her handmaiden's successful pregnancies. Leah's use of a surrogate is less urgently
motivated. Significantly, no hostility is expressed by either wife toward either concubine.
The various procreative relationships are apparently stable and generally noncontrover-
sial. Nor do we see any tension over the status of the various children and the order of
inheritance, whether material or spiritual. Indeed, except for Jacob's special fondness for
the sons of Rachel, there is no real distinction of any sort drawn among Jacob's sons. It is
not slave status, not lack of sexual self-determination, nor the surrogate role that make
Hagar a tragic figure. Rather, it is her position as an uprooted alien and the object of a
powerful individual's hatred. As Sarah's will brings her into Abraham's tent and makes her
the mother of the Patriarch's son, so a dramatic change of that will subjects her to abuse
and ultimately forces her expulsion from all resources and security. Once Hagar and her
son have left the patriarch's household, she disappears completely from all human con-
sideration. Only G-d lends dimension and significance to her plight. This is not true of
Ishmael. First, the boy interacts with his father in significant ways, being circumcised
along with Abraham. We are aware of him in the life of the household. After Abraham's
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death, Ishmael reappears to help Isaac bury their father at Machpelah (25:9). Thus he is in
a sense reunited with his roots; his status is restored, and his significance affirmed with a
brief account of his descendants and his mature years.

Hagar, in contrast, seems to hold no intrinsic interest for anyone. For Sarah, she is
strictly a means to acquire children, to achieve the full status of a wife. Abraham, while
consenting to Sarah's plan, remains, passive. He does not seeck out Hagar; she is brought
to him. No emotional reactions are described. He "consorts with her," and she conceives.
When the surrogate startles everyone by taking pride in her pregnancy and Sarah's atti-
tude turns swiftly to jealous resentment, Abraham remains utterly detached. Confronted
by his vindictive spouse, who complains that the mouse has roared, he does not refer to
Hagar as wife, concubine, mother of his child, or in any terms referring to his own
involvement. He says only, "Your maidservant is in your hand; deal with her as you see
fit" (16:6). Years later, Hagar remains a nonperson in Abraham's ethical and emotional
life. Following Sarah's demand that mother and son be driven out, we learn that "the
matter greatly distressed Abraham regarding his son" (21:11). His subsequent behavior
toward Hagar shows a decent concern for her survival needs, but only her son is person-
ally significant. Only G-d directly addresses Hagar or hears her utterances. Only in the
divine scheme of things does she achieve significance.

The moral complexity of Hagar's fate unfolds as, following the weaning of Isaac, the
Biblical narrative moves from one human point of view to another and then to the divine
perspective. Sarah's pledge to achieve maternity via her servant's children is long for-
gotten. Hagar and Ishmael—especially the bumptious, half-alien Ishmael—are unneces-
sary, irritating complications once Isaac is born. Sarah now views the older child as a
threat to the status of her own, the "real" son. She demands the removal of the offending
mother and boy. Her choice of language is emphatic and relentless. In her injunction to
Abraham, Ishmael is not described as "your son by your concubine" or "your son by my
servant," but "the son of that slavewoman" (21:10). She seeks to nullify any claim of
Ishmael on his father, to eliminate this shadow family from Abraham's destiny. The verb
used in her demand is Y73, to drive out, an act of uncompromising rejection and denial.

The traditional rabbinic commentators tend to justify Sarah's apparently spiteful,
pitiless behavior on the basis of a sort of "moral self defense" or of the preservation of
the integrity of the covenant. Rashi,” drawing on Midrash, identifies Ishmael's "mocking"
or "making sport" (21:9) as obscene or grossly immoral behaviors. Sarah sees that this
reveals Ishmael as being utterly unfit to receive Abraham's spiritual legacy. Further, his
immorality poisons the environment in which Isaac will grow up. Both Sforno and Hirsch
attribute Ishmael's behavior and his contempt for his social and spiritual superiors to
Hagar's influence. Indeed, his attitude recalls the galling air of self-satisfaction adopted
by Hagar when first she became pregnant.

A different line of justification for Sarah's actions is taken by such contemporary
commentators as Nahum Sarna. As in the case of the servant as involuntary surrogate
mother, Sarna points to contemporary custom. More than one legal code in the Ancient
Near East gave sons of slave-wives inheritance rights equal to those of the sons of free-
women. These rights were relinquished if the servant-family members were given their
freedom. Thus Sarah demands that the two be dismissed in order to eliminate any claim
of inheritance by Ishmael. The episode, says Sarna, "can be seen as having taken place

3The various medieval commentators are referred to by their acronyms or last names
as follows: Abarbanel = Rabbi Isaac Abarbanel (1427-1508); Ibn Ezra = Rabbi Abraham Ibn
Ezra (1089-1164); Radak = Rabbi David Kimchi (1160-1235); Rambam = Rabbi Moses ben
Maimon (1135-1204); Ramban = Rabbi Moses ben Nachman (1194-1270); Rashi = Rabbi
Solomon ben Isaac (1040-1105); Sforno = Rabbi Ovadish Sforno (1470-1550). "Hirsh" refers
to the eminent nineteenth-century commentator Samson Raphael Hirsch (1808-1888).
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according to the social custom and legal procedure of the times."* But putting aside the
various justifications, a fierce image remains. Sarah's point of view focuses exclusively
upon the preeminence and sole heir status of her son. Questions of rightness rest entirely
on this issue. She demands that all competition (including any who would compete for the
position of mother of Abraham's children) be eliminated. She exhibits no concern for
Hagar's or Ishmael's future; one rather suspects she would prefer that they not have one.
Like the elements of a contingency plan that proved unsatisfactory and unnecessary, they
are to be discarded.

Abraham's response and subsequent actions represent a more complex point of view.
He is subject to both emotional ambivalence and conflicting moral claims. Significantly,
Hagar figures not at all in his dilemma. She does not enter into his struggle to come to a
decision. The arguments against honoring Sarah's wishes are those of paternal feeling
toward Ishmael and the rights of the latter as Abraham's son. The patriarch does not
accept the implications of Sarah's phrase "the son of that slavewoman," for 21:11 states
that "the matter distressed Abraham regarding his son." Ramban sees this statement as
underscoring Hagar's lack of personal significance; she is unworthy of Abraham's interest
except as the instrument in Sarah's original plan. The absence of concern for Hagar is
certainly not surprising since Abraham had permitted his wife to "deal harshly with her"
(16:6) when she was first pregnant with his child. Thus on the one hand Abraham's moral
view of the proposed action is more complex and more broadly based than Sarah's, involv-
ing a conflict of duties. On the other hand, his reaction underscores the dehumanization
of Hagar. If nothing else had occurred, it seems likely that the expulsion would not have
happened. But something else does occur. The point of view shifts to that of the divine
will. A superficial and somewhat misleading summary might say that G-d intervenes
endorsing Sarah's demand, reassures Abraham regarding the fate of his first son, and
affirms that the covenant will be passed on through Isaac alone. Abraham quickly follows
his wife's instructions. Mother and son are soon out of sight and out of mind, observed
only by G-d who enables them to survive in the wilderness. However, several aspects of
these events need to be examined more closely. Both G-d's intervention and Abraham's
response are much more complicated. y

First, the divine message controverts both Sarah's contempt and Abraham's regard-
lessness concerning Hagar. G-d affirms her significance as a human individual worthy of
concern and recalls her status as mother of this controversial son for whom Abraham
cares deeply. "G-d said to Abraham, 'Be not distressed over the youth or your slave-
woman . . . the son of the slavewoman as well will I make into a nation for he is your
offspring'" (21:12-13). The reference to Hagar as "your slavewoman" (even when Ishmael
is referred to as "the youth") implies that she ought to be a personal concern to Abraham
as well as having a person's inalienable worth in the order of things.

It is also interesting to consider more closely the notion that G-d endorses Sarah's
demand. Abraham hesitates until assured that the expulsion is not at odds with the divine
will and that justice will be done, a future will be assured, to Ishmael. On both points he
is reassured. But the specifics of Sarah's instruction are not morally validated, nor does
Abraham adhere to them literally. G-d does not say that the tigress-mother is right, that
she voices the higher moral imperative. Rather, her will in her fierce desire to protect
her child's interests coincides with one aspect of the divine plan of history. "Whatever
Sarah tells you, heed her voice, for in Isaac shall seed be called to you" (21:12).

The mother's concern is the material patrimony. But the important thing to which
Isaac is to be sole heir is the spiritual covenant sealed with Abraham. Thus, the patri-
arch's next action is not a validation of Sarah's moral judgment, but an affirmation of
faith in G-d's design of history. It is significant that Abraham provides Hagar and Ishmael

¥Nahum Sarna, Understanding Genesis (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966) 156.
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with provisions—not part of Sarah's instructions. Further, the verb describing his action
is QhyY?, "sent her off," a much milder term than the Y13 of Sarah's demand. Thus Hagar
departs with her son, gently dismissed, perhaps, and provided for, but nonetheless
excluded from further human consideration.

The point of view finally shifts to that of G-d. And the uniqueness of the divine-
human encounter described here underscores its significance. In all of Bereshit G-d
initiates a dialogue with only one woman; and this woman is not one of the matriarchs,
but Hagar, the Expendable. In the famous scene at Abraham's tent near Mamre (18:1-16),
G-d questions Sarah by addressing Abraham. When Sarah insists that she did not laugh,
the text reads, "And he said, 'No, you did laugh' (18:15). Though some translations
interpret the "he" to refer to G-d, at least two of the great medieval commentators,
Ramban and Sforno, believe that "he" is Abraham. If such is the case, Sarah is not
directly addressed by G-d at all. And in the case of Rebekah, who "inquired of the Lord"
regarding her difficult pregnancy (25:22) the virtually unanimous view of the commenta-
tors is that this communication was indirect. Rashi and Ibn Ezra, as well as many
Midrashic sources, base their opinion on the phrase "she went to inquire," which suggests
recourse to an intermediary. In this history of Hebrew people, then, only an Egyptian
slave participates in an unmistakable dialogue between G-d and a female character—not
once, but twice. Further, on each occasion, this intimate communication takes place
away from the encampment of the Chosen People, when Hagar has experienced the
harshness, the pettiness of human society and the inconsistency of human notions of right
and wrong.

The first exchange takes place after Sarah has "dealt harshly" with Hagar, causing
her to flee Abraham's camp. Rashi and Radak are among the commentators who conclude
that Hagar had flaunted her pregnancy and behaved intolerably, thus inviting hostility.
Sforno and Abarbanel interpret Sarah's behaviors as well-intentioned and non-malicious.
Rabbinic opinion generally portrays Hagar's flight as unnecessary, as a foolish rejection
“of the superior moral environment of the patriarch's household. Ramban, however, differs
with the majority view. He holds that Sarah sinned in venting her resentment toward
Hagar, and so did Abraham in allowing it. For this reason, G-d speaks directly to Hagar
to console her and to prophesy the birth of a fierce, free-ranging son who will afflict the
descendants of Abraham and Sarah. The text seems to substantiate this minority opinion.
Instructing Hagar to return confidently to Abraham's household, the divine messenger
acknowledges the concubine's ordeal: "for G-d has heard your cries of affliction or
suffering " (16:11). The subsequent prophecies concerning Ishmael thus seem to describe
compensation, justice for wrongs endured. And Hagar's confident, even joyful response
suggests her realization of an all-seeing moral order in which the suffering of the help-
less and insignificant do not go unnoticed.

The second encounter between G-d and Hagar occurs after her final departure into
the wilderness with her son. We have seen some of the commentators' justifications of
Sarah's demand for her expulsion. We have seen that Abraham cooperates only when
assured by G-d that it is congruent with the divine plan. Yet again some of the commen-
taries seem determined to reduce the pathos of her situation by suggesting her spiritual
inferiority. Rashi interprets the words "She departed and strayed in the desert Bur Sheba"
(21:14) to mean that once away from Abraham's direct influence, she reverted to idol-
atry. Hirsch castigates her for moving away from her apparently dying son, saying that
this action revealed her flawed Hamitic character." G-d responds only to the distress of
Ishmael, declares Hirsch, because her own tears "were worthless in G-d's eyes." And yet
it is Hagar whom G-d addresses comfortingly for the second time, reaffirming the omni-
present and unfailing quality of divine compassion. Once again G-d hears the distress of
the disenfranchised outcast. Again compensation is promised. The imbalance of finite
human moral judgment is corrected.
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A progressive ascent in point of view on the Hagar story satisfies on at least two
counts. First, our dismay at the inconsistency and vindictiveness of Sarah's behavior and
the callousness of Abraham's is somewhat eased if their actions are viewed as very
limited and particular, shaped by stressful human relations and family mores of the time.
Sarah's course is not depicted as wrong, since her demands coincide with G-d's long-range
plan. Yet neither must we wonder how such action can be morally right. That claim is not
made. Abraham only accedes to Sarah's demands and complaints when assured of their
place in the divine scenario. The patriarch acts from a broader, more ethically infused
point of view, agonizing over conflicting moral claims and complex human sympathies.
But still his is a finite, particular perspective. His ultimate basis for decision is the
future of the covenant, the ordained inheritance of Israel's unique mission. It is only when
we—and Hagar—are alone with the divine perspective, that every moral level of the
situation falls into place. It is here that righteousness sub specie aeternitatis is articu-
lated.

The second satisfaction is the reaffirmation of the absolute and unconditional nature
of justice and compassion. The encounter with G-d that concludes Hagar's brief presence
in Scripture depicts the real foundation of Torah ethics—the inalienable worth of the
human individual. For this reason especially, we lose a significant message if Hagar is
viewed merely as a "throw-away" character. And in the trend toward understanding
Biblical women as moving forces rather than passive endurers, it is regrettably easy to
dismiss powerless, disenfranchised Hagar as being unworthy of attention. In our fascina-
tion with forceful, influential personalities, what could be our thematic interests in this
peripheral nonentity? The central issue is precisely that G-d's interest in Hagar is pro-
found and unwaivering. Conflicting motives, powerful personalities and historical desti-
nies do not eclipse her intrinsic significance as a human individual. Whatever the justifi-
cation of the actions of Abraham and Sarah, Hagar and Ishmael remain innocent sufferers
with an undeniable claim within the moral universe. The epilogue to the story of the
Egyptian slave could well be the statement of another little-known, yet significant
woman. Ima Sholom lived during the first century of the Common Era as is twice men-
tioned in the Babylonian Talmud. Following a period of personal grief and conflict, she
said (Baba Metzia 59b), "All gates are locked except the gate of wounded feeling." When
G-d hears nothing else, G-d hears the cry of the injured.







The Widows as the “Altar of God”
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I. Biblical Background

Earl?/ Christianity inherited from the Hebrew Bible many of its attitudes toward
widows." There, the widow stands with the stranger, the orphan, and the poor as a special
object of God's concern.

You shall not wrong a stranger or oppress him, for you were strangers in the
land of Egypt. You shall not afflict any widow or orphan. If you do afflict
them, and they cry out to me, I will surely hear their cry; and my wrath will
burn . . . (Exod 22:21-24. See also Deut 10:18; 27:19 and Ps 146:9)

In the widow's case, this concern for abuse of power and for protection of the poor
and oppressed was especially crucial. The community considered a man's death before old
age a judgment against his sin; his wife was included in his guilt. Thus, to be a widow was
a disgrace. Since the widow could not inherit independently from her husband, the inheri-
tor of his estate assumed responsibility for her care. A childless widow returned to her
father's house (Gen 38:11; Lev 22:13; Ruth 1:8) only if her purchase price was paid back
to her husband's heirs. Otherwise, she remained in her husband's family in a low position,
was subject to Levirate marriage (Deut 25:5-10), or could be sold into slavery for debt.
Remarriage was not forbidden, but is mentioned only four times in the Old Testament
(Lev 21:14; Ruth 139, 13; Ezra 44:22).

Admonitions to treat widows well were because God was their special helper and
refuge. Job could maintain his innocence, in part, with respect to his good treatment of
widows (22:5ff.; 29:13; 31:16). A widow was allowed to glean in the fields (Deut 24:19-21;
Ruth), was to share in the tithe (Deut 14:28; 26:12), and was to be invited to meals at
public festivals (Deut 16:11, 14). Although in a sense protected and offered these courte-
sies, the plight of the widow was a serious one. The stories of the widow of Zarephath in
1 Kings 17:9ff. and of the prophet's widow in 2 Kings 4:11£f. show how bad things must
often have been.

The prophets upheld the cause of the widows (Isa 1:17; Jer 7:6; 22:3; 49:11; Zech
7:10; Mal 3:5) and used the figure of the widow as a metaphor for the lost state of Israel

1The term "widow" comes from the Indo-European root, ghe, "forsaken" or "left
empty." The Greek words x&@pa, xBpog, mean "empty space." "The term .. . has a strong
social and financial overtone more appropriate to a widow than a widower" (James B.
Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 19811, pp.
137-138.) The term can mean not only a woman whose husband is dead, but also a woman
living without a husband. See TDNT, Vol. IX, p. 440ff.; F. C. Synge, "Studies in Texts:
I Timothy 5.3-16," Theology 68 (1965), 200-201.
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without God (Isa 4#7:9; Lam 1:1£f.; 5:3). The general concern for their condition stands as
evidence for how poor it must have been.? In short, the "Hebraic widow was an image of
that poor, desolate 'remnant' of Israel destined to receive the promise."3 Her spiritual
task was to wait and pray for the fulfillment.

Anna, the first widow we meet in the New Testament, is the paradigm for this activ-
ity and for the role of the widows in the early church generally.

And there was a prophetess, Anna, . . . and she was of a great age, having
lived with her husband seven years from her virginity, and as a widow till she
was eighty-four. She did not depart from the temple, worshiping with fasting
and prayer night and day. (Luke 2:36-37)

In the ministry of Jesus, widows are prominent, especially in the gospel of Luke.
Jesus raises the widow's son at Nain (Luke 7:11-15), and uplifts the widows themselves
when he uses them as object lessons in the Kingdom in the incident of the widow's mite
(Mark 12:41-44; Luke 21:1-4) and in the parable of the unjust judge (Luke 18:1-8).% In the
manner of the prophets, Jesus attacks those who oppress widows: "Beware of the scribes
... who devour widows houses" (Luke 20:46-47).

If we take the general sense of the term xfipa as anyone who lived alone, or as a
woman living without a husband (see note 1), then at least some of the Galilean women
who accompanied Jesus and the disciples, "who provided for them out of their own
means," (Luke 8:1-3) were widows. These "widows" were present at the death, burial, and
resurrection of Jesus (Luke 23:49, 55; 24:1-9), and remained in Jerusalem serving with
the original eleven disciples and participating in the election of Judas' replacement.
(Acts 1:14; 2:4)°

The Acts of the Apostles corroborates the suggestion that, from the church's incep-
tion, the widows were a recognized group within the community. Acts 6:1ff. describes

- the care of widows. When Hebrew widows joined the Christian community, they lost
claim to support from the Temple. To maintain the claim that "there was not a needy
person among them," (Acts 4:34) these Hebrew widows were included with Hellenistic
widows, and presumably other persons, in the general distribution which characterized
the church in its early stages in Jerusalem (Acts 2:44-45, 4:32-37)

2For further discussion see George Buttrick (ed.), Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible, Vol. IV (New York: Abingdon, 1962); F. C. Fensham, "Widows, Orphans, and the
Poor in Ancient Near Eastern Legal and Wisdom Literature," Journal of Near Eastern
Studies, 21 (1962), 129-139; J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, Appendix I.
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969); J. Leipholdt, Die Frau in der antiken Welt und Urchris-
tentum (Leipzig: Koehler & Amelang, 1955); H. J. Leon, The Jews of Ancient Rome
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1960); T. J. Meek, Hebrew Origins (New York:
Harper Torchbooks, 1960); G. F. Moore, Judaism, Vol. II (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1954); Ruether & McLaughlin (eds), Women of Spirit (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1979); Singer, et al. (eds.) The Jewish Encyclopedia, Vol. 12 (New York: Ktav, n.d.).

Mary Lawrence McKenna, Women of the Church: Role and Renewal (New York:
Kenedy, 1967), p. 36.

For a fascinating exposition of the image of the widow see G. St&hlin, "Das Bild der
Witwe," Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 17 (1974), 5-20.

McKenna, pp. 37-38. See also inscriptional evidence in Dorothy Irvin, "The Ministry
of Women in the Early Chruch: The Archaeological Evidence," Duke Divinity School
Review 45 (2, 1980), 76-86.

McKenna argues this group was already an official diakonia which had developed
around the women who followed Jesus and which now included Hellenic widows. The par-
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The incident at Joppa in which Peter raises Tabitha from the dead provides several
clues about the widows. Since no husband is mentioned, it is conjectured that Tabitha
was, herself, a widow,7 although, like her sisters in Luke 8:1-3, one with independent
means. St. Basil interpreted Acts to mean that Tabitha was a widow in a special sense.
Used only here, and not again in the Acts or the epistles of Paul, paéfrtpra, the feminine
form of "disciple," is used to describe Tabitha. In his article on the widows in TDNT,
Stéhlin suggests the widows mentioned collectively in 9:39, 41 were already a special
class. When Peter revives Tabitha, he calls in the saints and widows (todg dylovg wat
TaG xApag) to witness that she is alive. The saints would certainly be the Christians in
Joppa, and the widows appear to be a recognizable group among them.

Tabitha had obviously taken on special responsibility for this group. There is inscrip-
tional evidence from Egypt in the 4th century that women in the church took on such
duties.” If this is the case in Acts, and if Tabitha were herself a widow, then she was
actively engaged in work on behalf of the community and not just a recipient of its
benevolence. (I shall return to this presently.) She was practicing what James called "true
religion."*" In any case, evidence is provided for a society of widows outside Jerusalem
as early as 43 A.D.

Clearly, the widows have an acknowledged claim to benevolence from and recognized
status and privileges in the early church. It is not within the scope of this essay to discuss
the social setting of the Pastorals, the position of the widows in those churches,"“ or the
question of whether or not an "order" is established”~ in the crucial New Testament text,

tiality in the distribution was due, therefore, to the fact that the Jewish women had
served the Lord. McKenna, pp. 39-41.

7See TDNT, Vol. XI, p. 451, note 107. If this is so, Mary in Acts 12:12, Lydia in Acts
16:14, Phoebe in Romans 16:1, Mary in Romans 16:6, and Chloe in 1 Cor 1:11, as well as
the daughters of Philip may all be forerunners of the congregation of widows.

"Note to the Ascetical Life," St. Basil, Morals, Rule 74.

9Ewa Wipszycka, Les ressources et les activités économiques des églises en Egypt
(Bruxelles: Fondation Egyptologique Reine Elsabeth, 1972), pp. 114-115.

"Religion that is pure and undefiled before God the Father is this: to visit widows
and orphans in their affliction, and to keep oneself unstained from the world." James
1:27

Ut has also been suggested that Paul's first European convert, Lydia, who was a
businesswoman and head of a household (Acts 16:14-15), was also a widow. Constance
Parvey, "The Theology and Leadership of Women in the New Testament," in R. Ruether
(ed.), Religion and Sexism (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1974), p. 142ff and Charles C.
Ryrie, The Role of Women in the Church (Chicago: Moody, 1958), p. 54.

léSee Jouette Bassler, "The Widow's Tale: A Fresh Look at I Tim. 5.3-16," JBL 103
(1, 1984) 23-41; Stevan Davies, The Revolt of the Widows (Carbondale: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1980); J. La porte, "The Elderly in the Life and Thought of the Early
Church," in W. M. Clements (ed.), Ministry and Aging (New York: Harper and Row, 1981);
D. MacDonald, "Virgins, Widows, and Paul in 2nd Century Asia Minor," SBL Seminar
Papers, 1979, Vol. I; David C. Verner, The Household of God (Chico, CA.: Scholar's Press,
1983).

See H. W. Bartsch, "Die Witwenregel," Studies zu den Pastoralbriefen (Hamburg,
1965); L. Bopp, Das Witwentum (Mannheim, 1950); J. Danielou, "Le Ministre des Femmes
dans I'Eglise Ancienne," La Maison-Dieu 61 (1960); J. Ernst, "Die Witwenregel des ersten
Timotheusbriefs . . .", Theologie und Glaube 59 (1969); A. Sand, "Witwenstand und Amter-
structuren in den urchristlichen Gemeinden," Bibel und Leben, 12 (1971); C. H. Turner,
"Ministries of Women in the Primitive Church," The Constructive Quarterly, 7 (1919); J.
Viteau, "L'Institution des diacres et des veuves," Revue d'Histoire Ecclesiastique, 22
(1926).
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1 Timothy 5:3-16. The text has been interpreted along two general lines. One suggests we
are dealing with two sections: vv. 3-8 on the care of widows and vv. 9-16 which form a
separate set of instructions on requirements for an office (Bartsch, G. Delling, Dornier,
Jeremias). The other interpretation argues vv. 3-16 are a unit which addresses the ques-
tion of who are "real" widows (Dibelius/Conzelmann, Miiller-Bardorff, A. Sand).!* The
key terms are 'rép,a, (tupf, Tpdw) variously rendered "pay" or "honor,"'? and xatake-
Yéobw, "enroll."!

In the discussion which follows, I assume along with classical scholars like
Danielou,”” Ddllinger,”® and Schweizer,”” that the widows are a special group with
assigned duties or functions in the community. (I agree with Jouette Bassler that many of
the textual difficulties arise because the author of 1 Timothy is not initiating a new
work, but limiting an existing one.””) Admission to this group, then, required that a
woman have no other means of support (v. 5), that she be 60 or older" and the wife of
one husband?? (v. 9), that there be witnesses to her good works, and that she has raised
children, been hospitable, and given aid to the afflicted (v. 10). Once enrolled, she is to
remain in the order unmarried (vv. 5, 11-12); to avoid unseemly behavior (vv. 6, 13); and
to be constantly engaged in prayer and supplication (v. 5).

II. Patristic Background

Although they evaluate their status differently, there is almost universal agreement
among early historians that the widows were the outstanding group of women in the first
three centuries. There is no period during that era when literary or inscriptional evidence
for their existence is lacking. Throughout the second century, they were the special
concern of the bishop; Ignatius enjoins Polycarp to see that they are not neglected (Poly.
4.1) and speaks of "the virgins who are called widows" (Smyrnaeans 13.1). The widows

l4Eor a concise summary of the various positions see Verner, pp. 161-166.

Dgee B. s. Easton, The Pastoral Epistles (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1947),
p. 151; Walter Lock, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1924), p. 57; Verner, pp. 162-163.

16y, Dibelius & H. Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972),
p. 7935 Lock, p. 58.

" ... it is not a question of all the widows, but of certain among them who make
up a group in the community." Danielou & Marrou, The First 600 Years (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 118.

" . .. a peculiar kind of widows, who had a special relation to the Church. Their
names were to be marked in a catalogue, and they were to have a special ministry
assigned to them." John Dallinger, The First Age of Christianity and the Church (London:
Gibbings, 1906), p. 312. i

"The widows too are now a special group clearly defined by being listed separately.
. . . The only thing we hear about their service is that it is one of intercession. ... We
hear almost as much about it as about that of the bishops." E. Schweizer, Church Order
in the New Testament (London: SCM Press, 1961), p. 86.

Bassler, p. 34.

If what is discussed in 1 Tim 5:3ff. is merely a "dole," is it reasonable to assume
widows under 60 (and their children) would be left to starve?

For further discussion see J. B. Frey, "La Signification des Termes Univira . . . ,"
Recherche de science religieuse 20 (1930); Lightman & Zeisel, "Univira . . .," Church
History 46 (1977).
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also figure in several works by Tertullian.23 In the third century, instructions to the
widows are found in the Didascalia Apostolorum and mention is made of them in
Cyprian.2% A letter of Cornelius (Bishop of Rome, d. 253) which lists church officials
enumerates 1 bishop, 46 presbyters, 7 deacons, 7 sub-deacons, 42 acolytes, 52 exorcists,
readers and door keepers, and "above 1500 widows and persons in distress, all of whom
are supported by the grace and loving kindness of the Master."

Although the widows as a distinct group declined in the fourth century as virgins took
prominence in the West and deaconesses in the East, and they practically disappeared by
the year 400 as monastic orders arose,2 material on widows occurs in Methodius, the
Apostolic Constitutions, the Ordinances of Hippolytus, and the Testamentum Domini
(which includes descriptions of a service and prayers for their "ordination").

A great many issues both for church history and feminist theology are raised by the
history of the widows, and we are just beginning to see sustained work in the field. For
the moment, let us confine our attention to one image which appears throughout the
early literature: the widow as the altar of God. It occurs first in the Epistle of Polycarp
to the Philippians.

Let us teach the widows to be discreet in the faith of the Lord, praying
ceaselessly for all men, being far from all slander, evil speaking, false wit-
ness, love of money, and all evil, knowing they are an altar of God, and that
all offerings are tested, and that nothing escapes him of reasonings or
thoughts, or of "the secret things of the heart."27 (4.3)

The passage assumes the widows to be a recognizeable group whose primary function is
intercession. The metaphor, "an altar of God," and the suggestion that the offering is
tested are noteworthy since they suggest, in addition to Biblical allusions to the altar of
sacrifice and to 1 Tim 5:5, the necessity for multiple functions within the church.

A generation or so later, the image turns up again in the instructions Tertullian
wrote to his wife. In a discussion of second marriages we read

How detrimental to faith, how obstructive to holiness, second marriages are,
the discipline of the church and the prescription of the apostle declare, when
he suffers not men twice married to preside /over a church/, when he would
not grant a widow admittance into the order unless she had been the wife of
one man; for it behooves God's altar to be set forth pure.

Again, the metaphor refers to 1 Timothy 5:9-10 and suggests the need for purity.

2316 His Wife, Exhortation to Chastity, On the Veiling of Virgins.

2%0n Works and Alms, Third Book of Treatises.

251 awlor & Oulton (trans.), Eusebius, The Ecclesiastical History and The Martyrs of
Palestine, Vol. I (London: Macmillan, 1927), pp. 211-212.

George H. Tavard, Women in Christian Tradition (Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1973), p. 94.

Kirsopp Lake, Apostolic Fathers, Vol. 1 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
197735313. 289. Hereafter in text AF.

Roberts & Donaldson (eds.), The Writings of Tertullian, Vol. I (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1869), p. 289: "Quantum fidei detrahant, quantum obstrepant sanctitati nuptiae
secundae, disciplinae Ecclesiae, praescriptio Apostoli declarat, cum digamos non sinit
praesidere, cum viduam allegi in ordinem nisi univiram non concedit: aram enim Del
mundam proponi oportet. Tota illa Ecclesia candida de sanctitate describitur. Sacerdo-
tium viduitatis, et celebratum est apud nationes . . ." (Patrologiae Cursus Completus,
Tertuliani, Tomus Primus, [Paris, 1844, p. 1286).
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In the Didascalia Apostolorum (written in the third century in Greek, but surviving
only in a Syriac version), and in the Apostolic Constitutions (also Syrian of the mid-to-
late fourth century) which parallels and expands the Didascalia, the widows appear with
the metaphor of the altar. Early on in the DA, in a list of correspondences (God = the
bishop, the Holy Spirit = the deaconess, the presbyters = the aposties) we find ". . . and
the orphans and widows shall be reckoned by you in the likeness of the altar."?? In the
chapter on the deportment of widows, the author instructs, "But let a widow know that
she is the altar of God; and let her sit ever at home, and not stray or run about among
the houses of the faithful to receive. For the altar of God never strays or runs about
anywhere, but is fixed in one place" (DA, 133). The widow who is a "gadabout" does not
conform to the altar of Christ" (DA, 134).30

The widows are to pray for their benefactors, but not to reveal their names. "But do
thou in praying for him suppress his name; and so shalt thou fulfil that which is written,
thou and the widows who are such (as thou): for you are the holy altar of God, (even of)
Jesus Christ" (DA, 143). Bishops are to be careful that the benefactors are worthy per-
sons so that the widows' intercessions for them will be heard. If she prays for persons in
sin, she will draw the Lord's attention to them!

Wherefore, O bishops, fly and avoid such ministrations; for it is written:
There shall not go up upon the altar of the Lord (that which cometh) of the
price of a dog, or of the hire of a. ... Take good heed therefore that you
minister not to the altar of God out of the ministrations of transgressions..
(DA, 159)

The references to widows in the Apostolic Constitutions largely follow those in the
Didasccllia,3 although in the AC in the list of correspondences, the widows and orphans
are "esteemed as representing the altar of burnt offering" and the virgins are "honored as
representing the altar of incense, and the incense itself."32

Perhaps the AC have borrowed this metaphorical usage of the fixtures of the temple
from Methodius' The Banquet of the Ten Virgins. (See also note 38.) In Discourse V
("Thallousa"), chapter 8, the writer speaks of the double altar of widows and virgins. If
the Tabernacle is taken for a type of the church, he reasons, "it is fitting that the altars
should signify some of the things in the church." He then compares the brazen altar to
the company and circuit of widows: " . .. for they are a living altar of God, to which they
bring calves and tithes, and free-will offerings, as a sacrifice to the Lord. . . ."”” The
virgins represent the golden altar, so in both AC and Methodius the beginnings of a shift

29Hugh R. Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1929), p. 88.
Hereafter in the text D A.
", . . uiduae et orfani in typum altaris putentur autem a uobis."
"Quae talis ergo est uidua non est conlegata altario Christi . .." (DA, 135).
lBooks 1 to 6 of the Apostolic Constitutions are from the Didascalia, and, in fact,
retain the only vestiges we have of its original Greek form.
2Roberts & Donaldson (eds.), Ante-Nicene Library, Vol. XVII, (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1870), p. 59. Hereafter in text AC.
BéRoberts & Donaldson (eds.), The Writings of Methodius (Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1869), p. 51. (The brazen altar was the large, stationary altar in front of the temple in
Jerusalem. The golden altar or incense altar was much smaller and was originally in the
wilderness sanctuary.)
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of focus away from the widows to other groups of women, or perhaps to a general
restriction of women's roles in the church, is evident.

There are clearly a variety of texts in which the widow is described as an altar. The
general interpretation of the image has run as follows: " . .. the widows are called the
1altar of God' because they were supported out of the gifts brought to the church at the
assembly for worship . . .";”? they were the altar on which the offerings of the church
were piled.”® In these interpretations, the role of the widow is passive; she receives the
gifts of the community. This was, in fact, the case; all the literature on the widows deals
with their reception of alms. However, even if we omit later sources like the AC which
clearly list the duties performed by the widows,37 this understanding of the altar is too
narrow.

It is clear that the metaphor functions differently in different texts. In all the
sources, the reference is to the altar as the place of sacrifice. Thus, it can be used to
discourage "gadding about" in the later sources. In the DA, AC, and Methodius, it is used
to suggest a correspondence between church officials and either elements in temple
worship, or the Trinity and the apostles.”® Both Polycarp and Tertullian use it to insist on
the widows' purity (seen in terms of sexual continence).

But even the reference to the altar itself changes. In Polycarp, the widows are "an
altar," in Tertullian "God's altar." The DA refers to "the altar," "the altar of Christ," and
'the holy altar of God." In Methodius the widows are a "living altar." It would seem that
the widow is not only the place of sacrifice, but that she, herself, performs some active
role. If this is true, then historians who argue that the widows were merely "on the dole"
must re-think their position.

When the image of the altar is properly understood, the widow emerges as a figure
with a positive contribution, indeed, with spiritual power within the community.

III. The Altar and the Sacrifice

Behind the image of the altar in early Christian literature stood the literal altars in
the temple. Following the destruction of the temple in 70 A.D., prayer became a legiti-
mate substitute for sacrifice. The precentor in the synagogue was the substitute for the
sacrificing priest in the temple.”” Not surprisingly, prayer in place of sacrifice became
normative for Christianity. The Epistle to the Hebrews enjoins ". . . let us continually
offer up a sacrifice of praise to God, that is, the fruit of lips that acknowledge his name"
(Hebrews 13:15; see also Didache 14).

Those who lifted up their voices in prayer were referred to as "altars." Clement of
Alexandria writes, "The altar . . . is the congregation of those who devote themselves to
prayers." 0 When he attacks Celsus' remark that Christians "shrink from raising altars,

34see Carolyn Osiek, "The Widows as Altar: Rise and Fall of a Symbol," Second
Century 3 (3, 1983), 159-169.
Everett Ferguson, Early Christians Speak (Austin, Texas: Sweet Publishing Co.,
l97lg, p. 122.
McKenna, p. 51.
37See Book 111, chapters 6 & 7 both of which contain the altar image.
This latter correspondence goes back to the letter of Ignatius to the Magnesians,
VI (AF, 200-203) and suggests a first-century origin for metaphorical thinking about
church officials.
T. H. Gaster, "Sacrifices and Offerings," in G. A. Buttrick (ed.), The Interpreter's
Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. 4 (New York: Abingdon, 1962), pp. 147-159.
%0Roberts & Donaldson (eds.), Clement of Alexandria, Vol. II (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1869), p. 428.
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statues, and temples," Origin responds "we regard the spirit of every good man as an
altar from which arises an incense . . . the prayers arising from a good conscience."*1

By analogy, then, the widow in her work of intercession*2 was an active, "living
altar" in this sense. She was to continue "in supplications and prayers night and day"
(I Tim 5:5) and to pray ceaselessly for all (ndvtwv Poly. Phil. 4.3). Her prayers for the
community were especially powerful, for God had promised to hear the cries of the
widows (Exod 22:23; Deut 10:18).

But there is yet another way in which the widow as altar reflects an active role in
the community. We can discern it by working back to the New Testament from Polycarp's
letter to the Philippians. There, the image occurs in a section Kirsopp Lake entitled
"Exhortations to Virtue."

Polycarp encourages the Philippian Christian men to arm themselves with righteous-
ness and to teach themselves the commandments of the Lord. The Christian wives are to
be faithful, to love their husbands, and to educate their children in the fear of God (AF,
286-289). Next come the instructions about the widows which were quoted in full above.
The order "husbands, wives, children, widows" suggests that perhaps there is a "haustafel”
schema at work here.

IEBhas been suggested that the image of the altar here is a reference to 1 Clement
41:2:

Not in every place . . . are the daily sacrifices offered or the free-will
offerings . . . but before the shrine, at the altar, and the offering is first
inspected by the High Priest and the ministers . . . (AF, 78-79)

Clement's reference is clearly to the altar in the temple. This is the passage later writers
may have had in mind when they use the image to argue widows should stay at home.
Perhaps Polycarp was using it in reference to the "testing" of the offerings. I do not think
he had the temple altar in mind. Clement refers to the altar (<o 8voLaotfipLov), Polycarp
to an altar; the Greek has no definite article.

Commenting on the letter, Jean La Porte suggests that the ""comparison of widows to
the altar of God reflects their dedication to God, their mission of prayer for all, and the
necessity for them to avoid defilement."** In an essay on the place of women in the
Philippian church W. E. Thomas notes that the widows were marked by the qualities of
moral and personal integrity and had responsibility for intercessory prayer. The impor-
tance of the "altar of God," however, was its focal point in public worship.”” Thomas
points beyond the "living altar" of intercessory prayer to a more crucial significance.
What might that be?

Not surprisingly, the majority of the allusions in Polycarp are to the New Testament.

“1Roberts & Donaldson (eds.), Origin, Vol. 11 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1910), p. 505.

42 . 2.36-38; 1. Tim. 5.5; Polycarp to Phil. 4.3; DA 143,

“3Cyril C. Richardson, Early Christian Fathers, Vol. I (London: SCM Press, 1953), p.
133. Tradition identifies the author of the letter with the Clement mentioned in Philip-
pians 4:3. The letter dates between 75 and 110 A.D. and the letter of Clement reached
Corinth 20 years before Ignatius wrote his 7 letters. Since the early church took commu-
nication among the brethren much more seriously than we do, the possibility of a connec-
tion between Polycarp and Clement is reasonable.

Jean La Porte, The Role of Women in Early Christianity (New York: Edwin Mellen

Press, 1982), p. 60.
5\X/. E. Thomas, "The Place of Women in the Church at Philippi," Expository Times,
83 (1972), p. 120.
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Certainly in the widows passage it is evoked in the instruction that widows pray cease-
lessly (I Thess 5:17; 1 Tim 5:5) and in the knowledge that God knows the secrets of the
heart (1 Cor 14:25). When we look at the use of "altar" (uotactiiptov) in the New Tes-
tament, we find it refers most frequently to the physical altar before the temple.

One of those usages raises an interesting question for our consideration. In the midst
of the "Woes" in Matthew 23, Jesus asks, "For which is greater, the gift, or the altar that
makes the gift sacred?" (Matt 23:19). Jesus is not making direct reference to cult, but
has chosen a neat illustration to expose shallow, scribal teaching.w And yet, the state-
ment implies that the altar is in some way active.

The link connecting the "activity" of the altar which is implied in Matthew 23:19 and
the widows can be deduced from Hebrews 13:10: "We have an altar from which those who
serve the tent have no right to eat." It is suggested that the Hebrew Christians to whom
the letter is addressed may have been reproached for having no altar. The reply is that
the Christian altar is more adequate than that of burnt offering.

Earlier in the letter the sacrifice of Jesus has been portrayed in terms of the
sin offering of the Day of Atonement: his offering, by contrast with that
earlier one, is permanently efficacious. There was no literal altar in his case;
the term "altar" is used here by metonymy for his self-oblation and the
benefits which it secures to believers.

I believe that F. F. Bruce is correct in his interpretation of Hebrews 13:10 and that
"altar" is used for "sacrifice."

In any case, we are not "gadding about" when we associate the altar with sacrifice;
linguistically, the former (8voiaothprov) derives from the latter (vota).”” Jesus intro-
duces a new way of thinking about sacrifice. He quotes Hosea 6:6, "I desire mercy and
not sacrifice." The scribe who understands Jesus' teaching admits " . . . to love [God] with
all the heart, and with all the understanding, and with all the strength, and to love one's
neighbor as oneself, is much more than whole burnt offerings and sacrifices" (Mark
12:33). When Paul pleads with the Ephesians " . . . be imitators of God as beloved chil-
dren. And walk in love as Christ loved us and gave himself up for us, a fragrant offering
and a sacrifice to God" (Eph 5:1-2) he has in mind sacrifice as active love of God mani-
fested in self-giving love of neighbor. The sacrifice is no longer a pidgeon or a bull, but
one's self, all of life. " . . . present your bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and acceptable
to God, which is your spiritual worship" (Romans 12:1; see also Psalm 40:6-8). An individ-
ual's obedience to God is a form of sacrifice offered to God in imitation of Christ's
sacrifice.

It is in this sense that the widow as altar becomes an effective agent. She, too, is a
living sacrifice. The key New Testament texts on widows (Mark 12:41-44; Luke 2:36-38;
4:25-26;5 7:11-17; 18:1-8; Acts 6:1ff.; 16:14ff; 1 Tim 5:3-16) do not explicitly, linguis-
tically connect widows with sacrifice. However, if love of God, love of neighbor more

46See Matt 5:23; 23:35; Luke l:11; Rom 11:3; 1 Cor 9:13; 10:18; Heb 7:13; 13:10; Jas
2:21; Rev 6:9; 8:3.
1“7David E. Garland, The Intention of Matthew 23 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979), pp. 132-
136.

ng. F. Bruce, "Altar, N.T.," in Keith Crim (ed.), Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible, Supplementary Volume (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), p. 19.
49Campenhausen, et al. (eds.), Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Bund 1.
(Tiibingen: JCB Mohr, 1957), p. 255. "Im Griechischen erscheint als entsprechender
Ausdruck BvoiactfipLov von Bvoia = Opfer."
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than self, and prayer are Christian sacrifices, the widows embody them. Anna worships
"with fasting and prayer night and day" (Luke 2:37). The widow who makes an offering at
the treasury exhibits love of God and care for neighbor above self, especially as the
offering is her "whole living"0 (Matt 12:4]-44),

To summarize for a moment, the widow was an effective agent in a spiritual transac-
tion within the Christian community. First, as was noted earlier, she interceded for the
community. Perhaps we can say her prayers sanctified the gifts brought to her. Second,
the example of her sacrificial living provided the community with a living reminder of
their Lord's. To explain this last remark, later in the church's history, St. Basil gives a
Christian explanation of the altar: it is for the purpose of the holy remembrance of
Christ in which Christ comes near himself as a sacrifice.”* Christ provides the atone-
ment through His sacrifice. The altar is to remind Christians of His sacrifice (Hebrews
13:10). The widow, by her living, is to be an example of Christ's "one full, perfect, and
sufficient sacrifice."

Both 1 Timothy and Polycarp enumerate specific aspects of this example. To be
enrolled, a widow must have well attested good deeds of hospitality, service to the
afflicted, and have raised children (I Tim 5:10). After she is enrolled, she presumably
continues such a lifestyle, "being far from all slander, evil speaking, false witness, love
of money, and all evil" (Polycarp, Phil. 4.3). Here is the practical application of the
theoretical injunction in | Peter 2:5 " . . . like living stones be yourselves built into a
spiritual house, . . . to offer spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ."
The widows' way of life puts flesh on an exhortation like "Do not neglect to do good and
to share what you have, for such sacrifices are pleasing to God" (Hebrews 13:16).

The widow must have been the wife of one husband (1 Tim 5:9), must be "left alone"
(L Tim 5:5), and must remain continent after she is enrolled. Younger widows were not to
be enrolled because they "grow wanton against Christ" and "desire to marry" (1 Tim 5:11)
In this decision, a widow literally presents her body as a living sacrifice! ;

If we glance back at the widows in the gospels and Acts, we find that Anna had lived
alone without a husband for a number of years.”4 She remained in the temple (like the
altar, not running about?) and prayed and worshipped constantly (Luke 2:36-38). The
women who accompanied Jesus and the Twelve, some of whom we suggested were
widows, provided for the men from their own resources (Luke 8:1-3); they did good deeds
by sharing what they had (Heb 13:16). Tabitha, probably herself a widow, "was full of
good works and acts of charity" and made coats ({u&tia) and other garments for the less
fortunate widows (Acts 9:3\6-41).53 Again, her sacrifice was to live unselfishly and to
share what she had. She was fulfilling the requirements which were set down by the

50Note both these women are within the environs of the temple, near the altar.
Is+t. Basil (h. myst. 5). See Lampe, p. 660:

totL xatd T dylov pvijpa OB ypLoTod

¢v & 6uotav auvtdv & xpLotdg IMpoofyaye :

SZWhile the Greek text is unclear, it could mean Anna had been a widow for 84
years.

It is interesting that Tabitha made coats, outer garments, for they were not only
used as clothing, but the poor slept in them at night. Thus, Deut 24:17 commands "You
shall not pervert justice due to the sojourner or to the fatherless, or take a widow's
garment ({patiov, LXX) in pledge."

This is one of the tasks later suggested for widows. The AC, III, vii reads "And let her
take wool, and rather assist others than herself want from them; being mindful of that
widow who is honored in the Gospel with the Lord's testimony, who, coming into the
temple . . .". (The author finishes with a quotation from Mark 12:43.)
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writer of the Pastorals. "Honor widows who are real widows." "If any believing woman
has relatives who are widows, let her assist them; let the church not be burdened, so that
it may assist those who are real widows" (1 Tim 5:3, 16).

The stories of these widows were preserved by the early church (which seems to have
left out so much about the lives and witness of women) at least in part because they were
the "living sacrifices"; they were doing what Jesus had set as the example and what the
epistles had stressed as fundamental to Christian living. The widows were "doers of the
word, and not hearers only."

Expositors who deal with the sociology of the Pastoral Epistles stress that the con-
cern of the writer was for what those outside the Christian community might think of
it.>* The writer's concern was that women and slaves not give outsiders the opportunity
to blaspheme Christianity.55 And this pressure from outside, it is argued, led to a change
in the structure of the Christian community. Social pressure "caused the church to move
from a communitas structure challenging society's norms to a patriarchal structure
embracing them."’® Unfortunately for the church, these analyses are accurate, I think.
But there is an even darker dimension at work in the constriction of the role the widows
(and other women) played in the developing church.

If I have read the Biblical and earlsy literary witnesses accurately, the widows were
providing a positive, spiritual example. 3 How embarrassing for the leaders of the Chris-
tian communities when those who had the least were doing the most.

And he sat down opposite the treasury, and watched the multitude putting
money into the treasury. Many rich people put in large sums. And a poor
widow came, and put in two copper coins, which make a penny. And he called
his disciples to him, and said to them, "Truly, I say to you, this poor widow
has put in more than all those who are contributing to the treasury. For they
all contributed out of their abundance; but she out of her poverty has put in
everything she had, her whole living" (Mark 12:41-44).

hsee Bassler; Robert Karris, "The Background and Significance of the Polemic of
the Pastoral Epistles," JBL 92 (1973) 549-564; David M. Scholer, "I Timothy 2.9-15 and
the Place of Women in the Church's Ministry," ms. forthcoming; Verner, especially pp. 81
and 145-146.

5Verner, p. 182.

56Bassler, p- 39.

7Many later writers (taking their cue from 1 Tim 5:11-15 which discusses the short-
comings of those not to be enrolled) dwell upon the unbecoming behaviour of the widows.
One cannot help but raise the question whether their desire for a more active life in the
community was really misbehaviour or an assertive reaction to the constriction of roles.
Beginning in the DA there is marked distrust of widows, evidently because the old, char-
ismatic spirit of ministry has survived in them and the writer wishes to eliminate this
factor from the community. See James Mackinnon, From Christ to Constantine (London:
Longsman's, Green, and Co., 1936), p. 315. Also see Osiek, note 34.

8For an interesting study of how women have turned the negative aspects of
institutional Christianity to positive spiritual results see Sandra M. Schneider, "The
Effects of Women's Experience on Their Spirituality," Spirituality Today 35 (2, 1983) 100-
116.







History as Hologram:
Integrating Literary, Archaeological
and Comparative Sociological Evidence!

James W. Flanagan
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0.1 Introduction

During the past three decades it has become commonplace to decry the crises beset-
ting social scientific and humanities disciplines. As a result, biblical studies, especially
biblical history, have been made the hostage and victim of a long-standing and continuing
pessimism. Derivative and dependent by nature, historical studies on the Bible and
ancient Israel have been affected by tremors in the epistemological and factual certain-
ties within contiguous disciplines. Each new doubt has sent historians running in several
directions. Some checked the seismographs buried beneath the Pentateuch and fled to the
higher ground of Israelite monarchy where they sought safety against further quakes;
some searched the rubble for more archaeological and inscriptional "facts" to shore up
their weakened historical, textual foundations; others stood firm and denied the validity
or relevance of the changes occurring in the ancillary disciplines.

It would serve little purpose here to recite and analyze in detail the developments of
the past thirty years. The turmoil and vibrance they have unleashed is already captured
in the abundant literature on the history of biblical scholarship (e.g., Hahn, 1954;
Mendenhall, 1961; Childs, 1970; Clements, 1976; Rogerson, 1978). Several recent surveys
directly address the specific problems discussed in this essay and may be used to set the
stage for our discussion (Leach, 1983; Barton, 1984a; Knight and Tucker, 1985a).

0.2 The Demise of History

The onslaught against biblical history, that is, history that relies on the Bible as a
primary source or history that heretofore provided a background for reading the Bible,
emerged on several fronts successively. The bond between archaeology and literary
evidence, particularly biblical literature, was the first to feel the assault. Next was a set
of assumptions about the Bible (and again literature generally) as a referent for historical
occurrences. Finally, the early confidence biblical scholars (and social scientists) placed
in their ability to draw valid cross-cultural comparisons and to use them to illumine the
Bible and the biblical world began to erode. Over time, the doubts that originated else-

1Research for this essay was supported in part by a National Endowment for the
Humanities College Teachers Fellowship, 1984; research grants from the University of
Montana Research Council, summers 1983 and 1984; and Visiting Fellowships from Clare
Hall and St. Edmund's House, Cambridge University. I am grateful to these institutions
and to my colleagues in my department at the University of Montana. I am especially
grateful to Professors Jack Goody, Ernest Gellner, Colin Renfrew, and John Emerton who
made available resources in the Faculty of Anthropology and Archaeology and the
Faculty of Oriental Studies at Cambridge.
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where came to rest cumulatively on biblical studies. As a result Knight and Tucker have
suggested that we "may be on the way toward a paradigm shift—from the historical to
the linguistic" (Knight and Tucker, 1985b) while Miller has asserted that "scholarly
research and discussion pertaining to Israelite history seem to have entered a new phase
beginning in the late 1960s ... and it is not at all clear where the discussion will move
next" (Miller, 1985). Culley and others have voiced similar opinions (cf. Culley, 1985: 191;
Barton, 1984a: passim).

0.2.1 Changes within Archaeology

The "new" archaeology of the 1960s credited to David Clarke in Britain and Lewis
Binford in America met with resistance among historians during the 1970s. Classical
historian M. L. Finley, for example, tried to quiet the "Young Turks" who followed Clarke
and Binford by reminding them that material remains by themselves are culturally silent,
although he admitted at the same time that "The problem .. . is not simply one of corre-
lating archaeological and literary evidence but of using archaeology to assess whether,
and how far, the literature has any worth at all" (1971: 174-75).

Within the field of biblical archaeology, George Ernest Wright wrestled with similar
concerns. Towards the end of his life, Wright tried to discern "What Archaeology Can and
Cannot Do" (1971 [1983al) and cautioned against “The 'New' Archaeology" (1975 [1983b]).
He accepted Albright's view that archaeology provides "a physical context in time and
place" for the people of the Bible, and "is used along with other critically assessed data,
where it exists, in order to form hypotheses about the how, why, what and when of cul-
tural, socio-political and economic affairs . . ." (1983a: 69).

These [texts] must be interpreted by all the means of literary analysis avail-
able to us. Then we must reconstruct the archaeological and ecological
context as best we can both in the given area and in the widest possible
context. Only then can we examine the question as to whether the one
illumines the other, or whether a reasonable hypothesis can be reconstructed
which best explains what we know at this time. . . . Conversely, archaeology,
dealing with the wreckage of antiquity, proves nothing in itself. It must be
analyzed in a variety of ways, and then with all other data available, not in a
pure vacuum mistakenly called by some "science." Its meaning in the overall
picture of a cultural continuum is expressed by interpretation (Wright,
1983a: 71-72.

But Wright like Finley grew increasingly wary of new archaeology. "Testable proposi-
tions" and "valid scientific criteria" seemed to him either inappropriate for archaeology
or naive applications of scientific method, or both (1983b: 80-83). He saw the approach as
an attack on the humanities and history:

For myself, I remain unabashedly a humanist. I was trained in the humani-
ties, and only humanists in the true sense can in the end make any sense out
of the seeming chaos of human cultural systems, synchronically or diachroni-
cally. I believe archaeology is far too restricted when treated as a discipline
in and of itself, whether by those who presume to be pure scientists, or by
those who belong to other wings of anthropology or fine arts. In my opinion,
archaeology must use all of the science that it can, but in the final analysis
it is dealing with human beings, and therefore it can never be anything other
than one among the several branches of cultural and humanistic history
(1983b: 85-86).



Flanagan: History as Hologram 293

"New" archaeology had run its course by the early 1970s when it was replaced by
developments such as theoretical, processual, and social archaeology which grew out of
it. But in spite of opposition from historians, it had inspired theories and methods that in
some ways lessened interest in accumulating similar data from more and more sites and
had enabled the discipline to throw off the shackles of evolutionism and diffusionism
which had tied it to the histories of Egypt and Mesopotamia where ancient chronologies
were initially established. In addition, the transformation had abetted an escape from the
idealistic and impressionistic views of the past that had fueled and funded many early
archaeological expeditions in Syro-Palestine. As Wright feared, however, archaeologists
were turning away from their humanists' interests in history and literature and toward
the "certainties" of the sciences and social sciences.

The role of the Bible in Middle Eastern archaeology has emerged as a different issue
in the so-called biblical archaeology debate. It is beyond our interests to enter into either
the intellectual or the political discussions with the American scholars of the Albright
School who engage in these arguments. It is important to note, however, that the sub-
stantive issue is not the Bible per se as the debate often implies. Rather, it is on the one
hand the historical reliability of ancient literary sources generally and, on the other, the
place of analogical reasoning, ethnoarchaeology, and religious history in the forming and
testing of archaeological hypotheses, the issues that comprise two of the assault fronts
mentioned above (see Wylie, 1981; 1983; Klejn, 1977; Hodder, 1982: 17-23; Salmon, 1982;
Salmon and Salmon, 1979).

0.2.2 Recent Moves Away from Excavative Literary Studies

In his recent treatment of method in biblical study, Barton has demonstrated the
trend away from source and historical methods and toward others that derive meaning
from a text by reading it solely as text or by viewing it in relation to its readers (Barton,
1984a; 1984b). The direction is the same as noted by Knight and Tucker and Culley (cf.,
above) and is represented in its full sweep by Michalowski's study on the Sumerian King
List where he insisted that the list depicts an idea of reality—not historical reality
itself—and should be banished from reconstructions of history (Michalowski, 1983: 243).

Although movement in biblical as in secular critical theory has been toward studying
texts as literature rather than as ciphers for events, Barton made two additional observa-
tions that must not be forgotten. He stressed first that the theories behind biblical
criticism pertain to literary competence, not to a critic's certainty or scepticism about
historical realities, that is, the literary critic aims to elucidate a text instead of history.
Second, he reminded readers that divergent approaches do not all seek the same goal.
Thus, following Culley he noted that critical methods are theories about the ways texts
are capable of having meaning rather than techniques for producing fresh interpretations,
and methods are codified theories and therefore logically subsequent to the intuitions
about meaning:

Texts are perceived as having certain sorts of meaning—or, just as interest-
ingly, as failing to convey meaning—by reading them with certain vague
expectations about genre, coherence and consistency, which are either
confirmed and clarified, or disappointed and frustrated. Then reading begins
again, this time with a sharper focus; and at the end of the process there
emerges a distinct impression of what the text means, together with an
explanatory theory as to how it comes to mean it. But the theory—which,
when codified, will become source analysis or redaction criticism or what-
ever—is logically subsequent to the intuition about meaning. It may lead to
useful insights into other texts, when they are approached with a similar
frame of mind, and so may greatly shorten the quest to understand them; but
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it can never be a technique which can always be used with the assurance that
it will yield correct results (Barton, 1984a: 205).

The issue, therefore, is not whether insights behind earlier criticisms were wrong and
should be abandoned or whether studying the Bible as literature precludes using it for
historical studies, but whether obsession with the approaches has turned them into
"pedestrian methods" (Barton, 198%4a: 206). Where this happens, the epistemological gap
between literary and historical criticism becomes a wilderness infested with "hornets'
nests," as David Gunn has observed (1984: 113). Then the zone between text and event is
forgotten by source critics who become confused and disoriented, losing sight of their
subject matter, their goals, and the means to achieve them. Safe passage from text to
history or vice versa, it has long been held, depends on critics' ability to distinguish
between the history of a text and the history behind it, especially when one is not certain
that the author intended to record real events or shared our concept of history. The jump
from text to event requires a leap of history comparable to the long-sought leap of faith
discussed by theologians.

A clear example of the call to mark the boundaries is found in the writings of Sir
Edmund Leach, an anthropologist who is a structuralist rather than a literary critic.
Leach argued that to raise specific detailed historical questions about the Bible is to
persist in misunderstanding the nature and purpose of biblical literature and therefore to
risk distorting the book's meaning (1983a: 8-12). For him the Bible was not quite fantasy,
but certainly no more than a sacred tale whose meaning lay in the use religious groups
have made of it rather than in the history it may or may not have recorded. He was not
concerned with authors' intentions nor with correct interpretation because with litera-
ture there can be no single correct interpretation. Because texts' meanings are encoded
in the whole and because "text is text," the Bible must be read in its entirety to discover
the meanings that a piecemeal approach misses. Thus, even dividing the text according to
genres is misleading, and the text can be understood only if individual sections are seen
as structural transformations of others. However, as conveyers of stories (Leach's real
interest), texts' patterns and structures reveal something about story-tellers and their
worlds.

Leach was consistent and unrelenting. In edited texts, only the final story-teller can
be known. Although the texts were encoded with many patterns during transmission,
those that survive are from the final editor's mind. Knowledge of people who thought or
told the story before is irretrievably lost, buried beneath the structures imposed by their
successor. Trying to recover earlier meanings would be like trying to unscramble an
omelet (1983a:23)! He believed as well that myth and history serve mythical functions in
the Bible because both must justify the doctrines of a religious community. For this
reason and because he believed mythical structure extended even to the chronological
sequences in the Bible, "historical" texts should be read as myths. The biblical writers, he
suggested, did not view the past as a sequential chronology (1983a: 23).

Later it will be helpful to recall how Leach envisaged meaning in texts. Meaning is
spread like a wave front across and throughout texts. With the gospels as an example, he
argued that the stories have no beginning, middle, or end.

... it all exists in synchrony as in a dream. The beginning refers to the end,
the end refers to the beginning. The total structure is metaphoric. The
sequences in the story are simply a by-product of the nature of narrative.
The text can only say one thing at a time but what it says next is very likely
just the same as what it has said before but with the imagery twisted around
(1983b: 98).
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It was this view that led Leach to suggest the structure of van Gennep's rites of
passage as a heuristic device for understanding texts (1983b).

Discussions initiated in ahistorical and non-excavative literary studies on the Bible
deserve historians' attention both as admonitions and as bases for fruitful dialogue.
Rather than destroying the historical value of religious texts, literary studies warn that
historicity and historical intention cannot be presumed. They insist that a biblical text
can have more than one meaning and that history in some cases is irrelevant. Finally,
they question historians' ability to employ detailed excavative methods without seriously
damaging some texts' meanings, or more exactly, some of a text's meanings (cf., Alter,
1981: 13).

Although none of these is a reason for precluding the Bible from studies on the
history of Israel, several challenge the assumptions of many critical biblical historians.
Literary criticism threatens again the presumed relationship between historical biblical
texts and archaeology; the ability to determine details in the past on the basis of finely
nuanced readings of isolated texts is challenged; and the distinction between history and
myth is blurred. In the last two, the relationship between the parts and the whole in both
history and literature is pressed to the fore.

0.2.3 Cross-cultural Comparisons

While archaeologists and literary critics were agonizing over their relationship to the
Bible, anthropologists and other comparative sociologists were engaged in self-criticisms
of their own. Worried that ever more detailed descriptions of single societies were pro-
ducing a generation of reductionists, positivists, and empiricists who were concerned
with little more than recording their observations, anthropologists raised questions about
their disciplines' ability to compare and generalize.

Leach's 1961 rethinking of anthropology represents an early attempt to come to grips
with the problems (Leach, 1961 [1977]). When the patterns and cultural worlds estab-
lished first by the work of A. M. Hocart and then by the Myth and Ritual School began to
be challenged by comparativists in social science as in biblical studies, a number of new
perspectives began to emerge (cf., Leach, 1983a: 16). The variety and uniqueness of
societies took on new worth, the distance between ancient and modern became increas-
ingly difficult to bridge, and scholars' ability to retrace the steps in cultural borrowing
solely on the basis of philological and linguistic sharing waned. Typology, analogy, and
homology became issues again. The worth of much comparative scholarly detective work
was challenged by its own conclusions because it revealed that cultural forms and cul-
tural functions do not always travel in tandem and vocabulary alone cannot guarantee the
meaning of either (cf., Mendenhall, 1973: 6).

0.3 Summary

The evolutionist and diffusionist schemas that had dominated biblical history during
the first half of the twentieth century have collapsed under the weight of theories and
data developed during the past three decades. At stake has been the issue of "the same
and the other" described by Auge (1982: 14). Were Israel and the Bible the same as other
cultures and literature and therefore only delayed replicas, or were they unique and
therefore truly incomparable? Or again, did the forms from each compared society relate
to an underlying common pattern, single experience, or unconscious structure so that
Israel's religion was only a cultural mutation of others found before or beside it in his-
tory?

The standard way of approaching these questions had been to assemble historical
evidence drawn from archaeology, literature, and comparative studies. But unspoken
assumptions were revealed in the language historians used. They described the evidence
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with adjectives like "preponderate," "overwhelming," "certain," and "conclusive," and the
historians' task as a "discovery," "piecing together," "transposing," "interchanging," and
"paralleling." T do not mean to imply that uncertainty went unrecognized, anguish of
conflicting evidence was unfelt, or differences unsensed. Rather I suggest three things:
1) that the distinction between historical sources and (ancient and modern)
interpretations of history was sometimes ignored; 2) that evidence was understood as
cumulative and of a single ontological kind (historical); and 3) that historical
understanding was built up either by piling historical pictures from one culture in the
Near East on top of those from other societies in transparency overlay-fashion or by
setting pieces of historical information beside other pieces mosaic-fashion until a rea-
sonable reproduction of the past emerged. It is these fundamental epistemological
assumptions more than specific historical details that have been challenged and are
causing the would-be crises among biblical historians. Therefore, a paradigm shift, if it is
to come, must address the way we categorize and integrate the various types of evidence
used for writing history.

0.4 Roots of the Problem and Bases for a Solution

The existing paradigm for biblical history studies built up gradually since the late
nineteenth century as new critical methods and archaeological information became
available. Again, it is not possible in this essay to trace the developments other than to
cite the place of W. F. Albright whose name seems to enter all discussions of American
biblical scholarship. He had predecessors, peers, and successors who made substantial
independent advances, some quite contrary to his approach, but the timing of his contri-
butions and the dominance of his "school" justify singling out his work in order to show its
paradoxical effect on present studies.

The paradox resides in the inspiration and control Albright's spirit exercises in Amer-
ican studies on the history of ancient Israel. For nearly thirty years, integrating and
sorting of the vast amounts of information he deemed essential for sound biblical
research has been the goal of all critical scholars. And yet few have been able to handle
the diversity as well as the Old Man, and fewer have remembered that he called for more
than literary, textual, and archaeological evidence. As a result, much of the work, with
notable exceptions, has been mere tinkering with hypotheses, models, and analyses he set
in place decades ago or, again with exceptions, many scholars have been unable to criti-
cize his assumptions openly in a way that would allow new paradigms to develop.

Because Albright was best known for his mastery and nurturing of philological and
archaeological specialties, his insatiable appetite for the methodological questions raised
by comparative studies is often forgotten. For him the question was not how to correlate
history and archaeology with the Bible's views, but how to reconstruct a history, using
evidence which included the Bible, in order to establish a basis for reading the book
against its full cultural background. He retained his confidence in the biblical writer's
views on the past, but the relationship between these views and others was recognized as
problematical. This is the point which Bright made explicit when he chose the patriarchal
traditions as the testing ground for biblical methodology, and it is the issue which
remains central to our discussions (cf., Bright, 1956; 1980).

Albright's interest in the philosophy of history and his attempt to formulate his own
surfaced repeatedly. Others have commented that when he was not adding to the reper-
toire of archaeological evidence, he was wrestling with the meaning his discoveries were
forcing upon the interpretation of history. Biblical history was central to his interests,
but he stretched the biblical world to include the entire Mediterranean Basin and Near
East, regions matching the horizons of his own competence (Albright 1966: 13; 1969
[1966]).
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Archaeology was for Albright what evolutionist philosophy had been for the nine-
teenth century critics. It was the whole cloth behind the quilt, the organizing principle
external to the Bible whose typologies revealed the continuities and discontinuities in
history. Archaeology was the integrating discipline to be used primarily to construct a
history that in turn could serve as a backdrop for sound interpretation of the Bible, the
topic central to his interest and, in his judgment, to the history of the world (Albright,
1964 [1948): 291). Archaeology was really a number of disciplines encompassing the study
of language and literature as well as artifacts. Interpreting data uncovered in excava-
tions necessitated drawing comparisons between time periods and across cultural boun-
daries. These could be placed, as it were, on a grid where space and time lines inter-
sected to give a context for interpreting the find.

The methodological problems raised by such comparisons inspired Albright to propose
a philosophy of history that in his judgment was neither instrumentalist nor functionalist,
at least not in the same manner as for others who wore the labels in his day (Albright,
1964: 178-79). He rejected the instrumentalism influenced by John Dewey that treated
individual social concepts and forces as independent factors. To ignore the possibility of
relationships among them defied Albright's experience. But neither did he subscribe to
the rigid Malinowski-type functionalism that claimed social phenomena to be so closely
entwined that tampering with one was risking the survival of the whole. Although this
view of human life was useful for explaining a phenomenon by determining its function, it
could neither explain social change nor offer a basis on which to propose improvements in
society, both topics that Albright considered important.

He described his position as intermediate, but the claim was clearer than his descrip-
tion. He taught that all social structures were organismic rather than organic in nature,
and that each had its own distinct characteristics and definite life cycle (1964: 179). He
called himself a resolute "positivist," but he justified the claim by insisting that he suited
the description "only in so far as positivism is the expression of the modern rational-
scientific approach to physical and historical reality" (1964: 140). He accepted the label
"evolutionist" as well, but again with qualification: his organismic evolution was neither
mechanical nor melioristic as the a priori evolutionary schemes of Hegel and Comte had
been. Negatively described, organismic evolution was not unilineal progress, nor a series
of abrupt mutations, nor an organic development. But it had more or less definite con-
figurations and patterns. The historian's task was to find, describe, and interpret their
definite, purposeful, structural relationships in societies by comparing successive orga-
nismic phenomena.

By rejecting functionalism, Albright was left to explain the proper use of analogy for
reconstructing history (1964: 47-49; 73-75). For him, anthropology provided more useful
integrating paradigms for history than did mathematics or biology as long as the anthro-
pological principles were correct (1957: 119). Bowing to the latent evolutionism in his
work, he asserted that historians of antiquity would find anthropology helpful because of
the similarities between "primitive" peoples who were the subject of both disciplines.
Yet, in spite of his positive attitude toward anthropology, Albright appears to have been
little influenced by and little interested in exploiting it. The reasons for this probably
reside in the fact that the discipline was itself only beginning to make an impact upon
American scholarship when Albright was at the height of his career and the fact that he
spent most of his professional life in Jerusalem and at Johns Hopkins University where
anthropology as a discipline held little force.

Albright's views on analogy are interesting in light of what has followed in social
world studies. He demonstrated that analogy had been used throughout what he called the
proto-logical, empirico-logical, and logical stages of civilization (1964: 74-75). This he
thought proved that using known human models for interpreting lesser-known phenomena
was legitimate at each stage in history as long as the analogies were based on truly
comparable realities (196&: 5-13). The persistence of human nature guaranteed an anal-
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ogy's validity provided the function as well as the form of the two phenomena compared
positively. This could be checked by requiring that the analogies pointed to a stochastic
model.

Interestingly, Albright believed that analogy was required to achieve a historical
understanding of the Bible because the book was not primarily a historical record and
because archaeology was a means of establishing the matrix for biblical events. Since a
single analogy could not solve a historical problem, the comparison of artifacts and
language traditions made possible by archaeology provided the basis for historical anal-
ogy.

0.5 Sifting and Sorting

It is his interest in combining the dual literary and archaeological inquiry with a
continuing curiosity about analogies and methodologies drawn from the social sciences
that leads directly from Albright to current social world studies. But even here we must
sort what is of lasting value from that that has been superseded by more recent discov-
eries. What do we find in past scholarship that we can keep and build upon, and what
required revision or rejection? Here our considerations should not be limited to Albright,
but should include his contemporaries' work and developments since his day.

0.5.1 Research Design

In addition to integrating information from three sources—literary and textual
studies, archaeology, and comparative sociology—earlier studies were correct in insisting
that there be two phases in the research process. Gathering, sorting and interpreting
information within each discipline according to the specific questions being raised should
precede attempts to integrate the separate conclusions in a portrayal of history. Here it
should be clear that I accept a disciplinary, pre-interdisciplinary, phase in a research
design such as recent proponents of disciplinary integrity have called for. On this the
elders and their heirs agree in principle.

It is equally important to recognize and maintain the distance that separates antig-
uity from the modern era and to resist the temptation to find modern "cases" in the
ancient world, or vice versa. Efforts to establish criteria external to the Bible that can
be used to check historians' reconstructions of Israel's past are hindered when the world
view of one age is imposed on another. The same can be said for carrying forms and
ideologies across cultural boundaries in the ancient contemporary world. The "ideal
model" approach has failed too often to be repeated. Hence I cannot agree completely
with Mendenhall, for example, when he urges that the best historical, comparative analo-
gies are necessarily drawn from the ancient Near East rather than from modern or post-
biblical societies (Mendenhall, 1973: 6-7). What is important, it seems to me, is that
historians identify clearly what is found in ancient Israel and what evidence there is from
its past to support their claims, and to distinguish those from their own claims about the
evidence. Insights, models, and analogues based on modern or other ancient societies may
inform their views, but they are brought to the ancient material as hypotheses and heu-
ristic aids, not as "evidence" found in ancient Israel.

A third lesson learned from the forefathers is found in the way Albright used the
Bible (as one source) to discover its historical background which was then used to read
the Bible. This was more than the inescapable dialectic between theory and data. It was
not merely the chicken and egg dilemma that forces the inevitable question, "Where do
we begin?" In fact, Wright as quoted above took up the issue and described the three-step
process as 1) interpreting texts, 2) reconstructing archaeological and ecological contexts,
and 3) determining relationships and hypotheses.
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More recently Norman K. Gottwald and Robert R. Wilson have individually addressed
this central question of research design. Although they have proposed varying
approaches, they share the Albrightian view that historical studies on the Bible require a
structured plan for integrating the several disciplines used and that the design must
tolerate some repetitious reading and rereading of materials.

Gottwald began with the standard criticisms of the biblical text which he used to
assemble reliable information about Israel. Next he applied social scientific methods to
the body of data derived from the text in order to delineate and conceptualize Israel's
total social system. Third, specific aspects of the social system were identified for
further examination. Finally, an "explanatory social theory" was introduced to examine
change. In the last, Gottwald proceeded in two phases, first using a structural-functional
model in order to demonstrate the relationships among elements in Israel's social struc-
ture, and then using a historical-cultural-material model to explain the changes that
accompanied Israel's emergence (Gottwald, 1979a: xxii-xxiii and passim; 1979b).

Wilson's approach seems particularly close to Albright and Wright in its attempt to
resolve the question/evidence dialectic. He began with questions of interpretation or
problems raised by the biblical text and proceeded to define the problem before looking
at ancient and modern comparative data that spoke to the problem. There, he searched
for patterns and formulated the hypothesis that similar patterns might have existed in
Israelite society. The hypothesis was then tested against the text to see if it conformed
and to see if the hypothesis shed light on additional obscurities in the text (Wilson, 1977;
19803 1984; personal communication).

0.5.2 Refining the Proposals: Analytic and Systemic Models

The research design I propose here derives from these studies and from approaches
developed for anthropological field work and analysis. It calls for several discrete stages
which can be repeated as often as is profitable until researchers are satisfied that their
questions have been answered or clarified.

To begin, I agree with Wilson who implies that Albright's hermeneutical circle needs
to be made more explicit and applied more broadly. As Albright used the Bible to con-
struct a history in order to read the Bible, we may use ethnography and other bodies of
information found in the Bible to illumine history and the Bible. Whether an individual
thinks first of the Bible or of extra-biblical ethnographic evidence is difficult to deter-
mine in practice and probably does not matter. Either beginning can raise an opening
question. In either case, the researcher wants to use the ethnography encoded in the
Bible to formulate hypotheses about the ethnography of ancient Israel which will be used
for reading the Bible, and so on.

I propose structuring the research procedure in two stages that will help prevent
confusion. At the outset I note, however, that these and the other models that will be
proposed below offer no escape from the hermeneutical circle. In most cases, they are
substitute descriptions, albeit at times better descriptions, of what researchers are
doing. However, scientists and social scientists are convinced that there is value in
making their subject matter and their approaches explicit in an effort to avoid subjectiv-
ity, and the same can be argued for biblical studies.

Following Rappaport (1979: 52, 87), the two stages in the research design can be
labelled "analytical" and "systemic" models. In the first, model cases are presented for
analysis, and the analytical categories of evidence in each are separated and described.
This is to say that for the purposes of analysis artificial boundaries are drawn around a
test case separating it from otherwise contiguous subject matter, topics, or subjects, and
the types of evidence within the test case are distinguished and identified. In Israelite
history, for example, a slice of time and patch of territory are lifted out of a larger
context, but with the explicit knowledge that the investigator is dissecting and compart-
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mentalizing life for purposes of analysis. The goal is not to isolate a frozen, motionless
segment of humanity, but to establish an analytical model which can be used for collect-
ing data and organizing evidence according to categories. At the same time, evidence is
sorted according to its ontological types. More will be said on this shortly, but for now it
is important to discard a historical/unhistorical distinction. These categories do not
pertain to this stage in our model.

Following the sorting, a second stage of research examines how the categories relate
and interact. Thus, in the systemic model the relationships that presumably operated in
the society presented by the analytical model are studied. The analytic/systemic process
may continue cyclically, but investigators must be conscious of the two steps and not
rush ahead, confusing the functions of the second stage with those of the first.

Does the two-stage research process help bridge the chasm separating biblical spe-
cialists who practice newer forms of ahistorical literary criticism from those who sustain
interest in history? I believe that it does. Recalling that scholarship as varied as that of
G. E. Wright's and John Barton's shared concern for reading and rereading the biblical
text with different interests each round, we may suggest that the non-excavative and
excavative approaches need not be used in isolation. Instead, one application of the
analytic/systemic distinction—and I stress that it is only one—is to reverse the sequence
most source critics want to follow. For the biblical historian holistic literary studies
pertain to the analytical model. They offer the first reading of the entire Bible, of indi-
vidual books, or of identifiable themes which can be excavated later in the systemic
model.

It will become more clear when we discuss variant and invariant aspects of map-
making and tradition, but I shall jump ahead to say that at the analytical stage in
research, the biblical text may be considered developmentally "static." In a sense it
stands as a whole and timeless artifact, not as a representative of anything before or
after it. It stands beside but is different from other ontological categories of evidence
but must not be fused (or confused) with them at this stage. In the next stage, the sys-
temic model, it can be analyzed according to the methods of source and historical criti-
cism and compared with other types of evidence. There questions regarding its origin and
development are properly reviewed and interpreted in light of other information.

It would be wrong to think of the first stage as pre-critical and the second as criti-
cal. Criticism pertains to both and therefore the distinction is invalid. In the systemic
model, processes, trajectories, and movement become central. Source critical methods
can aid in detecting these. Moreover, reading the whole text before determining its parts
is the common practice among scholars. This design merely structures that practice and
requires one form of criticism to be accomplished before others are tried.

0.6 Models within the Models

The analytical and systemic models comprise the entire sequence within a social
world studies research design, but they do not elucidate all the distinctions that must be
made. Hence, other models must be constructed that will allow investigators to work
within the two phases. In short, what follows are distinctions that must be maintained in
both the analytical and systemic models.

0.6.1 Actors and Observers

The difficulties investigators have in keeping their own world views separate from
their subjects' and in isolating categories of evidence according to their differing onto-
logical statuses have been noted. Again it is anthropologists who have devoted the most
attention to the problems, and it is from them that we derive our guidance.
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Besides warning social scientists to distinguish theirs from their subjects' world
views, Leach stressed the differences between what people say and what they do:

This distinction between the roles in a drama and the actors who play the
roles corresponds to the fact that the date of field research must always be
looked at in two dimensions. The observer must distinguish between what
people actually do and what people say that they do; that is between normal
custom as individually interpreted on the one and normative rules on the
other.

When they come to write up the results of their research different anthro-
pologists will, for doctrinal reasons, give very different weight to these two
major aspects of the data, but, in the field, the anthropologist must always
pay attention to both sides. He must not only distinguish behavior from
ideology, he must also take careful note of just how they are interrelated
(Leach, 1982: 130).

Hence the sorting must occur on several levels simultaneously:

Ideology: :Behavior
Norms: :Custom
Statements: :Actions
Roles 2% Individual Actors

Marvin Harris proposed analogous categories in his popular "emic" and "etic" (actor
and observer) and behavioral and mental distinctions. Research in the emic mode
"attempts to acquire knowledge of the categories and rules one must know in order to
think and act as a native ...," while ". .. etic operations involve the measurement and
juxtaposition of activities and events that native informants may find inappropriate or
meaningless ... because they are derived from science" (Harris, 1979: 32). Both, we
should note, are views held by the observer; in the emic, it is the investigator who tries
to reconstitute the views of the subject. For Harris, the behavioral field represented all
the activities that constituted the behavioral stream, the domain of operations, while the
mental field were the thoughts and feelings individuals felt in their minds.

Rappaport offered cognized and operational models to parallel Harris' emic and etic
domains respectively (Rappaport, 1979: 97-98). Cognized models were descriptions of
peoples' knowledge of their environment and their beliefs concerning it, while operational
models were descriptions of the same ecological system but expressed in accordance with
the assumptions and methods of the objective sciences. Field anthropologists must record
both, he argued, keeping several notebooks for describing each separately. Hence as with
Harris, both models were constructed in the mind of the observer-scientist.

Rappaport stressed that the models did not differ in accuracy even though they
might differ substantially. The cognized models were valid and represented "parts of a
populations' distinctive means for maintaining themselves in their environments" (1979:
9R).

Rappaport abandoned Harris' behavioral/mental distinction, but the absence did not
affect his work as much as it might seem. One reason was because when he described his
models' content as they applied to specific societies, the content fell out according to a
nature/culture distinction. In some cognized models, it would seem, distinctions between
nature and culture were lacking where they were present in the scientists' operational
models. This was indication that many peoples relate to their world in a closer, more
integral, and personal way than do social scientists and that that way does not acknowl-
edge separate, isolated components of life.
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Ladislav Holy and the late Milan Stuchlik took up the same problems in a monograph
that called for ontological and epistemological clarity among the statuses of phenomena
studied by anthropologists (1983). Like others, they complained that by regarding folk
models as poor or false, scholarly explanations often substituted anthropologists' derived
models without weighing their dubious validity. The problem, according to them, arose
from failure to distinguish the categories of evidence in a folk model and an unwilling-
ness to consider the relationship among the categories as problematical.

Holy and Stuchlik insisted that anthropologists confront two qualitatively different
kinds of data, namely, things that exist "on the ground" and things that exist "in peoples'
heads." The former are observable; the latter unobservable. The former constitute the
domain of action and are identified with social structure; the latter belong to the domain
of notions and are assigned to an ideational system, i.e., to a culture. The two differ not
in degree of "facticity," but in the mode of the domains' existence and in the quality of
their manifestation in social life (1983: 21). Data from them cannot be considered as a
unitary concept but must be discriminated according to kind and, they insisted, the
relationship between the two domains must always be considered problematical even
where the evidence appears to concur.

0.6.2 Analytical Categories and Disciplinary Assignments

The distinctions and analytical categories identified in these studies provide guide-
lines for pursuing social world studies. In its initial stage, as we have stated, model
building must pay attention to collecting data according to discrete ontological cate-
gories while maintaining distinctions among their statuses. Integrating or relating the
different types must wait until each discipline has individually interpreted the data it is
best equipped to collect and analyze. Hence, the model must provide not only for that
delay, but also for illustrating that the systemic phase integrates disciplinary interpreta-
tions rather than raw data. Again, dividing analytic from systemic models marks the
beginning of an approach to these concerns.

To construct a full analytical model, we must proceed by borrowing and extending
three distinctions outlined above. First, actors' models must be distinguished from
observers'. The difference corresponds generally to the distinction between subjects' and
investigators' views (Leach), emic and etic fields (Harris), cognized and operational
models (Rappaport), and folk and investigators' models (Holy and Stuchlik). In our case,
the actors are the people of ancient Israel, the observers present-day historians, although
the same distinction could be used to capture the relationship between the ancient Israel-
ites and their scribes.

Second, allowance must be made for distinctions among the components in the
actors' model, that is, among the factors that on one hand, shape, and on the other,
reflect their world views. The ancient physical and material environment may be sepa-
rated from cultural forces acting on it, and culture in turn may be subdivided according
to domains of actions and notions with the relationship between them set apart as prob-
lematical. Here we combine several comparative sociologists' categories and use them to
identify and sort the different categories of information available to us from antiquity.
We must remember, however, that the data is ancient in the sense that it was encoded
according to the actors' model, but it is modern in the sense that it is decoded according
to the observers' model.

This leads to a third important distinction. We must assign single disciplines primary
custody over each of the specific categories of ancient data and explicitly assign all the
disciplines to the observers' model. Placing the disciplines there is not only faithful to
the real situation, it also emphasizes the difference between actors' and observers'
models. A modern disciplinary reading of the past must not be confused with an ancient's
understanding of the same period. This is a truism, but one that has apparently been
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neglected. Modelling the distinction, I believe, satisfies some of the concerns currently
afflicting biblical literary studies, archaeology, and comparative sociology. It responds to
the betwixt and between problem raised, for instance, by Binford's claim that all archae-
ology is a study of the present because the evidence collected and reviewed is modern
evidence (Binford, 1983: 19).

The three distinctions we have outlined can be diagrammed as follows:

ANALYTICAL MODEL USED DURING "FIELD WORK"

Actors' Model Observers' Model

Notions ¢——==——————t e Literary Studies

(Relationships) « - - -

Actions ¢ —————————- e =20
S SR e ! _->Archaeology
Environment ¢------—- R =

The diagram requires a little explaining. Textual and literary studies are understood
as primarily responsible for ancient evidence from the domain of notions, archaeology for
evidence from the material, physical world (Rappaport's nature) and the domain of
actions, and comparative sociology for evidence regarding the relationship between
domains. The reasons are obvious. Literature reflects the notions and ideas, what people
in the past were thinking and saying or what others claimed they were thinking and
saying. These claims and how the oral traditions and texts were transmitted are appro-
priately examined within the field of literary studies. Archaeology customarily exposes
and examines material evidence as well as human actions on the physical environment;
and comparative sociology illuminates relationships between the two domains which
several of our authors warned are always problematical.

Two cautionary notes must be added. First, the boundaries separating the disciplines
must not be drawn too sharply. They are not barriers excluding one discipline from
another's territory. On the contrary, information about one type of data can depend on
information from another, and the disciplines mentioned share some data in common. For
example, actions reflect notions, or again, archaeology produces information about
notions, ideologies, and symbols in addition to examining the ancient material world.
Under careful literary analysis, texts may reveal distinctions among actions and their
relationship to notions which would not be otherwise noticed. And anthropology studies
notions and actions as directly as it does their relationship. Hence no wooden, inflexible
categories are proposed.

What then is recommended? That the phenomena in ancient Near Eastern societies
can be separated and sorted for analytical purposes, and disciplines' priorities can be
identified according to the phenomena, the subject matter, the data they focus on most
directly. Recognizing this, I believe, realigns many important issues. For instance, the
old worry which makes biblical literature the interpreter of Syro-Palestinian archaeology
can be discarded without discarding either the Bible or the archaeology.

The divisions are also practical. They allow researchers to proceed without compel-
ling them to force their views into a common mold. Applied to history, the distinctions
absolve the historian of responsibility for making all the evidence coincide and interlock
in an artificial, mechanistic spatial-temporal matrix of analysis. Differences, say
between archaeological and literary evidence, are not immediately unsettling if the
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relationships between the domains (and disciplines) are always considered problematical.
Conversely, apparent concatenations and convergences of evidence deserve just as much
scrutiny in light of general patterns of social behavior as do instances where evidence
initially appears contradictory. Every relationship must be examined before it can be
assumed to be understood.

Although an interdisciplinary approach does not impose a disciplinary straitjacket, it
does require special disciplinary integrity. The consumptive intellectual greed that
tempts disciplines to turn themselves into pseudo-interdisciplinary fields must be con-
trolled.

A second cautionary note follows from this. Earlier we noted that the disciplinary
interpretations are to be integrated according to a systemic model where comparative
sociology plays a special role. Therefore, in the biblical historian's analytical model,
comparative sociology is subsidiary and ancillary to literary studies and archaeology
which individually may draw comparisons when interpreting their data. We may go
farther and stress that the primary role of comparative sociology in social world studies
on antiquity is not at the analytical stage but later when the comparisons illuminate the
images of the past generated separately by the other two disciplines. Its primary role is
in the systemic rather than the analytical model.

This is another way of calling attention to the distinction between information that
comes from ancient Israel and information drawn either from other ancient societies or
from modern ethnographies. For biblical historians, the former is data wanting to be
interpreted; the latter are heuristic devices aiding interpretation. It is in this sense that
literary studies on the Bible and archaeological studies on Syro-Palestine differ from
comparative sociology. Forgetting the difference leads to anachronism, confusion, filling
the gaps, mosaic building and, in my judgment, self-deceiving by interpreters who think a
single, valid history can be written.

0.7 Certainty in Social World Studies

Until this point, we have concentrated on the distinctions that social world studies
bring to history writing. But how are the discrete categories of information, the separate
disciplinary interpretations, to be integrated for adequate interpretations of the past?
Holograms and holography offer the metaphors, paradigms, and models, but first we may
consider several scientific breakthroughs that allowed the technology to develop. Partic-
ularly important for humanists are scientists' certainty about their scientific hypotheses
and scientists' concepts of space and time.

0.7.1 Certainty in Historical Hypotheses

Many lighthearted comments have been made about the contrast between American
and German scholarship represented in the differing title of Bright's and Noth's monu-
mental histories, A History of Israel and The History of Israel, respectively. If there is
any substance in the humor, increasingly we must appreciate Bright's caution. There can
be no definitive "History of Israel" because there is no definitive history to be written.
History writing is not that sort. There may be adequate (and inadequate) interpretations,
but.none that can be assuredly correct. To press the obvious, this is so because each
interpretation is only a hypothesis that offers a plausible explanation of the past and
guides further reflection on it.

The comments of physicist and sociologist of science, John Ziman, on the uncertainty
in scientific knowledge are relevant. While we cannot apply his insights immediately to
historical studies, the requirements he sets down for scientific knowledge must restrain
historians from naive quests for scientific/historical certainty.
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Ziman proposed that scientific discovery requires consensibility and consensuality, in
short, agreement and acceptance. Scientific knowledge must be known and accepted by
scientific experts before it can be called "scientific." Knowledge that remains buried in
an individual scholar's file or is rejected is not scientific (Ziman, 1968: 28).

Ziman was writing about the way scientists work and not, as with many philosophers
of science, about how they should work. His remarks pointed to the unknowns in the
physical world and to the epistemological distance between it and the models scientists
create to represent it. He insisted, therefore, that the scientific community is profoundly
aware of the tenuous nature of its assertions.

Not surprisingly, Ziman had words of caution for social and behavioral scientists who
are torn between science- and humanities-based models for understanding humans. He
admonished them to choose the humanities and arts where novels and plays stand ready
to deepen empathies, broaden perspectives, and refine insights and understandings of
human behavior (Ziman, 1978: 185). Scientific research designs, he insisted, must allow
room for imagination, intuition, empathy, and chance. Few systematic approaches to
scientific inquiry have succeeded, he felt, without a healthy dose of feeling, wisdom, and
good fortune.

Two lessons can be learned from this excursion into the obvious. First, historians
must also be willing to live with uncertainty and to let go. In their effort to be "scien-
tific," they must not be unduly constrained by hypotheses, methods, and interpretations.
It is, I believe, biblical historians' willingness to devote so much time to rearranging the
deck chairs of history according to their forerunners' assumptions that has caused liter-
ary colleagues to lose interest in biblical history. More room should be allowed for imagi-
nation, intuition, empathy and chance. Less time should be spent honoring the memories
of the past.

Second and as a corollary, biblical historians must be prepared to admit that in some
ways they know less about the past now than they once thought. I do not believe that
Kuhnian-type, scientific paradigm shifts occur in the social sciences and humanities (our
changes are more gradual and the paradigms less consensual), but when a major change in
methodology takes place, many previously adequate explanations for the past become
inadequate. This is the reality, I believe, that stands behind the suspicions of Knight,
Tucker, Miller, and Culley quoted above. With the development of social world studies, it
is no longer possible to patch over the differences either by making former interpreta-
tions fit the new hypotheses or by deriving new interpretations from old hypotheses that
have exhausted their potential. Some of the old pictures will have to be discarded or
temporarily consigned to the nether world of the unknown.

0.7.2 Concepts of Space and Time

The ultimate forces of change within biblical studies are all around us. This is the
age of lasers and laders, of four-dimensional computer graphics, of subterranean explora-
tion by remote-sensing from satellites, of everyday exposure to holograms and holog-
raphy. Each is causing us to rethink the meaning of reality; each offers new information
about, but more importantly new perspectives on, the universe; each invites new looks at
the past, present, and future, in sum, new self-understanding.

Behind these inventions are several paradigm shifts in science and mathematics
which have altered fundamental concepts of space and time. Although the intricacies of
the revolutions must be left to specialists in physics, mathematics, chemistry, biology,
and neurophysiology, and the effects they cause where science, psychology, and religion
meet can be left to the likes of Weber, Wilber, and ReVision Journal, the Brain/Mind
Bulletin, we cannot ignore the significance of the transformations (e.g., see Briggs and
Peat, 1984; Wilber, 1982). Three major shifts occupy us here: 1) the move away from the
Cartesian grid of space and time (which has controlled biblical studies this century;
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2) implicate order and its effects on the recent behavioral and social sciences; and 3) the
technical aspects of holography and their use as paradigms, metaphors, and models.

0.7.2.1 Replacing the Cartesian Grid

With the development of quantum and relativity theories, wave theory has super-
seded particle theory in explanations of physical reality. With the change, the classical
idea of physical order, that is, the Cartesian grid with time on one axis and space on the
other, gave way to holistic descriptions of the universe. In the old scheme, space and
time were essentially fragmentary and linear. Events and particles were plotted accord-
ing to the distance they had traveled in a certain time (Briggs and Peat, 1984: 107).
Positions were established by measuring the distances between points, and wholeness was
achieved by assembling or summing up parts. History, according to the model, was also
linear and fragmentary. Events and persons could be situated on the geo-temporal grid,
and the relationships among them were perceived as contacts between parts.

After Albert Einstein, post-Newtonian scientists began to abandon the Cartesian
order as an appropriate paradigm for physics and other sciences. Werner Heisenberg, for
example, established the uncertainty principle which showed that the properties of
objects could not be separated from the act of measurement and thus from the individual
doing the measuring. For him, scientists were no longer innocent, detached observers.
Predictability and probability, it seemed, were lost or radically transformed, and sepa-
rate entities—the things that had composed the world since the Greeks—ceased to exist.

Soon the implications of these assertions brought reactions and dialogue. Scientists
such as Niels Bohr joined Heisenberg to set in place a world that has no independent,
separate parts exerting cause and effect relationships on one another. Instead, everything
has become an indissoluble whole (cf., Briggs and Peat, 984: 53-55).

Into this holistic world stepped David Bohm who recognized that traditional notions
of causality were too restrictive. He alleged that no single effect has a single cause.
Instead, the world is a causal network in which every effect is caused by everything else
(Bohm, 1957). Although he was misunderstood as reintroducing classical determinism, it
was Bohm's intention to show that quantum theory was not the complete explanation for
motion.

Several of Bohm's other assertions are relevant to our interests as well. He went on
to discuss the role of perception in science and used as an example the way we abstract
relatively "invariant" features from an environment in order to create maps (1965). In our
memories as on road maps we pick out and store invariables to be used later to condition
further perceptions. Thus, a cartographer records a bend in a road, but not variables such
as a tree near the corner or a crack in the pavement. These are apt to change and will be
of no use for further perceptions. Likewise, when we see a person we have not seen in
years, we recall first the "face," that is, the person, before noticing specific variable
features such as the graying hair, thickened waist, or wrinkled skin. If we fail to recog-
nize the person, Bohm argued, it is not because the individual is an illusion or because of
anything "out there." It is because of some relationship between the old "map" in our
memory and the present appearance of the person.

Bohm concluded from reflections such as these that scientific research works the
same way. The purpose of scientific research is not the accumulation of knowledge—
which probably will eventually be falsified—but to gain perceptions. Its maps become
dated and must be changed when they no longer adequately depict reality. For that
reason, scientific research must be understood as an act of angle of perception, an
insight, which is a continual process of relating consciousness and nature. Bohm's inter-
ests, therefore, were in creating a new understanding of the relationship between maps
and terrains, not simply in drawing new maps according to old relationships. He felt that
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the one-to-one relation good map-making requires was too particularized for modern
science where holistic approaches are required.

It is clear that the notion of parts and scientists' attempts to understand nature by
analyzing its parts troubled Bohm, but he also knew it is necessary to differentiate and
make distinctions in order to avoid hopeless confusion. Real differences and similarities
must not be mixed, even in the name of holism. He argued that the way out of the part-
whole dilemma for scientists was to recognize that their theories which make sense out
of facts are not really separate from the facts themselves. Facts are abstractions
imposed on the continuous flow of reality by scientific theories. Theories merely lift
certain abstractions out of a continuous, unbroken flow. In a sense, theories create their
own facts.

0.7.2.2 Implicate Order

Bohm aimed directly at the Cartesian problem by relating what he called implicate
and explicate orders. We may approach the concepts by way of several analogies he used
as examples.

In order to illustrate that wholeness is flowing movement, Bohm described an exper-
iment. A drop of insoluble dye is placed in a viscous liquid encased between two glass
cylinders. When the outer cylinder is rotated slowly, the dye becomes first a streak and
then disappears within the liquid. A second droplet is added, the process continued, and
the result repeated.

Bohm asked what would happen if the cylinder were now rotated the same number of
turns in the opposite direction? Interestingly, the droplets, first the second and then the
first, are reconstituted. What has apparently been a random state of diffusion or mixture
is actually a hidden implicit or "implicate" order. The dye maintains its integrity within
the body of fluid even though it appears to mix in.

Bohm believed the same kind of order pervades the universe. When the order evolves
into a form that can be seen as with the drop of dye, the order becomes explicate. Thus,
implicate and explicate orders are different expressions of the same order. Implicate
orders are not made up of parts but are orders in which things "enfold" one another. The
unmanifest, implicate orders provide the ground for the manifest, explicate orders we
see and identify. One might ask whether Bohm had not unscrambled Leach's omelet?

0.7.2.3 Holograms and Holomovements

A second of Bohm's analogies was borrowed from holography. He believed that a
camera lens offered a good analogy for the relationship between instruments and theory.
In photography, a lens transfers a three-dimensional image onto a two-dimensional place
in a flat one-to-one relationship. The result is a partial map of the original object in
which any given point of light reflected off the object corresponds to a single point on
the photograph. Transformation from object to image occurs with no phase information
recorded. When a portion of the photographic plate is destroyed or a part of the photo
torn away, a corresponding portion of the image is lost. A partial image of the whole
remains.

Bohm found the photographic analogy limited by its emphasis to part-to-part rela-
tionships. In the same way, he felt, thinking of science as "photographing" has exagger-
ated the impression that scientists gain knowledge by acquiring more and more details.
This had led researchers to seek figurative lenses that would allow them to observe
smaller and smaller parts so they could gain greater and greater knowledge of a whole
phenomenon.
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Bohm insisted this was the wrong approach and searched for an analogy that would
offer insights into the whole the same way lens-photography encourages analysis of parts.
The technology of holograms and holography served his need.

Today holograms are nearly ubiquitous, appearing on the covers of trade magazines
and the surfaces of credit cards. The public knows holography as a technique of lenseless
photography which uses the regulated light waves of a laser to reproduce a three-
dimensional image. The laser is projected through a half-silvered mirror which splits the
beam so that part of it, the illuminating beam, strikes the object being reproduced while
the other part, the reference beam, falls immediately on the photographic plate or glass.
The two parts interfere in a wave front that is encoded on the plate. Because the illumi-
nating beam has been partially thrown out of phase by the object, the peaks and troughs
in its wave pattern no longer correspond exactly with those of the uninterrupted refer-
ence beam. Thus, the two waves reunite in a pattern which mixes coherence (where peaks
and trough coincide) with incoherence (where they cancel or interfere with each other).
The constructive and destructive coherence causes a pattern of bright and dark spots.
The result is a hologram encoded on the plate that unless illuminated is invisible to the
naked eye. If seen, however, the pattern would appear as a meaningless, modulated sea of
light and dark waves spread across the plate.

For the encoded image to be reconstituted, the plate must be illumined by a second
beam in phase with the original. Several types of holograms are possible but the one that
interests us requires the illuminating beam to be projected from behind the plate so that
the image will appear in front, as if suspended in empty space. Viewers see a three-
dimensional representation of the object which, interestingly, some have difficulty
focusing on because of an inability to focus on empty space (Saxbe, 1980: 36). Viewers'
perspectives change as they move around the hologram so that the left side is seen from
the left, the right from the right, etc.

Unlike a photograph, points of light diffracted [sic!] from the object are spread
across the entire holographic plate, in ways, it seems, analogous to what Leach claimed
for texts. Hence, when the holographic plate is broken and individual pieces illuminated,
viewers see the entire image in each piece, but the image is more fuzzy than previously.
In other words, the whole is encoded in each part, but to gain detail (a clearer, less fuzzy
image) the whole hologram must be present. To retain the whole only a part is needed,
the reverse of photography. It was this aspect of holography that offered Bohm the basis
for arguing that it could model the relationship between implicate and explicate orders.

Before leaving Bohm's work, we may observe that he attempted to expand the imag-
ery of holograms, which are essentially static, by speaking of holomovements and later of
holofluxes, photographs of movements. According to wave theory, waves carry enfolded
in their implicate order the various orders that are unfolded in the explicate order. Thus,
he thought, in a similar way the whole movement of the universe carries the implicate
order which when made explicate finally allows us to see the world as we do. Even his-
tory and events are merely ripples whose meaning depends on what lies below (Weber,
1982: 97).

Bohm's work was picked up by many including Stanford neurosurgeon Karl Pribram,
who applied the hologram paradigm to the workings of the human mind. Also fascinated
with implicate order, Pribram pondered why, when portions of the brain are damaged or
removed, other portions appear to take over the functions previously handled by the lost
sections? Could it be because information is not stored in regions but is spread holo-
graphically across the entire brain? He answered in the affirmative. He wondered as well
about the paradoxical relationship between brain and mind, or again, between the brain
and the universe. Does the brain, by organizing input from the physical world, construct
mental properties, or is the brain which is part of the universe organized by the mental
properties, the pervasive organizing principles of the universe? Pribram who had turned
to holograms for a theory that could account for the brain's distributed memory store
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eventually came to believe not only that the brain functions holographically, but that the
universe is also a hologram.

0.8 Holograms in Social World Studies

There is no need to wander farther into the labyrinthine worlds of physics and neu-
rology. This brief, generalized description of developments there serves our purpose by
illustrating that the paradigm shift toward holistic approaches and analogies results from
fundamental changes in scientists' understanding of the universe. Reality can no longer
be viewed as individualized, self-contained parts which exist outside each other. More-
over, the brief survey demonstrated that a broad range of disciplines is seeking new
models that emphasize the holistic aspects of their subject matter. Finally, it suggests
that the paradigm shift confronting biblical historians is ultimately rooted far beyond the
discipline in the implicate order of the universe and that historical events and personali-
ties can be conceived as explicate manifestations of the continuous implicate order.

Most who have been drawn to holographic imagery as a paradigm have been attracted
by its usefulness for modeling holistic approaches that relieve whole/part dilemma.
Although this aspect is valuable for social world studies, I also appeal to holograms and
the technology of holography for metaphors and models for integrating the domains of
evidence required for interpreting biblical history. Literary, archaeological, and compar-
ative sociological interpretations interact in ways similar to the three laser beams used
to create a holographic image. Additionally, a holographic image is analogous to the
interpretations offered as hypotheses by biblical historians.

In our research design, the hologram belongs in the observer's model and can be used
in the analytical and systemic phases. Once ancient evidence has been gathered and
sorted, archaeology and literary and textual studies "beam" the evidence onto the his-
torian's "plate" where it stands as data to be interpreted. This is evidence from antiquity,
the actors' world, and the interference pattern caused by the two types can be expected
to be a mixture of coherence and incoherence as in a hologram.

The pattern must be illuminated by the historian in order for history to be written.
The historian searches for comparative material which is "in phase" with the evidence
from antiquity. It is used as the illuminating beam that allows the relationships encoded
on the plate to take on meaning.

The historian then offers a holographic image, an interpretation of the past. The
image is a hypothesis—one of many possible interpretations. Other historians drawing on
different evidence, asking different questions, and choosing different illuminating mate-
rials will arrive at different interpretations. Thus, there can be no single, definitive
history written, and not everyone will see the image as the historian does. Some will see
empty space while others may see the "history" but from different perspectives.

0.8.1 Example: A Hologram of David

The research design's value will depend on whether it assists, like scientists' theories,
in establishing "facts." An application using materials from the early Iron Age is pre-
sented elsewhere (Flanagan, forthcoming). Here, I may illustrate how a history of David's
era could be aided by the design and model.

Syro-Palestinian archaeology from the beginning of the tenth century B.C.E. has
produced little evidence to confirm older historical hypotheses regarding the kingship of
David. Recent studies have discovered a few ripples in the explicate order that appar-
ently indicate some centralizing movements beneath. Frank S. Frick's recent study on
state formation in Israel has collected must of the relevant data (Frick, 1985).

Literature pertaining explicitly to David is found only in the Bible. Presently, the
Davidic corpus is being scrutinized from a number of methodological perspectives. In my
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own approach, I suggested that in spite of biblical claims for kingly status, reports about
David indicate that chieftaincy would be a better heuristic model (Flanagan, 1981; 1983a;
1983b).

Examples of societies where leaders and their entourages claim sophistications and
powers that exceed the realities or where centralizing and non-centralizing claims com-
pete simultaneously are easily found. To illuminate and make sense out of the discrep-
ancies in the Davidic archaeological and literary records, I appealed to nation-building in
modern Saudi Arabia (Flanagan, 1982). There Ibn Saudi rose quickly but steadfastly
resisted the titles of kingship while his courtiers hastened to bestow the labels he
shunned.

All of this has been stated before, but now, although my general impressions of David
and his chiefly role remain unchanged, I would approach the evidence differently. The
differences can be suggested by citing several advantages that the history-as-hologram
model has over history-as-mosaic and history-as-transparency overlay, the paradigms
that influenced my earlier studies.

0.8.2 Advantages of Holographic Models

1) Holographic imagery enables historians to model the distinction between historical
evidence and historical interpretations. As Albright, Wright, Finley, and all other serious
historians have insisted, archaeology and biblical literature contain evidence that can be
used for history; they are not history in themselves. History-as-hologram makes this
explicit: the evidence, the historian, the comparisons used as heuristic devices, and the
historical hypothesis are valued as discrete entities. History is recognized for what it is:
images of the past, not images from the past.

2) Holographic imagery enables historians to use evidence that on the surface
appears conflicting, and it frees evidence and disciplines from servitude to presumptions
about coherence. Archaeological and textual research do not have to reach identical
conclusions for both to be used by historians. In fact one might ask whether the art of
historical interpretation, like holographic images, could survive if all the evidence were
clear and cohesive. With holography, disciplinary integrity need not be sacrificed at the
expense of interdisciplinary inquiry.

3) Partial evidence can be used without apologies because the whole is contained in
parts. Historical studies can be recognized as the art (or science) of telling the story
without all the pieces. As new pieces become available, the story will become less fuzzy,
but the overall story is not apt to change. Holograms offer a model for understanding the
limitations that constrain most historians.

4) The boundary between excavative and non-excavative biblical studies is honored.
The hornets' nests between text-as-text and text-as-referent for history are avoided.
Dialogue between literary and source critics can be re-established.

0.9 Conclusion

The arrival of critical biblical studies more than a century ago was announced by
attacks on biblical holographs. By giving new meaning for the old term, we admit the
paradox of continuity and discontinuity which in other fashions permeates modern bibli-
cal scholarship. The transformation should also make us recognize that holographic
metaphors and models are apt to endure no longer than the paradigms of our predeces-
sors. Hence, by suggesting holograms as models for social world studies, I am offering
nothing more than another hypothesis to be evaluated and tested before it is discarded or
superseded. If useful, the imagery may survive for a short time. If not, it will be forgot-
ten or replaced by others. Hence, I stress the tentative nature of these proposals and
recall with Ricoeur that metaphors belong to the order of discovery not to the order of
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logic. If this one invites reflection on the nature of social world studies, it will have
achieved its purpose.
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The Doctrine of Salvation
in the Hermetic Writings

George Luck
The Johns Hopkins University

The invocation of Hermes Trismegistos corresponds to an appeal to "Thoth the Very
Great." Thoth was considered the Egyptian equivalent of Hermes, and this Greco-
Egyptian deity was supposed to have inspired a number of treatises known as Hermetica,
"Hermetic Writings"; they are collected in the Corpus Hermeticum. Most of them are
philosophical and theological in nature, but there are also works on magic, astrology,
alchemy ascribed to Hermes.

No one knows where and when these texts were composed. St. Augustine was aware
of them. Since they represent a form of Gnosticism, they probably were contemporary
with this movement, and since both Philo of Alexandria and Clement of Alexandria can
be associated with Gnosticism, their Egyptian origin is not implausible.

During the later Hellenistic period Alexandria had become an intellectual center
comparable to the Athens of Plato and Aristotle. It attracted scholars, scientists, philos-
ophers, poets from the whole Greek world, yet in the temples of Egypt ancient mysteries
were still being taught; at the same time there was a large modern library and other
facilities for research. Even though the message of Hermes is essentially a blend of
Platonism, Stoicism, Judaism and Gnosticism, it is declared as the revelation of a Greco-
Egyptian god, and this added a certain amount of prestige for those who wanted to
believe in it.

Philo who was both a Jew and a Platonist may very well have founded a school in
Alexandria along the lines of the Platonic Academy and the Aristotelian Peripatos.
Nothing is known of such a school, but if it existed, the author (or authors) of the Her-
metic Writings might best be described as members of it who had already heard of the
new doctrine of Jesus and St. Paul and borrowed from it but tried, on the whole, to
salvage their own pagan syncretism and astral mysticism. Nowhere else but in Alexan-
dria, that great intellectual melting-pot of late Antiquity, does such a blend of ideas
seem possible. But though it pretends to be a revelation, it is a popularizing version of
older philosophies, much easier to read than Philo.

It has been said that the Hermetic Writings preserve very little of Egyptian culture.
They are written in Greek and Latin. No Egyptian texts are known, but some Coptic
versions have recently been published. The main documents we have are in Greek and
Latin, but Greek was then an international language, used by Egyptians, Syrians, Jews.
The one Latin text, Asclepius, is the translation of a Greek treatise. Curiously, one of
the Hermetic authors (assuming that there were several) pretends (Corp. Herm. XIV 2)
that he writes in Egyptian. He says: "The Greeks have only empty words, good enough for

IThe Greek original was entitled teleios logos, either "accomplished discourse" or
"discourse for the initiate." The title suggests, perhaps, the idea of healing, an aspect of
salvation; Asclepius, the god of healing, was considered a saving deity, like Hygieia. Cf.
A. D. Nock, Essays1 78; 11 723.
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demonstrations, and that is exactly what Greek philosophy is like—a verbal noise (logon
psophos). But we (i.e. the Egyptians) do not use mere words: we use sounds that are full
of action." Does this mean that all Hermetic treatises were originally written in Egyp-
tian, or is it just a pose, a pretense?

It seemed useful to approach the doctrine of salvation in the theology of the Great
Hermes from a linguistic point of view. Thanks to the Index Verborum compiled by L.
Delatte, S. Govaerts and J. D(—:nooz,2 the use of s0z0, sostikos, soter, soterios, sotéria in
the Greek treatises and the occurrence of salvo, servo, conservo in the Latin Asclepius
can now be studied conveniently.

The results are not very significant.3 The word sotér "savior" appears only once, in
XVI 12, connected with tropheus "nourisher," and both are applied to the Sun. Séteria
"salvation" appears twice in VII at the beginning.“ The neuter plural of the adjective
sotérios, used as a noun, may be translated as "means of salvation" (Il 12; VI 11; X 15).
The verb $6z0 appears nine times and means either "to save" (through the intervention of
a divine being) or "to endow with everlasting life." The verbal adjective sostikos appears
once, in Fragm. XX 1.

The Latin vocabulary is even more limited than the Greek: salvo appears only once in
the Asclepius (XLI 25,5), servo nine times (IV 23,1; VIII 35, 6; XI 17,2; 32,3; 36,4; XXIV
16,4; XXX 18,4; XL 11,2; XLI 36,3), conservo twice (XXI 9,5; XXXVII 38,3). There is no
evidence for salvatio, salvator, servator or conservator.

The Index Verborum, valuable as it is, does not give an adequate idea of the impor-
tance of the doctrine of salvation in the Hermetic texts. This should serve as a lesson.
The linguistic approach, by means of computers or otherwise, is insufficient; a close
reading of the texts is still necessary.

Having read the texts and consulted the secondary literature, I would suggest, fol-
lowing Festugiére,” two main aspects of salvation in the Corpus Hermeticum: (1) the
spiritual life (I 20-23; IV; VII; XII 1-14) and (2) "becoming like God" (homoiosis td thed,
XI10).

For the person who believes in the revelation of Hermes, salvation does not come
about as the result, at a given point in time, of the sudden arrival of a divine being who
lives for a while among men, teaches and institutes certain sacraments, then dies and
returns to heaven. Salvation essentially consists in knowing oneself, in recognizing in
one's self the share of the Light, the Divine Intellect (nous) which one possesses as a
natural gift. To recognize this gift means to love it and, at the same time, to hate the
material, earthly part of one's nature.

Salvation through gnosis "knowledge" or '"understanding," therefore, has a double
purpose: To know oneself and to know God (I 18f). Self-knowledge can only be one form
of gnosis;® the contemplation of the universe and the vision of God represent the other
form.? Since salvation comes through gnosis, it follows that "ignorance," agnoia, is the

’Rome, 1977.

3¢t. van Moorsel, p. 23.

“There are parallels to this use in the Septuagint, Aelius Aristides, Apuleius and
Firmicus Maternus.

This meaning is also attested in classical and neo-classical Greek, the Septuagint,
Philo, Josephus and the New Testament.

Apuleius seems to have avoided salvator and servator; he uses sospitator and
sospitatrix, nouns not found before his time.

A.-J. Festugiere, Hermétisme et mystique palenne (Paris, 1967), pp. 58ff.

See van Moorsel, p. 25.

On the power of seeing God (theoptiké dynamis) see Fragm. VI 18 and VII 3 with
Festugiére's note. One would not expect to find a term like this in the New Testament,
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worst sin. It also follows that there are two categories of human beings: those who are in
the knowing and those who live in ignorance. The latter deserve nothing better than to
die; in fact, they are already dead (I 20). Only he who has recognized himself as what he
is, makes progress towards his real self (I 21). God knows us and wants us to know him:
this is the path to salvation (X 15).

All of this sounds fairly simple, but it involves a serious problem (I 21; IV 3-5; XII 6f;
12£; 22): Do not all human beings share the intellect thanks to their common ancestor,
Divine Man? Do they differ from one another in this respect? Can it be true that only
some achieve salvation through gnédsis while others never will?

The Hermetic theologians worked out an answer to this problem: all men have poten-
tially received the nous ("intellect"), but they do not use it in the same way; in fact,
every individual uses it according to his own character, his way of life. Those who are
good, holy, compassionate not only have the nous as a potential, they fully realize it, and
it becomes for them their guardian angel. 0 All men share the nous, but it is not the
same for all men (Asclepius VII). If someone is senseless, evil, vicious, greedy and com-
mits crimes, the divine nous withdraws from him and yields its place to an avenging
daemon that tortures the sick soul by the very appetites and urges which haunt it and
cause the sickness from which it suffers.

In treatise IV the image of the "Mixing Bowl" is introduced to offer a different
solution to the same basic problem. The interlocutor asks (para. 3): "Why has God not
given an (equal) share of nous to all people?" And Great Hermes answers: "Because he
wanted to give away the nous to the souls like a prize to be won (by them)." Therefore
God filled a huge mixing bowl full of nous and sent it down to earth with a herald who
proclaimed this message: "Every soul that is able, every soul that believes it can ascend
to him who sent the bowl, every soul that knows why it has come into existence, ought to
plunge into the bowl."

This implies again that the soul has part of the nous already—or else it could not
realize the importance of the gift—but it ought to acquire as much extra nous, so to
speak, as possible from the supply that God has made available. The soul has a choice: it
may choose the life of the nous, or it may reject it (XII 5-9).

If the soul makes the right decision, it will avoid the evil influences of the body, of
the passions and—most importantly—of Fate. Through our bodies all of us are subject to
Fate, but the soul has a choice. The problems of Evil, Guilt and Fate are closely con-
nected.

At this point a curious piece of reasoning enters, the idea of voluntary suffering. It
may have been explained in more detail in a treatise which is no longer preserved. What
we have is only a selection from a much larger body of Hermetic writings; the number of
fragments and the recent discoveries of new texts establish this beyond a doubt.

The true Hermetic believer should remain guiltless, but he should suffer as if he were
guilty of a crime, for instance adultery, and it is this suffering which frees him from Evil
and from Fate. The key phrase is: "Not having committed adultery, one will suffer (in
this world) the punishment for adultery." One can only guess that this involved a kind of
spiritual exercise or ascetic discipline. Let us say, I pretend to myself in silence or aloud
to my fellow Hermetics that I have committed adultery. I am just pretending; I have not
committed any sin. But I force myself to imagine the circumstances and the details of
the act of adultery. I would then be caught in the act—always in my imagination—and
punished to the full extent of the law. This imaginary punishment, painful and humiliat-

and, indeed, it does not occur there. But the noun theoptes is attested in Philo, and the
Neoplatonists were familiar with the idea.

A concept that seems to combine the Socratic daimonion, the Roman genius and
the Gnostic nous.
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ing, if dramatized properly, will cause me real suffering, like some horrible nightmare,
and I will, henceforth, never be tempted to commit the crime for which I have already
been punished in my mind. And since I have not committed a crime, Fate will not catch
up with me, either—in case I have escaped human justice. In other words, I am saved (XII
7))t

As I have said, this is just a hypothesis. These texts are often tantalizing: they offer
clues that were probably explained or developed by oral teaching. One might explain the
treatises that we have as a kind of religious propaganda, designed to attract people who
were looking for a new creed, a new path to salvation. Once they had joined the school or
the sect or whatever one may call it, they were probably initiated into the higher mys-
teries. But the texts themselves often break off at the crucial point. The outsider only
learns part of the truth; the whole truth is reserved for those who have committed them-
selves, who have joined.

To call these writings "religious propaganda" may sound like an overstatement, but
that is, in a sense, what they are. We know a good deal about the aggressive propaganda
pursued by the priests of Isis at that time. And even the Platonic dialogues, the literary
and spiritual models of the Hermetic dialogues, can be described as propaganda. They are
often so frustrating for us to read, because they define problems and offer no real solu-
tions. To find out the whole truth you had to join Plato's Academy and study for a number
of years, before you were taught the "unwritten doctrine." But the published dialogues
served to attract serious students.

To commit a crime and suffer for it in one's imagination may seem bizarre to us, but
as a kind of psychotherapy it might have worked for many. After all, ancient tragedy had
a similar effect: the spectator identified himself with the mythical characters on the
stage who suffered, sometimes horribly, for a major or minor crime that they had com-
mitted, and, ideally, the spectator felt their pain, as if it were his own and went home,
purged, as Aristotle says, and, hopefully, a better human being. We should not forget that
Attic drama, too, was part of a religious ritual.

By saving himself, the disciple of Hermes also acquires the authority and inherits the
necessity, as it were, of saving others (Fragm. VIII 5). Thus, salvation is progressive and
collective, and its final goal must be the redemption of all mankind. The true Hermetic
had to be a preacher, a missionary and a converter, to save as many souls as possible.

Another way of salvation is outlined in XIII, the "most original treatise of the Corpus
Hermeticum, "as Festugiére has called it. Salvation is possible through a sudden inner
regeneration, a spiritual rebirth in God (palingenesia). "Nobody can be saved before his
rebirth." This is the opening statement of the treatise.”“ The rebirth comes after the
death of the former self.”” "Having had a spiritual vision inside myself, thanks to the
compassion of God, I have left myself and entered an immortal body, and I am no longer
what I was before" (XIII 3). 1

The Poimandres, another important treatise of the Corpus Hermeticum, stresses the
necessity of rebirth. The human body is composed of the four elements—earth, water, air
and fire—and therefore it is evil. The human body also contains the astral substances
which we have inherited from First Man. He received them as he descended through the
planetary spheres, because the evil powers of the planets somehow rubbed off on him, as
he passed through their spheres, and this bad admixture we have inherited. Now it is up

11See Festugiere's note on Corp. Herm. vol. I, p. 194. The tentative reconstruction of
the spiritual exercise is my own.
Cf. R. Reitzenstein, Hellenistische Mysterienreligionen, pp. 262ff.; id., Poi-
mandres, pp. 231, 386ff.; E. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, p. 240.
Cf. Paul, Romans 6:6; Festugiere's note on Corp. Herm. vol. I, p. 210.
8¢t xim 741,
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to us to replace the evil powers by the ten good powers that come from God, e.g. joy,
truthfulness, self-discipline. In modern terms we would say that the disciple of Hermes is
invited to enter a program of self-renewal by resisting all his bad tendencies and habits
and acquiring certain well-defined virtues and qualities.

The two main paths to salvation, gnosis "knowledge" and homoidsis tG thed "becoming
like God" are two aspects of one and the same experience, as XI 20 shows: "If you do not
make yourself like God, you cannot know God, for like can only be known by like." In
other words: since we can only know God through the nous, and since the nous is divine,
to use its full power in order to know God is becoming like God.

There is evidence of a Hermetic doctrine that man is, in fact, greater than the gods,
at least potentially, but there seems to be a distinction between the gods and the one
God. According to Asclepius XXII, man has been created good and potentially immortal
(qui posset immortalis esse), and the one God wanted him to be better than the gods (esse
meliorem diis). This may be a Stoic idea based on a philosophical interpretation of the
myth of Heracles, the Stoic patron saint, who, being only semi-divine, showed himself in
many ways greater than his divine enemy, Hera, and was rewarded by fully divine status
after his life on earth had ended.

From what we have considered, it would not seem that salvation, according to Great
Hermes, enters human life at any given point. It could rather be compared to a gradual
awakening of the divine soul which is in all of us, more or less dormant. Or it could be
compared to the rekindling of a divine flame which is in danger of being extinguished
within us through our neglect.

There is, however, as Bousset 6 has been able to show, another aspect. Gnosis is not
just a rediscovery of the divine nous; it is a mystic experience as well, an ecstatic vision,
a revelation, a consecration. But even the most willing, the most advanced disciple of the
Great Hermes needs some help from outside. He needs a teacher, a mystagogue and,
above all, he needs a redeemer.

The redeemer has not entered this world at a given point in history. He represents a
struggle that has been going on in this world ever since light and darkness were blended
in the soul, with just enough light to feed the soul's longing for the eternal home, the
source of the light. This longing for salvation is explained in mythological terms. Several
gnostic salvation myths are known, but I shall limit myself to the one told in the Poi-
mandres, as interpreted by Bousset:}7 At the beginning of the world, the "Urmensch"
descends through the planetary spheres whose evil powers rub off on him, if I may use the
expression, as he passes through one after another. But why does he leave heaven? He is
either cast out or leaves of his own will, because he is attracted, seduced by the beauty
of the world as we know it."® At any rate, he immerses himself in matter and can free
himself only with great difficulty from matter; in the end he succeeds and ascends to
heaven, giving back, as he passes through them on his way back their evil powers to the
planetary spheres. Then he takes his rightful place in the heavenly realm.

Through this action the "Urmensch" whose descendants we are becomes our
redeemer, and he shares with all those who are of good will his knowledge of human
nature, so that they, after their physical death, will also be able to pass through the
planetary spheres, as they ascend to heaven to enter the world of eternal light.

The only passage in which the word so0tér "savior" or "preserver" occurs deserves a
brief comment (XVI 12). Here, the Sun is called "savior" (or "preserver") and "nourisher"

15Cf. Asclepius 1X; Corp. Herm. X 24; F. Cumont, Recherches sur le symbolisme
funéraire des Romains (Paris, 1942), p. 507.
16y, Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Gattingen, 1921), pp. 201£f.
"Bousset, pp. 203ff.
On this concept cf. Fr. XXIII 3.
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(or "feeder"), sgtér kai tropheus, of all forms of life in the universe. The Sun is then
compared to the "intelligible world" (no&tos kosmos) which saves (or preserves) the
visible world, because it embraces it and fills and loads it with an infinite diversity of
forms and shapes. The first part, the embracing, obviously corresponds to the saving or
preserving function of the sun; the second corresponds to its feeding function. In Greek
"to embrace" is periecho. How can the Sun be said to embrace the world, being at its
center? By enveloping the world with its light and its creative power. He who embraces
is a savior, and the act of embracing is, indeed, an act of salvation. This interpretation is
confirmed, it seems to me, by VIII 5 "God causes and embraces all things and keeps them
together" and II 12 "The nous saves because it wholly embraces itself and contains all
things."
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Salvation, Celibacy, and Power:
“Divine Women” in Late Antiquity

Gail Peterson Corrington
The Pennsylvania State University

In Society and the Holy in Late Antiquity, Peter Brown points out an essential differ-
ence between the theios aneér, the charismatic miracle-worker of late classical times,
and the ascetic "holy man" of the late-Roman period (post fourth century): while both
performed miracles, the power of the theios anér is derived from society and its "occult
wisdom," while that of the ascetic comes from "outside the human race."l We would first
contend, against this distinction, that the theios anér, because of his charismatic nature,
also stands outside the structures of society. Secondly, the attitude of both societies, the
late classical (the milieu of the theios anér) and the late Roman (the milieu of the holy
man), towards these figures, is conditioned by like attitudes towards divine and human
power. The dynamis (or, to use the Latin term, potentia) of the miracles of the Christian
saints of the late Roman period is, in Brown's view, a demonstration of "the virtues which
late-Roman man lacked and wished for most: concord and the unrivalled exercise of
power.“2 The late classical period also experienced an anxiety over security as soteria or
salus (safety and salvation) and a corresponding desire for power itself (dynamis, poten-
tia). Thus, in both the divine man and the holy man, the power of God is present and
accessible in an authoritative human form.

Having established the continuity between these two types of miracle-worker, we
must nevertheless observe an essential difference. Although many of the divine men of
the late classical period and earlier may have been ascetic (e.g., Pythagoras), asceticism
was neither a necessary part of their way of life, nor was it the source of their power.
Yet there is a body of literature which is based on the assumption that the charismatic
miracle-worker derives his very power from asceticism. This literature, dating from the
second to fourth centuries C.E., is known collectively as the apocryphal Acts of the
Apostles.” Noting both their extreme emphasis on the miraculous, together with their
stress upon asceticism, if not encratism (e.g., Acts of Thomas), Stevan Davies has stated
that these collections of edifying wonder-tales "may . . . have been partly intended for
missionary use within the Christian community—perhaps written by Christians who
valued sexual continence for other Christians who did not."

1Pe‘cer Brown, Society and the Holy in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1981), pp. 131-132.

Brown, The Cult of the Saints: Its Rise and Function in Latin Christianity, Haskell
Lectures, 2 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), p. 93.

BStevan Davies, The Revolt of the Widows: The Social World of the Apocryphal Acts
(Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1980), p. 50; his dating is much earlier, in
some cases, that that given by various authors in the New Testament Apocrypha, Edgar
Hennecke, edited by Wilhelm Schneemelcher (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1963).

Davies, Revolt, p. 50.
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The function of miracle-stories as a form of popular religious propaganda is well-
known.” Such tales were used as propaganda for conversion from one religion to another,
or from one mode of life (bios) to another. The miracle was the obvious way of showing
that divine approval had been bestowed upon the person of power. Thus, the miracle in
antiquity first functioned, in Brown's phrase, as "a drama of authority."6 The collection
and dissemination of these miracle-stories was, moreover, a way of demonstrating the
approval of a certain type of behavior on the part of the community which preserved
them. Thus, miracles functioned first for conversion; second, to furnish edifying
examples for converts of the sanctioned way to salvation. In the case of the apocryphal
Acts, the apostles' thaumaturgy demonstrates both the power of Christ and the power of
their ascetic life-style.

It is a further striking feature of these apocrypha that the apostles' chief converts
are women, and that the primary result of their conversion to Christianity is the adoption
of celibacy as a sign of their new Christian life. This prominence of female conversion to
celibacy led Davies to claim that the apocryphal Acts may actually have been written by
communities of celibate women, the "widows" mentioned in Acts 6:1, and later, as a
quasi-official group, in | Timothy 5:3-16.7 While we need not accept Davies' conclusion
in toto, it is clear that the female converts in the apocryphal Acts, to a woman, become
celibate after their conversion, even if they are married at the time.® Further, after
their adoption of the celibate life, many of them have the power to perform the miracles
which demonstrate divine approval of their choice. Finally, their receipt of power from
God also gives them charismatic power within their communities, demonstrated by their
authority to preach, teach, baptize, exorcize demons, and to convert others, "apostolic"
duties which, in the more institutionalized church groups, were increasingly forbidden
them. In short, these are "divine women," the equals of the theios anér apostles.

One might object that the ideal of the ascetic life was by no means limited to those
communities represented by the apocryphal Acts, that chastity as part of religion was
not unknown in antiquity, and that there were virgins with some authority in the classical
religions. Yet celibacy as a form of power and authority for women, together with their
authority from God to perform miracles, is unique. Celibacy as a form of power for
women, moreover, was first advocated by groups outside of, or at the fringes of the
developing Christian church, particularly the church in the West. Celibate women were
shown to be acceptable to God and examples for these communities, in their ability to
perform miracles. When the formative church began to advocate asceticism, it too
disseminated stories of miracle-working celibates, but it took pains to stress that their
miracles were the result of obedience to church order and doctrine, rather than a man-
date for apostolic status (e.g., Life of St. Melania the Younger; Gregory of Nyssa's Life
of St. Macrina).

In the ancient world, celibacy as an element of religiosity took the form of chastity
in marriage, or a temporary period of abstinence from intercourse because of devotion to
a deity. In classical Greece, there were religious festivals solely for women (e.g., the
Thesmophoria), women who were priestesses of various cults, and virgin prophetesses like

5Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza, "Miracles, Mission, and Apologetics," Aspects of Reli-
gious Propaganda in Judaism and Early Christianity (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1976), p. 7.

Brown, Cult,p. 112.

Davies, Revolt, pp. 50-51.

Mygdonia and Tertia (Acts of Thomas), Xanthippe (Acts of Peter), Drusiana ( Acts of
John), and Maximilla (Acts of Andrew), abandon their husbands after the latter will not
live in celibate marriage. Mnesara (Acts of Thomas) is able to persuade her husband to
live with her in continent marriage.
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the Pythia at Delphi. Yet there is little evidence to show that celibacy was a particular
requirement for women's participation in classical religion. Even the Roman Vestal
Virgins could marry, after their term of service was over, and they had been ceremoni-
ally "deconsecrated."” Several powerful priestesses are mentioned, along with the public
honors given them, in the inscriptional evidence of this period and later, Y but their
power was due rather to their wealth and social standing than to their religious functions,
and nothing suggests that they were necessarily celibate. In fact, their chastity was, as a
Pythagorean treatise of the third-second century B.C.E. has it, "the sanctity of the
marriage-bed."" " The Isis-cult, which included men as well as women among its devotees,
enjoined upon them a period of abstinence but this applied to both sexes, regardless of
marital status, and was only temporary.' Until the Theodosian Codex of 320 removed
them (Codex VIIL.xvi.1), there were also civil penalties for the unmarried and childless.

The early Christian communities appear at first to reflect their pagan contempo-
raries' attitude towards celibacy. Among the female converts mentioned by name in the
canonical NT, Lydia (Acts 16-14), Prisca (Rom 16:3; 2 Tim #4:1), Chloe (1 Cor 1:11),
Dorcas (Acts 9:36), and Phoebe (Rom 16:1-2), the marital status of Chloe and the dea-
coness Phoebe is unknown, Prisca certainly was married, and only Dorcas is a "widow."
Thus, chastity apparently meant the same thing to Christians as it did to adherents of
other religions. Yet there are hints of what would later become a heavy emphasis on
celibacy. In his concern for the impending eschaton, Paul urges the unmarried and widows
to remain as they are (1 Cor 7:8-9, 39-40), although he seems to be concerned more for
male, than for female, celibacy (1 Cor 7:1, 20-27). By the time of the writing of
1 Timothy (ca. 125 C.E.), when women are no longer able to "teach or hold authority"
(2:12) in the churches, their way to salvation lies in "good deeds" (2:10) and the "bearing
of children" (2:15).

There was, however, a group of women who did have some institutional status: the
"widows," whose "enrollment" was carefully delineated (I Tim 5:3-16). Tertullian, who
shares 1 Timothy's views on authority for women, also mentions "widows" as having a
specific office, with their privileges (a special bench in the congregation) as well as their
duties (consolation and advice to other women, De Virginibus Velandis, 9). Like the writer
of 1 Tim, Tertullian appears to have faced the problem of "virgins," unmarried women,
seeking enrollment as "widows" (I Tim 5:3-16; De Virg. Vel., 9). This problem may have
resulted from the desire to have the support to which official widows were entitled (cf.
Acts 6:1), but it may also have arisen because "widowhood" qua celibacy was becoming a
means of gaining some status, albeit restricted, within the church. "Virgins," however,
were gaining status of their own. Although Ignatius of Antioch, writing in the second
century, classes the "virgins" as "widows" (Ad Smyrnaeos, 13.1), inscriptions from the
third and fourth centuries clearly differentiate "virgines Dei" from "viduae,"13 and both
groups are mentioned, along with the more institutional (though well-regulated) class of
""deaconess" in the third-century Didaskalia Apostolorum.

While Canons XIII and XIV of the fourth-century Synod of Gangra acknowledge all
three 'classes," in the process of restricting their behavior, the same Council roundly

9Mary Beard, "Sexual Status of Vestal Virgins," Journal of Roman Studies, 70 (1980),
pp. 12ff. (The author thanks Dr. Paul Harvey, Jr., for pointing out this reference.)

Cf. Mary R. Lefkowitz and Maureen B. Fant, eds., Women's Life in Greece and
Rome (London: Duckworth, 1981), pp. 250-251.

Hpbid., pp. 104-105.

Sharon Kelly Heyob, The Cult of Isis Among Women in the Graeco-Roman World
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), pp. 110, 113-117.

Orazio Marucchi, Christian Epigraphy, translated by J. Armine Willis (Chicago:
Ares, 1974, unchanged repr. of the 1911 ed.), pp. 90, 215-219.
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denounces those who, like the apocryphal heroine Thecla, renounce marriage to "live the
ascetic life."!* This denunciation parallels the growth of a tradition in which women
were doing just that: a tradition which found its way into the non-canonical Christian
literature. By the fourth century, groups of women, both within the church (Marcella and
her community) and outside of the church (Thecla, Mygdonia, and other "ascetic cham-
pions" of the apocryphal Acts), were renouncing marriage, either as a second marriage
after widowhood (Marcella), sexual relations within a current marriage (Mygdonia,
Melania Junior), or marriage altogether (Thecla, Eustochium). How could the church
promote asceticism as being "next to God" (partheia, Methodius, Symposium, 8.1), an
example of the "angelic life" on earth (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis, IV.24), while at
the same time denouncing it for women? In the first place, the church was faced, pre-
cisely during the period in which it was itself promoting asceticism, with a similar inter-
est on the part of such movements as gnosticism and encratism, which regarded the
material world and the flesh itself as evil, created by an evil god. While Christianity
could not be true to its own traditions and denounce as evil creation, procreation, or the
flesh, it could assert that, while one's fleshly nature did not deny one closeness to God,
the "Fall" from such intimacy could be attributed to the weakness of that flesh. Denial of
the fleshly nature could, in some fashion, reverse the Fall and restore that former inti-
macy (cf. Methodius, Symposium, 8.1), bringing one closer to the first-created, "spiritual"
being, as Augustine asserted (De Continentia, 1.1). This denial was particularly necessary
for women, since Eve's contribution to the Fall was considered to be greater than that of
Adam. In Jerome's letter on virginity to Eustochium, he stresses the fact that virginity
was prior to the Fall, and therefore better than marriage (Ep. XXII.19). Thus, as
Rosemary Ruether has pointed out, the ascetic, or "spiritual" woman who denies her
fleshly nature and therefore the "Eve" who caused the Fall, can retrieve her original,
non-sexual, "spiritual" status, and thus achieve salvation. &) As Ruether also notes, more-
over, such women "belonged to the new class of heroes of the time."

Yet this very idealization presented problems: women were choosing the celibate life
as a form of power which was denied them by the more traditional roles offered them by
society and by the church. The late second-century Acts of Paul and Thecla provides us
with the best example of the role such celibate women might play in communities which
were less concerned with institutional than charismatic authority. 7 Paul's role as the
male "apostle" seems merely to provide the means by which Thecla is converted by "the
word of the life of purity (7)."*® She breaks off her betrothal to one Thamyris, in order to
"follow" Paul as his disciple, thus setting in motion a pattern typical of the apocryphal
Acts: the anger of the convert's family. Thecla's mother tries to have her burned, but the
"un-bride (anymphon, 20)" is miraculously rescued, while the governor of Iconium "mar-

lI‘A Lost Tradition: Women Writers of the Early Church, edited by Patricia Wilson-
Kastner, et al. (Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, 1981), p. xxii.

Rosemary Radford Ruether, "Misogynism and Virginal Feminism in the Fathers of
the Church," Religion and Sexism: Images of Women in the Jewish and Christian Tradi-
tions, edited by Ruether (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974), p. 160.

Ruether, "Mothers of the Church: Ascetic Women in the Late Patristic Age,"
Women of Spirit: Female Leadership in the Jewish and Christian Traditions, edited by
Ruether and Eleanor McLaughlin (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1979), D= 234

There are numerous other examples from the apocryphal Acts: e.g., the un-named
"great ascetic and champion" of the Acts of Andrew, Mygdonia of the Acts of Thomas,
who baptizes her "sisters," and Drusiana from the Acts of John.

Translations are the author's, from Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha I, edited by
Richard Lipsius and Maximilian Bonnet (Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1972).
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velled at the power in her (20)."19 At Antioch, Thecla is again miraculously rescued, this
time from wild beasts (27), and her words convert the queen, Tryphaena, who "follows"
Thecla as her disciple (27-28). Finally, Thecla leaps into a "pit of water" prepared for her
drowning, and gives herself the baptism first refused her by Paul (34).20 Thereafter, she
dresses as a man, thus further "casting off" her female nature, and travels to find Paul,
who finally accepts her apostolic role, and commissions her to preach (42).

While Thecla was a powerful example within the church as well as outside it,zl a
major objection to using Thecla as an example for other celibate women to follow is
voiced by Tertullian in De baptismo. He objects to Thecla's assuming the right to teach
and to baptize, offices which are both reserved for men, and doubts the authenticity of
the Thecla legend altogether, since he believes the apostle Paul would not have per-
mitted a woman apostolic authority, "when he did not allow a woman even to learn by her
own right." 2 Ambrose stressed the fact that, while Thecla's virginity protected her from
the wild beasts of the Antioch arena, it did not allow her to teach (De Virginibus, I11.19).
Thus, while holding Thecla up as an example of the divine power of celibacy, the church
fathers did not wish her, or her apocryphal apostolic sisters, to be examples for women
who thereby wished to claim institutional authority.

This transformation of the powerful celibate, from authoritative to obedient, may be
briefly illustrated with a fifth-century example, the Empress Eudokia's Martyrdom of St.
Cyprian, the first chapter of which describes the former magus' conversion by the power-
ful feats of the virgin Justa. When the devil he sends to tempt her away from the celi-
bate life is defeated by her "powerful" signs, Cyprian becomes a priest, while Justa must
remain a deaconess, in charge of other "virgins," and appears no more in the story. Just
so with the celibate miracle-workers of the apocrypha: when their miracles are taken
over by the church, they appear no more in the story.

19Only later, and perhaps apologetically, is her rescue attributed to Paul's prayer
from afar.
2010 the Acts of Thomas, for example, Mygdonia flees her husband naked (IX.98),
while her converts (all women) are "unclothed" at their baptism (XIII.158).
Gregory of Nyssa, Life of St. Macrina; Jerome, Ep. XXIL #4l; Methodius,
Symggsium, 8.1; Rufinus, Apology I1.26, on Melania as "the new Thecla."
English translation of De baptismo from Roger Gryson, The Ministry of Women in
the Early Church (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1976), p. 18.







Let No One Deceive You in Any Way:
2 Thessalonians as a Reformulation
of the Apocalyptic Tradition

Glenn Holland
The University of Chicago

2 Thessalonians has been of interest to modern scholars primarily because of its
eschatological content. If one accepts Paul as the author, the letter demonstrates a
willingness to employ the traditional imagery and terminology of Jewish apocalypticism
to an extent not evident elsewhere in his surviving letters. If one postulates an author
other than Paul, as we shall in this paper, the letter represents a reformulation of Paul's
eschatology precisely by the use of these traditional terms and images to address the
theological needs of a new generation. What is of greatest interest to the modern
scholar, however, is not necessarily what was of primary concern to the author. The
apocalyptic material in 2 Thessalonians was included by the author for a specific purpose,
and the function of the material within the letter will have some bearing on its signifi-
cance as part of a particular strain of theological development. Only by examining the
apocalyptic material within the specific context of 2 Thessalonians can we find the
theological message its author wished to impart.

In order to carry out this investigation, we must first analyze the rhetorical struc-
ture of the letter to determine what part the apocalyptic material plays in its argument.
Second, we shall examine the "apocalyptic scenario" of 2 Thessalonians 2:1-12 to discover
its most significant features in regard to its theological message. Finally, we shall exam-
ine other eschatological material in the New Testament that appears to convey this same
theological message, and see what conclusions may be drawn for the place of 2 Thessalo-
nians in the mosaic of early Christian literature.

2 Thessalonians is an example of deliberative rhetoric, that is, it is intended to
persuade its readers to choose a particular future course of action.’1 In this case, the
action the author wishes his readers to take is to "stand firm and hold to the traditions
which you were taught" (2 Thess 2:15a; cp. 3:14-16). The elements of deliberative rheto-
ric are exhortation and dissuasion, "since the exhorter advises a thing as being better,
and the dissuader opposes it as being worse."< In 2 Thessalonians the author exhorts the
readers to obey the Pauline tradition so that there may be "peace" (ibid.), and dissuades
them from heeding the false proclamation that "the Day of the Lord is here" (2 Thess
2:2b).

The rhetorical structure of 2 Thessalonians is as follows:

I. Epistolary Prescript, 1:1-2
II. Exordium, 1:3-4

A. Description of an act of thanksgiving, 1:3

lAristotle, Ars Rhetorica, 1358b, Liii.4; cf. also Jonathan A. Goldstein, The Letters
of Demosthenes, New York: Columbia University Press, 1968, pp. 100-107.
Aristotle, op. cit., Liii.3, 5.
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B. Description of an act of boasting, 1:4
III. Narratio, 1:5-12
A. YEvberypa: A Scene from the Last Judgment, 1:5-10
B. Report of a prayer of intercession, 1:11-12
IV. Probatio, 2:1-17
A. Topic in the form of a doctrinal exhortation, 2:1-3a
B. Proof of the falsehood of the disturbing message, 2:3b-12
1. first proof: necessary order of events, 2:3b-5
2. second proof: restraint of the Antagonist, 2:6-8
3. third proof: manifest character of the coming of the
Antagonist 2:9-12
C. Description of an act of thanksgiving, 2:13-14
D. Conclusion, 2:15-17
Exhortatio, 3:1-13

=

A. Request for prayer, 3:1-5

B. Exhortation against the &taxtor, 3:6-13
VI. Peroratio, 3:14-16
VII. Epistolary Postscript, 3:17-18

As may be seen from the above analysis, the apocalyptic material of the letter
appears exclusively in the narratio (the statement of facts) and the probatio (the proof).
The beginning of the narratio (2 Thess 1:5-12) is signalled by the technical term
EvbeLyua, "example," which serves almost as a title for the section thus introduced.
"Evbevypa stands in accusative apposition to the whole preceding phrase (2 Thess 1:4).>
The eschatological orientation of both the thanksgiving and the "boast" is demonstrated
through the development of the ZvSeiyia into an "episode in the Last Judgment," which
portrays the ultimate outcome of the present sufferings of the congregation.” The "epi-
sode in the Last Judgment" has been isolated as a particular literary genre by H. D.

3Jouette Bassler has argued that God's "righteous judgment" is demonstrated specifi-
cally by the experience of persecution, and links this idea with rabbinic Leidenstheologie
(Jouette M. Bassler, "The Enigmatic Sign: 2 Thessalonians 1:5," Catholic Biblical Quar-
terly 46, 1984, pp. 496-510). Unfortunately, Bassler fails to differentiate between the
idea of suffering as a means of punishing the sins of the good so that they may enjoy
unalloyed reward in the future life (Leidenstheologie proper, ibid., p. 502) and the idea of
suffering as discipline or "chastening" (as in Bassler's examples from Ps. Sol. 13:9-10;
2 Macc 6:12-16; 2 Bar 13:3-10; 78:5, ibid., pp- 503-505). This latter, of course is a
common idea in the Old Testament (cf. Isa 40:1-2, Job 33:19-30, Prov 3:11-12) and the
Apocrypha (cf. Wis 11:9-10; Bar 4:5-29). As a result, Bassler has no witness for the devel-
opment of the Leidenstheologie before the rabbinic era, and we must therefore strongly
doubt its appearance in 2 Thessalonians.

Cf. Goldstein, op. cit., p. 105: "Whatever extensive narrative may be present in
demegoriae [i.e., deliberative rhetoric] is organized not [to] show that some particular
action took place, but to remind the hearers of facts that will help them make a good
decision."
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Betz.” One of the features of this genre is that it is composed of and supposes knowledge
of traditional material about the judgment; its function within a particular composition
depends upon the readers' understanding of the process of judgment as an event.” In
2 Thessalonians, the narratio reminds the readers of the true situation which lies behind
their present persecution (2 Thess 1:4), that is, the future reversal of fortunes which will
vindicate the faithful and punish the wicked (2 Thess 1:6-7, 8-10). However, this scene of
judgment also provides the eschatological background to the rest of the letter: it
describes the parousia of Jesus Christ (2 Thess 1:7b-8a), which is the culminating act of
the apocalyptic scenario (2:8), and characterizes the wicked as ol purv Smaxobovteg 1%
edayyelie Tob xvplov Auidv ’Inood (1:8b), a reminder of the eschatological conse-
quences of disobedience (3:1#4; cp. 2:15). Thus, although the Ev&evypa initially performs a
consolatory function (2 Thess 1:6-7a), it also serves as the eschatological basis of the
paraenesis if 3:6-13 and the summation of 3:14-16. It reminds the readers that their
actions will be judged, in what we may style a momento iudicari.

The apocalyptic scenario of 2 Thessalonians 2:1-12 is composed of three proofs,
intended to demonstrate the falsity of the proclamation, "the Day of the Lord is here"
(2:2). This section begins with an exhortation formula (pwtiypev 6¢ dpdc, &6elgol), but
the behavior called for is not to be achieved by moral choice, but through a proper doc-
trinal understanding. If one is not to become upset, or shaken from one's convictions,
this is necessarily the result of a proper understanding of the point under dispute. It is
doctrinal instruction which strengthens convictions and prevents deception (2 Thess 2:3a).
This is why this exhortation is part of the probatio, in which the author offers proof of
his counter-assertion that the Day of the Lord has not yet come (2 Thess 2:3b). The
apparent topic of the probatio, ¥ napovoia Tod wvplov Huidv ’Inocod XpLotod xal Hudv
Eniovvaywyr] &’ adtdv (2 Thess 2:1b), is not referred to in the scenario, except in the
most general sense. 'H napovcia appears only in 2:8a as the event which ends the career
of the apocalyptic Antagonist, and the &niovvaywyr does not appear at all. It would
appear that these two events had become associated through the influence of 1 Thessalo-
nians 4:13-18 (cp. Mark 13:27, Matt 24:31) and in the present case are a means of refer-
ring to the apocalyptic events in general, the part for the whole. The specific concern of
the apocalyptic scenario is to disprove the false proclamation (2 Thess 2:2b-3). Its func-
tion is to prevent the readers from being shaken from their convictions, specifically their
understanding of the progression of the apocalyptic events, so that they will not become
prey to those who are spreading deception through false teaching (2 Thess 2:3a). The
author hopes to vindicate his own (i.e., the "correct") understanding of Paul's eschatolog-
ical teaching, and so prepare the readers to receive his exhortation even as they reject
the claims of the deceivers.

One of the major differences between | and 2 Thessalonians, then, is the presence of
"opponents" whom the author believes are a threat to his readers' fidelity to the Pauline
tradition. His exhortation (2 Thess 3:1-3) also concerns fidelity to the tradition, in this
case the ethical tradition composed of the apostle's words and example (2 Thess 3:6-10).
Those who are to be shunned by the congregation are those dtdxtwg nepLnatodvres xat
un xatd ™V napddooiv Av mapeldBoouv map’ v (2 Thess 3:6b). Spicq has

H. D. Betz, "An Episode in the Last Judgment (Matt. 7:21-23)," Essays on the
Sermon on the Mount, L. L. Welborn, trans., Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985, pp. 125-
157.

6Ibid., p. 127; Betz cites P. Volz, Die Eschatologie der judischen Gemeinde im neu-
testamentlichen Zeitalter, Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1934, pp. 272{f.

7Taking volg as "mind, attitude, way of thinking, as the sum total of the whole
mental and moral state of being," Arndt and Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament, p. 544, cp. Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, p. 1181.
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demonstrated that &rtaxtevv is to be translated "to be disorderly," with the further idea
of insubordination.® This term is appropriate for those who do not acknowledge a com-
mon rule of life in a community, or those who are not wiiling to obey a particular author-
ity. These people are those who pnéév EZpyarduevor dAA& meprepya¥duevor (2 Thess
3:11b). MeprepydXopar, "to be a busybody," refers to those who meddle in matters which
are none of their concern. But it can also carry political or religious overtones as an
indictment of those who over-reach themselves. For example, the charge against
Socrates was Zoxpdtmg &6uxel xal meprepydfetar Ytdv Th Te SO yiic xal odpdvia
(Plato, Apol. 19b). "Pointlessly busy" is a charge made against the religious when religion
is dismissed as superstition.” A similar charge appears to have been made in the political
sphere against Demosthenes: el ptv yap pn Expfiv, . . . TepLelpyaopar pdv 2yod
nept tobtav slndv, mepielpyaotar &' néhic A meiobeto’ Zpol (Demosthenes, De
Corona, 18:72). We would argue that the &taxto. who have not obeyed the tradition as
our author understands it are the same people who were responsible for the false proc-
lamation, "the Day of the Lord is here'" (2 Thess 2:2). The refusal to work appears to be
directly related to their position as self-proclaimed prophets. We know from other
sources that such prophets or other "spiritual" authorities often claimed the support of
the congregation (cf. 2 Cor 12:11-18; cp. | Thess 2:5-6, 9; 1 Cor 9:3-18). The Didache
gives instruction for examining prophets and gives the warning "But whosoever shall say
in a spirit, 'Give me money, or something else,' you shall not listen to him" (Did. xi.12).
Travellers likewise are not to impose simply because they are Christian (Did. xii). The
Christians were ap&)arently well known for being generous to those they felt possessed
some spiritual gift.

The author of 2 Thessalonians, then, is not simply denying a particular proclamation
and correcting idleness; he is attacking a group of opponents on two fronts, on the basis
of both their doctrine and their behavior, which is out of keeping with that of the vener-
ated apostle, Paul. Once their distinctive doctrine has been proven wrong, and the basis
of their claims to spiritual authority thereby destroyed, the author is free to upbraid
them for their behavior (2 Thess 3:12). They are not to claim special privileges, and the
congregation is not to grant them any (2 Thess 3:6, 10, 14-15).

The message of the &taxto. was "the Day of the Lord is here." This is an example of
what David Aune styles the "salvation-judgment oracle,"'* insofar as it announces the
arrival of a particular stage in the apocalyptic drama. The very act of proclamation
assumes that some sort of human response is necessary; the presence of the Day of the
Lord is a "crisis" to which the congregation is called to react. What this reaction should
be is determined by one's understanding of "the Day of the Lord," but it appears that "the
Day" was an "historical" event rather than an "ahistorical" one, since it required some
sort of human response.

Therefore we should not assume that the message of the "disorderly" was "the parou-
sia of Jesus Christ is here," since the parousia is an "ahistorical" event which renders all
further action superﬂuous.12 Although 2 Thessalonians 2:2b is almost invariably

3¢. Spicq. "Les Thessaloniciens 'inquiets' étaient-ils des paresseux?," Studia Theo-
logica 10, 1950, pp. 1-13.
Cif. Theophrastus, Characters xvi, the charges of Celsus, Origen, Contra Celsum
II.55.
10¢t, Lucian, Peregrinus 11-13, 16.
David Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World,
Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1983, pp. 93, 118-121, 322-323.
12c¢, Matthew 7:21- 23; 11:20-24 (par. Luke 10:13-15); 13:24-30, 36-43; 24:29-31, 45-
51 (par. Luke 12:42-48); 25:1-13, 31-46; Mark 13:24-27, 32-37; Luke 13:22-30; Romans
2:6-11; Philippians 1:3-6; 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18.
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interpreted as referring to the parousia,13 we must not impose such an understanding on
the text, especially since this is apparently not how the false proclamation was under-
stood by our author. As noted above, the traditional material he used in "the scene from
the Last Judgment" in 1:5-10 represents a common ground for himself and his readers. He
expected it to be accepted by all concerned, including his opponents. The advent of
Christ, according to this description, would be manifest and unmistakable (2 Thess 1:7b-
8a); we may compare Mark 13:24-27, Matthew 24:27-28 and Luke 17:24. If the author had
believed that the false proclamation concerned the parousia, he would not have assumed
this was an undisputed fact, but quite properly would have made the manifest appearance
of Christ at the parousia a part of his argument. Instead, one of his arguments is the
manifest nature of the coming of the Antagonist (2:8-9). This suggests that it is the
appearance of the Antagonist, not of Christ, that the &taxrto. proclaimed as "the Day of
the Lord." Again, the author shares his readers' disquiet over the prospect of the pres-
ence of the Day of the Lord. He does not offer them napdxinovg as Paul did in | Thessa-
lonians 5:1-11, to the effect that its advent is of concern only for the wicked. Rather, he
denies the Day is here. He would thus appear to understand the proclamation as a mes-
sage of a present historical crisis which, as part of the eschatological process, demanded
a response from those who heard the message; this is consistent with the intention of the
&taxtol as we understand it. Neither they nor the author equated the Day of the Lord
with the parousia.

What then is the meaning of Zvéomnuev 1) fuépa 108 xwplov? Paul uses a series of
related phrases which all speak of a "day" of the Lord Jesus Christ. Since Paul often
refers to Jesus simply as "the Lord,"w it might seem reasonable to equate "the Day of
the Lord" with "the Day of the Lord Jesus" or its equivalent. But "the Day of the Lord" is
a technical term in the Old Testament for an historical day of wrath. It appears to have
originally referred to the day when God would shower his wrath upon the enemies of his
people, but Amos already inverts that expectation by foretelling the day as one of wrath
against Israel and Judah as well (Amos 2:4-5, 6-8, 9-16; 5:18-27). The Day of the Lord
was also a theme of the prophets both before and during the exile.”” However, we also
find that the Day of the Lord provided an occasion for repentance (Zeph 2:1-3, Joel 2:15-
29). The faithful who endured the day of the Lord's wrath would find a blessing afterward
(cf. Joel 2:30-32).

The various phrases Paul employs to refer to a "day" of Jesus Christ are variants of #
Huépa (toB) Oplov) (Hudv) (7 Inood) (Xprotod) (I Cor 1:8, 2 Cor l:14, Phil 1:6, 10;
2:16). However, this series of phrases has a very specific place in Paul's thought; it refers
to the "day" when his congregation will be presented before Jesus, the eschatological
judge, as the fruits of Paul's labor and, implicitly, accepted into the kingdom. This same
idea is found in 2 Thessalonians, in reference to the "day" when the Lord Jesus is
revealed from heaven as eschatological judge, &v {) Auépg Exeivy (2 Thess 1:7, 10). The

3¢t E. von Dobschiitz, Die Thessalonicher-Briefe (Meyer, 7th ed.), Gdttingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1909, pp. 267-268; G. Milligan, St. Paul's Epistles to the
Thessalonians, London: Macmillan, 1908, p. 97; B. Rigaux, Saint Paul: Les épitres aux
Thessaloniciens (E’tudes Bibliques), Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1956, p. 645; W. Trilling,
Der Zweite Brief an die Thessalonicher (EKK), Zurich/Neukirchen: Benziger/Neu-
kirchener Verlag, 1980, pp. 77-79.

1l‘Cf. Romans 14:6, 8-9; 16:3-13; | Corinthians 2:8; 4:4-5; 6:13-14, 15-17; 2 Corin-
thians 10:7-8; 12:8-9; Galatians 1:19; Philippians 2:29; 3:1; 4:4-5, 10; 1 Thessalonians 1:6;
4:15-17; Philemon 20.

1SCf. Isaiah 2:12-17; 22:1-14; 34:1-17; 61:1-3; 63:1-6; Ezekiel 7:1-27; 30:1-9; Lamen-
tations 1:12; 2:1, 21-22.
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use of the term in 1 Corinthians 5:5 is uncertain, because of the major variant.16
However, the addition of the proper name ’Inoodg is in keeping with Paul's use of the
term elsewhere; the assumption appears to be that the man will be presented together
with the whole congregation on the day of judgment. The whole church is to be
presented, and the whole church is to be accepted (cf. 2 Cor 11:2, Phil 1:9-11; cp. Rom
8:14-17).

The only clear reference in Paul to #uépa xvplov appears in | Thessalonians 5:2,
abrol yip dupiBic olsate St Huépa wvplov d¢ xhémtng v voxTi obtec Epxetal.
Paul makes no explicit connection between # napovoia w® xvplov in 1 Thessalonians
4:15b and #Hpépa wwplov in 5:2. There appears, however, to be some sort of "temporal"
connection between them, since the progression of the exposition is from the parousia
and the "gathering together" in I Thessalonians 4:15-18 to the idea of "times and seasons"
in 5:1 to the unpredictable arrival of the Day of the Lord in 5:2. Paul gives several
details about this "day." First, it will come "like a thief in the night" when all is declared
to be well (1 Thess 5:2b-3a). In view of the use of this same phrase elsewhere (Luke
12:39-40; Rev 3:3; 16:15), we may say that the metaphor of "the thief in the night" is
used primarily to express the way the Day of the Lord will overtake the unwary (Luke
12:29-40; Rev 3:3). The elect, on the other hand, know that they don't know when the Day
of the Lord will come, and so are prepared at all times for its coming.

The second characteristic of the Day of the Lord in | Thessalonians is that the
"wrath'" of the Day is intended for the wicked and not the faithful (I Thess 5:4-7). This
leads to the third point, that the faithful can best prepare for the Day of the Lord,
whenever it may come, by being wakeful and sober; in other words, it will be a crisis
which will demand a human response (cp. Rom 13:11-14).

A similar idea in Paul is Auépa dpyfic xai dnoxaldyews Suxatoxpiolac Tod 0£0B,
which appears in Romans 2:5. This phrase introduces a long description of how God "will
render to every man according to his works," reward to the good, but "wrath and fury" to
the wicked (Rom 2:7-8). The description culminates with another time reference, &v
Muépe 8te xplver & Be0c T wpunta v &vOpdmov xaTd T edayyEALSV pov Sia
* Inoo® Xprotod (Rom 2:16). The description emphasizes the "wrath and fury" attendant
on God's judgment. This "day of wrath" is essentially a theocentric vision of the eschato-
logical process; this description is similar to some of the descriptions of the Day of the
Lord in the Old Testament (cf. Joel 2:1-2, 30-32; Zeph 1:15-18; 2:1-3).

We may now make the following observations about Paul's use of fuépa xvplov and
related phrases: (1) Paul spoke of the Day of the Lord Jesus Christ, when believers would
be presented by Paul before the eschatological judge, Christ. (2) Paul writes in Romans
2:5-16 of a "day of wrath" when God's righteous judgment will be revealed. It is con-
ceived of primarily in terms of punishment for the wicked. (3) "The Day of the Lord"
appears only in | Thessalonians 5:2. It, too, is a day of wrath for the wicked and will
come suddenly, just when all appears to be peace and security (I Thess 5:3). It is no
threat to the good, provided they are watchful and don "spiritual armor" (1 Thess 5:4-8).

The three "days," then, really represent two "days," one the "day" of the Lord Jesus,

16post of the texts have some identification of xdpLog with Jesus. The reading
xvplov alone appears in Codex B and the Chester Beatty Papyrus (P*®), and is the read-
ing in both the Nestle-Aland (26th ed.) and the United Bible Society texts. Metzger
writes, "The reading that best explains the origin of the other readings is wuplov, well
attested by early and important manuscripts and Fathers" (B. M. Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament, New York: United Bible Societies, 1971, p.
550). We would argue, however, that both fuépa xvpiov and fuépa wwplov ’Incot and
its variants are technical terms in Paul, and some thought should be given to the meaning
of the term in context.
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the parousia, and the other '"day" of wrath against the wicked, which the good, with
proper spiritual armament, will survive, to find a blessing afterward. These two different
"days" represent Paul's failure to integrate fully the idea of "the Day of YHWH" and of
God as eschatological judge in the Old Testament with the Christian idea of the collec-
tive acceptance of the congregation on "the Day of Jesus Christ," when Christ appears as
judge at the parousia. It would be improper to force a false harmony upon these two
different concepts by arguing, for example, that the faithful perceive "the Day" as
salvation and reward, while the wicked perceive it as wrath and punishment. The only
concession Paul himself made to such a harmonization was that "God has not destined us
for wrath, but to obtain salvation through our Lord Jesus Christ" (1 Thess 5:9, cp. 1:10).
But this is not to say that the process of "wrath" and the process of "salvation'" are one
and the same. The fact that Paul uses "the Day of the Lord Jesus Christ" in its various
forms in one particular way and "the Day of the Lord" and "the day of wrath" in another
particular way should dissuade us from confusing the two. The independent development
of "the Day of the Lord" in the Old Testament on the one hand and that of Jesus as the
eschatological judge and savior on the other demonstrates the integrity of each concept;
indeed, in 1 Thessalonians 1:10 Jesus is specifically the one who saves the faithful from
the coming wrath.

The members of Paul's congregations, then, were familiar with these two ideas, an
"historical" crisis of the day of wrath, which called for preparedness on the part of the
faithful, and the "ahistorical" event of the parousia, at which time human response
becomes unnecessary, since all human fates have already been decided.!7 If both events
were part of the eschatological process, the historical crisis would of necessity come
first, since the faithful survive the wrath to receive a later eschatological blessing
(1 Thess 5:9; cp. Joel 3:14-21). It is the preliminary, historical crisis which is the Day of
the Lord of which the author speaks in 2 Thessalonians 2:1-12. His apocalyptic scenario is
intended not only to prove that this crisis has not yet arrived, but also to provide a
sequence of events in the eschatological process which includes the present, the future
crisis, and the final resolution of all things at the parousia.

This scenario is presented in a tightly-woven series of events in 2 Thessalonians 2:3-
10. The first two of these events are 1) drootaocia and the revelation of 6 &ve@pwnog Tig
avoplag. Since we are dealing with a "chronological" series of events, at least insofar as
these events must proceed in a certain order before the process culminates in the parou-
sia, we may properly ask what the "temporal" relationship is between these two events.
Since in 2:3b the adverb mpdtov modifies the verb &\éy, and the second verb, dnoxa-
\vpb{, is separated from the first verb and the adverb by the conjunctive xat, gram-
matically the adverb modifies only &\6y. The sense of np&tov, "first," is such that it
appears to mean that +) dnootacia must precede the revelation of the apocalyptic
Antagonist, 6 &vepwnoc Tiic dvoplag. Indeed, 1) dnootacia is presented as a parallel
phenomenon to the operation of o xatéyov and o pvotrprov Tig &voplag, both of
which are active in the present (2:6-7). In the same way, the revelation of & &vépwnog
tfic &voplag is temporally parallel to the removal of & xatéxwv and the appearance of &
&vopog, with which it is identified (2:7-8). ‘H dnootacia in the sense of both political
and religious rebellion is already at work in the congregations the author addresses, in
the work of the false prophets, the &tawxto., who spread a false doctrine and do not
recognize the authority of the Pauline tradition as interpreted by our author.

Several problems, both grammatical and exegetical, arise from verse 2.6, including
the most notorious puzzle of the letter. The introductory conjunction, xat vdv is con-
secutive rather than temporal, assuming some sort of logical connection between the

175ee references note 12.
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previous (fictitious)!® instruction of the congregation and their knowledge of what To
xatéxyov represents. This connection appears to require that there was in fact some
previous instruction, since this would presumably be the only way the readers could know
what 0 xatéxov represents. But the readers might very well be expected to know what
power regulated the development of the eschatological drama: the will of God, and that
alone (cf. Rom 1:18, 24, 26, 28; 2:4-5). There can be no doubt that, ultimately, the power
that prevents the Antagonist from appearing before the appointed time is the will of
God. He is in control of the fate of both the good (2 Thess 1:11-12; 2:13b-14) and the evil
(2 Thess 2:11-12), and of the events which mete out those fates (cp. Jer 23:18, 22; Zech
3:1-10; Rev 4:1-6; 5:1-7). God's will is thus the final arbiter of all the events of the
apocalyptic drama. However, it remains to explain how God's will may properly lie behind
both 0 xatéyov and its personification as & xatéxwv. We must recognize that the
personification of 10 watéxov is a function not of its meaning, but of the nature of the
apocalyptic crisis as understood by the author. The description of the career of o xaté-
xov/& xatéxwv is one of three such descriptions. In the first, 1) dnootacia is at work in
the present, but at the future point of crisis, it will be manifested in the person of &
dvepanog i &voplag, who is described in terms of political and religious rebellion of
(2 Thess 2:3-4). In other words, & &v@pwnog Tfic dvoplac is a personification of %
dnootaota which is at work in the present. o puotdprLov Tiic &voplac is also at work in
the present, but at the time of apocalyptic crisis, it will be personified in & &vopoc
(2 Thess 2:7-8). By the same token, then, t& xatéyov is at work in the present, and will
be personified as & wxatéxwv at the point of apocalyptic crisis, i.e., on the Day of the
Lord (cp. Daniel 10:18-11:1; Rev 12:7-9). Thus the use of neuter and masculine participles
in verses 2:6-7 is dictated not by the nature of that to which the two terms refer (i.e.,
the will of God), but to the apocalyptic pattern itself. The role of the personal agent of
God's will is traditionally filled by "the angel of YHWH,"19 and that may be the personal
agent the author has in mind here. This agent will be removed at the point of apocalyptic
crisis because at that point his work of "restraining" will be done, when the "time"
(xaipdg) of the Antagonist arrives. The agent must always be subject to God's will (cp.
Rev 20:1-3, 7-10).

The apocalyptic scenario offered by our author presents the eschatological process as
occurring in three stages. The first stage is the present, the time of the operation of
dnootacia (2 Thess 2:3b), o pvomjprov fic dvoplac (2:7a) and o xatéyov (2:6a). At
some future point of crisis, these forces will be personified as the apocalyptic Antagonist
(& &vopwnog i dvoplag and & &vopog, 2:3b, 8a) and the one who restrains him (&
xatéxwv, 2:7b). This point of crisis is the day of God's wrath, the Day of the Lord, and this
wrath is manifested preeminently as deception (2 Thess 2:9-12). The readers will survive
only if they are faithful, remain sober, and are not deceived (I Thess 5:4-6, 9-10; 2 Thess
2:3a, cp. 2:10-12). This working of the deception of the Antagonist is characteristic of
the second stage. The third stage is the parousia of the Lord Jesus Christ, which will
bring an end to the power of the Antagonist and usher in the Last Judgment (2 Thess 2:8;
1:7b-10). For a similar three-part apocalyptic scenario in the Old Testament, we may
compare Zechariah 14:1-9.

18since we have assumed the author was not Paul, this verse recalling previous
instruction is a rhetorical device, tying the doctrine of the letter to the teaching of Paul.
It is an appeal to the teaching of a venerated authority, cp. Matthew 24:25; Mark 13:23.
1 Cf. Genesis 16:9-11; 22:11-12; Exodus 14:19-20; Numbers 22:34; Judges 6:19-20;
Matthew 1:20-21; 2:19-20; Luke 1:11-13, 19-20, 26-37.
In Zechariah 14 we have: (1) the attack of the nations against Jerusalem, 14:2;
(2) the Lord joins the battle, 14:3-5ab, "a day of the Lord," 14:1; (3) the coming of the
Lord with his holy ones, 14:5¢, ushering in an age of blessing, 14:6-9, 10-21.
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In 2 Thessalonians, then, we have evidence of two different understandings of the
same basic apocalyptic scenario, based on the teaching of Paul. The &taxtou believed the
apocalyptic crisis of the Day of the Lord was already present, presumably in the suffer-
ings of the congregations (cf. 2 Thess l:4, 6); this was the time when the believers had to
remain faithful in the face of persecution. But this is not how the situation appeared to
the author of 2 Thessalonians. He believed that this teaching would disarm the believers
in the face of the real apocalyptic crisis, which would be characterized by deception. The
author considered the false preaching of the &rtaxto. to be deception as well, the same
deception which would be the stock in trade of the apocalyptic Antagonist (2 Thess 3:9-
10). Therefore he warned his readers, wf tig Spdc 2Eanatrog xatd ymdéva tpdnov
(2 Thess 2:3a). Indeed, deception is the manifestation of God's wrath; he '"sends a
powerful delusion upon them so that they will believe what is false, so that all those who
are not faithful to the truth but who delighted in unrighteousness may be condemned"
(2 Thess 2:11-12).

We find a similar train of thought in Romans 1:18-32. Paul describes the working of
God's wrath in history as deception, but introduces the idea in what we may call "apoca-
lyptic" terms: ’Anoxaliéntetar yip dpyT) 6eob dn’ obdpavol Enl ndcav doelferav xal
&5uxiav &vepwmov (Rom 1:18a; cp. 2 Thess 1:7b-8a). God's wrath is revealed because,
although he is clearly manifest through his works, men prefer to suppress (xatexetv) this
truth; they deceive themselves. This leads to a fundamental religious error, and men turn
to idolatry (Rom 1:21-23). Thus God's wrath arises in reaction to a religious error, that of
not acknowledging God as God (Rom 1:21). His wrath is manifested by his "handing over"
(napadoBvar) humanity to the consequences of its errors. These consequences are moral:
religious deception leads to moral deception (Rom 1:24-25). God "gave them up" to
impurity (Rom 1:24), to "dishonorable passions," which deceive the mind as to what is the
"natural" object of sexual desire (Rom 1:26-27), and to "a base mind and improper con-
duct" (Rom 1:28), giving rise to all the vices with which humanity is plagued (Rom 1:20-
32). Humanity's turning from God could only result in its being deceived: pdoxovteg
elvar copol &uwpdvBnoav (Rom 1:22). God's wrath is expressed by his allowing men and
women to be foolish, to choose what is wrong despite their knowledge of what is right
(Rom 1:32).21

The author of 2 Thessalonians has appropriated this Pauline idea of the working out of
God's wrath through deception, but he has restricted its scope to the eschatological
process, which includes his own time (2 Thess 2:6-7a). The deception spread by those who
proclaim the presence of the Day of the Lord is eschatological deception, a symptom of
the presence of ) dnootacia and T pvotrprov fic dvoplag (2 Thess 2:3b, 7a). But
because of the close association of religious and moral error, those who are deceived
about the eschatological events are also likely to be deceived about moral behavior. For
the author of 2 Thessalonians, the infallible guide for morality is the word and example
of the apostle Paul (2 Thess 2:15; 3:6-10). It is obedience to this tradition that he is
seeking to enforce, and his clarification of &tdwtwg mepimatobvreg is pn xatd WV
napddooLv Hv napelaBooav nap’ Auidv (2 Thess 3:6b). Disobedience to this tradition is a
sign of the presence of eschatological rebellion: el &¢ Tig oby Smaxober TP Aoy Audv
6Ld g énLoTolfic Tobrov onpetoBode (2 Thess 3:14a). We should take onperdw in the
middle as "regard it as an omen for yourselves."2 Immoral behavior is not only to be

21Cf. the interpretation of this passage in E. K&dsemann, Commentary on Romans,
G. W. Bromiley, trans., Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1978, pp. 37-52.
Cf. Liddell and Scott, op. cit., p. 1594: "to interpret anything as a sign or portent.'
In this particular case, we have seen that disobedience is symptomatic of the presence of
eschatological deception. Any instance of disobedience, then, is a "portent" or "omen" of
the presence of that deception at work in the community.
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shunned for its own sake, but also because it is a symptom of the eschatological evil
which will later be manifested in the apocalyptic Antagonist. It is a symptom of the
deception of humanity which is the manifestation of God's eschatological wrath (2 Thess
2:11-12; cp. Rom 1:18-32). The one who does not obey the Pauline tradition has already
chosen sides in the final division of good and evil, and, deceived as a result of God's
wrath, is among the lost.

As we have seen, 2 Thessalonians is witness to two understandings of the apocalyptic
"wrath" of God. The author of the letter understood it in the light of Paul's description of
fallen humanity as recorded in Romans 1:18-32, that is, as God allowing the wicked to be
deceived so that they might be judged (cp. 2 Thess 2:9-12). The &taxto., on the other
hand, understood it as overt action against the wicked, as a crisis which required human
response. Their respective points of view both appear to have grown out of Paul's escha-
tological teaching, but more specifically, from that teaching as it was reinterpreted to
meet the needs of the second Christian generation (A.D. 70-100).

The literary output of this generation of Christians was to some extent determined by
its historical situation. A series of historical and theological crises faced the believing
community after A.D. 70. There was, for example, the Jewish War, which had its climac-
tic event in the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple.“” The hostility of
the empire towards the Christians, manifested both as popular scorn?? and as a local
persecution under Nero,25 would appear unlikely to be modified under Vespasian or Titus,
both of whom directed the action against the Jews in Judaea.”® There was also the
problem of the passing of the first generation, the "eye-witnesses" to the ministry of
Jesus. By A.D. 70, the majority of the apostles and the rest of the first generation of
believers were dead.?’ These factors, as well as the time which had elapsed since the
ministry and death of Jesus, raised the major theological problem of the delay of the
parousia beyond the expectations of the believing community. Paul himself appears to
have originally preached the return of Jesus Christ before any of his followers could die
of natural causes, but he was later forced by events to modify this position (1 Thess 4:13-
18; 1 Cor 15:12-19). He later appears to have accepted the idea that he himself would not
live to see the parousia (cf. 2 Cor 5:1-10). But there remain traces of a tradition that the
parousia would occur before the last of Jesus' original followers would die (cf. Mark 9:1;
13:30; Matt 16:28; 24:34; John 21:20-23; cp. Luke 9:27; 21:32). The delay of the parousia
therefore created a major theological problem for the believers of the second Christian
generation.

As we have seen, 2 Thessalonians represents two different interpretations of the
eschatological process, but they both reflect a common response to the problem of the
delay of the parousia. Their common solution to the problem is to reaffirm the immi-
nence of the parousia, but now as part of an eschatological process of several stages,
including the present. The present is thus infused with eschatological significance. In the
case of the opponents, the present is the time to stand fast in the face of the "wrath" of
the Day of the Lord; in the case of the author, the present doctrinal and ethical position

2330sephus, B.J., vi. 236-66, 392-408.
Tacitus, Annals, xv.44.3-4, Suetonius, Vit. Nero, xvi.2.

25Tacitus, op. cit., xv.44.2-8.

6Josephus, B.J., iii.3-8, iv.486-490, 6571.

27Papias (c. 60-130), bishop of Hierapolis, himself learned not from the original
disciples or the apostles, but from "those who were their pupils" (Eusebius, H. E. I11.39.2-
4). Since Papias was a young man during the period A.D. 70-100, it is reasonable to
assume that the original disciples were dead, and "those who were their pupils" were the
ones who were producing the literature of that period.
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of his readers will determine their susceptibility to the deception of the Antagonist and,
as a result, their ultimate fate at the Last Judgment.

We have already found a three-part apocalyptic schema similar to that of 2 Thessa-
lonians in Zechariah 14:1-9, but a more significant parallel may be found in the "synoptic
apocalypse," as presented in Mark 13 and Matthew 24. As in the case of 2 Thessalonians,
it represents the evangelists' attempt to account both for the delay of the parousia and
for the place of the present in the eschatological process.

Both 2 Thessalonians 2 and the synoptic apocalypse represent a three-part apocalyptic
scenario. In 2 Thessalonians 2, as we have seen, this scenario is composed of the present,
the Day of the Lord, and the parousia. The author presents the drama as being in its
earliest stage, when the apocalyptic forces are present only in impersonal forms. We
shall not venture at this point to determine where either Mark or Matthew felt their own
time to lie within the eschatological process, but both make use of a three-part scenario.
In Mark 13, the first stage is labelled ) dpyr) &5{vwv, 13:6-13. This stage is distinguished
by the usual tragedies of history, wars, rumors of wars, famines, and earthquakes (13:7-
8). Messianic pretenders will appear during this time (13:6). The believers will be perse-
cuted by both Jews and Gentiles (13:9) and families will be divided (13:12-13). xal elc
ndvta @ £0vn mpdtov el xmpuybijvar O edayyéhiov (13.10).

The second stage of the schema is %) 6ATyic, Mark 13:14-23. The initiatory event is
T P&éhuypa T Epmudoewg Eotrixota Bmouv od 6et (13:1%4a). This event signals the
arrival of the apocalyptic crisis, and is followed by a series of consequent actions. These
include the flight of those living in Judaea (13:14b-18) in the face of unparalleled tribu-
lation (13:19). However, the tribulation will be cut short for the sake of God's elect
(13:20). As a result of the tribulation, false Christs and false prophets will appear and
will deceive many people, possibly including some of the faithful (13:21-22). It is a time
that will require extra vigilance from believers (13:23).

Finally the parousia comes as the end, Mark 13:24-26. Its coming does not follow
immediately upon the end of the tribulation, but occurs at some indefinite time &v &xei-
varg Talc fuéparc peta v OATYLv Exelvmv (13:2%a). The arrival of the parousia is
heralded by astronomical phenomena familiar from the Old Testament (cf. Isa 13:10;
34:4; Ezek 32:7-8; Joel 2:10, 31; 3:15). The parousia itself is described in terms taken
from Daniel 7:13-14: & vidc Tob dvBpdmou dpxduevoc v vepéhaig (Mark 13:26). Mark
13:27 refers to the ingathering of the faithful, an idea apparently represented also by
1 Thessalonians 4:17. The three parts of the apocalyptic schema in Mark 13, then, are 7
&pym dSlvwv, % OATYLg, and & vidg Tob dvepdmov ZpxSuevog.

We find a very similar division in Matthew 24. The first stage is &pyn &8{vov,
described in terms very similar to those in Mark 13:6-8, 9, 10, 13 (Matt 24:5-9, 13; cp.
Matt 10:17-22a). The second stage is again initiated by the appearance of T B&éAuvyna
Thig dpnudoewg (Matt 24:15a; cp. Mark 13:1%4a), and again the description is very similar
(Matt 24:15-24; cp. Mark 13:14-23). Matthew refers to this stage as ) 6ATyLg v Hue-
pov Exelvov (Matt 24:29a). The final stage follows immediately upon "the tribulation of
those days" (ibid.), and again is described in terms very like those of Mark 13:24-27 (Matt
24:29-31). Matthew thus retains Mark's three-part division of the apocalyptic scenario,
designating the three parts &pym &6{vav, OATYLc peydin (Matt 24:21), and & vldg b
&vopdmov Epyduevoc (Matt 24:30).

Where within the eschatological process did Mark and Matthew believe their own time
to lie? Mark 13 includes two chronological notes, 13:10 and 13:14. The first appears to
consign Mark's own era to &pym &SLvav, since it says that in that stage, elg ndvta w
Zowvm npdtov 86t xmpuxbiivaL ™ sdayyéiiov. However, it is entirely possible that Mark
believed that this process of evangelization had been completed in the first Christian
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generation; we may compare Paul's attitude towards his ministry in Romans 15:17-29.28
The second chronological note involves the prediction of the desecration of the Temple,
derived from Daniel 11:31b; 12:11 (cp. 9:27). Such a "desolating sacrilege" did in fact
stand in the Temple when Titus' soldiers erected their battle standards in the courtyard
of the Temple in A.D. 70.2% We may reasonably say, then, that Mark wrote either during
the Jewish War, when the fall of Jerusalem seemed certain, or, more probably, after the
fall of the city and the various unhappy events which followed.”" It is significant that
there is no event between the end of the tribulation (Mark 13:14-23) and the astronomical
signs which will appear &v Zxelvaig talc Wpépaig peta v OATYLv Exelvny (Mark
13:24a). This means there is a "breathing space" of indeterminate length between the end
of the tribulation and the advent of Jesus Christ. This is a time when the faithful are in
danger of being misled (Mark 13:21-22) and so also the point at which Mark adds the
dominical admonition, dpetc 6¢ Brémete® mposipmxa dutv mdvta (Mark 13:23). We
would argue that Mark wrote his gospel within this "breathing space" after the tribulation
following the fall of Jerusalem and before the arrival of the parousia. Mark describes this
as the time of greatest spiritual danger, and depicts Jesus confirming that this, as well as
the whole eschatological scenario, has been "foretold" (Mark 13:23).

Matthew, although he shares the tripartite apocalyptic scenario with Mark, perceives
his own time as falling elsewhere within the eschatological process than the "breathing
space" Mark places between the great tribulation and the parousia. Matthew vitiates the
three-part structure somewhat by the close association between the second and third
stages. The parousia follows "immediately" after the tribulation (ed0éwg 8¢ peta v
OAtyLy v Muépwv Exelvov, Matt 24:29a), and "the end" is to come after the world-
wide evangelization, which is part of the first stage (Matt 24:14b: xal 6te HEer T©
Téhog). This first stage is also a time of great spiritual danger of deception. Matthew
mentions false Christs (Matt 24:5) and false prophets (Matt 24:11), noting that both will
lead many astray (m\avricovoiv moM\obg). This is the time when many will fall away,
betray and hate their fellows (Matt 24:10). Therefore it appears that this is the stage of
the eschatological process wherein Matthew locates his own time. Like the author of 2
Thessalonians, he expects a future apocalyptic crisis involving a blasphemy in the Temple
(2 Thess 2:4, Matt 24:15),31 which will immediately be followed by the parousia (2 Thess
2:4, Matt 24:29a). All three authors, Mark, Matthew, and the author of 2 Thessalonians,
agree that their own era, whatever its place in the apocalyptic scenario, is a time of
great spiritual danger, when the threat of deception is ever present (Mark 13:21-23; Matt
24:4-6, 10-13; 2 Thess 2:2-3a).

Indeed, deception is the major threat to the community in each of these apocalyptic
scenarios, specifically deception as to the progress of the eschatological process. The
author of 2 Thessalonians writes to discredit the &taxto. who are prematurely announc-
ing the presence of the Day of the Lord (2 Thess 2:2-3). By so doing, they render their
hearers susceptible to the deceptions of the apocalyptic Antagonist who, appearing after
what the &taxtou believe is the Day of the Lord, will mislead them through his false
signs and wonders into believing he is the returned Christ (2 Thess 2:9-12). The faithful,
however, will know when the Day of the Lord arrives (2 Thess 2:3-4, 6-8) and will thus be

28Clement of Rome wrote in this regard, "He (Paul) taught righteousness to all the
world (¥ ov TOv xdopov), and when he had reached the limits of the West he gave his
testimony before the rulers .. ." (1 Clem. v.7).
9IIosephus, B.J.vi.316, cp. B.J.ii.169-174, Ant. xviii.55-59.
See references note 24.
The fact that this belief is maintained in spite of the destruction of the Jerusalem
Temple testifies to the strength of this particular apocalyptic motif; ultimate vindication
of God's power follows the ultimate abuse of his sanctity.
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prepared for the deceptions of the Antagonist. In the same way, the synoptic apocalypse
warns its readers of various "false" signs of the parousia, most significantly the advent of
false prophets (Mark 13:21-22; Matt 24:11, 23, 26-28; cp. 2 Thess 2:2-3) and false Christs
(Mark 13:5-6, 22; Matt 24:5, 24; cp. 2 Thess 2:9). The faithful are not to mistake the
various tribulations of history with those unparalleled woes of the "great tribulation"
(Mark 13:7-8, 19; Matt 24:7-8, 21). The parousia itself will be unmistakable (Mark 13:24-
27; Matt 24:26-31), and the faithful must remain steadfast to the end (Mark 13:13b; Matt
24:13). The idea of avoiding deception and remaining steadfast recurs in each of these
apocalyptic scenarios. They reaffirm the imminence of the parousia while accounting for
its delay and yet also depict those who announce the approach of the end before the time
as perpetrators of deception. The only sure guide for the faithful for the development of
the eschatological process is the prophetic scenario of a venerated teacher of the first
Christian generation, either Jesus (as in Mark 13 and Matthew 24) or Paul (as in 2 Thessa-
lonians 2). This is of course consistent with the pseudepigraphic nature of Jewish apoca-
lyptic literature,32 and with the description of the content of the book of Revelation as
dnoxd\vyig ’Imood XprotoB, Av Edwxev adtd & 8edc (Rev l:la). In this way the vari-
ous authors emphasized the continuity of their eschatological instruction with the
inherited traditions upon which it was based and which it reinterpreted.

We find a striking instance of the problem of the delay of the parousia, reinterpreta-
tion, and warning of deception in the last chapter of the gospel according to John.”~ It is
generally agreed among scholars that this chapter (John 21) is the work of the redactor
of John 1-20.”" Our concern is with John 21:20-23, the conversation of Jesus and Peter
about the beloved disciple. In John 21:23, the redactor reports the existence of a ASyog in
the Johannine congregations: 2Efj\6ev obv odtoc & ASyoc elc Todc &dehgode St &
padntic éxetvog odx dmobvdoxer {John 21:23a). This appears to be a tradition similar to
that of Mark 9:1, 13:30; Matthew 16:28; 24:34, to the effect that some of those who
heard Jesus would live to see the parousia. In this case, the report is tied to a specific
individual (i.e., the beloved disciple). This Aoyoc must have been used as a justification
for the delay of the parousia which maintained the idea of imminence; as long as the
beloved disciple was alive, the parousia was not "delayed," but could still be expected
before he died. The redactor of John considers this opinion to be wrong; presumably the
beloved disciple had died by the time the redactor wrote John 21 (cf. John 19:35; 21:24).
The redactor combats this false interpretation of Jesus' oracle by first writing it down
within its "historical" context, i.e., the conversation with Peter, and then by giving a
"literal" interpretation of the Lord's words (John 21:23b).3%

This means that the redactor of John, like the author of 2 Thessalonians, is combat-
ting an incorrect interpretation of an inherited eschatological tradition. Just as the

32¢s. p. s. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1964, pp. 127-139.
I am indebted to Prof. H. D. Betz for this exposition of John 21:20-23.

“Ct. R. Bultmann The Gospel of John: A Commentary, G. R. Beaseley-Murray,
trans., Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971, pp. 700-706, R. E. Brown, The Gospel According to
John XIII-X XI (Anchor Bible), Garden City: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1966, pp. 1077-82.

5Cp. the theory of Bultmann, op. cit., pp. 715-716. Bultmann assumes the work of
two redactors in this brief section, the second correcting the impression that the beloved
disciple would not die. However, this theory is based on the assumption that the one
discrediting that impression would rework Jesus' saying to make its meaning clear. But if
indeed &Ef\Oev obv obrtoc & ASyoc elc Ttobc &8elgode, the redactor would have to
correct the saying as it was known, by offering the correct, "literal" meaning. We may
compare the task of the author of 2 Thessalonians in correcting "misinterpretations" of
1 Thessalonians.
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author of 2 Thessalonians offers a "correct" interpretation of the disputed meaning of
Paul's teaching in 1 Thessalonians, so the redactor of John presents the "correct" mean-
ing of a dominical oracle which was misunderstood in the Johannine congregations. The
redactor claims authority for his interpretation of Jesus' Aéyoc by including it within the
scope of the writing which is verified by the witness of the beloved disciple (John 21:24);
"these things" includes not only the "original" gospel of John 1-20, but also the redactor's
addition, John 21, and, by position, preeminently the reinterpretation of the Lord's saying
in John 21:22-23. We find a similar verification in 2 Thessalonians 3:17, which validates
the entire letter as a Pauline product.

The presence of "error" in the Johannine congregations is refuted by the redactor of
John only by the appeal to the reliability of the true witness, the beloved disciple (cf.
John 19:35; 21:24). However, in 1 John we discover a situation that is more serious. There
doctrinal error is explicitly tied to moral error (1 Jn 1:6, 10; 2:3-6, 9-11; 3:6-10, 17; 4:8;
5:2-3); one's immoral behavior is a sure sign of one's doctrinal error. We may compare
2 Thessalonians 2:15; 3:6, 14. Moreover, the "opposition" perceived by the author of
1 John is not to be corrected by an appeal to a reliable witness, as in John 19:34; 21:24;
rather, it is an indication not only of a corrupt doctrine and impure morals, but of the
presence of eschatological evil. The author admits that those who are in error are (or
were) members of the Johannine congregations (1 Jn 1:19), but their doctrinal and moral
error has revealed that they are the forces of antichrist, and that the end is therefore
near (1 Jn 1:18). The one who denies the correct doctrine is antichrist (1 Jn 2:22), the one
who sins is of the devil (I Jn 3:8-10). The apocalyptic powers of evil are already at work
in the congregation; we may compare 2 Thessalonians 2:3, 7; 3:6-13. Because of this
apocalyptic presence in the congregations, the author of 1 John warns his readers against
deception (1 Jn 1:8; 2:26; 3:7; cp. 4:6). This deception is specifically in regard to what is
good and what is evil, but is eschatological insofar as the author makes such a close
connection between belief and behavior. He believes the world is already divided into the
two lots of judgment: the saved and the lost (1 In 1:5-7; 2:9-11, 15-17, 18-25; 3:4-10,
etc.). This is because the end is near, and the lost are already the hordes of antichrist
(1 In 1:18). As in 2 Thessalonians and the synoptic apocalypse, those who disagree with
the interpretation of the tradition offered by the author are not simply wrong, but are
the representatives of eschatological evil, aiders and abetters of the deceptions of the
apocalyptic Antagonist, allies of the devil. The congregations already face the great
Adversary, and only by adherence to the instruction of the venerated teachers, as inter-
preted by the various authors, can the faithful hope to escape the scourge of apocalyptic
deception. This threat of deception appears also in the last, eschatological chapter of the
Didache, which has affinities with passages from several Christian apocalyptic works.

We may see, then, that 2 Thessalonians is representative of several currents in the
stream of thought of the second Christian generation. It offers a definitive reinterpreta-
tion of an earlier, misunderstood eschatological tradition, and uses traditional elements
of Jewish apocalyptic to achieve this end, a process we also find at work in the synoptic
apocalypse (Mark 13, Matthew 24). It was written to refute the erroneous interpretation
of the eschatological tradition which had arisen in part from the delay of the parousia
(cp. John 21:20-23). Following the lead of Paul in Romans 1:18-32, the author makes a
close connection between doctrinal error and "deception" in regard to morality, attacking
his opponents both on the grounds of their false proclamation and on that of their "dis-
orderly" behavior (2 Thess 3:6-12; cp. 1 John). More specifically, the presence of these
opponents is identified with the deception which is indicative of the presence of eschato-
logical evil, the forces which will be personified in the apocalyptic Antagonist on "the

36Cf. 3. S. Kloppenborg, "Didache 16.6-8 and Special Matthean Tradition,"
Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 70, 1979, pp. 54-67.
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Day of the Lord." The letter serves an eschatological function because it serves as a
shield against the deceptions of eschatological evil, both by offering the "correct" apoca-
lyptic scenario and by insisting upon obedience to the inherited Pauline tradition of
doctrinal and moral instruction (cf. 2 Thess 2:15). | John serves a similar function by
informing its readers of the division that already exists between the saved and the lost,
those in light and those in darkness (cf. 1 Jn 2:8-11, 18-25).

We said at the outset that the rhetorical structure of 2 Thessalonians would provide
information about the function of the apocalyptic material it includes. It is now clear
that this material is the specific basis on which a battle between contending interpreta-
tions of the Pauline tradition is being fought. That is, the letter represents one side in an
argument over the "correct" interpretation of the Pauline tradition between rival Pauline
"schools," both of which claimed to be faithful interpreters of the apostle's teaching. Just
as history is written by the victors, so the New Testament is for the most part composed
of the texts written by the "winners" in various doctrinal disputes, even if their victory
was not always an easy one.37 As a result, the texts bear witness to a broad "orthodoxy"
which has been defined by the outcome of the various disputes the texts represent. But
this should not blind us to the fact that such disputes existed, and apparently existed in
abundance. They were carried on by means of doctrinal argument, polemic, and bitter
invective. 2 Thessalonians stands as a reminder of the absolutist, "dualistic" state of
mind which is often considered typical of apocalypticism, but appears to have been
endemic in early Christian literature. For its author, the only alternative to his under-
standing of Pauline tradition was deception, and deception was God's instrument of wrath
against the wicked. It was the part of the faithful to "stand firm and hold to the tradi-
tions which you were taught by us, either by word or by letter" (2 Thess 2:15). Only if the
faithful did so could their salvation be assured.

3¢t 3 John, which was apparently written by one of the members of the "losing"
side in the congregation addressed, 3 John 9-10.







Eschatology in the Sermon on the Mount
and the Sermon on the Plain

Hans Dieter Betz
University of Chicago Divinity School

This paper is intended to make a limited contribution to the ongoing SBL Seminar on
Early Christian Apocalypticism and should be understood within this framework. It
addresses the question of whether apocalypticism is represented in two texts of the
synoptic tradition, the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:3-7:27) and the Sermon on the Plain
(Luke 6:20b-49)—hereafter abbreviated SM and SP—and if it is, to what extent and in
what form. It is my hypothesis that both texts represent presynoptic textual compositions
which are characterized by specific features and which originated in the earliest stages
of the development of the Christian traditon.! It is presupposed that SM originally
addressed Jewish Christians and that SP was originally written for gentile Christians. The
textual relationship between the two texts at the presynoptic level, their relationship to
the Sayings Source Q, and their history of transmission prior to their inclusion into the
gospels of Matthew and Luke constitute problems at present unresolved by scholarship;
and it is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt such resolutions.

Terminology, we shall be distinguishing between the more general notion of eschatol-
ogy—which refers to all forms of afterlife—and the term "apocalyptic," which refers ina
more specialized way to the literary genre of apocalypse and its thought world.2 Since
neither SM nor SP are by genre apocalypses, we can question only whether they refer,
implicitly or explicitly, to that genre and whether apocalyptic thought has influenced
them.

I. Eschatology in SM

The eschatology of SM can only be understood through an analysis of the work's
general world-view and conceptual language; once these are clear, we shall turn to the
eschatology itself.

1. The General World-View of SM

The world-view of SM is traditionally Jewish, although less so than one might assume
at first reading: a skillful use of terminology makes careful distinctions and establishes a

ISee Hans Dieter Betz, Essays on the Sermon on the Mount. Translation by Laurence
Welborn (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985).

See John J. Collins, ed., Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre, Semeia 14
(Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1979); David Hellholm, ed., Apocalypticism in the
Mediterranean World and the Near East (Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1983), esp. pp. 2, 772-
82.
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hierarchy. "The heavenly Father" (& natip & obp&w.og)3 resides in his realm, "the king-
dom of the heavens" (# Baouleia v odpaviv).’ He is "the Father in the heavens" (&
nathp & &v 1olg odpavoilg),” the use of the plural "heavens" is clearly limited to the
sphere of God—a traditionally Jewish concept; but SM seems to have taken seriously the
reference from the Lord's Prayer (6:9) in order to interpret the plural as indicating that a
multiplicity of heavens is essential to express the absolute transcendence of God. The
realm of God cannot simply be understood as a place juxtaposed to earth, as suggested by
Ithe phrase "heaven and earth" (odpaydc xatl yi).° The Christians' reward, of course, is
also with "the Father in the heavens."” In contrast, human activities can reach only "the
sky" (& obpavég sing.),® the home of the birds (5:26). Below is "the earth" () v#° which
supports the human world (& xéoyog).lo The center is the city of Jerusalem.!! Under-
neath the earth is the Gehennah.!

It is assumed that God has created the world. In time-present, the creator God rules
over his creation as a Fa\ther.13 The quality of his rule is made quite vivid through refer-
ence to the archaic mythology that describes God's fatherhood as raining down on the
earth, thereby generating fertility (5:45). God is named "the great king" (5:35), and his
kingdom, traditionally named "the kingdom of the heavens," is identical with his creation,
in which he rules as an absolute fatherly monarch whose will is law (6:10; 7:21).

Problems exist, however, because life on earth is threatened and God's will is
opposed by evil. In SM, evil is taken as a very serious matter.'" It is described both in
powerful imagery and in factual statements.

Mankind must choose between God and evil. Most of mankind, especially the
"heathen," have already made their choice and are on the way to eternal destruction.
Only a small minority of the faithful—that is, the disciples of Jesus for whom the SM was
writltjen—are promised salvation, if they obey Jesus' interpretation of the Torah (7:13-
14).

The manifestations of this very traditional notion of evil are named throughout SM.
In the exordium—the Beatitudes (Matt 5:3-12)—the evils are named through contrasts:
poverty, death, cruelty, injustice, mercilessness, impurity, war, suppression of the righ-
teous ones, harassment of the disciples of Jesus, persecution, and martyrdom. In the
peroration (Matt 7:24-27), the imagery of rain, flood, and winds evokes the vicissitudes of
nature and history. Evil is found within people themselves (6:22-23):° their impurity of
heart, 7 their hypocrisy,” lusts, and improper desires,"” their greed,20 and, especially,

35:48; 6:14, 26, 32.
45.3, 10, 19, 205 7:21.
J5:16, 45; 6:1, 95 7:11, 21.
65.18; 6:10.
75:12; 6:1.
85:20, 34.
95:5, 13, 18, 35; 6:10, 19. See Essays, 93 n. 25; 96 n. 35.
The term xbouog appears only in the phrase 10 ¢ic Tob wbopov (5:14).
l5:14, 35; 7:14. See Essays 3 n. 7.
125,52, 29, 30.
See Essays 111, 120-23.
See xaxia 6:34; movnpde xth. 5:11, 37, 39, 45; 6:13, 23; 7:11, 17, 18.
see Essays 95, 114, 127, 155.
See Essays 71-87.
xapdia 5:8, 28; 6:21; cf. yoyr 6:25 and Essays 96 n. 32; 104 n. 51; 1o gic  &v ool
6:23 and Essays 74, 86.
For dmoxputiic see 6:1-18, especially 6:2, 5, 16; 7:5 and Essays 92 n. 15.
195ee 5:21-48, especially 5:22, 28.
205ee 6:19-21; 7:7-11.
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their stupidity,zl are manifestations of evil. The most demonic form of evil is money,
named Mammon (6:24). All people, including the faithful of SM, have been infected by
evil: in fact, they are evil (7:11) and require redemption from evil (6:13). Such redemp-
tion comes from God through the forgiveness of sins (6:12, 14-15).

2. Time

SM distinguishes between past, present, and future time. The attitude toward the
past is largely negative. There is no interest in the creation stories of the Old Testament
or in the great tales of Israelite history. What was allegedly spoken to the "men of old" in
the antitheses (5:21-48) is rejected as inadequate. The present is of great concern, how-
ever, because the text of SM functions in the present; and of primary concern is the
future, both the immanent and the eschatological, because the present received its
significance and purpose from the eschatological future. In turn, the future of the indi-
vidual is determined by his life in the present.

The temporal world is finite and will end, that is, it will be taken up into the eternal
kingdom of God.23 Thus the temporal world is but an enclave surrounded by the eternal
kingdom of God. The end of history is marked by the Day of the Lord (7:22), followed by
either eternal life for the saved or eternal destruction for the condemned (7:13-14).

3. Duality

Life in this world is characterized by duality. A full catalogue of all dualities is
prohibitive here; only the main pairs will be mentioned:

good—evil: 5:11, 37, 39, 45; 6:13, 23; 7:11, 17, 18
truth—untruths 5:11;5 7:15

light—darkness: 5:14-16; 6:22-23

great—small: 5:19, 35; 7:27

righteous—unrighteous: 5:6, 10, 20, 45; 6:1, 33517:23
brother—-eneimy: 5:22-26, 43-48; 7:1-5

life—death: 5:21; 7:14

yes—no: 5:37

give—receive: 5:31; 6:115 7:6, 7, 11

hate—love: 5:43-46; 6:24

perfect—deficient: 5:48

visible—invisible: 6:1-4, 5-6, 16-18

God—Mammon: 6:24

soul—body: 5:29-30; 6:22-23, 25

Jews—Gentiles: 5:47; 6:7, 32

holy—profane: 7:6

many—few: 7:13-14; 5:13, 16, 19; 6:1, 2, 5, 14, 15, 16, 18517:9,.12

2R or wepbe see 5:22; 7:26; and Essays 6-7.
2See Essays 114-118.
235ee 5:18 and Essays 43-46.
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words—deeds: 5:19, 32, 36, 46, 47; 6:1, 2, 3; 7:12, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 24, 26
prudent—foolish 7:24-27

4. The Two Ways Schema

Not surprisingl&/l‘ the fundamental dualism of SM is combined with the traditional
Two Ways schema.“" Although this schema is introduced only at the end (7:13-14), it is
basic to the whole of SM. Walking on the rough road and finding the narrow gate is iden-
tical with following the precepts of SM, which constitute the "way of life" (7:14). The
way to death is not spelled out in SM, but one can conclude that those things it rejects
comprise the way to death, or rather, that those who reject the precepts of SM walk the
road to death (7:13). In contrast, the Didache (chapter 5) and Barnabas (chapter 20) do
explicate clearly the way to death; and completely unlike all of these, SP is not based on
the Two Ways schema at all.

5. The Present World

For the faithful of the SM, the present world appears grim. The faithful see them-
selves surrounded by dangers, threats, temptations, and a multitude of evils: the image of
the rough road is not chosen in vain. Dangers also lurk within the person, the heart, and
the soul. The awareness of sinfulness and the understanding of its depth are comparable
to Paul. Only a few will find at the end of the rough road the narrow gate leading into
the heavenly city (7:13-14).

6. The Afterlife

The ideas in SM about the afterlife are, on the whole, traditional.25 They are not
always entirely clear, since the traditional images have been set side by side without
much clarification of their real relationship. The exordium (5:4-9) brings to mind the
blessings that await in paradise: consolation, inheritance of the earth, satisfaction,
mercy, vision of God, declaration as sons of God, great joy and jubilation (5:12). The
relationship of this paradise to the heavenly city (7:13-14) is not revealed. While we must
assume that the road is travelled by individuals who reach the gates at the end of their
lives, vv. 21-23 present a picture of the Last Judgment at the end of history, when groups
of persons appear before the divine tribunal. Precisely when this judgment scene is to
take place, and how it is to be combined with vv. 13-14, is left unclear. Supposedly the
reader understands these traditional images and can put them together in the correct
order: the references to the afterlife serve merely as reminders of topoi with which the
reader is assumed familiar. Novel is the expectation that Jesus will represent his
disciples as their advocate (paraclete) in the Last Judgment.

7. Conclusion

The eschatology of SM is non-apocalyptic in the sense that traditional eschatological
topoi appear only at a secondary level of supportive doctrines.“’ The reader is assumed
to be familiar with these, so that brief reminders enable him to visualize the necessary
data. There is no interest in expanding or elaborating the apocalyptic material itself,

245ee Fssays 3, L4-45.
SSee Essays 34, 125-57.

265ee Essays 151-54.

See my comment in Essays 93 n. 25.
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which appears in the text only in reduced form. Nor has the apocalyptic material—which
was certainly known to the writers of SM—a primary authoritative status in the text.
Rather, Jesus is the authority; it is he who motivates the disciples to follow his teach-
ings, not apocalyptic events in and of themselves. Thus if apocalyptic material is alluded
to at all, it remains subdued and in the background.

In positive terms, the eschatology of SM is a matter of vision, but such vision is not
ecstatic, at least as we know it from typical apocalyptic texts.“® Unusual attention is
devoted to the nature and function of the human eye. In fact, it is difficult to decide
whether seeing or hearing takes priority in the hierarchy of the senses. Hearing undeni-
ably occurs first—one hears the words of Jesus. But understanding these words is primar-
ily a matter of physical and intellectual vision.

The process of vision and failure of vision, both physical and mental, is analyzed at
several points in SM. Great emphasis is placed on the observation of things as they are,
on the vagaries of human behavior, and on the life of the birds and the lilies; and equal
attention is given to internal vision, introspection, and the fictional imaginings of things.
The extraordinary role of metaphors and images in the final category is especially note-
worthy. While these forms of vision remain largely immanent, much of the understanding
of the teaching of Jesus is left to the transcendental imagination of the disiciple, and it
is here that we touch upon eschatology. In observing the external phenomena, the disciple
is asked to visualize such transcendent realities as the kingdom of God, the fatherhood of
God, the Two Ways, and, last but not least, the afterlife. Seeking the kingdom of God

. (6:33) in this world is a matter of the imagination. The episode of the Last Judgment
(7:21-23) is one prime example of what such imagination should produce. We find, then,
that the references to the traditional topoi of eschatology have only an auxiliary function
in that they are intended to stimulate the disciples' imagination. The disciples must learn
to visualize the transcendent, eschatological realities in confrontation with present
experiences. Without this intense concentration on vision which is at once creative in
imagining, keen in focussing, and discriminating in critical acumen, the Christian disciple
will not be able to find the narrow gate in the great wall of the heavenly city (7:14).

II. Eschatology in SP

The eschatology of SP is quite different from the eschatology of SM. The underlying
world-view and conceptuality are Greek. The text was apparently designed from a
Jewish-Christian perspective, for Christian disciples coming from a Greek cultural back-
ground. Although the composition differs from SM in many ways—and this in spite of the
many parallels and similarities—SP is equally carefully composed. Like SM, SP is teach-
ing material, an epitome of the ethics of Jesus intended for the instruction of Gentile
disciples.

1. The General World-View of SP

The world-view of SP is Greek throughout, and thus its language, concepts, ideas, and
arguments conform to Greek cultural presuppositions.“” SP proves that the ethics of
Jesus makes sense in terms of Greek ethics and cultural values. The world has two focal
points: heaven (& obpavdg) 0 and the individual. Around the individual stands the circle

285ee 6:22-23 and Essays 4-6, 71-87.
29Thls has been rightly observed by Johannes Weiss in Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1917), 428.
6:23 in the singular.
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of friends, the fellow-disciples.>! Outside of the community exist the masses (of &vBpw—
nou).”“ The surrounding world is experienced as evil, ignorant, and immoral. The ethics
of Jesus is seen as an escape from such ignorance and immorality, although it is seen too
as the reason for, not as the way out of, hostility and social discrimination. Discipleship
of Jesus consists in education, understood as preventive or corrective in nature. The
parable adduced in 6:39 ("Can the blind guide the blind? Will not both fall into the
ditch?") is traditional in Greek paideia33 The implication here is that enlightenment
comes through education in the ethics of Jesus and that without it, the person, blind by
nature, remains blind.

2. Time

Time concepts focus on the "now" (vdv) and the "then" of the eschatological and, to a
lesser degree, the temporal, future (6:21, 25). History comes to an end: the term "on that
day" (6:23: &v &xeivy () Npépg) presumably refers to the day of the parousia of the Son
of Man (6:22). At that time, the great reward of the Christians will be revealed, and they
will be made "sons of the Most High" (6:23, 35). There will be the traditional festivities,
banquets, fun and games, and wild dances (6:21-23). The present time, for which SP
provides the guidelines, is viewed as the preparation for the eschaton. The past is com-
pletely ignored with the exception of the negative remarks concerning the Jews' treat-
ment of their true and false prophets (6:23, 26).

3. Duality

Unlike SM, SP is not based on the Two Way schema. Dualism is found in SP, but it is
akin to the dualism of hellenistic philosophical literature. Duality lies in the juxtaposition
of good and bad (6:33, 35, 45): character types, such as the poor and the rich, are con-
trasted, with the expectation that the disciple identify himself with the poor. This rather
simple structure is evident in a variety of contrasts:

blessing—cursing: 6:20b-22, 24-26, 27b
poor—rich: 6:20b-26

hungry—full: 6:21a, 25a
weeping—laughing: 6:21b, 25b
hating—loving: 6:22, 26, 27b, 32, 35
giving—receiving: 6:29, 30, 34, 35, 38
blindness—vision: 6:39
brother—enemy: 6:27, 35, 41, 42

good man—bad man: 6:45

good student—failing student: 6:47-49
saying—doing: 6:46

hearing—doing: 6:47-49

3Lgn0, u1-42.

326,22, 26, 31; cf. 6:22, 45, 48-49.

33See Wolfgang Schrage, TDNT 8 (1972), s.v. tughds, especially sections A.II; B.II;
C.III; E.IIL.
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4. Anthropology

Most important is the anthropology of SP, which is delineated most clearly in 6:45:

& &yabdg &vBpwnog &x o &yabod 6roavpod e xapdlac mpopépel TO dyaddv, xai
& novmpodg ¢x 1o movnpod POPEPEL TO TOVNPOV .«

"The good human person from the good treasure of the heart brings forth the good, and
the bad from the bad produces the bad."

Only the good person is called a "human being"; the bad is denied that honorific title. The
concept of & dyabog &vOpwnog comprises, of course, the traditional ideal of Greek
ethics,”" with the source of goodness residing in the heart. The existence or non-
existence of goodness in the heart is simply taken as a fact, and no further reflection is
given to the origin of this state of things.

5. The Present World

Although the present world is described as evil and treacherous, the situation for the
Christian is not doomed. Christian instruction teaches not only the condition to which
humanity is subjected; it presents the ethics of Jesus as a means of survival and of
realizing one's humanity (6:45). If the evil world and its effects cannot be avoided, ethi-
cal and social improvements can be made in one's relations with the outside (6:27-38), in
relationships within the Christian community (6:39-42), and in oneself (6:43-45). The
basic approach to such ethical and social change lies in the precept of the Golden Rule.

6. The Afterlife

Although references to the afterlife are relatively frequent in SP, they do not go
beyond the traditional and conventional. One finds the notion of the kingdom of God >
and the concept of the reward in heaven (6:20-23, 35) contrasted with the notion of hell
and its attendant horrors—hunger, mourning and weeping, and the lack of consolation
(6:24-26). The faithful are filled with joy now (6:23) because they can expect Paradise
and adoption as "sons of God" (6:20b-23, 35).

7. Conclusion

It is clear, then, that the eschatology of SP is non-apocalyptic. Its references are
conventional, and they are comparable to the ethical writings of the hellenistic era.
These references, primarily reminders of background presuppositions, focus on the educa-
tion of the disciples for the present situation in preparation for the world to come.
Christian disciples are not expected to pay more than this ordinary degree of attention to
those things concerning the afterlife.

III. Some Conclusions and Some Questions

What does evidence thus far presented reveal concerning the question of early Chris-
tian apocalypticism? Neither SM nor SP is interested in apocalypticism, although they

3t s noteworthy that no adequate investigation exists about this important concept
and its usage in early Christian literature.
SP has %) Baouieia Tob 6eod, a Greek concept (6:20). For SM, see note 4, above.
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share the Jewish eschatological expectations to the degree that these expectations have
been modified to express special Christian concerns.

After an extensive and careful study of these texts, one gets the impression that
they are formulated in a tone of restraint with regard to apocalyptic materials and
thought: they reflect a knowledge of these materials and thoughts, but they abstain from
a deeper engagement with them. The question is, why this restraint, if, indeed, such
willful restraint is evidenced? It could be that the texts are simply not interested in
apocalyptic issues and materials; or such restraint could result from a rejection of apoca-
lypticism, although there is no hint in the texts that would lead one to believe that there
was actual rejection. Two suppositions, therefore, appear most probable:

1. Both texts were formulated at a time and within a community for which apoca-
lypticism was not a burning issue, an attitude shared alike by SM, SP, Doctrina apostolo-
rum, Didache 1-6, and Barnabas 18-21. Interest in apocalypticism arose later, a fact
indicated by the addition of chapter 16 to the Didache6 and by other early Christian
texts which incorporate apocalyptic materials at a later stage.

2. At the earlier stage of SM and SP, apocalyptic material did not belong to the
essentials to be communicated to Christian disciples. One cannot exclude the possibility
that apocalyptic concerns were reserved for mature Christians. This situation seems to
be reflected in Paul's letters, where detailed information concerning the eschaton did not
appear in the earliest instruction and, to Paul's embarrassment, had to be supplied later.
Paul reveals this material reluctantly and under pressures (see, especially, 1 Thess and
1 Cor). A similar situation seems to have led to the addition of chapter 16 to the
Didache.

36See John S. Kloppenborg, "Didache 16:6-8 and Special Matthean Tradition," ZNW
70 (1979): 54-67.




Insights from Sociology for
New Testament Christology: A Test Case

Dennis C. Duling
Canisius College

Within the past two decades there has been a renewed emphasis on sociological and
anthropological approaches to the study of the New Testament.” Specialized work on
New Testament Christology from this perspective, however, is relatively rare; it is even
rarer with the gospels and, as far as I am aware, still rarer to approach the gospel of
Matthew and its Christology from this perspective.” It is possible to speculate about the
reasons for this lacuna. Historians in general have only recently renewed interest in
sociology and anthropology,” and previous conflicts between Biblical historians and the
social sciences would be all the more relevant where the problem of generating appropri-

*] am especially indebted to Prof. Wayne A. Meeks who first introduced me to social
historiography in his seminar on "The Social World of Early Christanity" (1979) and to
Prof. Gerd Theissen who has spent many hours discussing social historiography with me in
the Spring and Summer of 1985, both contacts being made possible by the National
Endowment for the Humanities. Neither, however, is responsible for (or has read) this
paper.

Ip, Harrington, "Sociological Concepts and the Early Church: A Decade of
Research," TS 41 (1980) 181-90; R. Scroggs, "The Sociological Interpretation of the New
Testament: The Present State of Research," NTS(1980) 161-79; J. H. Elliott, A Home for
the Homeless. A Sociological Exegesis of 1 Peter, Its Situation and Strategy (Philadel-
phia: Fortress Press, 1981), Introduction, 1-20; A. Malherbe, Social Aspects of Early
Christianity (2nd ed.; Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 19847), last chapter
(currently unavailable to me); K. Berger, Exegese des Neuen Testaments (2nd ed.;
Heidelberg: Quelle & Meyer, 1984) 218-41; cp. P. W. Hollenbach, "Recent Historical
Jesus Studies and the Social Sciences" in K. H. Richards, ed., Society of Biblical Litera-
ture_1983 Seminar Papers 22 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983) 61-78.

See part I below for three representative examples. Some comments along these
lines are made by W. D. Davies, K. Tagawa, E. Schweizer, J. D. Kingsbury, and W. R.
Farmer, who are cited below, cf. Part IIl and notes 95, 96, and 101. A different approach
is V. Robbins, Jesus the Teacher. A Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation of Mark (Phila-
delphia: Fortress Press, 1984).

Of the great quantity of literature in this area, see esp. K. T. Erikson, "Sociology
and the Historical Perspective," in W. Bell and J. A. Mau, eds., The Sociology of the
Future (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1971) 61-77; W. Schulze, Sociologie und
Geschichtswissenschaft: Einfuhrung in die Probleme der Kooperation beider Wissen-
schaften (Miinchen: Kaiser Verlag, 1974); P. Burke, Sociology and History (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1980 [an excellent introductionl); M. T. Hodgen, Anthropology,
History, and Cultural Change (Tucson, AZ: The University of Arizona Press, 1974); B. S.
Cohn, "History and Anthropology: The State of Play," Comparative Studies in Society and
History 22 (1980) 198-221.
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ate data becomes more acute, as in the case of a single document.“ Moreover, theolo-
gians in the past have perceived the social sciences to be a-theological, if not outright
anti-theological,” and the subject of Christology is especially dear to theology. To com-
plicate matters, there are a variety of approaches to the social sciences,” disagreement
about how to study New Testament Christology,7 and thus the application of the social
sciences to New Testament research, especially in the case of single documents. Never-
theless, recent interest in cooperation raises some interesting questions for New Testa-
ment Christology, including gospel Christology.

The following study is concerned with the highly allusive problem of correlating the
community which exists behind religious texts, especially a single gospel, and the com-
munity's convictions about Jesus expressed in the text(s). Thus, the theme is "Christology
and community." I have divided the study into three parts. First, there is a brief summa-
tion of three representative approaches to the problem of correlating Christology and
community in gospel materials, namely, those of Gerd Theissen, Wayne A. Meeks, and
Howard C. Kee. Second, there is an attempt to draw forth some general principles from
their work. Third, there is a hypothesis put forward about the Christology of the gospel
of Matthew from this perspective.

I

Gerd Theissen: Role Analysis and Structural Homologue8

Gerd Theissen seeks to correlate Christology and community in the synoptic gospels
by claiming that in the sayings tradition there is a "structural homologue" between the
"role" of Jesus as Son of Man and the "roles" of those who passed on Jesus' sayings, the
"Jesus movement." The notion of a structural homologue between social reality and
spiritual manifestations, derived from L. Goldmann's work on "genetic structuralism" in

“There appears to be an inverse ratio operating: the fewer the documents, the more
difficult it is to generate data.

53. G. Gager, "Shall We Marry Our Enemies? Sociology and the New Testament," Int
37 (1982) 256-65; cf. W. A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the
Apostle Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981) 2-7.

See above, n. 1; B. Malina, "The Social Sciences and Biblical Interpretation," Int 37
(1982) 229-42; some basic alternatives were already outlined by J. Z. Smith, "The Social
Description of Early Christianity," RSR 1 (1975) 19-25.

7H. Boers, "Jesus and the Christian Faith: New Testament Christology Since
Bousset's KYRIOS CHRISTOS," JBL 89 (1970) 450-56; L. W. Hurtado, "New Testament
Christology: A Critique of Bousset's Influence," TS 40 (1979); C. R. Holladay, "New Tes-
tament Christology: Some Considerations of Method," NovT 25 (1983) 257-78.

G. Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity, trans. by J. Bowden (Phila-
delphia: Fortress Press, 1977) 25-29. For bibliography, see G. Theissen, The Social Setting
of Pauline Christianity, trans. by J. H. Schiitz (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977) 25-9.
For bibliography up to 1979, see Theissen, Social Setting, 25-6, to which one should add
more recent articles in Studien zur Soziologie des Urchristentums (2nd ed.; Tibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1983); Psychologische Aspekte paulinischer Theologie
(FRLANT 130; Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983); Biblischer Glaube in evolu-
tiondrer Sicht (Miinchen: Kaiser Verlag, 1984); "Lokal- und Sozialkorit in der Geschichte
von der syrophénikischen Frau (Mk 7:24-30)," ZNW 75 (1984) 202-25; "Evolutiondre Reli-
gionstheorie und biblische Hermeneutik," Wege zum Menschen 37 (1985) 107-18.
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the sociology of literature,9 can be clarified by observing how Theissen arrives at the
community and correlates the Christology with it.

Theissen's approach to early Christian communities involves a radical alteration of
classical form criticism's understanding of Sitz im Leben. Whereas it conceived of small
groups which totally transformed the Jesus traditions according to the needs of their
specifically religious "life" (religious instruction, missionary preaching, liturgy), Theissen
shifts the emphasis to what he believes was its intended orientation, to social "life" in
relation to society as a whole, allowing for the possibility—the question is left open—of a
continuity with the historical Jesus.”~ He states:

Methodologically, it is presupposed only that in earliest Christianity there
existed a correspondence between the Jesus traditions and the life ( Leber) of
the groups which handed them down, whether the tradition conformed to the
tradents or the tradents conformed their lives to the tradition available to
them. The result is the same in both cases: a correspondence between the
life and the tradition which makes it possible to make inferences about the
life which stands behind the tradition.

Such inferences, which must be able to yield generalizable sociological data from reli-
gious texts, are made by analyzing both explicit statements about persons and groups
("constructive" analysis) and "historical" or religious statements apart from their inten-
tions ("analytic" analysis), and then comparing the results with similar statements in
texts from the environment (“"comparative" analysis).12 Analyses are applied to the
sayings tradition in order to develop generalized "roles," to Jewish society in order to see
how "factors" such as politics, economics, ecology (e.g., demographics), and socio-
cultural facts influence the Jesus movement, and to "functions" or effect, i.e., non-
effect, of the Jesus movement on Palestinian Jewish society.

In brief, Theissen's results are as follows. The emergence of new élites (Herodians),
the growth of cities, and the failure of the priestly aristocracy to maintain political
equilibrium between the Romans/Herodians and those who clung to traditional norms led
to social "uprootedness" ( Entwurzelung), a kind of social "anomie" (Durkheim) character-
ized by the threat of assimilation, loss of identity, social conflict, intensification of
group norms, and consequent schisms. In this context arose several competing "renewal
movements" (Erneuerungsbewegungen), i.e., the political "resistance movement," the
Essenes, the Pharisees, and "the Jesus movement." Only the Pharisees survived the

I, Goldmann, "Die Soziologie der Literatur," in J. Bark, ed., Literatursoziologie 1
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag, 1974) 85-113.

Theissen, "Wunderradicalismus. Literatursoziologische Aspekte der Uberlieferung
vom Worten Jesu im Urchristentum," ZThK 70 (1973) 245-71; "Zur forschungsgeschicht-
liche Einordnung der sozialogischen Fragestellung," Studien, 6-15, esp. 6-7, 11-13. The
critique focuses on form criticism's early associations with Dialectical Theology's reli-
gion-centered otherworldliness and Bultmann's individualistic existentialism. Theissen
recognizes that his neutrality on the question of the historical Jesus will lead to conclu-
sions that sound "conservative," cf. 13 and Sociology, 4. See following note.

l"Einordnung," 13. Note that the correspondence is not between the traditions and
the historical Jesus, but between traditions and tradents. The historical Jesus question is
left open.

For extensive treatment, see "The Sociological Interpretation of Religious Tradi-
tions: Its Methodological Problems as Exemplified in Early Christianity," in Social
Setting, 175-200.

E.g., the plan of Sociology.
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catastrophe of 70 C.E.;M the survival of Christianity depended on a quite different
model of belief and practice, namely, Hellenistic Christianity as especially represented
by F’aul.15

The Jesus movement was typified by two "roles," "wandering charismatics"!® (cf.
Weber, Troeltsch) and "local sympathizers." Analysis of persons and groups ("construc-
tive") and of logia found especially in call scenes, mission discourses, and radical
passages in the Sermon on the Mount ("analytic") point to a pattern of being called to
abandon home, family, and protection for a wandering life of preaching, healing, and
""charismatic" begging in rural Palestine. Similar analysis of statements about homes of
followers and of more moderate sections of the discourses uncovers a more conservative
attitude of attachment to family, friends, and profession. With an analogy in the extreme
(Qumran) and moderate ("camps') groups of Essenes ("comparative"), Theissen suggests
that the more conservative sympathizers gave the wandering charismatics material
support. "The two forms of the Jesus movement were both associated and distinguished
by a graduated pattern of norms."

What is the correlation between this dual community and Christology? "Construc-
tive" analysis of the Son of Man sayings shows that the Son of Man has authority to
transcend the norms of Jewish society (present, earthly sayings), but that he is opposed
by the society which brings about his suffering and death (sutfering sayings), a paradox
ultimately overcome in his function as eschatological judge (future apocalyptic sayings).
It is in the "analytical" study of the Son of Man "role" that the "structural homologue"
surfaces. Theissen notes that there is an unmistakable parallelism between the role of
the Son of Man and the role Jesus expects of his disciples, i.e., suffering, possible death,
but ultimate vindication.

From a sociological perspective, the ethical requirements of the idea of
discipleship—a correspondence between Jesus and his followers—became a
structural homologue between the attitudes of the wandering charismatics
and the local communities on the one hand and that of the Son of Man on the
other.

It is not surprising, he says, that most of the parallels occur between the "role" of the
earthly Son of Man and the more radical "role" in the Jesus movement, the wandering
charismatics.”” The conflict of the Son of Man and "man" in the Son of Man sayings (cf.
Mark 8:38) ". . . have a social foundation in the conflict between vagabond outsiders and
'human' society."<" Further,

lL‘See especially "Wir haben Alles verlassen (Mc. X.28). Nachfolge und soziale Ent-
wurzelung in der jlidisch-palestinischen Gesellschaft des 1. Jahrhunderts n. Chr.," NovT
19 (1977) 161-96; reprinted in Studien, 106-41; cf. Sociology, Part II, 31-95.
l5Paul's Christianity represents what might be called a "contrast model" centered in
""community organization" and "love patriarchalism"; cf. "Legitimation and Subsistence:
An Essay on the Sociology of Early Christian Missionaries," Social Setting, 27-67; J. H.
Schiitz, "Introduction," Social Setting, 11-15.
"Einordnung," 23. "Wandering charismatics" refers to those who have an irresistible
"call" to a non-institutional form of life, cf. Sociology, 8. See below, notes 44, 53, and 87
for references to Weber and Troeltsch.
Sociology, 23.
81bid., 26.
191bid., 26, 29.
Obid., 27.
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. . . the ambivalence of the sayings about exaltation and those about humilia-
tion in the Son of Man Christology is a structural homologue of an inevitable
conflict of roles for the early Christian wandering charismatics.

After locating "comparative" conclusions in Daniel's Son of Man/"saints of the Most
High" and the "exclusive conventicles" of apocalyptic movements, Theissen concludes
that because the Son of Man is also independent of his followers, social analysis cannot
answer the question who the Son of Man is.

This is not Theissen's sole attempt to correlate Christology and community in the
New Testament, but it is his general orientation to gospel Christology. As such, it
illustrates the "structural homologue" between a radical Christology and especially the
radical wing of a community which lived by it.

Wayne A. Meeks: Literary Analysis and Functional Mythzl“

In contrast to Theissen's research, Wayne Meeks' article, "The Man from Heaven in
Johannine Sectarianism" (1972), studies a single document, John's gospel, and explores
the way in which its literary aporiae contribute to the communication of a Christological
myth about "the alien," a myth which functions to give expression to, and reinforce, the
ethos of an alienated, sectarian community.2

Meeks agrees with Bultmann that the "Johannine puzzle" can be explained only by
reference to a myth of an ascending/descending redeemer and that myths have a "logic
of their own," but he rejects as untenable Bultmann's solution, that it is to be understood
by means of a "gnostic redeemer myth: extrinsic to the gospel, but related to it via the
hypotheses of a revelation discourse source and Baptist links with the Mandaeans.”> As
an alternative, Meeks centers on the intrinsic literary question, namely, how the evangel-
ist and/or his "school" could allow impressive literary compositions to be joined by what

2l bid., 27.
221hid., 30.

See "Christologie und soziale Erfahrung. Wissenssoziologische Aspekte paulinischer
Christologie," Studien, 318-30. Here Theissen notes three approaches (1) the interaction
between roles and convictions ("Role analysis"), an example of which is the discussion
above; (2) the correspondence between groups or institutions as a network between roles
and positions, for which the structure and function of the "house" in antiquity is a "plau-
sibility structure" (Berger/Luckmann), an example of which is J. K. Elliott's "socio-
exegetical" work on 1 Peter (see above, n. 1); (3) analysis of the changing social system
as a whole as a "plausibility structure" for early Christian beliefs. Taking up the latter,
Theissen suggests that Paul has a "Positionschristologie" which operates with "sozio-
morphen Bildern" and which reflects certain aspects of Greco-Roman upward social
mobility (slave become lord; condemned man become judge of the world; one persecuted
by men become one who atones for men) and a "Participationschristologie" which oper-
ates with "physiomorphen metaphern' (e.g., "the body"). On Berger/Luckmann, see n. 32.

24 7BL 91 (1972) 44-72.

Meeks' subsequent research on Paul also concludes with slightly over two pages of
"correlations" between patterns of belief and patterns of life, but only after 189 pages of
analysis, cf. The First Urban Christians (n. 5 above).

6Meeks, "Man from Heaven," 45-6, allows that ". . . the Jewish Wisdom myth in
some form lies behind both the Johannine christology and the gnostic soul and savior
myths. The question is whether both the Johannine and the gnostic myths are independent
variations of the Jewish, or whether one had influenced the other." His interest in this
essay, however, is primarily intrinsic. See 44, n. 1, for his Bultmann literature.
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appear to be awkward literary connections. Insights for a solution are found in the anal-
ysis of mythical systems in anthropology, history of religions, and literary criticism.
Edmund Leach, for example, shows that like sound communication, a message can be
conveyed through the "noise" of a complex social situation by slightly varying, redundant
repetitions; attention to the underlying structure of the variants will result in a better
hearing of the myth.27 Similar insights are found in analysis of Ndembu ritual by Victor
Turner,28 Siva myths by W. D. O'Flaherty,29 "luminality" by Jonathan Z. Smith,30 and
John's didactic, spirilic literary style by Jan Wojeck. 1 Taking as a general orientation
Berger/Luckmann on "sociology of knowledge"”4 and Clifford Geertz's view of "religion
as a cultural system," Meeks agrees with N. A. Dahl that there is an "interaction
between scripture text, group organization, and historical experience." 3% Meeks pro-
poses

to discern the function which the motif "ascent and descent" serves, first,
within the literary structure of John's gospel, and then, by analogy, within
the structure of the Johannine community and its relationships to its envi-
ronment.

Briefly, Meeks shows that by progressive repetition, the gospel reveals that Jesus is
an enigma, an alien to "the world" as especially represented by "the Jews," a stranger
from heaven, the only one who descends and reascends, who has access to the heavenly
secrets. Hinted at in chapter 1 (1:51), the theme is especially clarified in the inadequate
faith of Nicodemus, a Jewish leader who believes in "signs" (Chapter 3), a potentially
dangerous position (8:30-59). It is further indicated when "the Jews" fail to understand
Jesus as "the bread from heaven" (6:35, 38, 48-51), then think that they know where he is
from (7:37-52)—in reality only Jesus knows (8:14)—and finally admit that they do not

27E. Leach, "Genesis as Myth," Discovery (London) 23 (1962) 30-35; reprinted in .
Middleton, ed., Myth and Cosmos (Garden City, New York: Natural History Press, 1967)
1-13,

28y, w. Turner, "Color Classification of Ndembu Ritual," Anthropological
Approaches to the Study of Religion (ed. M. Banton; ASA Monographs 3; New York:
Praeéer, 1966) 47-84.

W. D. O'Flaherty, "Asceticism and Sexuality in the Mythology of Siva," ibid. 8
(1968/69) 300-69; 9 (1969/70) 1-41.

D57 Smith, "Birth Upside Down or Right Side Up/" HR 9 (1969/70) 281-303;
reprinted in J. Z. Smith, Map Is Not Territory. Studies in the History of Religions
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978) 147-71; "A Place on Which To Stand: Symbols and Social
Chan%e," Worship 44 (1970) 457-74.

3Tt the time Wojeck was a graduate student in comparative literature at Yale Uni-
versitg/.

22p} Berger and T. Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality (Garden City, New
York: Doubleday, 1966); P. Berger, The Sacred Canopy (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, 1967), chs. 1, 2.

C. Geertz, Anthropological Approaches to the Study of Religion (ed. M. Banton;
New_York: Praeger, 1966) 1-66.

N. A. Dahl, "Eschatologie und Geschichte im Lichte der Qumrantexte," in E.
Dinkler, ed., Zeit und Geschichte (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1964) 3-18 (ET: The Future of
Our Religious Past [New York: Harper & Row, 1971] 9-28).

5Meeks, "Man From Heaven," 50.
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know (9:29).36 The first half of the story emphasizes that the heavenly man's descent is
the judgment of "the world"; separated by a descent/ascent transitional passag}e (13:1-5),
the latter half stresses his "ascent" as a "lifting up," or crucifixion/exaltation. 7 Alluded
to in 3:14, connected with the Son of Man and the &yd elpu in 8:28, it is not finally
clarified until 12:32-33. Moreover, if "the world" misunderstands, so do the disciples
(13:33-38), especially Thomas (14:1££.).38 Yet, the disciples are progressively enlightened
and in this regard the farewell discourses (13-14; 15-16) are inter alia attempts to show
how Jesus' ascent

... dffects the chosen community; these chapters provide a poignant expres-
sion of the group's negative identity, their fear of being épgavot in the world
(14:18). The disciples no longer belong to this world gl?:l#-li), yet they are
'not yet' permitted to 'follow' Jesus on his ascent. . . . 9

These discourses assure the disciples that a place is being prepared for them and indicate
that the Paraclete, whose function parallels that of the Son of Man, carries on a mission
in the world through them. In short, the followers of the Man from Heaven are, like Him,
"not of this world" (15:19; 12:14ff.); yet, unlike him—and unlike Gnostic pneumatiker—
they are still in the world, and belong to the world.

To the main point: how does this system of irrational, disorganized, incomplete, and
repentative set of metaphors about the Man from Heaven function as a means of commu-
nication for the group that accepts it? For Meeks, ". . . in every instance the motif points
to contrast, forgiveness, division, judgment";*" it is a closed system, at first obscure to
the reader, who will either reject it, or become drawn to it by fascination. As Jesus is an
enigma understood, if at all, only gradually, by a few elect followers, so John's gospel.
"The book functions for its readers in precisely the same way that the epiphany of its
hero functions within its narratives and dialogues."*~ Despite the lack of "ecclesiology"
in the fourth gospel, it might be called

.. . an etiology of the Johannine group. In telling the story of the Son of Man
who came down from heaven and then reascended after choosing a few of his
own out of the world, the book defines and vindicates the existence of the
community that evidently sees itself as unique, alien from the world, under
attachj misunderstood, but living in unity with Christ and through him with
God.

This means that the book is a book for insiders, reinforcing the community's "largely
negative" social identity, and it contains a "symbolic universe" which legitimates a
counter-cultural, sectarian consciousness.” A dialectic results: the Christology of "the

361bid., 50-61.

371bid., 61-62.

331bid., 62-5.

391bid., 6.

401pid., 66-8.

4lipid., 67.

2bid., 69.

431hid., 69-70.

L”“Ibid., 70. Meeks finds the term "sect" (n. 79) in the classical sociologists Weber,
Troeltsch, and H. R. Niebuhr to be inadequate for John, citing P. Berger, "The Sociologi-
cal Study of Sectarianism," Sociological Research 21 (1954) 467-85; in his more recent
work, he draws on B. R. Wilson, Magic and the Millennium: A Sociological Study of Reli-
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alien" resulted in the expulsion from the synagogue of those who believed it; the alien-
ated community further projected its alienation onto its Christology; and the Christology
then drove the community into further isolation.*? Thus, it is possible to say that, for
Meeks, Christology and community in John's gospel are correlated in both narrative
social worlds; in the latter case, the christology intrinsic to the narrative functions to
give expression to, and reinforce, the identity of the readers of that narrative, the com-
munity.

Howard C. Kee: Intentionality and Life World*6

Howard Kee in Community of the New Age: Studies in Mark's Gospel also focuses on
a single gospel, like Meeks, but is more explicit about the emphasis on extrinsic factors,
like Theissen. Kee is more indebted to traditional historical and literary methods, but
criticizes them for not being more aware of social factors. He takes as his own object
the perspective of a literary critic, E. D. Hirsch, to understand "the horizon which
defines the author's intention as a whole."”” This, he says, requires the combination of
literary, social, and conceptual analyses, such that the author's intentionality expresses
the "life world" (Schiitz/Luckmann) of his community.l*8

Kee rejects all attempts to outline Mark and to discover in the Greco-Roman world a
literary prototype™” —Mark himself created the gospel genre—but he does not abandon
literary influences altogether. Indeed, a major point is that Mark conforms to the "Begin-
ning-Middle-End thematic structure of apocalyptic" which literarily stresses 'the
Middle," or present crisis with its threat of martyrdom of the faithful, and eschatologi-
cally-historically emphasizes that God's purposes for his creation are being thwarted by
diabolical powers.”” By analyzing Mark's style, repetitions, intercalations, and especially
the Sammelberichte and transitional passages, Kee illumines aspects of Mark's intention.
The latter, for example, portray Jesus ". . . as an itinerant teacher whose interpretation
of the will of God is manifest in his powerful actions, especially the exorcisms and heal-
ings, as well as in his interpretation of the Law."”" The itineracy has an analogy in the
Cynics.

Kee emphasizes that Mark is reworking his sources and traditions "in the light of the
immediate critical needs of his community."”“ Making reference to Weber's analysis of
alienated, exploited "break away" movements led by a charismatic prophet 3 and

gious Movements of Protest among Tribal and Third World Peoples (London: Heinemann,
1973), whose basic orientation is "response to the world."
BIbid., 71
H. C. Kee, Community of the New Age. Studies in Mark's Gospel (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1977); cp. also his Christian Origins in Sociological Perspective
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980).
7E‘ D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967).
[‘8For "life world," see A. Schutz and T. Luckmann, The Structure of the Life World,
trans. by R. M. Zaner and H. T. Engelhardt, Jr. (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1973).
éKee, Community, ch. 2.
5OIbid., 66: Mark adapts an "apocalyptic philosophy of history" structured on the
"literary strategy of apocalypse."
L1bid., 60.
221hid., 49; cf. 36, 42-3, 52, 65, 67, 70, etc.
3m. Weber, The Sociology of Religion, trans. by E. Fischoff from the 4th German
edition (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964), esp. 4#3-60.
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Burridge's study of prophet-led millenarian movements,sl“ he puts forth the view, based
on the work of M. Hengel,”” that Hellenistic exploitation of the Jewish populace from
Ptolemaic times on resulted in the formation of apocalyptic conventicles converging in
the Hasidic movement, with its literary deposit in Daniel, an offshoot of which are the
Essenes. Such voluntary associations stressed God's vindication of the righteous, who
resist external pressures and internal apostasy, and defeat of earthly and cosmic ene-
mies.”® The life world of the Markan community, living in rural and small-town southern
Syria in the 60'5,57 a persecuted and repressed apocalyptic group.

From this perspective, Kee stresses that messianism (i.e., Christology) is secondary
to the Markan community's concern with its identity as the esoteric chosen people which
believes itself opposed by human, demonic, and cosmic forces, but ultimately vindi-
cated.”? Yet, a common apocalyptic theme is that God will accomplish his purposes by
means of his chosen agent,”" and in Mark the eschatological agent is Jesus. Kee analyzes
each of the Christological titles showing that they point to "roles" which, while standing
in dialectical relation to background terms and concepts, are most important for the way
they function in the Markan text. What seems most important, however, is that there is a
correspondence between Jesus and the community via the disciples. Of numerous
examples, two must suffice. In his discussion of corporate images for the community,
specifically the "eschatological family," he writes,

Jesus is the paradigm for the disciples, according to Mark, just as they are
the model for the uprooted persecuted (petda Siwypdv 10.30b) members of
the Marcan community. Yet, this destiny is not limited to joy in suffering
that awaits the present age; rather, they are called to look beyond vdv Ev
T xaLpd TobT@ to eternal life in the coming age (10.30).61

Again, in his chapter on eschatology and ethics in the Markan community, Kee empha-
sizes that the community, like Jesus, was religiously, not politically, anti-authoritarian,
while within, there were responsibilities and disciplines; thus, the community conforms to

4. 0. L. Burridge, New Heaven, New Earth: A Study of Millenarian Activities (New
York: Schocken Books, 1969).
M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, trans. by J. Bowden (2 vols.; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1974).
61bid., 80-2.
71bid., 85-106.
581bid., 105: "Mark speaks to and from a community which is influenced both by the
Jewish-Hasidic-Essene-apocalyptic tradition, with its belief in cosmic conflict about to
be resolved by divine intervention and the vindication of the faithful elect, and the
Cynic-Stoic style of gaining adherents by preaching, healing, and exorcisms from village
to village, existing on the hospitality that the local tradition offered." Cp. 146: "It is not
surprising that the two types of movement which we have seen to provide the best histor-
ical analogies to the Markan community—the apocalyptical conventicles and the Cynic-
Stoic itinerant charismatics—were likewise sharply critical of the establishment and in
large measure defined themselves over against the institutions and conventions of the
time." Kee's analysis of apocalyptic is extensive; his analysis of the Cynic-Stoic itiner-
ants is not. Here, he refers to Theissen's work.
5 Ibid., 106-7. In the following pages Kee argues that all the images for the commu-
nity in Mark are corporate.
Olbid., 116, 120-1.
Uibid., 110.
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the "sect" in Bryan Wilson's sense of "response to the world."62 He writes in relation to
Mark 14:62:

Mark's theme is that the Jesus whose powers conquered demons, healed the
sick, stilled storms, enabled him to walk on the sea and to find the multi-
tudes miraculously, who redefined covenant community and its responsibili-
ties, who could foresee the future, and who knew himself to have a central
role in the outworking of God's purpose of those who saw in him a threat to
their own authority. Similarly, they saw themselves as commissioned by God
through him and in his name to carry forward the work that he had begun, to
continue to perform healings and exorcisms, to interpret his work for the
new situation of his people, to live in obedience to the will of God as he
interpreted it, to preserve in the face of hatred and suffering that the mem-
bers of the community were experiencing as they carried on in his name.63

In short, the horizon which defines the author's intentions as a whole includes the life
world of the apocalyptic conventicle. In that context, Jesus expresses the alienation and
hope of the disciples, and they, in turn, the alienation and hope of the community.

11

Although the above summaries in no way do justice to the studies of these three
scholars, I shall now move on in order to make a few observations and attempt a few
generalizations about theory, method, and results. Their works were brought together
because of a major point they share (mentioned above), namely, the attempt to correlate
Christology with community in a text, or set of texts. That is the first observation, an
important area of overlap.

Related to that is a second way in which they are alike, namely, that the correlation
is made via the role of the disciples in the story. Though Meeks does not specifically
engage in "role analysis," there is a certain analogy in his attempt to describe the alien
descending/ascending figure who gives a revelation to similarly alienated disciples.
Presumably other Johannine "roles" could be developed in accord with various opponents,
or disciples in varying stages of belief, each of which would have generalizable analogies
in the environment.6% In any case, the disciples play a crucial "role," and much could be
done here to correlate literary critical role analysis ("characterization"), especially in
the case of single texts. 5 Where redaction critics have posited a conflict between Jesus
and the disciples, as especially with certain interpretations of Mark,®® the issue would be
at least more complicated. Theissen relates this conflict approach in Markan studies to
the individualistic orientation of redaction criticism which imagines an individual author
standing over against a community on theological grounds, but in principle he has no

621hid., 162.
31bid., 162.
I have in mind R. E. Brown's The Community of the Beloved Disciple (London:
Chapman, 1979).
5E.g., D. Rhoades and D. Michie, Mark as Story (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982);
cp. T. R. Sarbin and V. R. Allen, "Role Theory," in G. Lindzey and E. Aronson, The Hand-
book of Social Psychology, Vol. 1 (2nd ed.; Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1968).
Esp. T. J. Weeden, Mark—Traditions in Conflict (Philadelphia: Fortress ‘Press,
1979); also W. Kelber, The Kingdom in Mark. A New Place and New Time (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1974); Mark's Story of Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978).
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objection to basing sociological analysis on redaction criticism.8” Could not one posit
conflicting communities on theological grounds, analyze their corresponding social loca-
tions as "contrast models," and then test the models for fit by reference to analogies?
Perhaps the generation of data would prove difficult. In any case, and especially in the
case of more positive evaluations of disciples in the texts, the disciples in each study
have become an important index to the community.

A third point of commonality is obvious, namely, that each study is an attempt to
make observations about social life. For Theissen, this interest is a continuation of an
original, but diverted, component of form criticism's Sitz im Leben der alten Kirche.
For Meeks and Kee, the emphasis shifts to the Sitz im Leben des Evangeliums where
questions about the form of the document begin to have importance. Theissen is less
inclined to discuss formal questions in relation to the sayings. Finally, Theissen and Kee
place more emphasis on specific time and place than Meeks, though such issues are
clearly implied in his raising questions about the relation of John's gospel to Gnosticism
at the beginning and end of his essay.

A fourth area of overlap is more theoretical, namely, all three studies are grounded
in the theory of the "sociology of knowledge." While Theissen's "structural homology" is
taken from Lucien Goldmann's "sociology of literature" attempt to correlate "geistigen
Structuren" (and their functions) in literary works with the "collective consciousness" of
the social group responsible for them,7 Theissen relates this perspective to the work of
Max Scheler who coined the phrase "sociology of knowledge" (Wissenssoziologie) and
whom theorists, including Berger and Luckmann, credit with establishing its basic con-
ceptions.7l Moreover, Theissen accepts Peter Berger's use of Durkheim, that religion
attempts to overcome "anomie,”72 and in his recent study of Paul's Christology, he builds
his analysis around comments on "plausibility structures" by Berger and Luckmann.
Meeks explicitly claims inspiration from the same theories,”” and Kee's work refers to A.
Schutz's and Luckmann's orientation to "life world" and subsequently in his Christian
Origins in Sociological Perspective to Berger and Luckmann.”” In short, all three are

67Theissen, "Einordnung," 7, citing as an example W. Stegemann, "Untersuchungen
zum Lukasevangelium," In L. Schottroff and W Stegemann, Jesus von Nazareth—
Hoffnung der Armen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag, 1976) 89-153.

In this regard it would be instructive to compare Theissen's studies with more
broadly-based works on oral tradition, cp. the remarks of J. Gager, Kingdom and Com-
munity. The Social World of Early Christianity (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
1975) 7-8 who, like Theissen ("Einordnung," 5-6), refers to Cullmann's 1925 review of
Bultmann which calls for a sociological orientation to form criticism.

IMeeks, "Man from Heaven," 44-7, 71-2.

Goldmann, "Die Soziologie der Literatur," 87-91.

lTheissen, "Wunderradikalismus," 245-6 and notes 3, 6; cp. Berger and Luckmann,
Social Construction, 4, and 191, n. 1, based on Max Scheler, Die Wissensformen und die
Gesellschaft (2nd ed.; Ges. Werke, Bd. 8; Bern: Francke, 1960); cf. also K. Berger,
Exegese des Neuen Testaments (2nd ed.; Heidelberg: Quelle & Meyer, 1984) 240-41.

2Theissen, "Wir haben Alles Verlassen," NovT 19 (1977) 188, n. 63, 189 and n. 64 (=
Studien 133, 134). The reference is to Zur Dialektik von Religion und Gesellschaft
(Frankfort, 1973), a translation of P. Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Socio-
logical Theory of Religion (New York: Doubleday & Co., 1969).

Theissen, "Christologie und soziale Erfahrung," 318-30; cf. Berger and Luckmann,
Social Construction, 154-63.

See above, n. 32.

See above, n. 48; Christian Origins, 23-6.
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informed by a common sociological orientation, namely, that all reality is socially con-
structed and maintained.

Given this orientation, what unit of society is constructing/maintaining the reality in
these studies? It is especiall7y important when analyzing more complex societies to indi-
cate the "level of analysis." 6 Here there are some similarities and some differences in
the three approaches. For Theissen, the macro-social unit’’ is what might be termed
"Hellenistic-Roman society" as it is represented in the Eastern Mediterranean cities of
the Roman Empire. What he is most concerned to analyze, however, is, first, what might
be termed a "middle range" society (or if one prefers, a "smaller" macro-social unit),
e.g., Palestinian Jewish society uprooted by inter alia certain factors of social change
brought about by external pressures from the macro-society—one may note here Weber's
tendency to stress crisis periods’”—and, second, micro-social units, e.g., competing
"renewal movements," or one might translate, "revitalization movements,"®Y within the
"middle range" unit. The community which is correlated with the Christology is thus
compared and contrasted with comparable communities at the same level of analysis in
generally the same cultural circle. 'n contrast, Meeks analyzes the material at (pri-
marily) the micro-social level.°4 Kee, for his part, does not engage in either macro-

76¢t. A. H. Galt and L. 7. Smith, Models and the Study of Social Change (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, 1976) 38-45.

7Galt and Smith, ibid., 40, prefer the terms "particularistic/holistic" to "micro/
macro" or "partial/general" since these terms avoid "the fallacy of composition," i.e.,
"what is true for a part can be generalized to be true for the whole." Levels are relative
to each other on a continuum. Moreover, "it is part of the scientist's art, or Verstehen, to
decide when to study detail, and when to offer or accept simplifying generalizations"
(41).

I have borrowed "middle range" language from R. Merton, Social Theory and Social
Structure (Glencos: Free Press, 1963) 5-10, who, however, uses it of social theory, not
levels of analysis.

Cf. R. C. Tucker, "The Theory of Charismatic Leadership," Daedalus 97 (1968)
742-8.

OA. F. C. Wallace, "Revitalization Movements," American Anthropologist 58 (1956)
264-81, cf. 273: "Max Weber's concept of 'charismatic leadership' well describes the type
of leader-follower relationship characteristic of revitalization movement organizations."
For his critique of Weber, see 274. His definition: "A revitalization movement is defined
as a deliberate, organized, conscious effort by members of a society to construct a more
satisfying culture" (265). Wallace's view is, however, extremely functional and psycholog-
ical. It nonetheless has the advantage of being cross-cultural.

81p, Malina's review of Theissen's Sociology in CBQ 41 (1979) 176-8 critiques the
work for its lack of cross-cultural parallels; thus, it is not "sociology," but social history.
Though it is true that Theissen is less concerned with theory, or with models and their
fit, there are cross cultural parallels in Weber's work. Yet, Malina also criticizes the
application of Weberian analysis to Jesus, cf. his "Jesus as Charismatic Leader?" BTB 14
(1984) 55-62, which suggests that the texts show Jesus to be operating basically within
societal norms and institutions, being "honorably" passive in interacting with people and
respectful of political institutions. Jesus thus avoided leadership. Malina's insights are
highly stimulating, but ring a little sedate for a volatile Roman province. Moreover, in
Theissen's work, the Jesus movement failed. Would attention to "level of analysis" help
clarif%/ matters?

82He had written The Prophet-King. Moses Traditions and the Johannine Christology
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967); his subsequent work became more oriented to macro-social
factors in Greco-Roman society.
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social or "middle-range" social analysis of social factors in the sense that Theissen does,
but he accepts Hengel's work on the social location of apocalyptic movements as a basis
for his somewhat more traditional diachronic analysis of apocalyptic. Thus, he also
assumes macro-social pressures on the "middle-range" society as a basis for understand-
ing persecution and alienation within the Markan community, ag)osition which he sup-
ports by his literary-redactional analysis of Mark as apocalyptic. 3 Basically, then, it is
the micro-social unit which experiences certain forms of alienation and persecution from
without that provides the primary basis for world construction and maintenance, though
more encompassing units stand in the background interacting with them. In terms of
Berger and Luckmann, there is present a deviant version of the symbolic universe chal-
lenging the reality status of the "middle range" society (Theissen, Kee, and probably
Meeks, as well).°" Indeed, in terms of Theissen's analysis, several "alternative" defini-
tions of reality have emerged.

This leads to a fifth area of overlap, some view of the micro-society in terms of the
"sect" and its leadership. Meeks does not find the classical theorists very helpful for
Johannine sectarianism; in his subsequent work, he uses Bryan Wilson's cross-cultural
studies of sect "in relation to the world."®? Kee also cites Wilson,®” but both Theissen
and Kee acknowledge indebtedness to Max Weber, and Theissen (even more) to Ernst
Troeltsch.8” Theissen notes Weber's influence in two areas, the theory of "ideal types"
and the analysis of charismatic legitimation. 8 The former clearly stands behind his
"role" analysis and the latter behind his "wandering charismatic" role in relation to "local
sympathizers." Kee also relates his views of the Markan community to Weber, specifi-
cally in his statement that Christological titles are important primarily for associated
"roles" and the way they function in the text (though there is not a very high level of
abstraction in his analysis of specific titles) and especially in his view of the apocalyptic
agent—here something of an "ideal type" emerges—and his designation of Jesus as a
"charismatic prophet" who attracts faithful followers. 9 In short, classical sociological
theory is employed where it seems to fit best, namely in Syro-Palestinian apocalypti-
cally-oriented communities, not the Johannine community.

The question of use of models in relation to historical-social information is a com-
plex problem. Kenneth Pike, drawing on linguistics, distinguishes between "etic" and
"emic" standpoints for the description of behavior.

83 The impact here is somewhat lessened by Kee's reliance on secondary sources for
extrinsic social and economic factors, cf. notes 53, 54, 55 above; the achievement is
nonetheless important, cf. the review of V. Robbins in JBL 98 (1979) 147-9.

S4¢t. Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction, 106-7.

85Most recently, The First Urban Christians, 85, 169, and notes. Cp. R. Scroggs, "The
Earliest Christian Communities as Sectarian Movement," in J. Neusner, ed., Christianity,
Judaism, and Other Greco-Roman Cults (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975) II, 1-23.

Kee, Community, 162; Christian Origins, ch. 3.

87E. Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, trans. by O. Wyon
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1956). Theissen, "Einordnung," 23, states that Troeltsch's
divisions into church, sect, and spiritualism were the impetus for his early Christian
forms Liebespatriarchalismus, Wanderradikalismus, and (Gnostic) Spiritualismus.

Theissen, "Einordnung," 23. Cf. M. Weber, Economy and Society. An Outline of
Interpretive Sociology, ed. by G. Roth and C. Wittich (New York: Bedminster Press, 1968)
241-54; R. Bendix, Max Weber. An Intellectual Portrait (Berkeley: University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1977) ch. 10; see above, n. 81, for Malina's critique.

Kee, Community, 106ff.; cp. Christian Origins, ch. 3.
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The etic viewpoint studies behavior as from outside of a particular system,
and as an essential initial approach to an alien system. The emic viewpoint
results from studying behavior as from inside the system.

A similar distinction is made by Lévi-Strauss between "observers' models" and "culturally
produced models" (i.e., "conscious" models and "unconscious" models).91 It should be
clear from the descriptions of the three representatives that all of them operate more
from the emic point of view, though this characterization may lean a little too much
toward structural-functionalism. This is quite natural, for each of them is more inter-
ested in, and committed to, social history than to the testing of social models. Nonethe-
less, models are also present.

Given the problems mentioned at the outset, and having observed the differences in
approach, it is probably impossible to list an absolute set of guidelines for pursuing
social-historical analysis of a particular gospel as a means of correlating Christology and
community. Nevertheless, I shall attempt a few generalizations, if only by way of sum-
mary.

1. A text is not only the product of a single, solitary individual reworking traditions
according to his theology, but is also an index to everyday social life.

2. A text can therefore be read as a product not only of the individual intentions of
its author, but also for unintentional data about the "social world" in which the individual
and his text exist.

3. "Social worlds" have different levels; correspondingly, some attention needs to be
given to the "level of analysis."

4. In social-historical analysis where societies are not from the outset totally alien,
the ideas, behavior, norms, and values of the society as represented in the text must be
investigated ("emic" point of view).

5. At the same time, aids to interpretation may also be derived from cross-cultural
comparisons, testing them for fit in particular instances ("etic" point of view).

6. "Social roles" need to be abstracted from the texts; aids in the isolation of these
roles can be derived from redaction critical perspectives on persons and groups and their
functions, "characterizations" by literary analysis, and comparative data in the society.

7. Especially important is establishing the role of the disciples in the text and corre-
lating that role in some way with the role of "the Christ," difficult as it may be to
abstract such a role.

8. The ultimate test of such a social-historical approach will be its effectiveness in

illuminating the society or societies which "stand behind" the Christology as well as the
Christology itself.

90K. L. Pike, "Etic and Emic Standpoints for the Description of Behavior," in A. G.
Smith, ed., Communication and Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966)
152-63.

C. Lévi-Strauss, "Social Structure," in A. L. Kroeber, ed., Anthropology Today
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953) 526-7; very important in this regard is B. E.
Ward, "Varieties of the Conscious Model. The Fishermen of South China" in The Rele-
vance of Models for Social Anthropology (ed. by M. Banton; ASA Monographs 1, London:
Tavistock Publications; New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965) 113-37. Cf. also the
discussion of native systems of classification by E. V. Gallagher, Divine Man or Magi-
cian? Celsus and Origen on Jesus (SBLDS 64; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1982) 1-41.

Galt and Smith, Models, 52: "We advocate an approach which has both etic and
emic components."
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I

It would be presumptive in the extreme, given the great amount of research on
Matthew's Christology and community from the perspective of historical, literary, form,
and redaction criticism—new literary criticism seems only to be beginning—to attempt
anything like an extensive social-historical analysis of Matthew in the final section of
this brief paper. 3 As an alternative, I would like to suggest a hypothesis, a reformula-
tion oriented toward social-historical analysis, based on some already extant work and a
few observations related to the studies above. As a preface, it should perhaps be said
that I accept the composition of Matthew as taking place between 80 and 100 C.E. (esp.
22:7),”" perhaps in Antioch, though Caesarea would suit my point of view—a city beyond
the Jordan is possible’”’—by a Greek-speaking Jewish Christian "scribe trained for the
Kingdom" (13:52) who is in sharp confrontation with Pharisaic Judaism as it is being
reconstituted under the direction of Rabban Johannan ben Zakkai at Jamnia.”” Moreover,
recent studies suggest a great difficulty in attempting to describe the role of Jesus and
his community. It cannot be denied that, from the perspectives of Theissen and Kee,
Matthew's gospel sometimes portrays Jesus in the role of an "itinerant charismatic
prophet." W. D. Davies has suggested that Matthew's view of Jesus may be related to his
setting of Galilean "enthusiasm" over against the sedate Jamnia "establishment," and
E. Schweizer, drawing on a number of studies, argues that Matthew's Jesus is, in fact, an
itinerant charismatic prophet who teaches by his own authority and heals.”® 1 have
suggested elsewhere that from the literary critical perspective, Matthew was an "omni-
scient narrator" whose formula quotations function as "plot devices" or "asides," and that
for Matthew all of them come from prophets—Psalm 78:2 is from "the prophet" David
(Matt 13:35)—who provide something of a model for Jesus and the disciples.”” It is
perhaps not so surprising that, in the light of Kee's study of Mark and these observations,
Theissen has derived some of his key texts for the "wandering charismatic" from
Matthew. The charismatic prophetic "role" is extremely strong in Matthew. At the
same time, the Matthean Jesus also says that the Law is to be fulfilled to the smallest

2 NG, Stanton, "The Origin and Purpose of Matthew's Gospel. Matthean Scholar-
ship from 1945 to 1980," ANRW 11.25.3 (1985) 1889-1951. (Thanks to Mr. Douglas.)

Neither K. Rengstorf, "Die Stadt der Mdrder (Mt 22:7)," Judentum, Urchristentum,
Kirche (Berlin: Alfred Tépelmann, 1960) 106-29, nor J. A. T. Robinson, Redating the New
Testament (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1976) has changed the consensus.

Recently, J. P. Meier in R. E. Brown and J. P. Meier, Antioch and Rome: New
Testament Cradles of Catholic Christianity (currently unavailable to me; see my review
in USQR 39 [1984] 243-50) has surveyed the possibilities and cautiously opted for
Antioch; an argument was made for Caesarea by B. T. Viviano, "Where was the Gospel
According to St. Matthew Written?" CBQ 41 (1971) 533-45; a plausible argument on the
basis of internal grounds for the Decapolis has been put forth by H. D. Slingerland, "The
Transjordanian Origin of S. Matthew's Gospel." JSNT 3 (1979) 18-28, pointed out to me by
Theissen.

%6w. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: University
Press, 1964) 256-315; cp. J. Neusner, A Life of Rabban Yohannan ben Zakkai, ca. 1-80
C.E. (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1962).

"Davies, ibid., 299-300.
8E.g., E. Schweizer, "Observance of the Law and Charismatic Activity in Matthew,"
NTS 16 (1969/70) 221, 227.

D. Duling, "Matthew and the Problem of Authority: Some Preliminary Observa-
tions," EGLBS Proceedings 3 (1983) 59-68.

OEsp. Matt 5:38-41; 6:19-34; 8:20, 22; 10:5£1., 20-24, 40-42; 19:12.
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detail (5:18) and that the scribes and Pharisees should be obeyed (23:2-3) 1passages which
Theissen associates with the sympathizers in the local communities.l(5 Moreover, J.
Kingsbury's study of Matthew's Christology would not lead to the conclusion that "char-
ismatic prophet" is the key idea, nor would J. Meier's suggest a ""charismatic community,"
different as they are from each other. The former stresses the "Son of God," the latter
balances that with the eschatological "Son of Man."L02 simjjar complications, e.g.,
apparent contradictions, exist in Matthew's communi'cy;103 indeed, Matthew is clearly
concerned about "false prophecy," and perhaps even "charismatics" within the commu-
nity, as well.

Given the tendencies toward a more conservative orientation, I suggest as a hypoth-
esis that an examination of Matthew from the perspective of three levels of analysis,
macro-, "middle range," and micro-social levels, would indicate that he develops a
"royal" Christological role which, while it has prophetic motifs—David is conceived as a
prophet in Judaism®“’—employs more traditional forms of legitimation. In Weberian
terms he stands between charismatic legitimation and traditional legitimation, and he
becomes an example of a certain kind of routinization of charisma. More specifically,
though he may be writing in a Jewish Christian context, he is involved in a Christological
"apologetic" on several fronts.106 1t seems likely that Jesus has been "labeled"10 by
"outsiders" who are significant enough in Matthew's world that he casts an eye in their
direction as he writes. He has, at least in part, apologetic intentions. More specifically,

lmTheissen, Sociology, 17, 18.

J. D. Kingsbury, Matthew. Structure, Christology, Kingdom (Philadelphia: For-
tress Press, 1975); cp. Kingsbury's response to E. Schweizer in, "The Verb akolouthein ("to
follow™) as an Index of Matthew's View of His Community," JBL 97 (1978) 56-73 where
some correct observations are made, but in the case of healing, at the expense of his
usual focus on a two-stage Christology. J. P. Meier, The Vision of Matthew. Christ,
Church, and Morality in the First Gospel (New York: Paulist Press, 1979). I contrasted
them in "Matthew and the Problem of Authority" (n. 98, above); cf. also W. R. Farmer,
"The Post-Sectarian Character of Matthew and Its Post-war Setting in Antioch of Syria,"
PersFectives in Religious Studies 3 (1976) 235-47 (unavailable to me).

OBSchweizer, "Observance"; cp. K. Tagawa, "People and Community in the Gospel
of Matthew," NTS 16 (1969/70) 149-62, who argues that the social milieu of the gospel
requires a group still within Judaism. Most Matthaean redaction criticism has moved in
the reverse direction.

Cp., e.g., D. Hill, "False Prophets and Charismatics: Structure and Interpretation
in Matthew 7, 15-23," Biblica 57 (1976) 327-48. (D. Aune's work on early Christian
prophecy is not available to me.)

See above, n. 98. Cp. Jos Ant 6.8,2 (LCL 2.249), ". . . the Deity abandoned Saul
and passed over to David, who, when the divine spirit had removed to him, began to
prophesy"; "David's Compositions" (11QPs/a/), line 11: "And these [%,050 psalms and
songs] he spoke through prophecy which was given him before the Most High." See J. A.
Fitzmoyer, "David, 'being therefore a prophet. . . .' (Acts 2:30)," CBQ 34 (1972) 332-39.

1 6Cp. D. Duling, "The Therapeutic Son of David in Matthew's Gospel: An Element in
Matthew's Christological Apologetic," NTS 24 (1978) 292-410. For the scholarly tradition
that much of Matthew sounds like "apologetic," see esp. C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the
New Testament (3rd ed.; London: Adam & Charles Black, 1981) 124-8; the tradition goes
back at least to T. Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark,
1909 [original German 1888-92] vol. 2, 560: "an historical apology of the Nazarene and
His church over against Judaism" (italics author's).

7For "labeling theory," see recently Cullen and Cullen, Rethinking Crime and
Deviance (unavailable to me).
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the accusations include: (1) Jesus was not a "king," i.e., his birth was illegitimatelo8 and
his movement failed politically with his crucifixion for sedition; (2) Jesus was a "magi-
cian" who was under the power of Satan; and (3) Jesus was a wisdom teacher who led the
people astray. Among the accusations are low birth, heresy, an aborted threat of sedi-
tion, and practicing magic. The latter two, of course, have serious implications in Roman
law. These, plus the first, would have to be examined from the macro-social level,
i.e., in terms of the Empire-wide situation under Vespasian, Titus, and Domitian. All four
would have to be further examined from the "middle range" level, that is, the specific
conditions of Syro-Palestinian Judaism of the Jamnia period, especially in the wake of
the wars of 66-70 C.E. To determine Matthew's response would require an analysis of the
micro-society against the backdrop of the "larger" units of analysis. From this vantage
point, one would then explore the detailed facts related to the accusations. Certainly, a
solution would include views such as: (1) Jesus' birth was a "high birth," descended from
Abraham, David, and Solomon, as well as the other kings, 10 further delineating his
kingship in terms of prophecy and the royal titles along non-threatening political lines (at
least overtly); (2) Jesus was not a "magician" but a "therapeutic" miracle worker who
resisted bowing down to Satan's power, performing his feats rather by divine power for
the benefit of "mankind" (4:1-113 9:24; 10:25; 12:24-32);111 and Jesus did not lead his
people astray with heretical teachings; rather, his teaching and life fulfill the Law and
the prophets (5:17) according to their true meaning. Analogies would then be sought from
the later Christian apologetes. 12 1y short, Matthew's "royal" Christology would provide
a "role" at a somewhat higher level of abstraction, hopefully integrating features which,
from a redactional perspective, are kept distinct. i

The attempt at legitimation on the basis of accepted societal norms at various levels
of analysis has clear implications for an understanding of the Matthaean community. If
Matthew stands on the boundary between charismatic and traditional legitimation, ques-
tions about the roles of Peter and the disciples (13:51; 16:13-23; 18; 28:16-20) could be
reconsidered in this light. Themes such as high birth, royal family, performance of
miracles for the benefit of mankind, and legitimate interpretation of legitimate Law and
prophets would have to be evaluated alongside charismatic legitimation. It may well be
that, from the terms of Theissen, "the Jesus movement" in Matthew's context was not

lOSDavies, Setting, 65, 287-8; M. D. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical Geneal-
ogies with Special Reference to the Setting of the Genealogies of Jesus (Cambridge:
University Press, 1969) 158 gives a representative list who hold this view; his own posi-
tion is that the Pantera tradition was a response to the genealogy, cf. 178-9.
9The sedition charge is represented in the gospels; for literature on the charge of
magic, see D. Duling, "The Eleazar Miracle and Solomon's Magical Wisdom in Flavius
Josephus' Antiquitates Judaecae 8.42-49," HTR (forthcoming), notes 68, 69; and esp. R.
MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order. Treason, Unrest, and Alienation in the Empire
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966) 95-127 ("Magicians").
See above, n. 7; for the royal tradition as a whole, K. Berger, "Die Koniglichen
Messiastraditionen des Neuen Testaments," NTS 20 (1973) 19-44.
lCp. Gallagher, Divine Man (n. 91 above). Gallagher's discussion of native systems
of classification, based on the work of especially Mary Douglas, is helpful in terms of the
etic/emic distinction and the discussion of conscious models, see above notes 90, 91.
Ibid.; Cp. Justin, Dial 17.1, 108.2; The Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila; for the
link of sorcery and heresy in the Apocryphal Acts, see S. L. Davies, The Social World of
the Apocryphal Acts (Carbondale and Edwardsville, IL: Illinois University Press, Inc.,
l980f ch. 3.
1311: may also be that the more structured form of Matthew in comparison with
Mark would offer clues about order.
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yet dead, but simply undergoing social change at a different moment in history. If so,
Matthew's gospel would provide an interesting test case for insights from sociology for
New Testament Christology.




The Exaltation of Jesus and
the Restoration of Israel in Acts 1

David L. Tiede
Luther Northwestern Seminary

A. "Lord, at this time are you restoring
the kingdom to Israel?" (Acts 1:6)

The disciples' leading question in Acts 1:6 sets the context for Luke's narration of the
last words which the risen Jesus speaks on earth. The Lord's oracular answer clearly
divides in two parts. Acts 1:7 conveys a sharp caution to those who would speculate about
God's timetable: "It is not yours to know the periods or occasions which the Father has
established in his own authority." Yet Jesus' final words respond positively to the ques-
tion of restoration by revealing the deployment of theocratic dominion, even indicating
the geographic staging of Acts: "But you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has
come upon you and you shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria
and unto the end of the earth" (1:8).

Scholarship has given immense attention to the ways in which such passages imply
and express Luke's distinctive eschatology, and the effort has proved rewarding. This
particular exchange begins with a corrective concerning speculation on the times of
restoration, and the episode concludes with the heavenly messengers assuring the dis-
ciples that Jesus whom they have seen "assumed into heaven" will return in the same
manner (Acts 1:11). The evangelist has clearly provided an interpretation of the present
time (see Luke 12:56) within a scenario of apocalyptic eschatology.l Peter's sermons will
then specify further Luke's conviction that the present time of repentance, forgiveness,
and salvation is integral to the anticipated '"restoration of all which God promised
through the mouth of the holy prophets from of old," when Jesus the Messiah will again
be sent from heaven (Acts 3:18-21; see also 2:33, 38-40; 4:12; 10:42-43).

This passage is also crucial to all assessments of Luke's christology. Commentators

IHans Conzelmann's presentation of Luke's theology in terms of the "delay of the
parousia" (The Theology of St. Luke: trans Geoffrey Buswell, London: Farber and Farber,
1960) sharpened the sense of the "problem" in Luke's eschatology, and many subsequent
studies have been preoccupied with this issue. But Henry J. Cadbury's description of
Luke's "deferred eschatology" or '"delayed apocalyptic" had already demonstrated that
"delay" is not so much a problem for which apology must be offered as a sign of divine
forbearance within an intact apocalyptic drama (The Making of Luke-Acts. London:
SPCK, 1927, 292-296, and "Acts and Eschatology," The Background of the New Testa-
ment and Its Eschatology, Cambridge: University Press, 1956, 300-321). Eric Franklin
even argued that the ascension of Jesus is the eschatological event which fulfills Israel's
expectations: "The guarantee that this is so is the gift of the Spirit and the universal
witness that it enables; its seal will be the parousia and the restoration of Israel. The
story of Acts is told in order to justify this confidence." Christ the Lord (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1975) 41.
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often suggest that this scene of Jesus' departure is a corrective of Jewish nationalism, an
explanation of the absence of Jesus, or the presentation of Jesus' exaltation in a form
which would rival the apotheosis of any Greek or Roman hero or ruler. Each of these
proposals has certain interpretative values and deserves more ample discussion, but a few
remarks must suffice to introduce the suggestion of this essay.

(1) The concern for "the restoration" was shared by many of the interpreters of the
scriptures of Israel throughout the intertestamental era,” and caricatures of Jewish
expectations do justice neither to that rich discussion nor to Luke-Acts. Furthermore, in
Luke's day, 2 Baruch, 4 Ezra, and Josephus join Luke in %ondering the questions of God's
rule and justice in the wake of the calamities of Israel.” Luke's own list of named wit-
nesses indicates that the hopes of all those faithful in Israel are alive throughout his
narrative, i.e. the expectations of "the consolation of Israel" (Simeon, Luke 2:25), "the
redemption of Jerusalem" (Anna, 2:38), "the kingdom of God" (Joseph of Arimathea,
23:51), "the redeeming of Jerusalem" (Cleopas, 24:21), "the restoration of the kingdom to
Israel" (disciples, Acts 1:6), and "the promise made by God to our fathers to which the
twelve tribes hope to attain, as they earnestly worship night and day" (Paul, 26:6-7).

(2) Luke's declaration of Jesus the Messiah and Lord is much more than an "absentee
christology," which is preoccupied with the delay of the Messiah's return.” Luke's narra-
tive testifies to the exaltation of Jesus as the inauguration of the long promised reign of
God on earth through faithful Israel, i.e. commencing with the restored "twelve" and
advancing through all those on Pentecost who come to repentance bringing restoration of
Israel's calling to witness to God's promise to those far off (Acts 2). The Spirit, name,
word, and apostles or "chosen instruments" of the Lord and Messiah exercise his dominion
until the time of the restoration of all, even provoking divisions within Israel.

Proper appreciation of Luke's testimony requires the interpreter to set aside modern
ideologies of historical idealism or manifest destiny, to neglect medieval concepts of
divine right and Christian empires, and to move back before the time when gentile Chris-
tianity read Acts as its triumphal displacement of Judaism. This narrative belongs within

2See George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishnah
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981) 18. This paper was in its last recension when I received a
copy of E. P. Sanders' Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985). This remarkable
study places Jesus within the context of "Jewish restoration eschatology," documenting
the depth and complexity of this hope. Although Sanders accepts the common view that
the question about restoration in Acts "is turned aside by the risen Lord, and the general
implication is negative" (p. 116), he has laid out the resources clearly for others to inves-
tigate the possibility that Luke's Jesus affirms the question. See also Arthur W. Wain-
wright, "Luke and the Restoration of the Kingdom to Israel," Expository Times 89 (1977-
78) 76-79. Robert C. Tannehill, "Israel in Luke-Acts: A Tragic Story," Journal of Biblical
Literature 104 (1985) 69-85.

3See David L. Tiede, Prophecy and History in Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1980). Alden Lloyd Thompson, Responsibility for Evil in the Theodicy of IV Ezra, (SBLDS
29; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977). Gwendolyn B. Sayler, Have the Promises Failed?: A
Literary Analysis of 2 Baruch (SBLDS 72; Chico: Scholars Press, 1984).

“See George W. MacRae, "Whom Heaven Must Receive Until the Time," Interpreta-
tion 27 (1973) 151-165. C. F. D. Moule, "The Christology of Acts," Studies in Luke-Acts,
ed. L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn; Abingdon: Nashville, 1966), 159-185.

5Jacob Jervell, "The Divided People of God," Luke and the People of God (Minne-
apolis: Augsburg, 1972). Donald Juel, Luke-Acts: The Promise of History (Atlanta: John
Knox, 1983).
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the world of the late first century when "the crisis over theocracy"6 confronted all who
laid claim to the faith of Israel, and the messianist Jesus movement declared this Savior
and Lord to be the Ruler through whose name alone restoration and salvation would be
given to Israel (Acts 3:19-4:12).

(3) Luke's usage of "christological" language is replete with terms and titles drawn
from a broad range of early Christian usage in worship and proclamation, and several of
these terms (e.g. Savior, Lord, Benefactor) had broad currency in the theocratic rhetoric
of the Roman government.” Luke is also aware (and critical) of stories of rulers who
were exalted to divine status and of gods coming to earth in human form (see Acts 12:20-
23, 14:11-18). Nevertheless, Luke is neither promoting Jesus for divinization nor offerin§
an overt challenge to the theocratic claims of the emperors and the Roman order.
Stories of ascending rulers or saviors whose "abundance of virtue" could lead to apothe-
osis are more to the point in such literature as Josephus' account of the death of Moses.

B. Theocracy in Israel

The kingdom of God is always understood by Luke to be for and through Israel. The
divine authority of the scriptural commands and promises is assumed, and Israel's tradi-
tional theocratic institutions of priesthood, kingship, temple and synagogue are regarded
as put to the test by the declaration that "God has made him both Lord and Messiah, this
Jesus whom you crucified" (Acts 2:36). The "christology" of Acts is preoccupied with
testifying to Jesus as God's way of ruling, forgiving, and saving (restoring) Israel. Even
the Roman government with its might and theocratic claims only serves as the back-
ground and mechanism as God seeks to establish dominion in Israel.

That larger political arena is, of course, crucial to Israel's plight. The story of the
birth of this "Savior, Christ the Lord" is presented in the context of the reign and census
of Caesar Augustus (Luke 2:1, 11). The beginning of John's declaration of the word of God
is fixed by reference to the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, with Pilate,
Herod, Philip, Annas and Caiaphas in attendance (Luke 3:1-2). "The kings of the Gentiles"
who have dominion are called "benefactors" in direct contrast to the rule which Jesus
exercises and authorizes (Luke 22:24-27). Jesus' death is presented in terms of the
gathering against God's anointed servant of Herod and Pontius Pilate together with the
Gentiles and the peoples of Israel (Luke 22-23, Acts 4:27). Claudius' expulsion of the Jews
from Rome and repeated references to Paul's rights as a citizen to appeal to Caesar keep

6See Gerd Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1978) 65.

See Charles H. Talbert, "Prophecies of Future Greatness: The Contribution of
Greco-Roman Biographies to an Understanding of Luke 1:5-4:15," The Divine Helmsman:
Studies on God's Control of Human Events (ed. by James L. Crenshaw and Samuel
Sandmel; New York: Ktav, 1980, 129-141). Frederick W. Danker, Benefactor (St. Louis:
Clayton Publishing House, 1982).

Richard J. Cassidy, Jesus, Politics and Society (New York: Orbis, 1978), offers a
helpful critique of Conzelmann but is more confident of Luke's implicit critique of the
Roman order than may be credible. Nevertheless, Luke 22:25 with its disdain for "the
kings of the Gentiles" and their "benefactors" would not have been lost on a first century
reader.

ISee Josephus' careful presentation of the death of Moses in contrast to the apothe-
osis of Aeneas and Romulus in Dionysius of Halicarnassus as discussed in David L. Tiede,
The Charismatic Figure as Miracle Worker (SBLDS 1; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1972),
235,
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the reader alert to political realities as Paul heads for Rome (Acts 18:2; 19:21; 22:25-29;
23:27; 25:10-12, 21, 25-27; 26:31-32).

Luke also insists that Paul has not offended any law of Israel nor of Caesar's court
(see Acts 25:8), and even the letter of the Roman law is preserved by the Roman tribune
so that Paul is quickly unbound and not scourged (Acts 22:25-29). But even these details
simply indicate that the story is not about conflict or competition with Rome. In fact,
the major trait of Rome's attitude toward the Christians is disinterest.

Thus, Christian "boldness" and assurance of God's dominion in Jesus appear politically
preposterous in the story, especially in the face of the power and authority of Rome, and
Luke highlights the discrepancy. The proconsul Gallio displays the Roman government's
lack of concern in "matters of questions about words and names and your own law" (Acts
18:15), and Felix delays the proceedings twice, reportedly expecting a bribe (Acts 24:22,
25-26). Festus tells Herod Agrippa that he has already heard Paul's case once and could
not make sense out of the points of dispute between Paul and his accusers concerning
"their own superstition and about one Jesus, who was dead, but whom Paul asserted to be
alive" (Acts 25:19). Even Agrippa is incredulous in the presence of the procurator when
Paul seeks to persuade him to repent and believe as a Messianist, while Festus thinks he
is mad (Acts 26:25-28). Luke is finally as disinterested in the Roman officials as they are
in Paul, and he does not even attempt to interpret Paul's case in terms that would make
sense to them.

The fact that all the titles are reported to derive from "words and names" of Israel's
scriptures offers an important clue since Luke's stance toward the Roman imperial realm
is also scriptural and traditional. His contrast between the reign of the God of Israel and
that of the rulers, gods, lords, messiah and saviors of the empires had already been
developed in the prophets, especially in Isaiah 40-55. The implied audience for Luke's
testimony to the kingdom of Jesus the Messiah is composed of those who believe in the
God of the scriptures, and the theocratic dispute which the exaltation of Jesus provokes
is primarily with Israel's instituted authorities.

Disinterest is not possible for the Sanhedrin, synagogues, high priest, or people of
Israel. The encounters of Peter, John, Steven, and Paul with Israel's theocratic authori-
ties are remarkable scenes of conflict, where the choices are between obedience to God
and humans (Acts 5:29). When Paul is "unlawfully" struck, he calls the High Priest a
"whitewashed wall," which even Luke's Paul found to be an excessive criticism of the
highpriesthood (Acts 23:1-5). Whether speaking before Jewish or Roman courts, Paul's
defense speeches, as carefully composed by Luke, consistently testify to the resurrection
of Jesus as the fulflllment of the scriptures, further provoking division in Israel (Acts
23:65 24:14-15; 26:22- 23) 0 As Simeon's oracles had indicated, Jesus the Messiah would
not only be the "light for revelation to the Gentiles and for glory to thy people Israel,"
but he was also "set for the fall and rising of many in Israel (Luke 2:32, 34)."

Literarily, the whole story of the restoration of the theocracy of Israel turns on the
"plot device" of "the rejection of God's agents by God's people in connection with God's
sanctuaries (synagogues and temple)."** Theologically, it is the reign of God exercised by
this Messiah which produces a divided Israel. That division will persist to the end of the
narrative where some Jews in Rome are convinced and others disbelieve (28:24). Even the
conflict with the traditional theocratic institutions of synagogues, temple, priesthood and

105ee jerome Neyrey, "The Forensic Defense Speech and Paul's Trial Speeches in

Acts 22-26: Form and Function," Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of
Blbllcal Literature (ed. Charles H. Talbert; New York: Crossroad, 1984) 215.

Norman Petersen, Literary Criticism for New Testament Critics, Guides to Bibli-

cal Scholarship (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978) 83. See also David L. Tiede, Prophecy

and History in Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980).
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kingship are not signs that the followers of Jesus the Messiah have in any way failed to
obey the law (see Acts 21:23; 24:14). No, the refusal of the apostles to "withstand God"
(Acts 11:17) is a sign that the theocracy of Israel has begun to be restored. Gamaliel's
warning is thus directed to Israel's authorities: "If this plan or this undertaking is of men,
it will fail; but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them. You might even be
found opposing God!" (Acts 5:39)

C. Restoration

The disputes about "words and names and your own law" may have been trivialized by
the Romans, but these were life and death issues in first century Israel. The urgency and
difficulty of the questions no doubt intensified as the growing crisis with Rome produced
massive calamity in Palestine and grave peril for Jews in Rome, Alexandria, and other
localities. Israel's faith required a theological interpretation of such tragedy. What sin or
apostasy has been committed and by whom? What repentance would lead to forgiveness?
How might restoration be accomplished and when?

The fountainhead for such discussions had long been the scriptures, and particularly
Moses' parting words to Israel in Deuteronomy. There the prophetic interpretation of the
Babylonian destruction rendered a harsh verdict, calling Israel to account for apostasy,
announcing that returning to the Lord will bring forgiveness although immediate salva-
tion is no longer possible, and declaring that only the pride of the nations prevents God
from scattering Israel altogether. Thus even the conquering nations will yet experience
God's vengeance, and Israel's restoration will attest that the Lord God is the only god.
Isaiah 40-66 and Ezekiel 33-48 picked up this refrain, along with other scriptural theolo-
gians of "restoration," so that a predictable set of concerns appeared in many subsequent
theological interpretations of Israel's history. A diagnosis of sin or apostasy, a call to
"return" or repentance for forgiveness, a vision of the regathering of the twelve tribes,
and a vision of how the nations or "Gentiles" would see Israel's light were standard,
although interpreted in particular ways.

Daniel Harrington has pointed to the interpretation of Israel's history which was done
by means of rewriting Deuteronomy 31-34 in several Jewish 'sources dating from the
second temple. He observed that "Jubilees" 1, Pseudo-Philo's "Liber Antiquitatum Bibli-
carum" 19, "The Testament of Moses," and Josephus' "Antiquities" 4:303-331 all present
Moses expanding upon his predictive history in accord with the Deuteronomic pattern of
apostasy, punishment, and vindication.12 These distinct construals of "The Song of
Moses" may also be compared with the hymn of Tobit 13 and Psalms of Solomon 17 in
order to grasp the range of Jewish visions of the restoration of Israel's theocracy, and
4 Ezra and 2 Baruch demonstrate the continuing vitality of this heritage of theodicy and
theocracy which calls Israel to repentance in hope of restoration.

A wealth of comparisons with Acts emerges with the study of these texts. Jubilees 1
defined apostasy in terms of "walking after the Gentiles and after their uncleanness"
(1:9) and the possibility of repentance was the beginning of the recreation of a holy spirit

12"Interpreting Israel's History: The Testament of Moses as a Rewriting of Deut. 31-
34," Studies on the Testament of Moses, edited by George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jr. (Septua-
gint and Cognate Studies, 4; Missoula: Society of Biblical Literature, 1973) 59-68.

See Gwendolyn B. Sayler, op. cit., 96: "It seems clear that the relationship of
Baruch to his successors is modelled after that of Moses to Joshua. . . . Baruch announces
his impending death (44:2), transfers leadership from himself to his successors (44:2-3,
chap. 45), exhorts them to preserve the people by teaching them the Torah (44:3, chap.
45), and delivers revelations about the immediate past (44:5) and the eschatological
future (44:7-15).
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and a clean heart (1:21, 23). Josephus, by contrast, had Moses announce that "their repen-
tance would profit them naught amid those sufferings, for "God who created you will
restore those cities to your citizens and the temple too; yet will they be lost not once,
but often" (Antiq. 4:313-314). The Testament of Moses presented a fascinating extension
of Moses' final words. It may have even indicated the "assumption" (analempsis) of Moses
(see also Luke 9:51), and it clearly linked the apocalyptic timetable of vindication of the
faithful martyrs "Taxo" and his sons with the glorious appearance of the "kingdom" to
happy Israel (chapters 9-10). The royal Davidic expectation of the Psalms of Solomon
stands in some contrast to all of these depictions of Moses the prophet, but Acts gathers
both strains of testimony within a few verses (Acts 2-3).

Of course, each rendition of this scriptural heritage of theodicy had its particular
turns. Jubilees' diagnosis of Israel's sin as walking after the uncleanness of the Gentiles
(1:9) may illumine Acts' report that James and the elders in Jerusalem were eager to
clear Paul of the charge of "teaching apostasy from Moses to the Jews who live among
the Gentiles" (Acts 21:21). But Acts 3, in turn, points to Israel's failure to "listen" to the
prophet like Moses as the sin which will cause the unrepentant to be "destroyed from the
people," while the "restoration of all" still waits (Acts 3:21-23, Deut. 18:19, Lev. 23:29).
And while Mark 9:12 and Matthew 17:11 interpret John's role in the eschatological drama
of the "restoration of all" by reference to Malachi's (4:5) promise of Elijah, Luke's silence
leaves the question of restoration open until the Messiah's last words on earth in Acts
1:6-8.

So also, several dimensions of Luke's presentation of Jesus' "departure" stand out
more clearly when compared with these other interpretive extensions of Deuteronomy.
Thoroughly imbued with the convictions and style of the scriptural histories, Luke-Acts
shows particular affinities to Deuteronomy in its presentation of Jesus the prophet like
Moses (see Acts 3:22-23; 7:37), its recitation of Israel's history as indictment calling for
repentance (see especially Acts 7), and its presentation of Jesus' "exodus" as "fulfilled" in
Jerusalem in accord with the words of Moses and Elijah (Luke 9:31, 51; Acts 1:11).

The key scriptural resource for Luke's interpretation of Jesus exaltation was the
divine oracle of Isaiah 49:6: "It is too light a thing that you should be my servant to raise
up the tribes of Jacob and to restore the preserved of Israel. I will give you as a light to
the nations, that my salvation may reach to the end of the earth." Allusions or references
were also made to this declaration in Simeon's prophetic oracles as the child Jesus was
brought to the temple (Luke 2:29-35), in the conclusion of Paul's sermon in Antioch
(13:47) and in Paul's final defense before Agrippa (26:23), with a probable allusion in the
painful conclusion of Acts (28:28). Jesus' response to the disciples' question is not formu-
lated in order to correct the readers' "christology" or "eschatology," but to introduce the
whole narrative of Acts as a testimony to the deployment of the reign of God's Messiah
through his twelve apostles who declare repentance and forgiveness to Israel.** First the
twelve are restored (Acts 1:12-26). Then the Spirit is poured out upon devout Jews "from
every nation under heaven" (Acts 2).

The logic is directly from 2 Isaiah: the promise of God's reign is not simply the
restoration of the preserved of Israel, but the renewal of the vocation of Israel to be a
light to the nations to the end of the earth. Have God's promises failed? No, the restora-
tion which the exalted Jesus is now about to inaugurate through the Holy Spirit (the
promise of the Father: Luke 24:49) is the renewal of Israel's prophetic calling in the
world.

1”lSee Jervell, "The Twelve on Israel's Thrones," op. cit., 75-112. Note the crucial
context of defining Jesus' "kingdom" in which Luke speaks of the session of the twelve,
indicating that their "kingdom" is a present reality which anticipates the eschatological
"kingdom" of the age of the messianic banquet (Luke 22:24-30).
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And what is Israel's sin or apostasy from Moses which requires repentance? How shall
the dire judgments of Deuteronomy be read by this interpreter among Jewish preachers
of repentance? Repentance is required not for "idolatry" or "walking after the Gentiles in
their uncleanness," but for the rejection of the prophet like Moses and the refusal of the
reign of the exalted Lord who is David s Lord.

Acts does not introduce an "absentee Christology" to explain the delay of the parou-
sia, nor does it uncritically adopt Greco-Roman traditions of the apotheosis of rulers or
benefactors in order to develop a doctrine of Jesus' divine status. If its "christology" has
been reduced to "soteriology" it is because the question of the salvation and restoration
of Israel must be answered by all who would interpret "the present time" of the late first
century in accord with the scriptural warnings and promises. If Jesus is to be Israel's
Messiah and Lord, the inspired preaching of repentance unto forgiveness, the division in
Israel, the ascendancy of Rome, and the expanding gentile mission of the Christian
movement which follow in Acts must all be seen as integral to the restoration which the
exalted Jesus has inaugurated. Until the "restoration of all that God spoke by the mouth
of the holy prophets from of old" (Acts 3:21), the apostles and the evangelist together are
witnesses to the salvation and dominion which God is exercising through the Messiah in
the present time.
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Of all the characteristics of early Christianity, probably the most distinctive was the
cultic veneration of the exalted Jesus. In their gatherings for worship, Christians san
hymns in his honor, invoked his presence (1 Cor 16:22), baptized converts in his name.
very likely had rituals of "calling upon" Jesus and "confessing" him as "Lord" (Rom 10:9-
12; 1 Cor 12:3), and in all this seem to have understood themselves as only reflecting the
heavenly and eschatological veneration of Jesus referred to in Phil 2:9-11 and vividly
pictured in Rev 5:1-14.7 The Graeco-Roman world was full of gods and heroes to whom
various kinds of worship were given, but Christians refused to give such honors to any
save the God revealed in the Old Testament, and to Jesus (see, e.g., 1 Cor 8:5-6). In view
of their refusal to reverence the many manifestations of divinity so widely venerated in
their culture, their devotion to Jesus is all the more remarkable.

But this reverence for Jesus also gave their devotion a distinctive "binitarian shape"
over against the Jewish tradition out of which Christianity first developed.q It is well
known that ancient Jews jealously guarded the honor due to Yahweh alone, and set them-
selves apart from all other religious groups by their refusal to give worship to any other
deity or demi-god. Although we do not possess direct statements by first-century Jewish
leaders about what they thought of the early Christian reverence for the risen Jesus, it

LThis paper was written during a 1984-85 sabbatical year as Bye Fellow at Robinson
College, Cambridge, England, and I thank the University of Manitoba for the leave, and
the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada for a Leave Fellowship. I
summarize here views and material to be dealt with more fully in a book manuscript
tentatively titled, "One God, One Lord: The Binitarian Shape of Early Christian Devotion
and Ancient Jewish Monotheism." Earlier versions of this paper were presented to semi-
nars at the universities of Cambridge, Durham and Manchester.

2See L. Hartman, "Baptism 'Into the Name of Jesus' and Early Christology," ST 28
(1974) 21-48.

3a. W, Wainwright, The Trinity in the New Testament (London: SPCK, 1962) 93-104,
discusses briefly evidence of the worship of Jesus. I deal with the matter also in the book
manuscript referred to in note 1. On the scene in Rev 4-5, see my article, "Revelation 4-
5 in the Light of Jewish Apocalyptic Analogies," forthcoming in JSNT.

Although the later dogma and practice of the Church became more fully trinitarian
in "shape," including the Holy Spirit along with God and Jesus as appropriate objects of
cultic devotion, at the earliest stages it appears that Christian devotion was directed
toward "God" and Jesus, "the Lord." When I describe their devotion as characterized by a
"binitarian shape," I refer to the fact that, though their devotion was directed to two
figures, they apparently saw themselves as faithful to the exclusive view of God that we
call "monotheism," and did not intend their reverence for Jesus to threaten the unique
position of God.
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seems likely that to some of them at least Christians were guilty of violating the proper
uniqueness of God. In Jewish rabbinic sources, which stem from the second century and
later, it appears that Jewish Christians are included among the "heretics" who worship
"two powers in heaven," and this may reflect the attitude of many loyal Jews of the first
century as well.” It seems very possible, for example, that Paul's persecution of Jewish
Christians prior to his "conversion" was occasioned, at least in part, by the reverence
they gave to Jesus. Paul describes his change of heart as brought about because God "was
pleased to reveal his Son to me" (Gal 1:16), suggesting that Paul's Damascus Road experi-
ence led him to embrace a view of Jesus' relationship to God that he, as one '"so
extremely zealous . . . for the traditions of my fathers," had been unable previously to
accept.

The cultic veneration of Jesus is remarkable, however, not only because it gave to
early Christian devotion this distinctive "binitarian shape," but also because it seems to
have begun at a very early stage of Christianity. Indeed, it appears that the cultic devo-
tion to Jesus can be traced back to a Semitic language (and probably Palestinian) setting,
and to a time when the young religious movement was a Jewish sect, well before the
great influx of Gentiles that characterized Christianity from approximately the middle
of the first century onward.

Bousset's classic historical investigation of the development of christology, a work
that has dominated subsequent discussion, describes the cultic veneration of Jesus as the
result of pagan influences and as originating only at a secondary stage of the early
church, as it began to drift away from its Jewish monotheistic roots.” But we must
recognize that the cumulative impact of research, especially in the last few decades, has
brought into question various aspects of Bousset's presentation of the development of
christology, including this matter.® In my judgment, Martin Hengel's brisk and direct
handling of the chronological question persuasively summarizes the evidence that the
decisive steps in christology, including cultic veneration of the exalted Jesus, began

JSee the excellent study by A. F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven (Leiden: Brill, 1977).

On the nature of Paul's "conversion" experience, see Seyoon Kim, The Origin of
Paul's Gospel (WUNT, 4; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1981). On Paul's persecution of Jewish Chris-
tians, see A. J. Hultgren, "Paul's Pre-Christian Persecutions of the Church: Their Purpose
Locale, and Nature," JBL 95 (1976) 97-111. E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (London:
SCM, 1985), referring to Gal 5:1; 6:12; | Thess 2:16, writes, "Paul gives only one motive
for persecution: the question of circumcision, and thus, by extrapolation, the question of
the law" (p. 12). See also his Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People (Philadelphia: For-
tress, 1983) 190-92. This observation is both technically correct and also misleading.
Sanders overlooks the fact that the Pauline position regarding circumcision was based
wholly on a view of the person of Jesus and, thereby, the significance of his crucifixion.
Note that Gal 6:12 refers to being "persecuted for the cross of Christ." Note also Phil
3:4-11, with its strong christocentric language used to contrast Paul's new religious
direction from his days as persecutor.

W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913, 1921). The
book was translated into English by J. E. Steely in 1970 (Nashville: Abingdon), demon-
strating its continuing importance, and in the present essay I have used this translation.
On the origin of Jesus veneration, see, e.g., p. 147, "This placing of Jesus in the center of
the cultus of a believing community, this particular doubling of the object of veneration
in worship, is conceivable only in an environment in which Old Testament monotheism no
longer ruled unconditionally and with absolute security."

In an earlier essay I summarized some of the ways in which recent research has
shaken Bousset's construction: "New Testament Christology: A Critique of Bousset's
Influence," TS 40(1979) 306-317.
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within the dirst decade of the Christian movement, when the church was probably com-
posed almost exclusively of Jewish believers.” This means that cultic devotion to Jesus
began among people whose religious tradition had emphasized that worship could not be
offered legitimately to any other figure than the God of Israel. That is, the old chestnut
that the cultic veneration of Jesus did not characterize the "primitive community" and is
to be explained as the result of the influence of pagan cults upon Christian converts
among whom the traditional Jewish concern for the uniqueness of God was not a pressing
matter will no longer wash, Bousset's fondness for this view notwithstanding.”~ The
origin of the cultic veneration of Jesus lay among Jewish Christians, whose religious
background would have prepared them to treat with grave suspicion the practices of the
other religious groups of their time. Whatever religious influences they might have
accommodated they would have had to perceive as, if not stemming from the Jewish
tradition, at least compatible with that tradition.

If we cannot rely on older theories about the direct influence of pagan religious
practices to explain the rise of Jesus veneration, then only two possible factors remain:
(1) the religious experiences of early Christian groups that prompted them to accord the
risen Jesus the sort of veneration that their tradition reserved for God alone, thus pro-
ducing a "mutation" in the tradition of monotheism; and (2) elements in the ancient
Jewish tradition that may in fact have assisted the early Christians in accommodating
the risen Jesus as an object of cultic devotion alongside God. I am of the opinion that the
correct historical understanding of the origin of Jesus veneration must invoke both of
these factors. That is, the veneration of Jesus began among Jewish Christians under the
impact of what were for them experiences of the glory and power of the risen Jesus,
glory and power that seemed to them to justify, and indeed demand, the sort of venera-
tion they offered in response. I have in mind here such things as visions, prophecies, etc.,
in which the exalted Jesus was seen in glorious appearance and/or spoke through prophets
with divine authority. And the result was what may be described as a new "mutation" in
the traditional Jewish reverence for God, a mutation in which the risen Jesus was offered
similar reverence without these Jewish Christians feeling that they had departed from
their ancestral commitment to one God. )

This is not to say that the later doctrine of the Trinity was already worked out in this
earliest period of Christianity—far from it! Indeed, it must be emphasized that what
appears to have happened is that the cultic veneration of Jesus, a functional re-definition
of monotheism if you will, began well before there was (and came to demand) a devel-
oped intellectual re-definition such as the later Trinitarian conception.12 This cultic

M. Hengel, "Christology and New Testament Chronology: A Problem in the History
of Earliest Christianity," Between Jesus and Paul (London: SCM, 1983) 30-47.

10¢¢, m. Casey, "Chronology and the Development of Pauline Christology," in M. D.
Hooker, S. G. Wilson (eds.), Paul and Paulinism: Essays in Honour of C. K. Barrett (Lon-
don: SPCK, 1982) 124-34, who, along with some interesting suggestions, repeats uncriti-
cally the notion that the decisive adaptation of Jewish monotheism is to be attributed to
the influence of Gentile converts.

This is not to minimize the fact, however, that what the earliest Christians per-
ceived as compatible with their heritage was not always considered such by other Jews.
But the basis for this disagreement lay in the fact that the early Christians were guided
in their interpretation of their tradition by their religious experiences, which centered in
the person of the exalted Jesus as mediated to the early communities by the power which
they identified as the Holy Spirit.

2See the discussion of the importance of early liturgical practice and "devotion to
Christ" in the formation of christology in E. Schillebeeckx, Jesus: An Experiment in
Christology (New York: Seabury, 1979) 565-567. See also M. Hengel, "Hymn and Christol-




380 SBL 1985 Seminar Papers

veneration of Jesus probably also preceded, and perhaps helped to prompt, the develop-
ment of particular christological doctrines such as the "pre-existence" of Christ. Cer-
tainly in a monotheistic context the cultic veneration of a figure is a more fundamental
development than the idea that the figure might have enjoyed an existence prior to his
earthly life.

But, if these early believers offered to Jesus veneration like that which they
accorded to God, and did so without the benefit of the later Christian theological reflec-
tion, did they have no thoughts about what they were doing? Further, did the Jewish
tradition which was the matrix in which their faith was born provide them any resources
for understanding and accommodating the conviction about the exalted position of the
risen Jesus to which their religious experiences drove them? What I wish to suggest is
that the ancient Jewish tradition, with its keen emphasis upon the uniqueness of God,
also contained elements that to some extent might have assisted the first Christians in
coping theologically with the idea that Jesus had been given a heavenly position and role
second only to God himself. To be more precise, although the idea that this particular
man, with the stigma of crucifixion about him, might have been chosen for this position
was apparently repugnant to Jews such as Paul in his days as persecutor of the Church,
the basic idea that some figure might hold some such position does not have seem to have
been as difficult to accept.

Divine Agency in Ancient Judaism

It is well known in scholarly circles that the literature of post-exilic Judaism con-
tains many references to various heavenly figures who are described as participating in
some way in God's rule of the world and his redemption of the elect. A great deal of
scholarly effort has been spent discussing the references to these figures and debating
what they signify. It is neither necessary nor convenient in the space of this essay to
introduce these figures at length, and I shall confine myself to a few points important for
understanding ancient Jewish monotheism.

First, it is my contention that the references in question reflect an interest in what I
shall term "divine agency," although the religious needs behind the interest varied and,
accordingly, the interest manifests itself in varying forms. We may classify this broad
interest in "divine agency" as follows: (1) interest in divine attributes and powers, such as
Wisdom or Philo's Logos; (2) interest in exalted patriarchs, such as Moses, Enoch, and
others; and (3) interest in chief angel figures, such as Michael, lacel and (probably) the
Melchizedek of 11QMelchizedek. In describing these as all examples of "divine agency," I
mean that they all picture one or another figure acting on God's behalf, or representing
God in some major and distinctive capacity. Of course, we could broaden the concept of
divine agency to include prophets, priests, OT kings such as David, and Messiah(s) but the
types of figures chosen here are all pictured as either heavenly in origin or as exalted to
a heavenly status, and they seem to take on more directly the properties associated with
divinity than do the earthly figures described as acting on God's behalf. Needless to say,
their heavenly status also makes them considerably closer to the kind of position ascribed

ogy," in E. A. Livingstone (ed.), Studia Biblica 1972: III (Sheffield: JSOT, 1980) 173-97,
reprinted in Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul, 78-96.

I cite with approval the following comments: "In the development of Christology in
the primitive church, the emergence of the worship of Jesus is a significant phenomenon.
In the exclusive monotheism of the Jewish tradition, as distinct from some other kinds of
monotheism, it was worship which was the real test of monotheistic faith in religious
practice." R. Bauckham, "The Worship of Jesus in Apocalyptic Christianity," NTS 27
(1980-81) 322.
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to the risen Jesus in the early Church. Most importantly for the origins of christology,
the figures mentioned here are each described as representing God in a special capacity,
and stand in a heavenly position second only to God himself.

Second, I suggest that this apparently widespread and diverse interest in "divine
agency" may indicate that ancient Jews were, far more than has been commonly recog-
nized, able to accommodate this or that heavenly chief agent in quite exalted terms,
without feeling that commitment to one God had been compromised. This in turn may
mean that, when the early Jewish Christians came to the conviction that the risen Jesus
had been placed "at God's right hand," and given all authority and power for the redemp-
tion of the elect, they were better able to accommodate this conviction because the idea
that there might be such a heavenly position next to God had already been explored in
some ways in the various forms of "divine agency" speculation referred to here. That is,
the developments I have classified under the heading of "divine agency" may have given
the earliest Christians a conceptual starting place for accommodating theologically the
exaltation of Jesus. In order to make this conceptual starting place a bit clearer, I would
like to offer a few observations about the types of "divine agency" referred to earlier.

Personified Divine Attributes

Let us begin with the description of divine attributes as divine agents. Perhaps the
first thing to indicate is that I must align myself with those scholars who insist that it is
a mistake to take references to personified Wisdom, Logos, etc., as evidence of "hypos-
tases" in ancient Jewish theology. The term "hypostasis" is anachronistic (deriving from
the later Christian speculation about the person of Christ and the Tri-une God), and in
my judgment not particularly helpful for understanding the Jewish texts. Quite bluntly,
to interpret the personalized references to divine Wisdom, Torah, Logos, the Name, etc.,
as indications that the writers understood these phenomena as actual beings alongside
God amounts to the sort of interpretive mistake linguists describe as confusing "sentence
meaning" with "utterance meaning," and reflects an insensitivity to the stylistic traits of
ancient Jewish writers.!

In a sense, then, we are not really speaking of "divine agents" when we refer to these
items, for, unlike the exalted patriarchs and chief angels, Wisdom and Logos were not
really considered to be independent beings in God's service but were ways of speaking of
God's own actions. But I have included these phenomena as one type of "divine agency"
because they are examples of the language of divine agency, even though, as I have said,
the language must not be pressed woodenly. My point is that the "divine agency" language

l4The terms "sentence meaning" and "utterance meaning" derive from modern
linguistics. "Sentence meaning" is the simple meaning of the individual words and the
grammatical constructions in which they are placed. "Utterance meaning" is the meaning
of the sentence seen in its full context. See, e.g., J. Lyon, Language and Linguistics: An
Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1981) 137-144. G. Pfeifer, Ursprung und
Wesen der Hypostasenvorstellungen im Judentum (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1967) surveys all so-
called "hypostases," showing them to be best understood as psychological and stylistic
phenomena of ancient Jewish writers. See also A. Gibson, Biblical Semantic Logic
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1981) 92-96, for a recent treatment of the matter from the
standpoint of modern linguistics. The view criticized here is most fully represented in H.
Ringgren, Word and Wisdom: Studies in the Hypostatization of Divine Qualities and
Functions in the Ancient Near East (Lund: Haken Ohlssons, 1947), esp. 89-193. His view is
accepted uncritically by, e.g., J. Fossum, "The Name of God and the Angel of the Lord:
The Origins of the Idea of Intermediation in Gnosticism" (Ph.D. dissertation, Utrecht,
1982, forthcoming in 1985 in the WUNT series, Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck]).
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used to describe them is one indication that the concept was familiar and accepted in
ancient Judaism, in both Alexandrian (Philo) and Palestinian (Ben Sira) circles, and among
obviously loyal Jews. Also, of course, it appears that the language used to describe
Wisdom, Torah and Logos was in fact drawn upon at some point to describe the signifi-
cance and role of the exalted Christ, as is well known in scholarly circles (e.g., Col 1:15-
20; John 1:1-14).

The religious causes behind this language were, I think, basically two. First, there
was the desire to emphasize the importance of a particular virtue or attribute by
describing it as God's agent. For example, Proverbs 8:22-31 seems clearly intended to
magnify and identify Wisdom by making it the companion of God before the world. Or, in
Ben Sira 24, the writer glorifies "the law which Moses commanded us" (v. 23) by identify-
ing it with divine Wisdom, which he personifies as a heavenly being prominent among
God's heavenly assembly (vv. 1-7).

In other cases, however, we may see another religious cause at work: the desire to
describe God's actions with appropriate reverence, so that the reality of God's actions is
upheld while maintaining at the same time that he is far greater than any of his actions
indicate. Thus, Philo's description of the Logos seems to be prompted by such a motive.
At the risk of great oversimplification, the Logos may be seen (in at least some
examples!) as Philo's way of referring to God as he deigns to encounter and act upon the
created world, and as he can be perceived in these actions. So, the Logos is "God," but is
not God absolutely and in full scope. Though his language is heavily philosophical in the
terms of his day, Philo also illustrates for us another example of the concept of "divine
agency" in his description of the role of Logos. Thus, Philo can refer to the Logos as if it
were an intermediary between God and the world, acting on God's behalf as his vice-
regent or grand vizier. It would be a mistake to press Philo's figurative language too
literally, but, at the same time his language shows how the concept of "divine agency"
was known among ancient Jews and was acceptable language to employ in describing
God's relationship to the world.

Exalted Patriarchs

When we turn to the descriptions of the exalted patriarchs, such as Moses or Enoch,
we are dealing unarguably with figures distinct from God who are pictured as given a
glorious place of heavenly power and honor. There is, for example, the amazingly exalted
language Philo used to describe Moses' significance in God's plan, a matter discussed
quite fully by Goodenough some time ago now and by other scholars since, such as W. A.
Meeks, who demonstrated that Philo reflects an exaltation of Moses found in a wide
array of ancient Jewish and Samaritan sources.”” Thus, Philo can speak of Moses as made
"deity" (eis theon, referring to Exod 7:1) in several places (e.g., Sac 1-10; Mos 1:155-158;
but cf. Det 161f.), and in general makes him God's vice-regent on earth, who serves in a
paradigmatic capacity for all others who could come to God.

There is a similar view of Moses reflected in the fragmentary Exagogé of Ezekiel the

g, r. Goodenough, By Light, Light: The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism (New
Haven: Yale University, 1935) 199-234; W. A. Meeks, The Prophet-King (Leiden: Brill,
1967); idem, "Moses as God and King," in J. Neusner (ed.), Religions in Antiquity: Essays
in memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough (Leiden: Brill, 1968) 354-371; idem, "The
Divine Agent and His Counterfeit in Philo and the Fourth Gospel," in E. S. Fiorenza (ed.),
Aspects of Religious Propaganda in Judaism and Early Christianity (Notre Dame, IN:
Notre Dame University, 1976) 43-67.

See the full discussion of Philo's "deification" of Moses in C. R. Holladay, Theios
Anér in Hellenistic Judaism (SBLDS 40; Missoula: Scholars, 1977) 103-69.
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Tragedian, where Moses apparently dreams of God giving him his own sceptre and throne,
signifying that Moses is to be made God's vice—regent.1 And in the Testament [or
Assumption] of Moses he is described as having been devised and "prepared from the
beginning of the world, to be the mediator [Latin—"arbiter"] of his covenant: (1:14-15).

We may also note the impressive place of Enoch in ancient Jewish apocalyptic litera-
ture.1® In Jubilees 4:17-25, he is presented as having been given full knowledge of heav-
enly secrets and as having been made the heavenly recorder of human deeds and the
altogether righteous witness against the sins of humankind (see also 10:17). There is also
the interesting passage in 1 Enoch 71:14-17, where he is apparently designated the "Son
of Man"/"Chosen One," who is described, e.g., in 46:1-8 and 48:1-8 as the leader of the
elect and the heavenly judge who acts on God's behalf in the eschaton. Of course, in later
tradition, as reflected in 3 Enoch 9-12, Enoch is identified with Metatron, who is desig-
nated "the lesser YHWH" (12:5; ct. 48C:7).1

Other OT worthies are given great honor also. In Testament of Abraham 11 (Recen-
sion A) Adam is pictured with a terrifying appearance and adorned with much glory upon
a golden throne; and in 12-13 we are shown Abel similarly glorified and acting as judge of
the entire creation until God's eschatological judgment. There is also the striking passage
in Origen (Comm. in Ioann. 11,31; with a further fragment in Philocalia XXIII, 15) quoted
from what he calls a Jewish document entitled The Prayer of Joseph, in which Jacob
describes himself as "an angel of God and a ruling spirit," and claims to be "the firstborn
of every living thing," "the first minister before the face of God," "the archangel of the
power of the Lord and the chief captain among the sons of God."

It is risky to offer an opinion about the religious motives behind the portrayal of all
these figures in these diverse ancient writings. I suggest, however, that the exalted
patriarchs were intended primarily to serve as paradigmatic figures, in whose exaltation
Israel, the elect, were to see their own destiny and hope prefigured, and their own status
in the eyes of God confirmed, over against the insignificant position they occupied in the
eyes of the earthly powers.2f The suggestion of some, that the stories of the ascended

7See now the full-scale study by H. Jacobson, The Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1983). The dream is related and interpreted in lines 68-89 (pp. 54-
55 of Jacobson). See also C. R. Holladay, "The Portrait of Moses in Ezekiel the Trage-
dian," SBL Seminar Papers, 1976 (Missoula: Scholars, 1976) 447-52; H. Jacobson, "Mys-
ticism and Apocalyptic in Ezekiel's Exagoge," Illinois Classical Studies 6 (1981) 272-93; P.
Van Der Horst, "Moses' Throne Vision in Ezekiel the Dramatist," JJS 34 (1983) 21-29;
idem, "Some Notes on the Exagoge of Ezekiel," Mnemosyne 37 (1984) 354-75.

18See now J. C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition
(CBQMS 16; Washington: Catholic Biblical Association, 1984), but his study is limited to
the early stages of the Enoch tradition and deals mainly with derivation of the features
of the tradition. Cf. P. Grelot, "La légende d'Henoch dans les apocryphes et dans la
bible," RSR 46 (1958) 5-26, 181-210.

See the excellent discussion and translation of 3 Enoch by P. Alexander in J. H.
Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha: Volume 1 (Garden City: Doubleday,
1983) 223-315.

OThe quotations are from the translation given in J. Z. Smith, "The Prayer of
Joseph," in J. Neusner (ed.), Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell
Goodenough (Leiden: Brill, 1968) 253-294. The Greek text appears in A.-M. Denis, Frag-
menta Pseudepigraphorum quae Supersunt Graeca Una Cum Historicorum et Auctorum
Judaeorum Hellenistarum Fragmentis (Leiden: Brill, 1970) 61-62.

There is surprisingly little discussion of the religious meaning and function of the
stories of the exaltation of the patriarchs for ancient Jews. See W. A. Meeks, "Moses as
God and King," esp. 365-371, who lists four possible functions but omits the one sug-
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patriarchs were intended to guarantee the validity of the esoteric teachings of the groups
who produced the stories, is not adequate to account for the phenomenon we are discuss-
ing. We must reckon with the fact that the theme of the exalted patriarchs was by no
means the exclusive property of a few esoteric groups, but instead appears across a wide
spectrum of ancient Jewish materials. Further, although one can imagine that the stories
of the heavenly ascensions of the OT figures served in some texts to authenticate the
information (or the ethical instructions, as in Testaments of the Twe%ge Patriarchs) given
in them, this does not explain the theme of heavenly enthronement.““ But the enthrone-
ment of these ideal figures makes perfect sense, given the social situation of post-exilic
Judaism, as_incentive for ethical action and as a vivid picture of bright hope for divine
vindication.

Chief Angels

Of all the types of divine agency discussed in ancient Jewish literature, perhsps the
most striking is the role of certain chief angel figures. The a%parent surge of interest in
angels in post-exilic Judaism is well known among scholars.2% In the descriptions of the
heavenly ascent of OT figures, we are informed about the various ranks of angelic beings
assigned an array of tasks, and usually portrayed as occupying various heavenly strata
(e.g., 2 Enoch 4-21; T. Levi 3; cf. Jub 2:2). Nearer to the throne of God there are special
classes of heavenly beings (e.g., 1 Enoch 71:7), such as the chayyoth (the "living crea-
tures," deriving from Ezek l:4-14), the ophannim (the "wheels" of Ezek 1:15-21, seen as
living beings), the seraphim (from Isa 6:2), and the cherubim (known from the tabernacle
furnishings in Exod 25:18-20), which seem to be especially connected with the heavenly
liturgy. There are also high classes of angels, such as archangels and "angels of the
presence" (e.g., T. Levi 3:5; T. Jud. 25:2; Jub 1:27-29), which have special authority over
the other angels and carry out particular tasks, such as interceding for Israel (e.g., 1 En
20:1-7).

Much more important for the present discussion, however, is the fact that some of
the ancient texts refer to a particular angel in terms which distinguish him from all other
heavenly creatures and associate him quite closely with God. The names given to this
angel vary, but behind the variations there seems to be a commonly shared conception of
a heavenly position something like the grand vizier of oriental courts.2? We encounter
Michael, God's "mediator" and "archistratig" (2 En 33:10; T. Dan %:1-5; T. Abr. l:4; cf.
Adam and Eve 14:1-2). There is also the Eremiel of the Apocalypse of Zephaniah (6:1-15),
whom the seer initially mistakes for Godj; Iaocel of the Apocalypse of Abraham (10-11), in

gested here. See also B. L. Mack, "Imitatio Mosis: Patterns of Cosmology and Soteriology
in the Hellenistic Synagogue," Studia Philonica 1 (1972) 27-55; and P. Grelot, "La légende
d'Henoch," esp. 198-210.

225ee the similar argument by Meeks, "Moses as God and King," 369. On the impor-
tance of heavenly secrets in apocalyptic literature, see now C. C. Rowland, The Open
Heayen: A Study of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (London: SCM, 1982).

For example, Testament of Moses 10:9 sets before the elect the hope that God will
set them "above the stars where he himself dwells," a striking parallel to the exaltations
of the patriarchal figures.

See the survey of post-exilic references to angels in P. Schafer, Rivalitdt zwischen
Engeln und Menschen: Untersuchungen zur rabbinischen Engelvorstellung (Berlin/New
York: de Gruyter, 1975) 9-74. See also H. B. Kuhn, "The Angelology of the Non-Canonical
Apocalypses," JBL 67 (1948) 217-232.

See F. Stier, Gott und sein Engel im Alten Testament (Miinster: Aschendorffschen,
1934) for discussion of the concept "Wesir Jahwes."
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whom God's ineffable name dwells; and the mysterious angel of Ascension of Isaiah (7:2-
4), whose name cannot be given. Also, there is the Melchizedek of the Qumran fragment
called 11QMelchizedek, who seems to be a heavenly being and is identified as the "Elo-
him" of Psalm 82:1.“® From several centuries later, we have Hebrew Enoch (3 Enoch)
with its description of Metatron, the "lesser YHWH" (12:5), who is given a throne like
God's (10:1), and before whom the other angels prostrate themselves (14:5). This figure is
a bit unusual, in that he is said to be the patriarch Enoch, now transformed into angelic
nature and made the chief prince of God (4:1-5; 9:1-5). He could, therefore, be con-
sidered either a chief angel or an exalted patriarch. In either case, the figure is an
example of the sort of divine agent idea I am pointing to in ancient Judaism.

In recent years, several scholars have attempted to trace the origins of the chief
angel figure in earlier developments in Jewish tradition.?’ In particular, they have
pointed to the theophany scenes of Ezekiel 1 and 8 and Daniel 7 and 10, arguing that
these passages reflect the development of a second divine figure alongside God. M. Black
has described the scene in Daniel 7:9-14 as representing "a theology which seems virtu-
ally ditheistic," and understands the figure "like a son of man" as a second divinity.28
C. Rowland argues that the passages show a separation of the divine glory (kabod,
described in a human shape) from the throne, with the kabod pictured functioning as the
agent of the divine will and the companion of the divine throne.“” He understands the
chief angel figures, such as laoel, as later adaptations of this idea, and argues that this
explains the similarities of the descriptions of these chief angel figures to the descrip-
tions of God in OT theophanies. If these scholars are correct, they are pointing to a
major and striking phenomenon in ancient Jewish religious thought. I think, however, that
there are good reasons for withholding assent to their conclusions.

26The most recent study is P. J. Kobelski, Melchizedek and Melchiresa (Washington:
Catholic Biblical Association, 1981). See also F. L. Horton, The Melchizedek Tradition: A
Critical Examination of the Sources to the Fifth Century A. D. and in the Epistle to the
Hebrews (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1976). On Qumran angelology, see S. F.
Noll, "Angelology in the Qumran Texts," (Ph.D. thesis, Manchester, 1979).

27M. Black, "The Throne-Theophany Prophetic Commission and the 'Son of Man" A
Study in Tradition-History," in R. Hamerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs (eds.), Jews, Greeks
and Christians: Religious Cultures in Late Antiquity (Leiden: Brill, 1976) 57-73; C.
Rowland, "The Vision of the Risen Christ in Rev. 1:13ff.: The Debt of an Early Christol-
ogy to an Aspect of Jewish Angelology," JTS 31 (1980) 1-11; idem, The Open Heaven, 94-
113. See also J. E. Fossum, "The Name of God and the Angel of the Lord," and idem,
"Jewish-Christian Christology and Jewish Mysticism," VC 37 (1983) 260-87, who likewise
argues for an incipient binitarianism in Jewish circles. Fossum elaborates and extends the
suggestions of his mentor, G. Quispel, "Gnosticism and the New Testament," in J. P.
Hyatt (ed.), The Bible and Modern Scholarship (Nashville: Abingdon, 1965) 252-71; idem,
"The Origins of the Gnostic Demiurge," in P. Granfield, J. A. Jungman (eds.), Kyriakon:
Festschrift Johannes Quasten (Miinster: Aschendorf, 1970) 1:272-76, and is thus mainly
concerned to argue that the Gnostic doctrine of the demiurge developed from Jewish
ideas of a second quasi-divine being, which he believes is reflected in the principal angel
figure.

nglack, "The Throne-Theophany," 61. It should be noted, however, that Black then
goes on to argue that Daniel 7 shows the adaptation of this kind of theology into the idea
that Israel is to achieve "apotheosis," and that later texts such as 3 Enoch show the
further adaptation of this view into the idea of the apotheosis of messianic figures such
as Enoch.

29Rowland, "Vision," 4-8, and The Open Heaven 94-113.
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In the first place, we are never told what might have provoked what would appear to
be a radical development in ancient Jewish theology. Rowland certainly notes some
interesting verbal connections of the passages he examines and offers suggestions about
the "trajectory" of the tradition he thinks he can trace in the texts. But he never tells us
what might have caused ancient Jews such as Ezekiel to think of the kabod as separating
from the Merkavah and functioning as agent of the divine will. Yet surely the plausibility
of his hypothesis of such a development in the ancient Jewish conception of God depends
to a great extent upon his being able to explain the factors in the life of Israel that would
have led to, and would make sense of, this development.

Still, we might be prepared to overlook this failure if the interpretation of the texts
offered were compelling, but here lies another problem. Let us begin with the texts in
Ezekiel. The description of the figure of Ezekiel 8:2 is very similar to the description of
God in 1:26-28, and thus may be the same figure, as Rowland wishes, although this cannot
be taken for granted.30 In Rowland's view, this figure is the divine kabod seen in 1:26-28,
now removed from the throne and functioning as divine agent. Rowland seems to build his
case for the view that the kabod is shown separated from the throne on the fact that no
divine throne is explicitly mentioned in the passage, but neither is it explicitly mentioned
that the kabod has separated from the throne. And in 8:4 the writer says that he saw the
glory of God "like the vision that I saw in the plain" (referring to Ezek 1:4-28), which
suggests that no major development such as Rowland imagines has taken place. Yet it
seems to me that Rowland makes his interpretation of Ezek 8:2-4 crucial for the rest of
his case. If this passage does not clearly show the bifurcation of divinity he alleges, then
his basis for his interpretation of the later texts is considerably weakened.

Thus, his interpretation of the figure in Daniel 10:5-21 as a later form of the divine
kabod, here separated from the throne and acting as agent of God, seems unconvincing to
me.”4 As evidence for his view, Rowland asserts that the description of the figure is
dependent upon Ezek 1:26-28 and 8:1-4, but the only feature shared by the figure in
Daniel 10 is skin the color of bronze (Dan 10:6; Ezek 8:2; 1:27). Although the figure in
Daniel 10 is not named, it is fairly certainly a prominent angel. The figure is sent by God
(vv. 11-12), and requires the assistance of Michael in struggles with what are apparently
the angel princes of the world empires (vv. 13-14, 20-21), hardly what one would expect
of the divine kabod itself. The fact that in Rev 1:12-16 there seem to be one or two
echoes of Dan 10:5-6 is interesting but hardly proof that the figure in the latter passage
is to be seen as a divine being.33

301t must be remembered that angels are frequently described in terms very similar
to the theophanies. So in Ezek 8:2 is the figure described like God or simply like a heav-
enly being? Cf., e.g., Judges 13:6; Dan 3:25; 10:2-9; 2 En 1:5; T. Abr 16:6; ApocZeph
6:11-15; ApocAbr 11; Joseph & Asenath 14:4-12, for examples of the appearances of
angels. See also ] En 106:5-12, where the child Noah is described in very similar terms,
his appearance suggesting to his family that he is sent from heaven.

Rowland's reference to Ezek 10:4 as proof that Ezekiel knew of "the independence
of God's kabod from the throne-chariot" seems mistaken. The passage has nothing to do
with the supposed bifurcation of God, but concerns the relationship between the divine
presence and the Jerusalem temple (cf. 9:1-11:25; and, very importantly, after each of
its movements the divine glory returns to its position over the cherubim (cf. 10:18-19;
11:22). There is movement of the kabod in this passage, but no permanent separation of it
from the throne.

32Cf. Rowland, The Open Heaven, 98-100.

Though Rowland refers to the "extensive use of Daniel 10:5f. in the description of
the Risen Christ" in Rev 1:12-16, the only feature in the latter passage that must derive
from the former in particular is the golden girdle. The other features of the description
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Also, Rowland's understanding of the laoel figure in the Apocalypse of Abraham
seems flawed.”" He is probably right that the description of lacel in chapter 11 reflects
certain features found in OT theophanies,”” and this accords with other indications that
this angel has a special relationship with God. His name is of course derived from YHWH
and El, reflecting the fact that he claims to be indwelt by God's name (10:8; probably an
allusion to Exod 23:20-21), and the tasks and powers he claims for himself are certainly
impressive (10:9-17). All of this suggests that lacel is an example of the chief angel
figures which are characteristically described as appointed by God to a unique status and
role. But Rowland's attempt to make laoel a later form of the divine kabod which has left
the throne and is here to be seen as the agent of the divine will does not, in my judgment,
succeed.

First, as indicated earlier, his interpretation of Ezek 8:2-4 as describing the separa-
tion of the divine kabod from the throne, which is the basis for his view of laoel, is
unconvincing. But_further, he simply errs in stating that Apoc Abr describes the divine
throne as empty. 6 In 16:3-4, Taoel tells Abraham that "the Eternal One" will come
toward him, but that Abraham "will not look at him himself." Then, in 17:1-2, Abraham
sees fire coming toward him and "a voice in the fire like a voice of many waters"; then,
he and Iaoel bow down and worship. In 18:1-14, the writer pictures the divine throne and
the living creatures which accompany it. Rowland takes the absence here of a description
of a figure on the throne to mean that the throne is empty, but this is surely a non-
sequitur! The throne is not said to be empty, and we are told that above the throne is the
fire mentioned in chapter 17, which seems to be the writer's way of picturing God. This
means only that the writer, who has already been told that he cannot see God directly
(16:3-4), does not engage in the anthropomorphic descriptions of God such as found in
Ezekiel 1:26-28 (a reluctance shown also by the author of Rev 4). This reluctance to
portray God as a human is interesting, but hardly evidence of a separation of the divine
kabod from the throne.

I can only conclude that the attempt to interpret these passages as containing hints
of an incipient di-theism in ancient Judaism is unsuccessful.’/ In my view, the chief
angels of the post-exilic literature are not softened forms of the divine kabod but are one
type of figure pictured as given a special place before God and a special role and signifi-
cance in his work. In other words, the chief angel figure is not a later mutation of what
was earlier thought of as a second divinity, but, instead, represents the elevation of one
of God's heavenly servants to a place of honor and responsibility second only to God.
Along with OT patriarchs such as Moses, and personified attributes such as Wisdom, the
chief angels are examples of the ancient Jewish interest in what I have called "divine
agency." These all show a widespread tendency in ancient Judaism to portray God as
having appointed a particular figure to act as his chief agent, and as having given this
figure the privilege of bearing a measure of divine glory. That is, the God who is incom-
parable and who is said to share his glory with no other (Isa 4#2:8) is described as having
done what seems, in some respects, to amount to this very thing. Yet the idea that God

of Christ are either fairly likely taken from other passages such as Dan 7:9 and Ezek
1:22-28, or are only vaguely similar to features in the angelophany in Dan 10. Cf.
Rowland, The Open Heaven, 100-101.
34bid., 101-103.
The likening of laoel's headcovering to a rainbow, 11:3, may derive from Ezek 1:28.
The description of his hair as "like snow," 11:2, may derive from Dan 7:9.
Cf. Rowland, "Vision," 6-7.
7See also I. Chernus, "Visions of God in Merkabah Mysticism," JSJ 13 (1983) 123-46,
who argues that early Jewish mystics did not distinguish between God and some visible
manifestation of his glory.
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might share his glory with one of his servants does not seem characteristically to have
led to the idea that this servant is truly "divine" in the sense that he should be wor-
shipped. And the fact that worship was not offered to such figures should warn us against
sweeping interpretations about the meaning of beings such as the principal angel figure
who is said to bear the divine name.

I have already offered suggestions as to the religious motives behind portraying
divine attributes and OT heroes in such a role, and now I wish to deal briefly with the
probable motive behind the description of chief angels in this status. It must be noted
that the chief angel figure is related to the angelic hierarchy which seems to have
become a familiar feature of Jewish thought in the post-exilic period, and I suggest that
the historical setting helps to explain the development of both. From the exile onward,
Israel was under the domination of a succession of imperial powers. Her own significance
seemed marginal, and the most powerful realities were the might and structure of the
empires which dominated the whole world. In ancient Jewish thought, Israel's God was so
closely tied to the nation that the apparent insignificance of the latter must have raised
questions about the significance of the former as well. It should not be surprising, there-
fore, to find that in this same period Jews portrayed their God as the great heavenly king
with a massive and many-tiered hierarchy of heavenly servants. In other words, the
angelic hierarchy so popular in post-exilic Judaism may be seen as an attempt to defend
the significance and power of Israel's God. Over against the apparent earthly insignifi-
cance of Israel, God's elect, God is shown to be the true king over all in the sphere of
ultimate reality, the heavenlies, and his might and awesomeness are portrayed by means
of the most impressive model of earthly power, the imperial court and its hierarchy of
subordinates.>?

In spite of the repeated assertions of various scholars, there is no clear evidence that
the portrayal of an angelic hierarchy resulted from a sense of God's alienation and dis-
tance from Israel and the world.*0 The few attempts made to examine the indications of
Jewish piety of the post-exilic period show that God was perceived as fully accessible to
the prayer of the pious, and that it was believed that God acted in the world both through
his angelic servants and directly.“ The elaborate descriptions of God's angelic hierarchy,

385ee the remarks on worship of "divine agents" in the following pages.
395ee E. Peterson, Der Monotheismus als politische Problem (Leipzig: Jacob Hegner,
1935),

The view rejected here finds classic expression in W. Bousset, H. Gressmann, Die
Religion des Judentums im spdthellenistischen Zeitalter (3rd ed.; Tiibingen: 1926) 302-
357. Similar assertions are found, e.g., in Stier, Gott und sein Engel, 80; and I
Gruenwald, "Jewish Apocalyptic Literature," ANRW II. 19. 1:96.

4lsee H. 7. Wicks, The Doctrine of God in the Jewish Apocryphal and Apocalyptic
Literature (New York: Ktav, 1971, originally published 1915), esp. 120-129; and N. B.
Johnson, Prayer in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Study of the Jewish Concept of
God (SBLMS, 2; Philadelphia: Society of Biblical Literature, 1948). In the latter work, cf.
p. 65, where the author makes the standard assertion that the belief in God's angelic
agents must mean that God was seen as removed from the world, and p. 69, where he
implicitly retracts this assertion for lack of evidence: "Although a belief in angels should
logically [?] suggest that God is remote from our world, the Jew evidently felt no com-
pulsion to abandon faith in God's immanence." As only one example, see the prayer in
2 Bar 48:1-24, where the speaker refers to God's "innumerable hosts" (v. 10) and yet
appeals simply and directly to God himself to hear and to act (vv. 11-24). On the study of
ancient Jewish piety, see J. H. Charlesworth, "A Prolegomenon to a New Study of the
Jewish Background of the Hymns and Prayers in the New Testament," JSJ 33 (1982) 265-
285.
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thus, are not indications of a softening of monotheistic faith but the opposite! The point
of the descriptions is to say, "Do you see how great our God is, who has such a vast and
powerful retinue to do nothing but serve him?"

Having described God's significance by employing the model of the imperial court
and government, ancient Jews no doubt found it appropriate to allow for the position of
the grand vizier, the head of the imperial retinue, and this clearly seems to be the model
for the chief angel figures we meet. To be sure, there were also elements in the Israelite
tradition that must have seemed to encourage and assist in this conception, such as the
references to the angel in whom God's name dwells in Exod 23:20-21, and the "com-
mander of the army of the Lord" in Josh 5:13-15. Indeed, we may imagine that the idea
that God (as any earthly emperor) might have such a chief servant would have excited
various speculations about who it might be and what his significance was.

But the chief angel figure was more than just an appropriate court position that
seemed to have some interesting justification in Jewish tradition. The meaning of the
figure is indicated partly by the function he plays in the various texts. Where the chief
angel is Michael (e.g., T. Abr 1:4-5; Adam and Eve 14:1-2), the point is that the greatest
of God's heavenly servants is the one who has a special responsibility for Israel (Dan
12:1), and vice versa. In texts where the chief angel bears some other name, it still seems
that he functions as encouragement to the Jewish readers. Great power that he is, this
angel characteristically conducts the OT patriarch through the heavenly strata to a
vision of the divine throne, and to a heavenly exaltation. That is, God's chief servant,
second only to God in heavenly authority, is ordered by God to act as the personal guide
of a patriarchal figure, whose ascent and exaltation assures and prefigures the exaltation
of the elect.

Divine Agency and the Veneration of Jesus

In this paper I have described briefly the evidence of a widescale interest in what I
have termed "divine agency" in ancient Judaism, and I have suggested some of the reli-
gious and historical factors that may have prompted this interest and to which it may
have spoken. In my view, the evidence of an interest in divine agency shows that a wide
variety of ancient Jewish monotheism was able to tolerate the concept that God had a
chief servant to whom he had given such authority and significance that this servant was
second only to God himself. Indeed, ancient Jewish thought seems, at one time at least,
to have been comfortable with the idea that God had associated such a figure so closely
with himself that the figure could be regarded as bearing in some measure the divine
glory.u2

Although I do not have the space here to argue the point fully, I wish to suggest that
what I have termed the concept of "divine agency" may have provided the first Christians
with traditional materials with which to begin to accommodate the exalted Jesus in their
theology. When their visions of the risen Jesus and other religious experiences revealed
to them that Jesus had been given heavenly glory, this Jewish tradition of "divine
agency" facilitated the earliest reflection upon these experiences, and helped to shape
the earliest chris;tology.[*3 Thus, in a thoroughly Jewish monotheistic setting it was

425 appears that by the second century Jewish leaders were finding reasons to back
away from this idea, perhaps under the impact of polemics with Christians and Gnostics.
See P. Alexander, "The Targumim and Early Exegesis of 'Sons of God' in Gen. 6," JJS 23
(1972) 68-69, who notes a polemic against angelology in Judaism of the second century
and later. See also A. F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven.

Of course, we may even think of this tradition as the conceptual "grid" through
which the risen Jesus was experienced, although the experiences seem to have carried
the early Christians beyond the characteristic contours of "divine agency" tradition.
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possible for the early Christians to think of Jesus as exalted to a position of glory next to
God himself, and as made something like the grand vizier of the imperial court.

But the early Christians seem very quickly to have produced a new mutation in
Jewish monotheism, for which the concept of divine agency is no full analogy. And the
key indication of this is the fact that at a very early point Jewish Christians began the
veneration of the risen Jesus in cultic forms ordinarily reserved for giving worship to
God, such as hymns and prayers, which formed part of the corporate cultic activities of
early Christian conventicles.** That is, the Christian mutation in Jewish monotheism is
first recognizable by the distinctively binitarian shape of its corporate devotional prac-
tice. In spite of claims to the contrary, the evidential basis for the assertion that the
worship of angels, patriarchs or divine attributes was a regular part of the cultic activi-
ties of Jewish religious groups is, to say the least, very slender indeed.”” Indeed, the
early Jewish apocalyptic literature in which the chief angels play such a major role
contains clear indications of a concern to prevent worship of any being but God. 6 In

¥%These cultic actions have received attention in several essays recently. See M.
Hengel, "Hymn and Christology"; R. P. Martin, "Some Reflections on New Testament
Hymns," in H. H. Rowdon (ed.), Christ the Lord: Studies in Christology Presented to
Donald Guthrie (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1982) 37-49; R. Deichgréber, Gotteshymnus und
Christushymnus in der frithen Christenheit (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967).

“3In the 13 volumes of E. R. Goodenough's Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman
Period (New York: Pantheon, 1953-1968), his claim of Jewish worship of angels rests
mainly upon a curse inscription on a gravestone from Delos (vol. 2, pp. 145-146). But see
A. Deissmann, Light From the Ancient East (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1927) 414-418,
who shows that the invocation "keeps well within the bounds of the Biblical creed" (418),
citing Ps 103:20 as analogy. It is perilous to base too much on the sort of polemical
remark found in the Kerygma Petrou (Clem. Alex., Strom. VI. 5. 39-41), for this is clearly
a Christian polemical interpretation of Jewish rites, and no indication of actual Jewish
intentions, as shown in M. Simon, "Remarques sur l'angélolatrie juive au debut de l'ere
chrétienne," Academie des inscriptions et belles-lettres, comptes rendus des seances de
l'lannee 1971 120-35. M. Hengel's reference to a "pre-Christian angel cult under Jewish
influence, e.g., in Phrygia" is apparently based on the assumption that Col 2:18 refers to
the worship of angels and reflects pre-Christian practice among Jews, The Son of God
(London: SCM, 1976) 85, n. 146. But see F. O. Francis, "Humility and Angelic Worship in
Col. 2:18," Studia Theologica 16 (1962) 109-134; W. Carr, Angels and Principalities: The
Background, Meaning and Development of the Pauline Phrase hai archai kai hai exousia
(Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1981) 69-71; and C. A. Evans, "The Colossian
Mystics," Biblica 63 (1982) 188-205. M. Casey, "Chronology and the Development of
Pauline Christology," in M. D. Hooker and S. G. Wilson (eds.), Paul and Paulinism: Essays
in Honour of C. K. Barrett (London: SPCK, 1982) asserts (p. 127) that prayer is addressed
to Moses in Philo (referring to De Somn. 1. 164-165), but the passage hardly bears such an
interpretation, for the "invocation" of Moses is obviously a rhetorical device and in no
way reflects the actual cultic practices of Philo. I discuss the case for Jewish worship of
angels more fully in the book manuscript mentioned in note 1 above.

%6see R. Bauckham, "The Worship of Jesus in Apocalyptic Christianity." Rabbinic
prohibitions against sacrifice to Michael and worship of angels are discussed in P.
Schéfer, Rivalitdt zwischen Engeln und Menschen: Untersuchungen zur rabbinischen
Engelvorstellung 67-74, and in W. Leuken, Michael: Eine Darstellung und Vergleichung
der judischen und der morgenldndisch-christlichen Tradition vom Erzengel Michael
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989) 4-12, but the latter's views have been
treated far too uncritically in subsequent scholarship.
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short, my view is that, on the one hand, the sort of developments in Jewish thought
described here were important in preparing early Jewish Christians to accept a second
figure in heaven at God's side who bore a significance second only to God himself, and, on
the other hand, under the impact of their own distinctive religious experiences of the
exalted Jesus, these Jewish Christians quickly altered the concept of "divine agency."w

The cultic veneration of Jesus shows that they were convinced that the position
given to the exalted Jesus, though second to God, included a fuller measure of the divine
glory than normally associated with this chief agent role. Yet, in their minds this did not
amount to Jesus becoming a second god. Guided by their Jewish tradition, and perhaps
especially by its ability to tolerate a chief agent without God's uniqueness being threat-
ened, and under the impact of their religious experiences, they believed that, in giving
praise and worship to the one they were sure God himself had appointed to be Lord, they
were praising this Lord "to the glory of God the father" (Phil 2:11). It was for them, as
loyal Jews, apparently an unprecedented step to take to re-shape their corporate devo-
tional life around God and another figure, Jesus. But the impetus for this step was the
conviction that the exaltation of Jesus included the apparently equally unprecedented
step of divine appointment as a proper object of cultic devotion alongside God.

“7My comments do not demand of the reader any particular religious disposition
toward the Christian claims about these experiences. All I mean here is that in certain
ways the early Christians had religious experiences which, while perhaps not formally
distinctive from other religious groups of the time, carried a distinctive "content" and
were interpreted by Christians in distinctive ways, producing convictions about Jesus and
re-interpretations of the Jewish tradition that were not easily accepted by those who had
not shared these experiences. Thus, "distinctive" does not necessarily mean "valid," only
that the experiences were in some ways peculiar to the early Christian groups. There
appear to have been other Jewish groups of the same period with their own distinctive
religious experiences and, consequently, somewhat distinctive re-interpretations of their
Jewish tradition, e.g., the Qumran sect.
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The Composition of the Pentateuch

Rolf P. Knierim
The Institute for Antiquity and Christianity, Claremont

" Introduction

Ever since Wellhausen's Die Composition des Hearateuchs,1 the study of the composi-
tion of larger blocks of OT materials has been a legitimate scholarly endeavor, and it has
played an increasing role during the last two generations. The latest publication to date
concerned with composition is E. Blum's monumental dissertation, "Die Komposition der
Vétergeschichte."

It is immediately clear that methodologically, quite different things are done under
the term composition. The term is used in literary-critical, form-critical, redactional-
critical, rhetorical, stylistic, and other types of interpretation. The same is true for the
term structure which, besides the fields just mentioned, has become the main label for
entire fields such as structuralism and structural linguistics.

The following discussion is not concerned with a critique of the appropriateness of
these words for certain fields of study.3 Nor is it concerned with distinctions between
the words "structure" and "composition." Rather, it focuses on the proper determination
of the parts within a literary unit and on their relationship—in our case: the super- or
macrostructure of the Pentateuch.

Whether or not, or by what criteria the Pentateuch must be considered as a literary
unit may remain an open question even though the traditional source-critical and
traditio-historical arguments in favor of a Hexateuch have since M. Noth decisively lost
ground. The Pentateuch certainly points beyond itself. Nevertheless, there is sufficient
ground for the study of its composition even if this literary unit should be part of a larger
historical work in which the priestly and deuteronomistic works were combined.

It is known that the Pentateuch in its basically extant form is the result of a long and
complex growth process of oral and written traditions which extended throughout centu-
ries. It is also known that this process essentially did not come to its end before the fifth
century B.C.E. What is presumed, but not sufficiently studied is the final result of this
process at that later period in Israel, this "baroque" phenomenon as G. von Rad called it.
Traditional historical exegesis has for good reasons been preoccupied with the layers and
developments before the latest composition. At the same time, however, it has behaved
as if the final composition was not worth discussing. The reason for this neglect is

13. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Biicher des
Alten Testaments (4th ed.; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter and Co., 1963).

E. Blum, Die Komposition der Vitergeschichte (WMANT 57; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener, 1984).

On this point, see my comments in "Criticism of Literary Features, Form, Tradi-
tion, and Redaction," The Hebrew Bible and Its Modern Interpreters (ed. D. Knight and G.
Tucker; Chico: Scholars Press, 1985) 123-165.
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probably because this layer is presumed to be self-explanatory, a matter for lay people.
Another reason might be that its complexity betrays the disintegration or convolution of
originally "clean" generic traditions and literary authors, or even that its late date asso-
ciates it with the "ritualistic" and "legalistic" interests of Jewish religiosity which is
considered "inferior" to early Israel's great traditions and thereby irrelevant for the—
whose?—knowledge of the OT's religion or theology.

It is worthwhile to point out these influences on scholarship. But neither their ideo-
logical prejudices nor their historical assumptions provide a valid basis for true and
ongoing scholarly work. Indeed, the interpretation of the extant Pentateuch is an urgent
necessity, not only because its final composition represents another important historical
datum in the Pentateuch's and the OT's tradition history but also because attention to
this stratum provides an important starting point and control mechanism for studying the
Pentateuch's tradition history itself.

It is not the intention of this paper to engage in critical discussion with publications
that focus on the same subject. These publications are few anyway. The absence of
critical discussion results from the basically different method in this paper and the
results derived from this method, and not from intentional neglect of the valid scholar-
ship of others. The results may differ from or concur with those of others. In either case,
they rest on the approach to the material and not, at least not primarily, on the history
of research so far. The test for the method and its results has to be the literary phenom-
enon of the Pentateuch itself.

This paper can only address the major questions. Much detail must remain unsaid for
the moment. And some aspects that should be mentioned may be missed. It is, hopefully,
a beginning.

I. The Main Parts of the Pentateuch.

A. Pentateuch?

The canonical shape of the Pentateuch, its division into five books, is just as much an
obstacle to the recognition of its literary structure and genre as the shape of its literary
sources has always been. Whatever the reasons may have been for this fivefold division,
and its canonic-theological implications, this shape cannot claim to reflect the formation
of the Pentateuch that is intrinsic to its literary nature. Indeed, at important points the
canonical shape has destroyed the literary structure of the whole. Inasmuch as this
intrinsic literary nature is theologically relevant, its own theological relevance is more
important than the theological relevance of its canonical shape.

The division between Genesis and Exodus is for obvious reasons a primary division.
The division between Numbers and Deuteronomy is also justified. But it cannot be con-
sidered on the same level as the division between Genesis and Exodus. For a variety of
reasons to be discussed below, Numbers and Deuteronomy belong decisively closer
together than Genesis and Exodus. The case is even clearer regarding the division
between Exodus and Leviticus, and the division between Leviticus and Numbers. Both
divisions cut the literary unit of the Sinai-pericope to pieces by associating one part of
this pericope with the narrative leading to Sinai (so in Exodus), and another part with the
narrative following the time at Sinai (so in Numbers).

The fivefold subdivision of the work suggests, structurally speaking, that its five
parts belong together on the same, and highest, macrostructural level. If it were to
suggest a different meaning, such a meaning is not self-evident, and it would still con-
flict with the self-evidence of the equal level of each part suggested by the fivefold
division. Most importantly, however, the fivefold subdivision, should it structurally mean
anything at all, conflicts with the different structural levels to which certain blocks
belong in the literary unity of the work. Indeed, it stands in the way of a proper under-
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standing of the hierarchical nature of the work's composition. This composition consists
of a variety of different levels at which the parts of the work are related to one another.
And no interpretation of the composition of the "Pentateuch" is appropriate which
ignores the fundamental importance of the different structural levels to which the parts
of the work belong and which constitute the relationship of these parts. In view of this
methodological maxim, a fresh look at the problem is in order.

B. We begin with the observation that the books of Exodus throughout Deuteronomy
are held together by the narrative about Moses from his birth until his death. And we
conclude that this observation is important for our understanding of the composition of
the "Pentateuch." This work consists of two parts: the time before Moses (Genesis) and
the time of Moses (Exodus-Deuteronomy). A number of additional observations support
and specify this conclusion.

1. The book of Genesis covers the time span from the creation of the world until the
death of Joseph, an exceedingly long time (more than 2000 years) narrated in roughly
twenty-five percent of the total text of the Pentateuch. In seventy-five percent of the
total text of the Pentateuch, the books of Exodus-Deuteronomy cover the time span of
Moses' life, 120 years. The extent of material allotted to each of the two time spans is
extremely disproportionate, a factor that must be considered programmatic and not
merely the result of less and more available information for the two parts of the work.

2. The work regards each of the two time periods as coherent in each part, in Genesis
on the basis of genealogy, and in Exodus-Deuteronomy on the basis of Moses' life, an
aspect not unrelated to genealogy. By contrast, the work sees a hiatus between the two
time periods which is unparalleled within each of the two parts. Exod 1:6-8 makes the
hiatus explicit by referring on the one hand to Joseph's and his generation's death and on
the other to a new king who did not know Joseph, and to the increase of Israel's descend-
ants between the two eras. This passage establishes the link between the generation of
Joseph and the generation of the Israelites under the new Pharaoh, but it says nothing
about the duration which elapsed between them, which it quite obviously assumes. Exod
12:40 knows it precisely: 430 years.

3. The scenarios of the two blocks must also be considered as separate. The story of
the Israelites in Egypt and in the desert is clearly distinct from the story of the patri-
archs and their ancestors in Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine. Whatever the divisions
are in each of the two stories, they are less significant than the divisions between both of
them. The division between Genesis on the one hand and Exodus-Deuteronomy on the
other is therefore fundamental, while all other divisions within the "Pentateuch" are
subservient to it.

4. What, then, is the relationship of these two parts? It should be evident that the
"Pentateuch" focuses heavily on the time of Moses, and compared with this focus only
preliminarily on the time before Moses. And since in its historical perspective both times
are connected, the conclusion is inevitable that the "Pentateuch" as a whole is a work
about the time of Moses in which Genesis, the time before Moses, is the introduction, the
prelude, the preparation, or the prehistory. The book of Genesis is not the center of this
work, nor is it equal in perspective to Exodus-Deuteronomy, much as it is read and dis-
cussed. Nor is it a work meant to be understood apart from the following main work. It is
the introduction to the time of Moses, and receives its meaning from Exodus-
Deuteronomy.

Nevertheless, this prehistory is not unimportant. It shows that the time of Moses
must not be understood in isolation. On the contrary, the time of Moses must<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>