The Mission and Ministry
of
Jesus



A THEOLOGY OF JESUS

Volume 1



The Mission and Ministry
of
Jesus

Donald Goergen, O. P.



A Michael Glazier Book published by The Liturgical Press
Cover design by Mary Jo Pauly

Copyright ® 1986 by Michael Glazier, Inc.

Copyright ® 1990 by The Order of St. Benedict, Inc., Collegeville, Min-
nesota. All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in
any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy-
ing, recording, taping, or any retrieval system, without the written per-
mission of The Liturgical Press, Collegeville, Minnesota 56321. Printed
in the United States of America

Library of Congress Catal oging-in-Publication Data

Goergen, Donald.
The mission and ministry of Jesus/ Donald Goergen.
. cm.

Originally published: Wilmington, Del. : M. Glazier, 1986. (A
Theology of Jesus; 1).

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 0-8146-5603-X

1. Jesus Christ-Person and offices. 1. Title. 1l. Series:
Goergen, Donald. Theology of Jesus; v. 1.
BT202.G57 1992

232-dc20 92-4826

CIP



To Mom and Dad






Table of Contents

Preface o 9
(Falugele (U1t 1T o] o IR RPN 1
Part One: One of Us

1. Christology: An Invitation to an Encounter .............. 25
2. Jesus Rootsin Palestinian Judaism ...........coceeuee.e.... 46
3. Jesusand the People .........cccoovierieneneeiecieceee 84
Part Two: Solidarity with God
4, TheOriginsof aMisSSiON ...........ccccecveeveeiieieieenne. 109
5. A Prophet from Nazareth ...........ccccccoevvivivieinnnnne. 146
6. Jesus and ApocalyptiCiSm .........ccceevveeeecreeireceesrenen. 177
Part Three: Solidarity with the People
7. The Compassionate Sage .........cceveeveereeeeeveereeneenne. 207
8. God Belongsto the People..........ccccueveevuvrennnnne... 278
Suggested ReadingS ........cccceeeeevviiiieee e 282
Index of Selected TOPICS ......cccveeveereeeececieeece e, 302
Index of AULhOI'S ........ccccueeeeiiieceee e 304

Index of Biblical Citations

309







Preface

Someone may well ask: another book on Jesus? Whether
it be the needs of our times, or the needs of the Church, or
my own needs | do not know. Perhapsit only shows how
enigmatic a person Jesustruly is. He is someone by whom
we have been grasped but whom we are not ableto graspin a
definitive way once and for all.

"Who do you say that | am?' (Mk 8:29) is one of the most
pointed theological questions ever asked, and it remains
with us still. This series of five volumesis my own tentative
response after fifteen years of thinking about it. Nor can |
make any pretense of the project being final. | am quite
aware that every section of this book could be abook in
itself. Indeed, most of the topics discussed have already been
the subject of many specialized studies. But at some point
integration and synthesis are in order. We need to pause and
say: Thisis how far we've come. Where do we go from here?

| see thistheology of Jesus not unlike the description
given by a philosophy professor of mine of acircus clown he
had seen as a child. The clown was standing on his head,
juggling. My professor's response was that he had seen
better clowns, better acrobats, and better jugglers - but he
had never seen all of them done together. For there are far
better biblical scholarsthan I; indeed, professionally, | am
not an exegete at all. There are also better Church histori-
ans; once again, | am not professionally a historian. And,
likewise, there are better philosophers.
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Y et the time comes when we must move beyond the
securities of our specializations and risk putting the picture
together. As atheologian, with a constructive bent, thisis
what | have tried to do. In doing so, if my picture brings
some closer to faith, or closer to Christ Jesus, or makes
some of our preaching of Christ more effective and substan-
tive, then | will see this project as having been more than
worthwhile. It iswritten for students, but also for preachers
\é\_/ho are called upon both to know Christ and to proclaim

im.

The first two of the five volumesin this series pertain to
the first christological task as outlined in the following
reflection on methodology. The first two volumes are an
interpretation of the earthly Jesus. This volume concerns his
life and mission, the next his death and resurrection.

In aproject such as this, one is deeply indebted to more
people than one can name. | shall mention only afew. For
their critical reading of part or all of the manuscript of
volume one and their suggestions, Frank Benz, Raymond
Martin, Boyd Mather, and particularly Jerome Murphy-
O'Connor. For their assistance in editing the manuscript,
Jon Alexander, Diana Culbertson, Stanley Drongowski,
Michael Mascari, Michael Monshau, Patrick Norris,
Richard Peddicord and Priscilla Wood. For their assistance
with typing, Margaret Bunkers, Mary Fitzgerald, Ruth
Mary Gendrich and Frances Plass. For their consistent
encouragement and support, in addition to many of the
above, and in addition to many others, Jim Barnett, Linda
Hansen, Carmelita Murphy, Jerry Stookey, Pat Walter and
Ann Willits.

With respect to inclusive language, | have found particu-
larly helpful suggestionsin The Handbook Of Nonsexist
Writing by Casey Miller and Kate Swift (New Y ork: Harper
and Row, 1980); and in Gail Ramshaw Schmidt's "De Di-
vinis Nominibus: The Gender of God," Worship 56 (1982),
117-31. Biblical quotations are ordinarily taken from the
Revised Standard Version, unless otherwise indicated, and
sometimes adjusted in favor of inclusive language as justi-
fied by the Greek text.
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A Reflection on Methodology

Reflections on methodology properly belong both at the
beginning and at the end of atheological task. One must be
methodologically conscious from the beginning. Y et
method alone cannot be one's only guiding concern, lest
understanding be restricted by atoo pre-determined
approach. Theology is both art and science; it draws upon
both precise technical concepts and creative intuitions. In so
far as an awareness of method may be of help in the begin-
ning, my method in doing this Christology comprises four
steps or "moments': (1) Jesus research, (2) historical retriev-
al, (3) hermeneutical re-construction, and (4) socio-ethical
evaluation. Christology comprises all four tasks, although
the third may be considered Christology proper.

Thefirst task of any christologist is Jesus research.1 The
primary concern of Christology is Jesus as the one remem-
bered by the Church and proclaimed as the Christ. During
the past two centuries, we have become increasingly aware
of the contribution of scientific historiography and literary

1This does not mean that the norm or basis for Christology is the Jesus of
modern historical-critical exegesis (cf. David Tracy, The Analogical I magination,

Christian Theology and the Culture of Pluralism [New Y ork: Crossroad, 1981],
233-41; 242, n 5; 300, n 97; 334, n15). | am more in agreement with Tracy than | am
in disagreement with him. | will reserve a more detailed discussion of this question
until volume two, in which | discuss the Jesus of historiography and the Jesus of
faith. Although Tracy's point is valid, my disagreement isin his continuing to
identify terminologically the Jesus of history with the Jesus of historiography.
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criticism to the study of Jesus. Thus Jesus research has
taken a new and vital turn. Jesus research is not so much
Christology proper asit is a prolegomenon to Christology
- anecessary even if only preliminary moment in con-
structing a Christology. Nor is Jesus research to be con-
ceived only in positivistic terms, for it involves hermeneutics
and methodological decisions of its own. Jesus research
itself manifests varied interpretations of Jesus and relies
upon varied approaches to Jesus.

Jesus research need not require Christian faith on the part
of the researcher; nor does it require the bracketing of that
faith. What is required is a coherent interpretation of Jesus
of Nazareth and a considered reflection on the historiogra-
phical data pertinent to Jesus. Even though valuing objec-
tivity, Jesus research is not purely objective knowledge. The
Judaism, Catholicism, or Protestantism of researcherslike

Tracy's point is valid if one accepts his clear definition of the historical Jesus as the
actual Jesus who lived in so far as he is known or knowable today by way of
empirical-historical methods; namely, the Jesus of historiography (Tracy, The
Analogical Imagination, 245, n 20). The Jesus who lies at the basis of Christology is
the Jesus remembered by the Church (in this| am in agreement with Tracy), but the
Jesus remembered by the Church may be the Jesus of history (if one does not
reduce the Jesus of history to being the Jesus of historiography). One cannot
predetermine the outcome of one's Jesus research. Nor is the relevance of the
historiographical search for Jesus only that of keeping alive the dangerous and
subversive memory of Jesus (Tracy, The Analogical Imagination, 239; 334, n15).
The historiographical search makes areal contribution to our understanding of the
Jesus of faith (see volume two) and can also be seen as a part of the contemporary
Church's process of remembering Jesus (see Elizabeth Johnson, " The Theological
Relevance of the Historical Jesus: A Debate and a Thesis," The Thomist[January,
1984], 1-43). Tracy identifies Schillebeeckx as claiming to ground Christology in
the historical Jesus. Y et Schillebeeckx's own "experiment" is presented as an effort
to retrieve the Jesus of the early Christian movement; namely, the remembered
Jesus, or the Jesus of faith. Schillebeeckx writes, "The truth is that no reconstruc-
tion of historical data about Jesus can show that he is the Christ" (Interim Report
on the Books Jesus and Christ [New Y ork: Crossroad, 1982], 27), and, "l am not,
however, saying in any way that the picture of Jesus as reconstructed by historians
becomes the norm and criterion of Christian faith... It is not the historical picture
of Jesus but the living Jesus of history who stands at the beginning and is the
source, norm and criterion of the interpretative experience which the first Chris-
tians had of him" (ibid., 33). One's interpretation of Jesusin faith cannot be
divorced from the knowledge which comes from historiography, even though the
Jesus of faith cannot be reduced to the Jesus of historiography. Jesus research
remains a necessary prolegomenon to Christology even if it is not the norm or
ground for Christology by itself alone.
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Geza Vermes, Edward Schillebeeckx, and Joachim Jere-
mias are bound to contribute to their interpretative hori-
zons.2 Y et Jesus research and a coherent interpretation of
Jesus of Nazareth remain necessary to doing Christology
today.

Since the primary sources for a study of Jesus are biblical,
the first task of Christology involves biblical exegesis and
hermeneutics. | am professionally a systematic theologian
and not an exegete, yet systematic theology cannot be separ-
ated from biblical research even if it isdistinct fromit.
Christology can hardly avoid the Scriptures. This first task
of Christology setsin relief Jesusin his historicality and in
his humanity. Among Catholic authors, Edward Schille-
beeckx stands out as one who has done extensive Jesus
research before attempting further reflections on Christol-
ogy as such.

The second task in constructing a Christology is historical
retrieval. Before re-constructing Christology for our period
of history, we must seek to understand the history of the
interpretation of Jesus, the history of Christology itself. One
searches Christian tradition, s as well as Hebrew and
Christian Scriptures, to understand Jesus Christ more
deeply, appropriately and adequately. One does Christol-
ogy in thelight of historical Christianity's understanding of
Jesus Christ, no matter what one's evaluation, appropria-
tion, or rejection of a particular historical expression of the
Christian faith may be. David Tracy expressesit thus:

Tradition isinevitably present through the language we
use: arecognition of that presence can also occasion a
recognition that every tradition is both pluralistic and
ambiguous (i.e., enriching, liberating, and distorting).

ISee Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973); Edward
Schillebeeckx, Jesus, An Experiment in Christology, trans. Hubert Hoskins (New
York: Seabury, 1979); Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology, the Procla-
mation of Jesus, trans. John Bowden (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's, 1971).

3The modern classic on the theology of tradition is Y ves Congar's Tradition and
Traditions, An Historical and a Theological Essay, trans. Michael Naseby and
Thomas Rainborough (New Y ork: The Macmillan Co, 1967).
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The fact that every tradition is ambiguous need not
become the occasion to reject the reality of tradition as
enriching. Rather the need is to find modes of interpreta-
tion that can retrieve the genuine meaning and truth of
the tradition ("hermeneutics of retrieval™) aswell as
modes of interpretation that can uncover the errors and
distortions in the tradition ("hermeneutics of critique and
suspicion /-

The re-appropriation of the meaning and truth within
Christian tradition constitutes a second moment and second
prolegomenon in constructing a Christology. The first task
is primarily biblical, exegetical, and hermeneutical; the
second task is primarily historical, namely, research into the
history of Christian traditions. This historical research can-
not be separated from hermeneutics either, for historical
analysisis a hermeneutics of the christological tradition. To
move from a biblical interpretation of Jesusto a contempo-
rary re-interpretation of Jesus without a conscious dialogue
with "the Jesus of Christian history" isto ignore the full
implications of our modern historical consciousness, which
necessitates an awareness not only of the historicality of
Jesus but also of a history to Christology itself - Christol-
ogy in search of itsroots, the Jesus of Christian history as
well as the Jesus of the New Testament. This second task of
Christology setsin relief Jesusin his divinity and perduring
significance. Aloys Grillmeier stands out as one among
many who has done extensive historical research for the

4David Tracy, The Analogical Imagination, 146 n.80. Also see his Blessed Rage
for Order (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1975), 3-21, 49-52, 72-79, 237-40 for further
reflections on hermeneutics, retrieval, and tradition. Tracy's discussion of “criteria
of appropriateness" is particularly relevant to the task of historical retrieval; see
Blessed Rage, 28-29, 72-79. Bernard Lonergan's reflections on method are also
apropos here; Method in Theology (New Y ork: Herder and Herder, 1972), esp.
125-45 on the eight functional specialties, 153-73 on interpretation and hermeneu-
tics, and 175-234 on history. Lonergan's first two functional specialties (research
and interpretation) are both clearly involved in what | have called the first task of
Christology - Jesus research. The first four functional specialties (research,
interpretation, history and dialectic) are involved in the second task - historical
retrieval.
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sake of retrieving the meaning and truth in the Christian
tradition. 5

QOur third task is a hermeneutical re-construction, or the
construction of a Christology proper, an interpretation of
the Christ-event in the light of contemporary consciousness.
After encountering the historical and biblical Jesus as well
as historical Christianity's continuing re-interpretations of
Jesus, Christology seeks to construct an appropriate, coher-
ent, and relatively adequate theology of Jesus Christ for our
period of history, atheology which allows the Christ-event
to be salvific for us, able to be experienced once again.6
Christology must be both rooted (Jesus research and histor-
ical retrieval) and communicative (establishing arelation-
ship to itsworld, our world). Christology proper, as a
hermeneutical re-construction, seeks to bridge the gap be-
tween Christian history (Scripture and Tradition) and our
contemporary, post-modern horizon.

Hermeneuticsisinvolved in all of the first three christo-
logical tasks. Granted that there are different hermeneutical
or interpretative principles involved depending upon
whether one is talking about the hermeneutics of biblical
statements, or the hermeneutics of conciliar, dogmatic, and
historical statements, or the hermeneutics of constructing
theology in the light of contemporary consciousness and
experience. In all of these, however, hermeneutics involves
an inquiry into how we understand historical materials and
theological statements aswell asan inquiry into their episte-
mological presuppositions.

Whereas exegesis and historical research are specific steps
in the first two christological tasks, the results of these first

5Aloys Grillmeier, Christin Christian Tradition, val. I, From the Apostolic Age
to Chalcedon (451), trans. John Bowden, second, revised edition (London: Mow-
brys, 1975).

§Note David Tracy's criteria of adequacy, appropriateness, and intelligibility;
Blessed Rage for Order, 28-29,64-87; The Analogical Imagination, 238. Appropri-
ateness refers to one's hermeneutics of the tradition; intelligibility refersto the
coherence of the tradition's present self-understanding; adequacy refersto the
horizon of common human experience. See also Schubert M. Ogden, "What is
Theology?' Journal of Religion 52 (1972), 22-40.
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two tasks along with philosophical reflection7 and critical
reflection on one'sown human experience arethe primary
resourcesin thetask of re-construction. The systematic
theologian, of course, cannot professionally be exegete,
historian, and philosopher all at once; yet, to some degree,
he or she must feel somewhat at home in those worldsto
perform hisor her systematic theological task of re-
construction. A systematic theologian is concerned with the
historical Christian past (consider David Tracy'scriteria of
appropriateness), with theinner coherence of hisor her
re-construction (Tracy'scriteria of intelligibility), and with
common human experience and the contemporary con-
sciousness (Tracy'scriteria of adequacy). Systematic theol-
ogy seeksto be both intelligent (a philosophical, reflective,
and critical moment) and relevant (a creative, imaginative,
intuitive moment).8 Oneisreminded of Alfred North White-
head's description of speculative philosophy: " Thetrue
method of discovery islikethe flight of an aeroplane. It
startsfrom the ground of particular observation; it makesa
flight in thethin air of imaginative generalization; and it
again landsfor renewed observation rendered acute by
rational interpretation." 9

Thefirst two tasks of Christology must be held in balance
with thethird, and yet all three tasks are distinguishable.
There can be noradical break between biblical/ historical
and constructive/ systematic theological efforts. Bernard
L onergan exemplifies such a balance when indicating two
inter-connected momentsor levelsin the critical study of
history: "In thefirst instance one is coming to under stand
one's sources. In the second instance oneisusing one's
under stood sour cesintelligently to come to under stand the

7An illuminating article on this point is Fergus Kerr's "The Need for Philosophy
in Theology Today," New Blackfriars (June, 1984), 248-60.

8Theword relevant has its advantages and disadvantages. See Tracy, Blessed
Rage for Order, 16, n 12; and |77.

9Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, ed. David Ray Griffin and
Donald W. Sherburne, corrected edition (New Y ork: Macmillan Co., | 978), 5, also
pp. 3-17; The Function of Reason (Boston: Beacon Press, |1958); and Modes of
Thought (New Y ork: Macmillan Co., 1938).
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object to which they are relevant."lo The first two tasks of
Christology have primarily to do with Scripture and Tradi-
tion as sources. In the third task one is using those sourcesin
the light of a contemporary horizon to construct an intelli-
gent and relatively adequate Christology for our day. There
isboth a"given" moment (the first two tasks of Christology
donein the light of biblical hermeneutics and the hermeneu-
tics of the traditions) and a "constructive" moment (the
third task done in the light of critical philosophy and the
hermeneutics of experience). Lonergan, defining systemat-
ics, argues that "the aim of systematicsis not to increase
certitude but to promote understanding,” and also that "the
understanding to be reached isto be on the level of one's
times.""

At the same time that the more historical moments (the
first two tasks) and the constructive moment (task three)
must be held together as interdependent, they can still be
distinguished. It isasif we are looking at the Christ-event
with two eyes, with one eye on the past - Jesus research and
historical retrieval, and a second eye on the present which
seeks to re-present this selfsame Jesusin the light of a
contemporary conceptual and experiential framework -
hermeneutical re-construction. Thisthird task of Christol-
ogy, re-construction, constitutes Christology properly
speaking. The constructive theologian seeks an interpreta-
tion of Jesus Christ which is biblically and historically
appropriate, philosophically and rationally coherent, as
well as experientially and socially relevant. " Systematic
theol ogians cannot simply repeat; they must critically inter-
pret the tradition mediating the event."t?

10Lonergan, Method in Theology, 189.

111bid., 336 for thefirst part of the quotation, 350 for the second part; see 335-53
for his discussion of systematics.

12Tracy, The Analogical Imagination, 405. For David Tracy's suggestions for a
revisionist model of theology, see Blessed Rage for Order, 32-34, 43-63. Tracy's
revisionist suggestions recognize the value of complementarity, of thinking in
terms of both/ and. The first two models of theology which he explicates tend
toward either tradition (orthodox theology) or modernity (liberal theology). The
next two models affirm radically €ither God (neo-orthodoxy) or the world (radical
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The third task of Christology attemptsto relate two poles
of Jesus' existence, his humanity and divinity; as well asthe
events of Jesus life, death and resurrection; along with an
attempt to understand the pre-historical, historical, and
post-historical or eschatological stages of his existence. Just
as Schillebeeckx and Grillmeier among contemporary
Catholic theologians exemplify the first two tasks of Chris-
tology, so Piet Schoonenberg has provided a masterful
effort at re-construction.13

The fourth task in constructing a Christology is socio-
ethical reflection. One must evaluate his or her reconstruc-
tion in the light of its socio-political and ethical
implications. Thisisthe moment of searching for the impli-
cations, of explicitly relating theology to praxis. It can be

secularism). Revisionism, rooted in correlation, is acritical reformulation of both
sides of the polarity. For thinking in terms of both/ and, see Donald Goergen, Me
Power Of Love, Christian Spirituality and Theology (Chicago: Thomas More
Press, 1979), 268-80.

My major disagreement with Tracy in Blessed Rage for Order is over whether
the Christian systematic theologian need be in principle abeliever (see 7;18, n 35;
36, n 16; 57, n 3; 80). | maintain that the theologian qua theologian isin principle as
well asin fact abeliever. Thisis especialy true of the systematic theologian,
perhaps less so for the fundamental theologian, although in that case | would speak
of aphilosopher or historian of religion. In Analogical Imagination Tracy modi-
fies or nuances his opinion significantly, yet still maintains that "in principle" the
theologian need not be a believer (183 n 26; 398-99, n 7).

My major disagreement with The Analogical Imagination iswith Tracy's under-
standing of systematic (or constructive) theology, specifically his suggestion that
the public "church" isthe primary public of systematics, with academy and society
as secondary. Tracy's emphasis on the public character of theology and his
delineation of the three publicsis significant and helpful (3-46); so is his delineating
of the three theological disciplines, fundamental, systematic, and practical theol-
ogy. My disagreement isin his attempt to relate the three disciplines to the three
publics(54-79). To me, it doesn't seem to work; it is forced. It seems to work better
for fundamental theology than it does for systematic theology.

Tracy suggests that a theologian "will ordinarily be related to one primary public
and secondarily to the other two" (52). Thisis perhaps true in fact, but not in
principle, perhaps true for the theologian as a human and individual being, but not
for the systematic theologian qua theologian. Systematic theology, and Christol-
ogy as systematic or constructive theology, is concerned with all three publics; it
must be professionally, confessionally, and socially responsible. It also articulates
apersonal faith (seep. 6) but not a private one.

13See especially Piet Schoonenberg, The Christ, trans. Della Couling (New
York: Seabury Press, 1971).
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argued that this task should come earlier in the process of
theological re-construction, or by othersthat it is not an
essential christological task at all. Y et socio-ethical reflec-
tion is necessary to Christology, and it need not necessarily
precede the task of hermeneutical re-construction.

An evaluation of the hermeneutical re-construction in the
light of its social and moral implicationsis as necessary to
Christology asit isfor theology in general, in order to
prevent Christology from being ideology. ‘4 How does one
know that one's Christology istruly theology and not
simply ideology? Christology must be socially and morally
responsible. Our choice is not between reflecting on the
socio-ethical implications of Christology or not, but
between a conscious explicitation of those implications or
allowing the operative implications to remain unconscious
or unarticulated. The consequences of atheology are part of
the theology itself. Any Christology which makes claimsto
objectivity, or relies on biblical and/or historical sources,
must still accept its social implications. No theology can be
apolitical unless one consciously desires to make it socially
irrelevant in the practical sphere - but even then it hasits
consequences. All theology supports some kind of praxis.15

David Tracy has made us aware of both the social charac-
ter of atheologian and the public character of theology. 6

14See Johann Baptist Metz, Faithin History and Society: Toward a Practical
Fundamental Theology (New York: Crossroad, 1979); Juan Luis Segundo, The
Liberation of Theology, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1976);
Martin Seliger, The Marxist Conception of Ideology: A Critical Essay (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1977).

150rthopraxis isamajor theme in the recent writings of Schillebeeckx. Also see
David Tracy, Blessed Rage for Order, 237-58; The Analogical Imagination, 69-82,
390-98, for his early reflections on praxis and theology; as well as his forthcoming
third volume in his trilogy which intends to deal with practical theology. Also, of
course, the liberation theologians, e.g., Frontiers of Theology in Latin America,
ed. RosinaGibellini, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1979); and
Alfred T. Hennelly, Theologiesin Conflict, The Challenge of Juan L uis Segundo
(Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1979). Also see the Proceedings of the Catholic Theo-
logical Society of America, vol. 30 (1975), 1-29 (Baum), 49-6] (O'Meara), 63-110
(Fiorenza); and vol. 32 (1977), 1-16 (Lonergan), 12541 (Shea), and |42-77
(Fiorenza).

6Tracy, The Analogical Imagination, esp. 3-46.
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Theology is and ought to be public discourse, conscious of
three publics that form the social matrix of theology:
academy, Church, and society. |ndeed, theology must be
professionally, confessionally, and socially responsible. The
fourth christological task is primarily concerned with this
social responsibility.

The social context of a contemporary theologian in the
United Statesis a particular social, political, economic, and
religious reality. These provide socia facts from which one's
social analysis beginsin order to draw out the implications
of one's Christology and thusin turn evaluate it. For exam-
ple, no christologist in the United States can read the para-
ble of the rich person and Lazarus (Lk 15:19-31) with any
social and global awareness without realizing that the
majority of people (God's people) in our world understand-
ably and easily identify North Americans as the rich person.
What are the implications of our Christology for this social
reality - whether we see ourselves as individually responsi-
ble or not?

The relationship between Christology and social analysis
involves mutual critique and something of a hermeneutical
circle. Social awareness may cause us to revise our Christol-
ogy, and vice-versa. Every social fact has the potential of
raising questions. For example, American religious plural-
ism asks us how our Christology interprets non-Christian
religious experience. What are the implications of our
Christology for other religious traditions? | repeat that there
isadialectical movement between the first three tasks and
this fourth task, which suggests that Christology is an ongo-
ing process, never a definitive and closed system, but rather
always in search of a more adequate way of expressing itself.
Thisis partly why it is not essential that this fourth task
comefirgt, aslong asit is taken serioudly. The fourth task
not only evaluates the prior re-construction but also pro-
vides the horizon for further re-construction.17

[ am aware of criticism of my position coming from two different perspectives.
There are those who deny that theology and social analysis belong together. With
these | am in complete disagreement. Others give the social analysis a position of
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Christology itself benefits from a pluralism of
approaches. An explicitly feminist or liberation Christology
may insist that the task of social analysis come earlier in the
christological process, that Christology be done in the light
of aprior social analysis. There is no denying that the
christologist or theologian as a human and social being has
social and political views. It isin this sense that oneis
involved in a hermeneutical circle. One's socio-ethical
values are with one from the beginning. The question is
when in the christological processto reflect explicitly on the
social dimension of Christology. One can do theology from
the perspective of an explicit socio-political stance, in which
case this fourth task would come earlier, probably first in
the process; but one can also do Christology as focused first
on Scripture, tradition, re-construction, and then clarify
what one has done thus far in the light of a social analysis
-leaving one's earlier work open for revision. In other
words, what is demanded is not that a particular theologian
opt for a particular social stance from the beginning, but
that a particular theologian be held socially and morally
accountable for hisor her theology. A theologian is required
to reflect socially aswell as biblically, historically, and
philosophically.

priority in theology. Here | simply argue that social analysis need not necessarily
come first among the tasks a theologian is called upon to perform, that thereisa
dialectic that does give the social analysis a central and essential role, and that a
plurality of approachesisto the benefit of Christology rather than a disservice. |

am sympathetic to the caution of Joe Holland and Peter Henriot, Social Analysis,
Linking Faith and Justice, revised edition (Maryknoll, New Y ork: Orbis Books,

1983, in collaboration with the Center for Concern, Washington, D.C.), 93, "To be
frank, the theological reflection we need is difficult to find in North America. Or

perhaps it is more correct to say that theologians who are reflecting in thisway are
not yet numerous or prominent. Most theologians who are concerned with social

justice practice theological methods that do not begin with social analysis." Two
helpful and succinct essays on social analysis by a South African theologian are
those by Albert Nolan, in Justice and Truth Shall Meet, Conference Proceedings
(Oak Park, Illinois: Parable Conference for Dominican Life and Mission, 1984),
38-44, 62-73. Also important to the continuing reflection on the task of theology is
Vincent Cosmao, Changing the World, an Agenda for the Churches, trans. John
Drury (Maryknoll, New Y ork: Orbis Books, 1984), esp. the concluding thesis,
| 07-9, "Therole of theology isto render an account of the praxis of the faith."
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Third world christologists like Leonardo Boff, Albert
Nolan, and Jon Sobrino exemplify this social responsibility
and task. The difference between my approach and that of
an explicitly liberation Christology is over where one situ-
ates thistask of explicit social cons cientisation vis-a-vis our
world. To do social reflection first has the disadvantage of
limiting one's theology to those who have already under-
gone a particular social conversion rather than bringing one
to asocial consciousness on the basis of an interpretation of
the Gospel and the Christian tradition. Both approaches are
valid, and the two contrasting approaches can provide a
mutual and desirable critique of each other. They can com-
plement each other.

Not all the implications of a particular Christology are
socio-ethical; some are explicitly religiousin other ways.
Christology must articulate these soteriological, anthropo-
logical, pneumatological, ecclesiological, and eschatol ogi-
cal implications aswell. My major point is that there are
four moments in the christological process, four tasks: Jesus
research, historical retrieval, hermeneutical re-
construction, and explicating the implications. In this par-
ticular series, volumes one and two are concerned with the
first christological task, volume three with the second,
volume four with the third, and volume five with the fourth.
Christology is systematic theology done by a believer; who
seeks to articulate a personal faith through public discourse;
who seeks to be professionally, confessionally, and socially
responsible; who does not ground the theology of Jesus on
the Jesus of historiography alone; and who attempts a
hermeneutical re-construction of who Jesus Christ isfor us
today.



Part One
One of Us



Christology: An
Invitation To An
Encounter

In every generation the good news of God's salvation
needs to be proclaimed. It also needs to be reshaped for
different periods of history, different cultures, and different
generations. It includes the story of Jesus of Nazareth.

We can tell Jesus' story by beginning with the Eternal
Word; or by beginning with Jesus of Nazareth, this same
Word enfleshed in the history of Judaism, thisWord as
Incarnate; or by telling our own stories and how we have
come to follow Jesus and be his disciples. Many ways of
telling the story are possible, aslong as they effectively
proclaim the message of God's salvation. In taking up the
task of proclaiming that message once again, in my own
fashion, | begin with Jesus of Nazareth, the man Jesus who
was one of us. Perhapsit is difficult for us at times to believe
in Jesus humanity and it takes faith to affirm it. Sometimes
it iseasier to focus solely on his divinity or not to believe in
him at all. For many these appear to be the only choices: to
picture him either as an Exalted One far removed from us or
as one who has nothing to offer us. We must therefore first
make some connection with him. This connection is our
common humanity or common human condition.

An imaginative approach to Jesus as human is Nikos
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Kazantzakis Last Temptation of Christ (1951).1 The book
should not be read for accurate historical details; it isfic-
tion. However, fiction has a great capacity to penetrate and
present truth. While Kazantzakis novel itself must be
judged in terms of its art, its Christ must be evaluated in
terms of the criterion Kazantazkis set for himself. "This
book was written because | wanted to offer a supreme model

to the person who struggles."z Who was Jesus of Nazareth
for Kazantzakis? One who struggles. There may be more to
Jesus story than this, but thisis essential to the story.

Kazantzakis wrote, "We struggle, we see him struggle also,

and we find strength. We see that we are not all aloneinthe
world: heisfighting at our side.” 3 A Jesus who struggles as
we do is not far removed from the biblical presentation in
the Epistle to the Hebrews.

The Compassionate One

The Epistle to the Hebrews presents a sophisticated
Christology centered on the sacrifice of Christ. Jesusis
presented as priest according to the order of Melchizedek

INikos ~ Kazantzakis, The Last Temptation of Christ, trans. P. A. Bien (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1960), written 1950-51. The central continuing struggle
for Jesus in Kazantzakis Last Temptation is that with the flesh, embodied for
Jesus in Mary Magdalene. It is not the accuracy or inaccuracy of this particular
struggle, however, which isimportant, but the fact of Jesus’ human struggle in

general. There were many and varied influences in Kazantzakis own life: Chris-
tianity, Buddhism, communism, Nietzsche, Bergson, the struggle for the liberation

of Crete, to name only afew. Kazantzakis was born in Herakleion, Crete, in 1883,
at which time Crete was struggling for freedom from the Turks. He was later taught

by Franciscans, studied law in Athens, and studied philosophy in Paris. He died of
leukemiain 1957. For further reading on Kazantzakis, consider: Samuel C. Calian,
"Kazantzakis: Prophet of Non-Hope," Theology Today 28 (1971), 37-49; Richard
Chilson, "The Christ of Nikos Kazantzakis,” Thought 47 (1972), 69-89; Helen
Kazantzakis, Nikos Kazantzakis, A Biography Based in His Letters (New Y ork:
Simon and Schuster, 1968); James Lea, Kazantzakis - The Politics of Salvation
(University, Alabama: The University of Alabama Press, 1979), which also pro-
vides an up-to-date bibliography; Pandelis Prevelakis, Nikos Kazantzakis and His
Odyssey (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1961).

2The Last Temptation of Christ, 4.

3lbid,, 3-
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(Ps 110), superseding the Levitical priesthood. The author
prepares the way for Jesus' priesthood by showing that
Jesus, as mediator, is higher than the angels and superior to
Moses. The literary form of Hebrewsis not so much that of
aletter asit isthat of a homily.4 We do not know to whom
this homiletic exhortation is being given, but there is evi-
dence to suggest a Jewish Christian community familiar
with Jewish institutions and traditions. Although the pres-
ent title, "To the Hebrews," was not included until the third
or fourth centuries, it does reflect the content and context of
the homily.

We do not know who the author is either. It is generally
agreed today that it is not Paul. The attribution of author-
ship to Paul goes back to Clement of Alexandria, yet Origen
later described the author as "only God knows." The date of
Hebrewsis also a problem. Although many have favored a
post - 70 C. E. dating, there are more and more who argue
convincingly for adate prior to 70 C.E. 5 Thereisno refer-
ence in the homily to the destruction of the Templein 70
C.E., and this silence may suggest that it had not yet taken

lace.
g We find our christological starting point in Hebrews 4:15
which points us to Jesus compassion and mercy.

4Since then we have a great high priest who has passed
through the heavens, Jesus, the Son of God, let us hold
fast our confession. 5For we have not ahigh priest whois
unable to sympathize with our weaknesses, but one who
in every respect has been tempted as we are, yet without
sin.'¢ Let us then with confidence draw near to the throne
of grace, that we may receive mercy and find grace to help
intime of need.

'For every high priest chosen from among usis
appointed to act on our behalf in relation to God, to offer

ISee George Wesley Buchanan, To the Hebrews, The Anchor Bible, vol. 36
(Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday and Co. 1972), esp. 246-68.

5See George Wesley Buchanan, H. W. Montefiore, J. A. T. Robinson, and C.
Spicq.
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gifts and sacrifices for sin. 2He can deal gently with the
ignorant and wayward, since he himself is beset with
weakness. 3Because Of this heisbound to offer sacrifice
for his own sins as well as for those of the people. 4And
one does not take the honor upon himself, but he is called
by God, just as Aaron was.
5So0  also Christ did not exalt himself to be made a high
priest, but was appointed by him who said to him,

"Thou art my Son.

today | have begotten thee";

bas he says also in another place,

"Thou art a priest for ever,

after the order of Melchizedek."

'In the days of his flesh, Jesus offered up prayers and
supplications, with loud cries and tears, to him who was
able to save him from death, and he was heard for his
godly fear. $Although he was a Son, he learned obedience
through what he suffered; Sand being made perfect he
became the source of eternal salvation to all who obey
him, 10being designated by God a high priest after the
order of Melchizedek. (Heb 4:14-5:10)

The theology of Hebrews presents Jesus as a priest. What
must be kept in mind, however, is that as priest Jesus feels
sympathy with our weaknesses because he too was tempted,
struggled, searched in every way that we do. The human
condition and its struggle was not foreign to him. Yet in
pointing to this full participation in our humanness, he still
cannot be called a sinner in the way that we are sinners.
Nevertheless, hisidentity with usis complete and we can be
assured of his understanding.

While the assertion that Jesus is our high priest may seem
to remove Jesus from our midst, the text attempts to prevent
the implication that his priesthood separates him from us.
The first verses of chapter five make this clear. What the
author of Hebrews means by this declaration of Jesus as
priest must be clarified. The theology of the homily quickly
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points out that a priest is no different from the rest of us
except by function. Every priest is"from among the peo-
ple," "weak in many ways," and offers sacrifice "also for his
own sins." Thusthereis a solidarity between the priest and
other human beings.

The priest is one of us, but one of us who acts on our
behalf in our relations with God. One does not choose this
function of one's own accord but is called by God. There are
two emphases in the text: identity or sympathy with others
and adivine calling. But the call does not make the one
called any lessone of us. Hebrews describes Jesus as
supreme high priest, and also as Son of God. However, this
does not remove Jesus from the world of human suffering.
The author makes it quite clear: "Although he was a Son, he
learned obedience through what he suffered” (5:8).

One can also make this point by reference to the priest-
hood of all believers from the First Epistle of Peter, 2:9-10.

But you are a chosen race, aroyal priesthood, a holy
nation, God's own people, that you may declare the
wonderful deeds of him who called you out of darkness
into his marvelous light. Once you were no people but
now you are God's people; once you had not received
mercy but now you have received mercy.

We are all priests. What is affirmed of Jesusis also affirmed
in some way of all of us. The priesthood of Jesus does not
make him different from us. Jesus is the supreme high priest,
but we are all priests. Jesus is the supreme exemplification
of akind of priesthood which is manifest elsewhere as well.

The complete and utter humanness of Jesusis central to
the message of Hebrews because it guarantees the mercy
which will be shown us. How can we be sure, as we face
judgment, that "there is grace,” or that in time of need "we
will receive mercy"? Because Jesus, God's own Son, knows
what it is like, knows the human drama from the inside out,
knows the immense difficulty of the human life and struggle.
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Hence, he cannot but sympathize with us when we stand
before him. AsH. W. Montefiore says, "He sympathizes
because he has, through common experience, areal kinship
with those who suffer. "6

The point can be well made if we stay close to the Greek
text of 4:15. "For we do not have a high priest (ou gar
ekhomen arkhierea) who is not able to feel sympathy (me
dunamenon sumpathesai) with our weaknesses (tais asthe-
neiais hemon), but rather one who has been put to the test
(pepeirasmenon de) inall ways (kata panta), in afashion
similar to us except for sin (kath homoioteta khoris hamar-
tias)." How can the heavenly priest, Jesus, sitting in the
presence of God, be interested in our trials and sorrows?
Because he has experienced them himself. "Well ishe able to
sympathize, just as a doctor who many times has been sick
(Bene potest compati, sicut medicus qui pluries fuit infir-
mus)" (Hugh of St. Cher). Pepeirasmenonis in the perfect
tense and thus indicates not ssimply a single event (Mt 4:1-
11) but something continuing throughout Jesus' life (Lk
22:28). Peirazo means to tempt or test. But its meaning can
best be brought out by a"put to the test” trandlation.7 This
calls to mind the context of the Israglite experience of being
put to the test in the wilderness. The author makes the
identity between the struggle of Jesus and ours so strong,
Ceslaus Spicq observes, that he quickly includes a qualifica-
tion, namely the area of sin. §

Our discussion thus far helps us to delineate an important
christologica and methodological principle. A proper
understanding of priesthood and of Jesus does not remove

fH. W. Montefiore, The Epistle to the Hebrews, Black's New Testament Com-
mentaries (London: A. and C. Black, 1964), 91.

' Cf., Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology, the Proclamation of Jesus,
trans. John Bowden (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1971), 74-75.

8Ceslaus Spicq, L ‘Epitre aux Hebreux, Etudesbibliques, vol. 2 (Paris: J.
Gabalda et Cie, 1953), 93. The" sinlessness’ ofJesusis something to be discussed in
volume four of thisseries.
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either of them from human experience. But how do we come
to a proper understanding of priesthood? The answer is
-through areflection on thelife and death of Jesusand
through an encounter with him. We come to a knowledge of
priesthood by under standing Jesus, and not vice-versa. A
pre-conceived theology or pre-under standing of priesthood
does not help usto elucidate the mystery of Jesus. Rather
Jesus helpsusto elaborate a true under standing of priest-
hood. Jesusisour starting point, not any previous even if
highly sophisticated prior conceptions. Thefailuretorealize
this methodological principle has grave consequences. It
prevents Jesus from challenging our preconceived universe.

Thisthen ishow the author of Hebrews proceeds. We
have a high priest whoisin the very presence of God, namely
Jesus. Hence, in the very presence of God, we have one who
sympathizes with our weaknesses and who hasbeen tried in
every way that we are. Thuswe can be confident that mercy
will beours. Yet, lest there be any confusion in speaking of
Jesusas priest asif this might remove him in some way from
an identity with us, the author quickly clarifieswhat an
authentic under standing of priesthood is. A priest isfrom
among the people, weak in many ways, gentle, one whose
function isto serve God on behalf of the people and offer
sacrificefor sin. Thisfunction doesnot make a priest less
than one of us, but rather a mediator for us. So Jesusislike
usin every way, yet one chosen from among usto act on our
behalf in our relationswith God, but still one of us. Hebrews
4:14-5:10 issimply an elabor ation of the same point made
earlier in 2:17-18 - " Therefore he had to be made like his
brothersand sistersin every respect, so that he might
become a merciful and faithful high priest in the service of
God, to make expiation for the sins of the people. For
because he himself has suffered and been tempted, heisable
to help those who are tempted." Thistheology of Jesus as
compassionate seemsto re-present accurately the historical
Jesus of Nazareth whose life was full of compassion (Mt
11:28-30; 14:14; 15:32; Lk 6:36).
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A Strong "No" to Docetism

If our starting point in Christology includes the conscious
affirmation of Jesus real humanity and compassion, as so
clearly stated in Hebrews, then we must also in the begin-
ning clearly resist docetism, the tendency to deny full reality
to the humanness of Jesus. Although heretical, docetism
was never a specific heresy associated only with one individ-
ual, movement, or erain the life of the Church. Rather it
manifested itself in various forms and in varied heresies and
was especially prominent among Christian Gnostics of the
second and third centuries. The docetic tendency seriously
impairs any doctrine of Incarnation and denies the reality of
Jesus' bodiliness aswell asthe reality of his sufferings. Jesus
did not fully participate but only seemed to enter into the
fleshly, historical and material realm. The word relates to
the Greek dokein, which means "to appear” or "to seem.”
The docetists or "seemists' maintained that Jesus only
appeared to have or seemed to have a bodily and earthly
existence but was essentially a divine being. Some denied
only thereality of his death which they say he miraculously
escaped, Judas Iscariot or Simon of Cyrene having taken his
place. One cannot determine with certitude the roots of this
view. Some point to the tendency in the Hellenistic world to
view the material world itself as evil, asin Manicheism for
example.

Serapion, the eighth bishop of Antioch (died c. 211 C. E.),
was the first to use the word docetiststo describe Christians
of this perspective. Its early presence was manifest by the
need to refute it on the part of an even earlier bishop of
Antioch, Ignatius (c. 35-110 C.E.).

And so, be deaf when anyone speaks to you apart from
Jesus Christ, who was of the race of David, the Son of
Mary, who was truly born and ate and drank, who was
truly persecuted under Pontius Pilate and was really
crucified and died in the sight of those “in heaven and on
earth and under the earth' (Phil 1:10). Moreover he was
truly raised from the dead by the power of His Father; in
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like manner His Father, through Jesus Christ, will raise
up those of uswho believein Him. Apart from Him we
have no truelife.

If, as some say who are godless in the sense that they
are without faith, He merely seemed to suffer - it isthey
themselves who merely seem to exist - why am 1 in
chains? And why do | pray that | may be thrown to the
wild beasts? | die then, to no purpose. | do but bear false
witness against the Lord. 9

One of the more challenging and complex docetic threats
to early Christianity was Gnosticism. The mgjor sources for
our knowledge of the Gnostics are patristic writings which
refute them, such as those of Irenaeus, !0 and in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries Coptic versions of some of
the Gnostic writings themselves. In 1945 the discovery of the
Nag Hammadi Library in Egypt gave us fifty-two Gnostic
treatises, forty new ones if we subtract duplications and
those which were previously extant.11 This discovery has
affected Gnostic studies to the same extent that the discov-
ery of the Qumran scrolls affected Jewish studies.

The word gnosis itself means knowledge and refers to
saving knowledge. As such there is a completely orthodox
sense in which one can speak of Christian gnosis. 2 That
such a distinction can be made is obvious from the title of
Irenaeus major work, usually called Adversus Haereses,
but which bears the actual title, "The Detection and Over-

9lgnatius of Antioch, "To the Trallians," trans. G. Walsh, The Fathers of the
Church, vol. | (New York: Christian Heritage, 1947), 104-5 (par. 9-10).

10Irenaeus, "Against Heresies," The Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. | (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Co., 1885), 309-578. Also see John Lawson, The Biblical
Theology of Saint Irenaeus (London: Epworth Press, 1948).

"For further reference to the Nag Hammadi materials, see James M. Robinson,
"The Jung Codex: The Rise and Fall of aMonopoly," Religious Studies Review 3
(1977), 17-30; and James M. Robinson, editor, The Nag Hammadi Library (New
York: Harper and Row, 1977).

12See Louis Bouyer, The Spirituality of the New Testament and the Fathers,
trans. Mary Ryan, History of Christian Spirituality, vol. | (New Y ork: Desclee
Co., 1963), 211-75.
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throw of the So-Called False Knowledge." Gnosticism, in
the strictest sense, refersto a heretical Christian movement
of the second century. Y et, as a movement, it is difficult to
confine. Although many attempts have been made to pin-
point the origins of Gnosticism, it is best to remain open to a
variety of ingredients: apocalypticism, mystical and sectar-
ian Judaism, late Hellenistic philosophy, heterodox Chris-
tianity, Zoroastrian and perhaps even Indian religion.

The simplest approach to understanding this milieu in
which Christianity developed during the second and third
centuries is to mention characteristics which many or most
of the so-called Gnostics had in common.

The basic elements common to them all are (1) adistinc-
tion between the unknown and transcendent true God on
the one hand and the Demiurge or creator of the world on
the other, the latter being commonly identified with the
God of the Old Testament; (2) the belief that man in his
true nature is essentially akin to the divine, a spark of
their heavenly light imprisoned in a material body and
subjected in this world to the dominance of the Demiurge
and his powers; (3) amyth narrating some kind of pre-
mundane fall, to account for man's present state and his
yearning for deliverance; and (4) the means, the saving
gnosis, by which that deliverance is effected and man
awakened to the consciousness of his own true nature and
heavenly origin. 12

Gnosticism incorporates a belief in a saving knowledge,
often secret knowledge, or knowledge incomprehensible to
those insufficiently spiritual. Many Gnostic systems speak
of three classes of people: the spiritual people who are "by
nature" or "by origin" saved; the "psychics' who have a
latent capacity for gnosis and need to have the Gnostic
gospel set before them; and the "earthly” or "material”

13R. McL. Wilson, Gnosis and the New Testament (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1968),4.
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people who will never be saved. !4 Gnosticism as a movement
was one of the carriers of docetism. Material creation was
evaluated negatively and thus Jesus would not have fully
partaken of it. Even though Gnosticism is understood as a
Christian heresy and even though docetism has been explic-
itly rejected by the Church, neither tendency is easily
uprooted from Christian life itself. Theologies of the Incar-
nation can manifest a docetic tendency, though rarely
explicitly docetic.

The Christian faith eventually rejected, explicitly and
definitively, any effort to compromise the humanity of
Jesus. The Council of Chalcedon in 451 C.E. referred to
Hebrews 4:15 in order to make its own assertion concerning
Jesus humanity and our own, that Jesus humanity is essen-
tially the same as ours, con-substantial with ours.

The rejection of docetism in Christology has been echoed
strongly in recent times. One major characteristic of most
twentieth century Christology is arenewed emphasis on the
humanity of Christ. No doubt that modern humanism has
contributed to this as well as all the motives which lay
behind a return to the "Jesus of history." But a significant
aspect of recent systematic Christology remains an explicit
rejection of docetism.15 Two twentieth century theological
representatives can suffice: Donald Baillie and Wolfhart
Pannenberg.

Donald Baillie was a Scottish Presbyterian, an expe-
rienced parish minister as well as professor of systematic
theology. In God Was in Christ (1948) he wrote:

It may be safely said that practically all schools of theo-

logical thought today take the full humanity of our Lord
more seriously than has ever been done before by Chris-
tian theologians. It has always, indeed, been of the
essence of Christian orthodoxy to make Jesus wholly

14Robert M. Grant, Gnosticism (New Y ork: Harper and Brothers, 1961), 16.

15See D. M. Baillie, God Wasin Christ (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1948), 11-20.



36  Christology: An Invitation to an Encounter

human as well as wholly divine, and in the story of the
controversies which issued in the decisions of the first
four General Councilsit isimpressive to see the Church
contending as resolutely for His full humanity asfor His
full deity . But the Church was building better than it
knew, and its ecumenical decisions were wiser than its
individual theologiansin this matter. Or should we rather
say that it did not fully realize the implications of declar-

ing that in respect of His human nature Christ is consub-
stantial with ourselves? At any rate it was continually
haunted by a docetism which made His human nature
very different from ours and indeed largely explained it
away as a matter of simulation or "seeming" rather than
redity. Theologians shrank from admitting human
growth, human ignorance, human mutability, human

struggle and temptation, into their conception of the
Incarnate Life, and treated it as simply adivinelife lived
in a human body (and sometimes even this was conceived
as essentially different from our bodies) rather than a
truly human life lived under the psychical conditions of

humanity. The cruder forms of docetism were fairly soon
left behind, but in its more subtle forms the danger con-
tinued in varying degrees to dog the steps of theology

right through the ages until modern times. 16

Wolfhart Pannenberg has been another major figurein

recent christological inquiry. A German Lutheran, his
Jesus-God and Man (1964) explicitly delineated two

R S G170 2 IR AR SN
theol ogians have addressed themselves to one or other of
these two methods. Pannenberg's rejection of Christology

from above reflects the same need to do justice to the

humanity of Jesus. For a Christology from above begins
"from the divinity of Jesus,"” whereas a Christology from

16lbid., 1.

E’Z\%Olmﬁn Pannenberg, Jesus-God and Man, trans. Lewis Wilkins and Duane
riee (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1964), 33-37.
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below goes "from the historical man Jesus to the recogni-
tion of hisdivinity." lg A Christology from above "presup-
poses the divinity of Jesus"' and "takes the divinity of the
Logos asits point of departure." 9 A Christology from
below begins with the humanity and the history of Jesusin
contrast to the Eternal Word.

1, too, begin with the humanity of Jesusfor several rea-
sons. First, thisis where the Church itself began. Disciplesin
the time of Jesus as well asthefirst believers after the
resurrection knew the human Jesus. The story of the earthly
Jesus was the point of continuity between the preresurrec-
tion and post-resurrection followers. Both had come to
follow this Jesus whom they now professed to be still alive,
raised from among the dead. Second, to begin where the
first of our brothers and sistersin the faith began isto enable
us to come to the faith from within, to reexperience their
experience, to recognize (re-cognize) Jesus and encounter
him again. Third, we need to avoid docetism. The humanity
of Jesusis of ultimate significance for us. If Jesusis not "like
me," of "one nature with us," then he has much less to say to
me. Redemption is adifferent matter if heis not fully one of
us - for then we have not yet been redeemed! Thuswe
cannot let go of Jesus humanity. Later, in volumes three
and four, we will speak of the divinity of Jesus more explic-
itly. To begin there, however, opens us to the possible
danger of that divinity overshadowing the fact that Jesus
was one of us.

The Humanness of Jesus

Both the testimony of the Scriptures and the historical

effort to remain faithful to them point toward Jesus as
human like us, even if the "like us" has to be nuanced. Y et

this qualification presents a problem. In so far asitis

18lbid., 33.
vlbid., 34.
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qualified at all, how can we come to know or interpret the
humanity of Jesus? For we must be methodologically care-
ful. | point out that we bring pre-conceptions to our under-
standing of Jesus and we "use" him to confirm these rather
than allow him to challenge them. The same appliesto his
humanity. We cannot assume that our preunderstanding of
humanity is correct.

Althouth we all have agreat deal of experience with what
it means to be human, our experienceis still wrapped up in
what it means to be less than human as well. The word
human itself admits a variety of connotations. Sometimes it
means "fragile" or "weak"; something is only human; to err
is human. Sometimes it conveys a degradation to which a
human being can sink; Ivan Albright's painting "Into the
World Came a Soul Named Ida," is a portrait of a pathetic
human being. So is Oscar Wilde's "Dorian Gray." Some-
times the negative experience of the human becomes so
intense that we judge an action to be inhuman although
human beings were capable of it. The Holocaust affectsusin
thisway. Contrasted with this, "human" can also connote
dignity. Dorothy Day and Albert Schweitzer were out-
standing examples of humanity. Given the variety of mean-
ings of the word human, how are we using this word when
we approach Jesus? Indeed, can wereally useit at all?

Thisvery problem is the reason we must be careful. Our
prior conceptions of what it means to be human have been
primarily learned. When we come to Jesus, perhaps they
will have to be re-learned. We cannot force our previous
conceptions, no matter how well founded in personal and
collective human experience, to be applied to Jesus; other-
wise, we "use" him and learn nothing from him, we use him
to confirm what we already do.

Rather, when we approach Jesus we need to allow him to
disclose or reveal to us what being human means. We must
allow him to lead us to a deeper or newer understanding.
Christology is not a deduction from prior conceptions asis
the popular concept: Jesus is God; God knows all things,
therefore, Jesus knows all things. Or: Jesus is human; to be
human is to suffer; therefore, Jesus suffers. Christology is
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not a deduction but an invitation to an encounter. Jesus
'does indeed suffer. We know that, however, not because we
have deduced it from some concept of human nature, but
because Jesus has revealed it to us. We can see the difficulty
in finding an appropriate starting point for entry into the
quest for Jesus. He is human, but we have to allow him to
tell us what his humanity means.

Karl Barth's Christ and Adam and Jerome Murphy-
O'Connor's Becoming Human Together exemplify this
methodological awareness. ) Barth's essay on Romans 5
(1952) shows Barth moving closer to the "humanity of
God," but still quite conscious that there is a dilemma
concerning the relationship between Christology and theo-
logical anthropology. Barth's christocentric theology makes
him acutely aware when he comes to anthropology that one
cannot simply begin with "phenomena of the human," or
our experience, or an abstract human nature. We must
rather, begin with Christ.

For Barth, Paul does not leave it an open question
"whether Adam or Christ tells us more about the true nature
of man."21 For Barth, "Adam can therefore be interpreted
only in thelight of Christ and not the other way around. "2z
Methodologically, we must take Barth quite seriously on
this point: "The special anthropology of Jesus Christ... is
the norm of all anthropology. “23 Christology is normative
for anthropology and not the other way around.

Murphy-O'Connor contrasts with Barth. Barth's spe-
ciality is dogmatics, Murphy-O'Connor'sis exegesis.

20K arl Barth, Christ and Adam, Man and Humanity in Romans 5, trans. T. A.
Smail (New Y ork: The Macmillan Co., 1968). Jerome Murphy-O'Connor, Becom-
ing Human Together, The Pastoral Anthropology of St. Paul, revised edition
(Wilmington, Delaware: Michael Glazier, Inc., | 982). For an awareness of this
same methodological point, also see Wolfhart Pannenberg, " The Christological
Foundation of Christian Anthropology," Humanism and Christianity, Concilium,
vol. 86 (New Y ork: Herder and Herder, 1973), 86-100; Jon Sobrino, Christology at
the Crossroads, A Latin American Approach, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis Books, |978), 82.

21 Christ and Adam, 44.
2lbid., 40.
2lbid., 36.
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Murphy-O'Connor stresses historical critical scholarship
while Barth remains skeptical. On the present question,
however, they share a common insight. According to
Murphy-O'Connor, "we are conditioned to think of Christ
in terms of ourselves. He is human and we are human, and it
is natural to move from the known (ourselves) to the
unknown (Christ)." # Yet thisis false methodology. The
"known" provides "data" derived from what we recognize as
fallen or sinful humanity. But it is exactly here that qualifi-
cations start to be made. We cannot assume that our fallen,
sinful human lives can be the basis for coming to a clearer
understanding of what it means to'be human in such away
that it helps us shed light on the humanity of Jesus. "Objec-
tive observation of contemporary humanity can never result
in aportrait of humanity as such. The best it can produceis
aportrait of fallen humanity which isinapplicable to
Christ."25 Once again, Christology leads to anthropology
and not the other way around. "We cannot have an authen-
tic understanding of humanity unless we first know
Christ. 26

Thus, we must set aside for the moment what being
human really means. We must first look more closely at the
humanity of Jesus. This does not mean, however, that we
have no basis whatsoever with which to begin our study of
the humanity of Jesus. There are in fact two bases upon
which we can presently build. The first is Scripture; the
second is a clarification of our pre-understanding which we
leave vulnerable to challenge, and which may find confirma-
tion in Scripture.

Thus, first, although we are not yet ready to say in afinal
way what the humanity of Jesus consistsin (and thus our
own humanity), we can say something in a preliminary way
based upon Scripture. We have already explored the text of

24Becoming Human Together, 33.
25lbid., 40.
21 bid., 36.
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Hebrews 4:15. Hebrews speaks of Jesus being tempted in
every way that we are. Thus the humanity of Jesusincludes
struggle, trial, being put to the test. Second, we can make
clear our own pre-understanding. What is meant by human-
ness? | mean that Jesus participated in the physical, emo-
tional, intellectual-moral, spiritual, and
historico-socio-cultural dimensions of our lives.27 This
statement contains five assertions which need to be refined.
Y et, for the present, our experiences, intuitions, reflections,
philosophical anthropology, and Scripture seem to support
such an understanding.

Jesus humanness means that he had a human body. The
details of this body we do not know - height, weight,
presence or absence of certain "defects' - but Jesuswas a
physically embodied human being.

Jesus also felt the kinds of feelingsyou and | feel.28 We
need not overstate the implications of this. But his feelings
certainly included, given biblical testimony, pain (the pas-
sion narratives), anger (the cleansing of the Temple, Mk
11:15-19), grief (the death of Lazarus, Jn 11:32-38), sadness
(weeping for Jerusalem, Lk 19:41-44; Gethsemane, Mt
26:37-39), compassion (thelittle children, Mt 19:13-14;
healing two blind men, Mt 20:19-34), affection (e.g., for
Lazarus, Jn 11:3,5,11,33,35-36, 38), and joy (Lk 10:21). In
al he possessed a capacity to love and to suffer. Jesus
humanity was emotional aswell as physical.

27There are other ways in which one might speak in a general fashion about
"humanness." Cf., Russell F. Aldwinckle, More Than Man, A Study in Christol-
ogy (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., |976), 112-14; John Mac-
quarrie, In Search of Humanity, A Theological and Philosophical Approach (New
York: Crossroad, 1983), esp. chap. |; Edward Schillebeeckx, Christ, The Expe-
rience of Jesus as Lord, trans. John Bowden (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1980),
731-43.

28Cf., Joseph Blenkinsopp, Sexuality and the Christian Tradition, (Dayton:
Pflaum Press, 1969). Tom Driver, "Sexuality and Jesus,” New Theology, no. 3
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1966), 118-32. William Phipps, The Sexuality of Jesus
(New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1973). John A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of
God (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1973), esp. 36-98.
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One of the more difficult questionsis that of the human
knowledge of Jesus. 9 To be human isto be finite and to
develop within limits. One's capacity often exceeds one's
actual knowledge, but even our capacity is limited. | shall
never know all thereisto know. Likewise, Jesus' participa-
tion in human modes of knowing and human intellectual
activity indicated that he too needed to learn what he knew,
that he learned from experience and reflection.

Thisisaso true in the area of self-knowledge. He grew in
an understanding of his mission or vocation. He had to trust
in God and live at times by faith. His future was not aways
clear. This does not mean that he did not have a profound
knowledge and understanding of the Hebrew Scriptures,
nor that he was not extremely sensitive and perceptive in
human situations. He did speak with authority. We need not
determine the limits or extent of Jesus knowledge here. We
only need affirm that in hisintellectual life, asin his physical
and emotional life, Jesus was like us.

The question of Jesus' self-understanding is an important
topic in New Testament Christology. 30 Did Jesus know that
he was God? Did he think of himself as the Messiah? How
did he understand his mission? We shall return to such
questions in future chapters. Raymond Brown has spoken
of Jesus knowledge as a combination of hormal ignorance
and more than ordinary knowledge and perception. 3l We
cannot psychoanalyze Jesus, yet some things can be deter-

29Piet  Schoonenberg, The Christ, trans. Della Couling (New Y ork: The Seabury
Press, 1971), 123-35, discusses contemporary developments in theology concern-
ing Jesus earthly knowledge in relationship to the Scholastic view in which Jesus
possessed the beatific vision while on earth. Raymond Brown's Jesus, God and
Man (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing Co., 1967) is abiblical, although on some
points dated, presentation devoted to different aspects of the knowledge of Jesus.
Also see the bibliographical essay by Engelbert Gutwenger, "The Problem of
Christ's Knowledge," Who Is Jesus of Nazareth?, Concilium, vol. | | (New Y ork:
Paulist Press, |965), 91-105.

30E.g., the early study of Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testa-
ment, revised edition, trans. Shirley Guthrie and Charles Hall (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1959). Also Reginald Fuller, The Foundations of New Testa-
ment Christology (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons, |1965).

31Raymond Brown, Jesus, God and Man, 45-49.
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mined on the basis of the records available to us. For
example, he saw himself as a prophet to Israel.

We simply affirm here that Jesus human knowledge was
not without limits, even in areas of vital interest to him. If
he did foretell the fall of Jerusalem, this would have been no
more than Jeremiah had done and was a perceptive analysis
of the times. 32 Although he sensed the betrayal of Judas, this
may have been acute perception. Although he knew that
death was in store for him, the destinies of the prophets of
old aswell as of John the baptizer would have been clues.
Like us, Jesus had to study, grow in understanding, make
moral decisions, and put the puzzle of life together for
himself without all the pieces being in place.

Jesus was also like usin his need for faith and prayer. 3
We may at times lack faith or are even without it. Or
perhaps we are not willing or able to persevere in prayer.
Faith and prayer are still capacities of the human spirit. The
same istrue of the spiritual life of Jesus. For many of usit is
difficult to affirm that there is more to our interior lives than
psychic life alone, that spirit cannot be reduced to psychism,
pneumato psyche. Y et there is more to us than our biologi-
cal and psychological (emotional and intellectual) dimen-
sions alone. We also are "embodied spirits." Jesus manifests
this human spirit, this capacity for self-transcendence, this
capacity for contact with the Spirit of God, in hisfaith,
prayer and preaching. Jesus participated in the spiritual and
intellectual aswell as emotional and physical aspects of
human existence. Jon Sobrino, a contemporary Latin
American theologian, writes that faith is "the key Old Testa-

32Ibid., 68-70.

3B Schoonenberg writes, " Jesus does not speak to us primarily on the basis of a
distinct foreknowledge, but on that of a trusting certainty concerning the victory of
God and of God's Kingdom" (The Christ, 130). This shows the close tie between
Jesus' knowledge and spiritual life. Often what is interpreted as infused knowledge
may indeed be his extraordinary trust in God. See The Christ, 136-52. Also see G.
E. Howard, "Notes and Observations on the'Faith of Christ',"” Harvard Theologi-
cal Review 60 (1967), 459-65. Also Martin Bober, Two Types of Faith, trans.
Norman P. Goldhawk (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1951).
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ment concept in terms of which Jesus understood
himself." 3

The Scriptures confirm Jesus' embodiment, feelings, per-
ceptiveness, lack of complete knowledge, and reliance on
faith and prayer. We must now consider the meaning of the
historico-socio-cultural dimension of Jesus' life. Each of us
has a history and an environment of which we are a part and
which isapart of us. This does not mean that we cannot
transcend cultural and historical realities. However, they
are never left completely behind. They exert a determinative
influence on us even as we do on them. To know someoneis
to know something of that history and social milieu, some-
thing of the past and present situation of the person. In
reference to Jesus this means that we must have some
knowledge of Palestinian and especially Galilean Judaism
inthefirst century C.E., of early Judaism, the Judaism of
the times of Jesus. 3 To know it requires some understand-
ing of Israelite and Judean history, the Hebrew Scriptures
and post-biblical Jewish literature. \WWe must know some-
thing of the development within Judaism in the first cen-
tury, the world into which Jesus was born and in which he
was raised. For, from a historical and cultural perspective,
Jesus was a Jew.

There was also a proximate temporal and social milieu;
his family, Mary, Joseph, and Nazareth. They raised him.
Even in setting oneself over against aspects of one's familial
background one is being formed by itsinfluence. Asa
relational being, Jesus was the center of a network of varied

Hsobrino, Christology at the Crossroads, 85, aso 79-145.

35The Judaism of the New Testament world, the Judaism between 200 B. C. E.
and 100 C. E., was avery formative period for the Jewish religion. It is difficult to
describe the Judaism of this period in a concise expression. It comprises both
Palestine and Diaspora. For many years the expression "L ate Judaism" was used.
If we take into consideration the whole history of Judaism, however, the Judaism
in the time of Jesus was not late. "Late" reflects a Christian perspective which is
often uninterested in the history of Judaism after 70 C. E. Today, realizing that
Judaism itself is a post-exilic development, and that Judaism as we know it had its
roots in the rabbinic Judaism of the Tannaitic age, the expression "Early Judaism"
seems to describe more accurately the period of the New Testament world. It isthe
time of late Second Temple Judaism, but early Judaism nevertheless.
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relationships who were formative in his earthly life and from
whom he cannot be abstracted. To uproot Jesus from his
context is to approach him docetically.

In the end, the humanity of Jesus must speak for itself.
Our statements about the various dimensions of this man
remain open to being challenged. We can feel comfortable
with our general observations, however. They are con-
firmed by Scripture and not simply derived from our expe-
rience of sin. Yet all of these statements are open to revision.
They are pre-conceptions open to question.

The issues of the humanity of Jesus and hisidentity with
us really come down to one question. We want to know
whether it wasreally astough for him as for us, whether his
search and struggle were real, whether he really knew what it
islike to be one of us. To paraphrase a statement from
Jeremy Bentham, "The question is not, Can he reason? nor
Can he talk? but, Can he suffer?' 3% To this question Scrip-
ture and Tradition give an unequivocal answer (Heb 5:8).
The question is not whether his core human nature was like
ours, but whether his existential condition was. And it is his
identity with this condition, our condition, to which the
Scriptures give witness.

¥Jeremy Bentham was speaking here of ethics and the rights of animals. His text
reads, "The question is not, Can they reason nor Can they talk? but, Can they
suffer? See An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1892), 311 (chap. 17, par. I, sect. 4, n.1).
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Jesus' Roots in Palestinian
Judaism

Being human, Jesus was of necessity a person in history.
To find the Jesus of history we must first face the scandal of
particularity. Jesus did not exist in the abstract but was
situated historically and geographically. The human Jesus
was a Palestinian Jew from Galilee in the first century of the
Common Era.

Judean Hi story

Crisis and Exile (587-539 B.C.E.). |n 597 B.C.E., the
kingdom of Judah and the city of Jerusalem fell before the
power of King Nebuchadnezzar (605/ 4-562) and the Baby-
lonians; as was Babylonian custom following Assyrian
practice, many of the conquered were transported and
resettled. Because of ongoing agitation and rebellion in
Jerusalem, however, an even greater blow was inflicted ten
yearslater in 587. The city itself, including the Temple, was
leveled to the ground and burned, and a second deportation
took place. The impact of this sixth century B.C.E. expe-
rience on the Judean people was captured in Psalm 137.

By the waters of Babylon
there we sat down and wept,
when we remembered Zion ....
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Judea was not completely depopulated with the two
deportations of 597 and 587. Many remained behind and
some fled to Egypt. Those who were deported were not
completely deprived. Some acquired property and many
entered trade. Not all returned when it was later possible to
do so. With the exile Judaism came to be lived not only in
Palestine, but also in the Diaspora, in centers like Babylon
and Egypt, and Diaspora and Pal estinian Judaism con-
tinued to co-exist after the exile aswell. The exile was later
interpreted as God's judgment on the infidelity of God's
people, and so distinctive duties such as circumcision, Sab-
bath observance, regulations concerning ritual purity,
became increasingly significant for the people.

The Persian Period (539-332 B.C.E.). The period of the
exile lasted ailmost sixty years. In 539, Cyrus, King of Persia
from 550 to 530, defeated Nabonidus, King of Babylon, and
the Persian Empire was founded.' One year later, 538, an
edict of Cyrus (Ezra 6:3-5) allowed the Jewish people to
return home and to rebuild the Temple. The project was
placed under the direction of Sheshbazzar and later Zerub-
babel, both of the line of David. Jerusalem and the sur-
rounding area were subject to the Persian king; but Persian
policy allowed subject peoples a cultural autonomy. Shesh-
bazzar proceeded with the reconstruction of the Temple,
but progress was slow. Jerusalem was thinly populated even
after the return of exiles; harvests were poor. Neighbors,
especially the Samaritans, were hostile; morale declined.
But in 515 the new Temple was completed. This Second
Temple Period is the immediate background for the Palesti-
nian Judaism of the time of Jesus. We know little about the
period following the completion of the Temple. However,
we do know that the hope and fervor of the people again
declined. Nehemiah (c. 445), a Jew in the court of Arta-
xerxesin Persia, obtained permission to go to Jerusalem and
help. He facilitated the rebuilding of the city walls and

1See  Oxford Bible Atlas, ed. Herbert May and G. H. Hunt, second edition
(London: Oxford University Press, 1974), 29 and 35, for the rulers of the Persian,
Ptolemaic, and Seleucid empires.
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provided administrative leadership. Ezra (c. 428) 2 provided
spiritual leadership and came with permission to restore
observance of the Law which he publicly read.

Aramaic was the language of western Persia. The Jews
learned to speak it, and it gradually replaced Hebrew as the
spoken language of most Jews. One of the significant effects
of Persian administration was the political separation of
Judea from Samaria. Cyrus had restored Jerusalem as a
temple state, much to the dissatisfaction of the Samaritans.
The returning exiles considered themselves the true | srael
and thus also tended to separate themselves from the Sa-
maritans. Political autonomy for Jerusalem increased
under Nehemiah. When the Samaritans built their own
temple on Mt. Gerizim later, estrangement was compl ete.
The final blow came during the reign of Antiochus IV when
Samaritans did not support Jewish opposition to his
reforms.

The Hellenistic Period (332-63 B.C.E.): The Ptolemies
(323-198 B.C.E.). In 336 Darius I11 (386-331) became the
ruler of Persiaand Alexander the Great (336-323) became
the ruler of Greece and Macedonia. Alexander's conquest of
Persia and of the East between 336 and his death in 323
B.C.E. at the age of 33 extended asfar as India. His con-
quests began the era of Hellenization. By 332 he had taken
Asia Minor, Phoenicia, Palestine, and Egypt. Jerusalem
and Samaria gave little resistance. Later an uprising in
Samaria led to the destruction of the city and the establish-
ment of a Macedonian colony. Displaced Samaritans who
survived centered their life around ancient Shechem.

Upon Alexander's death in 323, his generals attempted to
parcel out his empire among them. Ptolemy 1(323-285) took
Egypt and established his capital at the newly built city of
Alexandria, and Seleucus | took ancient Babylonia and
Syriawith capitals at Seleucia on the Tigrisand Antioch in

{See John Bright, A History oflIsrael, third edition (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1981), 391-402. F. M. Cross, "A Reconstruction of the Judaean Restora-
tion,” Journal of Biblical Literature 94 (1975), 9-11, places Ezrac. 458 B.C.E.,
before Nehemiah.
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Syria. Both claimed Palestine. By the end of the fourth
century, however, with the battle of Ipsos (301 B.C.E.),
Palestine fell under the rule of Ptolemy and remained under
the Ptolemies for one century. During this period Alexan-
dria grew and became a center for Judaism aswell. Jewsin
Egypt soon became Greek speaking, and the Hebrew Scrip-
tures were eventually trandated into the famous Greek
Septuagint translation, begun under Ptolemy Il (285-246).
The Ptolemaic administrative unit was smaller than that of
Persia. In Palestine there were four such units; Galilee,
Samaria, Judea and ldumea. 3 Other than this the Ptolemies
did not attempt any major changes.

The Hellenistic Period (332-63 B.C.E.): The Seleucids
(198-63 B.C.E.) and Hasmoneans (167-63 B.C.E.) When
Antiochus 11, the Great (223-187), became king of the Seleu-
cid Empire, he won back what the Seleucids maintained was
theirs, Coele-Syria or Palestine, after defeating Ptolemy V
Epiphanesin 198.4 Jews welcomed the change at the time,
and Antiochus was considerate of the Jewish people. Greek
culture in Palestine was on the move. In Palestine itself,
there had developed a number of Greek cities since the time
of Alexander's conquest: Sebaste (Samaria), Philadel phia
(Amman), Ptolemais (Acco), Philoteria (south of the lake of
Galilee), and Scythopolis (Bethshean). Antioch and Alex-
andria had also become Greek cities.

In 187 Antiochus 111 was killed, and was succeeded by his
son Seleucus |1V (187-175), who was assassinated and suc-
ceeded by his brother Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-163),
whose rule became critical. His policies led to Jewish revolt.
Thetension at first centered around the high priesthood.
The legitimate high priest for centuries had been of Zado-

3ldumea, a Graecized form of Edom, was the southern portion of Palestine
south of Judea and the Dead Sea. The |dumeans or Edomites supposedly des-
cended from the older son of Isaac, Esau or Edom, and thus were kindred to the
Hebrews. During thereign of John Hyrcanus (135-104), the ldumeanswere
conquer ed and for ced to accept Judaism. Several centuries before Jesusthe
Idumean territory south and east of the Dead Sea became Nabatean and | dumea
was strictly limited to southern Judea west of the Dead Sea.

4For therulersof the Seleucid Empire, seen. 1 of thischapter.
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kite lineage. When Antiochus Epiphanes became king, the
high priest was Onias 111. But rivalry developed between
two families, the Oniads (who were a priestly family and

pro-Ptolemaic) and the Tobiads (an aristocratic lay family,

pro-Seleucid and hellenist). Onias |11's brother, Jason (a
Greek name he preferred to Hebrew), an Oniad, but Tobiad
aly and member of the Jewish hellenist party, bribed his
way into the office of high priest and had himself appointed
by Antiochus Epiphanesin 175. This brought a pro-
hellenist into the high priesthood itself, but still an Oniad
and Zadokite. Jason carried out many hellenist reformsin
Jerusalem, which virtually became a Greek city with a
gymnasium.

Threeyears later, in 172, Menelaus (Greek for Menahem)
bribed his way to the high priesthood and Antiochus
appointed him to replace Jason. Menelaus was neither
Oniad, nor Zadokite, but a Tobiad and extreme pro-
hellenist. The Tobiads were an aristocratic Jewish family,
originally based in Amman, who had compromised their
Jewish religion with Greek life. Antiochus' finances were in
bad shape and Menelaus' sympathies were hellenistic, so
Menelaus did not stand in the way of Anti ochus' confiscat-
ing funds from the Temple in Jerusalem to pay debts. Dur-
ing Antiochus' invasion of Egypt in 168, the situation
became worse. Antiochus was irritated by a command from
Rome to return home. Hearing about opposition in Jerusa-
lem, he sent a commander in 167 to enforce his policies.
Because of resistance, the city was partly destroyed, walls
torn down, people enslaved, and a military Greek citadel
called the Acrawas established. The cult of Zeuswas intro-
duced into the Temple - the abomination of desolation
(Dn 9:27,11:31, 12:1).

Loyal and pious Jews, the Hasidim, organized resistance
(1 Mc1:42, 7:13; 2 Mc 16:6). In the village of Modein,
northwest of Jerusalem, where Mattathias of the Hasmo-
nean family and his five sons (John, Simon, Judas, Eleazar,
and Jonathan) lived, Mattathias was asked by an officer to
offer sacrificesto a pagan god. He refused, killed afellow
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Jew who was trying to do so, then killed the officer. He and
his sons and some of the Hasidim fled to the Hills. The
revolt had begun (1 Mc 2:19-28). Shortly thereafter Matta-
thias died, and histhird son, Judas called Maccabeus (the
hammer), continued the revolution. This became known as
the Maccabean War.

Antiochus was preoccupied with other problems. Within
a couple of years, Judas took control of Jerusalem, cleansed
the Temple (1 Mc 4:36-59) and in 164 the Temple was
rededicated. Since then the feast of Hanukkah or Dedica-
tion has commemorated the event (which Jesus observed in
John 10:17). This was the beginning of the Hasmonean
period, the dynasty following Mattathias, a period of Jew-
ish independence.5 Antiochus Epiphanesdied in 163. The
Jews, divided between the Hasidim and the hellenizers who
sought Syrian Seleucid interventions, further aggravated
the situation. But the Seleucid leaders were burdened with
other problems and the Jews were granted religious liberty.

Conflict continued, now no longer simply for religious
freedom but rather for political supremacy within Judaism.
Practically speaking Judas was the leader of the Jewish
people. Later, in opposition to the appointment of the helle-

5The word Hasmonean is derived from Asamoneus, the father of Mattathias,
according to Josephus. The name Maccabees usually refers to Mattathias and his
sons, and Hasmoneans to their descendants from 135-63 B.C.E., beginning with
John Hyrcanus 1, son of Simon. The Maccabean and Hasmonean rulers were:

Judas M accabeus 164-161
Jonathan 161-143/142
Simon 143/142-135/134
John Hyrcanus 1 135/134-104
Aristobulus 1 104-103
Alexander Jannaeus 103-76
Alexandra 76-67
Aristobulus 11 67-63

In 63 B.C.E. Pompey took Jerusalem. Cf., Emil Schurer, The History of the
Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, revised by Geza Vermes, Fergus
Millar, and Matthew Black, 2 vols. (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, [1885]
1973-79), 1:125-42, 613.
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nist Alcimus to replace Menelaus as high priest, Judas once
again defeated the Seleucids in a battle in which the Seleucid
general was killed. The Seleucid response, however, led to a
Jewish defeat and the death of Judasin 161 B.C.E.

With the death of Judas, the Maccabean party was
defeated, and the hellenist Alcimus remained high priest.
Jonathan, the brother of Judas, was now chosen as |eader
(161-143). Another brother, John, was attacked and killed
while attempting to transport their personal belongings out
of the country. Later, in 160, Alcimusdied.  Jonathan
consolidated his power. Hellenist Jews sought intervention
but the Seleucid leadership made peace with Jonathan and
the Maccabees remained in control. By 153 Jonathan was
appointed high priest and so his party became politically
and religiously supreme. Jonathan sought, however, com-
plete liberation from the Seleucid empire and lay seige to the
Syrian garrison, the Acra, still in Jerusalem. In alater battle
with the Syrians, Jonathan was imprisoned and murdered.
Simon, his brother, took over, the last |eft of the five.
(Eleazar had been killed in an earlier battle while Judas was
still in charge.) Under Simon the goal of Jonathan was
completely accomplished, the Acra defeated, and the Jewish
people became completely independent in 142. In the third
year of hisreign, Simon's ranks were made hereditary by the
people, and a new hereditary high priesthood came into
existence. Simon, however, died violently, murdered along
with two of his sons by a plot on the part of a power-seeking
son-in-law.

The royal and priestly offices had been declared heredi-
tary for Simon, and so his third and surviving son succeeded
him. With Simon, the rule of the Maccabees ended; and
with his son John Hyrcanus | (135-104), the Hasmonean
dynasty proper began. The Syrian empire became increas-
ingly weak; Judea was able to maintain its independence.
Hyrcanus | left five sons, and was succeeded by his eldest,
Aristobulus, who ruled for ayear (104-103), and who had
put his mother in prison to prevent the rule from passing to
her. Aristobulus rule no longer reflected Maccabean spirit;
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Greek culture became favored. When Aristobulus died, his
brothers whom he had also imprisoned were released. The
eldest was Alexander Jannaeus (103-76). His rule was
marked by war, expansion, and alienation from a growing
and popular party, the Pharisees. Upon his death, his wife,
Alexandra Salome, ruled (76-67) with their eldest son, Hyr-
canus, as high priest, years during which she overcame the
Hasmonean estrangement from the Pharisees.

Upon her death her sons Hyrcanus 11 and Aristobulus 11
contended for the throne. The end result was the Roman
occupation by Pompey in 63 B.C.E. Aristobulus 11 was
taken prisoner. Hyrcanus 11 was recognized as high priest
but not king. The seventy year interlude of Jewish indepen-
dence had ended. From approximately 142 B.C.E. until 63
B.C.E. there had been afairly independent Hasmonean
Jewish state. Such independence would not exist again until
the twentieth century.

The Roman Period|(63 B.C.E.-524 C.E.)

63 B.C.E. Capture of Jerusalem by Pompey

49 B.C.E. Crossing of the Rubicon by Julius Caesar

48 B.C.E. Death of Pompey

44 B.C.E. Assassination of Julius Caesar

42B.CE. Defeat of Brutus and Cassius by Antony
and Octavian

37-4B.C.E. Reign of Herod the Great in Palestine

27 B.C. E.-14 C.E. | Reign of Augustus (Octavian) as Emperor
of Rome

6 C.E. Beginning of the Rule of Roman Procu-
ratorsin Judea

70C.E. Destruction of Jerusalem and the Second
Temple by Titus

152-135CE Second Jewish Revolt of Bar Cochba

The traditional date for the founding of the Roman
Republic was 510 B.C. E., about the same time as the begin-
ning of post-exilic and Second Temple Judaism. By the
middle of the third century, while the Ptolemies were in
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control of Palestine, Rome wasin control of al of Italy and
emerging as aworld power. In 146 B.C.E. Rome finally
destroyed Carthage and thus controlled the western Medi-
terranean including Spain. Rome expanded toward the
east. Macedonia had become a Roman province in the mid
second century, c. 148 B.C.E. Greece became a Roman
protectorate after 146, supervised from Macedonia.6 |n 133
Pergamum came under Roman control and Rome had a
foothold in Asia. By 62 B.C.E. Pompey had helped to
stabilize the eastern frontiers of Rome. In 63 he had taken
control of Jerusalem.

Pompey in the East and Julius Caesar in the West were
the rivals as Palestine came under Rome's dominion, and
they were the contenders for power in Rome's First Civil
War which brought the Republic to aclose. In 49 B.C.E.
Julius Caesar crossed the Rubicon and became dictator.
Pompey was defeated. After Pompey's death in 48 B.C.E.,
Hyrcanus |1 and an old friend, Antipater, (who was half
Jewish and from Idumea or southern Palestine) befriended
Julius Caesar, who in turn treated them well, establishing
Hyrcanus Il as ethnarch with some political authority and
Antipater as procurator of Judea. Antipater had two of his
Idumean sons, Phasael and Herod, appointed to positions,
the former over Jerusalem and the latter over Galileg, c. 47
B.C.E.TIn 43 B.C.E. Antipater was poisoned. On March 15,
44 B.C.E., Caesar had been assassinated. Mark Antony
moved against the conspirators and Brutus fled to Macedo-
niaand Cassius to Syria. Both were defeated in 42 B.C.E. at
Philippi by Antony and Octavian, and Antony became ruler
in the East and Octavian, Caesar's adoptive nephew, in the
West. Antony was won over by Herod, Phasael, and Hyrca-
nus. A Parthian invasion led to Phasael's and Hyrcanus
Imprisonment. Herod escaped, made his way to Rome, won

6Regardi ng these dates, see W. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilization, third edition
(New York: New American Library, 1975), 37-39.

7Antipater had four sons and a daughter. Phasael, Herod, Joseph, Pheroras,
Salome. Herod was bornin 74 or 73 B.C.E. He died in 4 B.C.E. Josephus says he
was seventy when he died.
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the favor of Octavian, and was declared by the Roman
senate to be king of Judea. With Rome's support, and
within three years, he established himself in Palestine.

Herod sought the favor of Rome, first of Antony and then
of Octavian, and knew enough to rely upon it. He began his
rule with many enemies. The Pharisees and the people only
tolerated him. He was only half Jewish and was a friend of
the Romans. In 32 B.C.E. war broke out between Antony
and Octavian, and in 31 B.C.E., Antony was defeated at
Actium off the west coast of Greece. Having returned to
Alexandria, both Antony and Cleopatra committed sui-
cide$ Herod had consistently sought the approval of
Antony, and now had to regain the confidence of Octavian.

Herod built palaces and fortresses, new cities with thea-
tres and racetracks. In Jerusalem he had built for himself a
lavish fortified palace (c. 24 B.C. E.) and atheatre, aswell as
having rebuilt the fortress north of the Temple which he
named the Antoniain honor of Antony. The old site of
Samariawas built up as a Roman city and named Sebaste.
In 22 B.C.E. he began a new city on the coast which took
twelve years to build and which he named Caesarea. He
named two new fortresses after himself, the Herodia, and he
restored and improved others, e.g., Machaerus east of the
Dead Sea and Masada on the western shore, which he
furnished with luxurious palaces. He also began to rebuild
the Temple in Jerusalem since the Temple constructed
under Zerubbabel no longer was in harmony with the new
magnificent buildings of his Herodian Jerusalem. To sup-
port his projects and campaigns, Herod imposed heavy
taxes.

Herod lacked any strong interest in Judaism itself. He
tended to promote Graeco-Roman culture, and yet
remained conscious of the popularity of the Pharisees and

8Ptolemy Xl diedin 51 B.C.E. and was followed by Ptolemy Xl1, Cleopatra's
younger brother, who was also her husband. Cleopatra assembled her own troops
in Syria, and in 49 with the help of Julius Caesar she overthrew her husband and
brother, became the ruler of Egypt and the mistress of Caesar. After the assassina-
tion of Caesar in 44 B.C.E., Cleopatra returned to Egypt and began her liaison with
Antony, c. 42 B.C.E.
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other Jewish nationals. His many fortresses, new ones, res-
tored ones, improved ones, were likely placed to protect him
not only from foreign foe but aso from domestic conspiracy
and resentment over his increasing despotism. He decidedly
had the favor of Rome and Augustus, who expanded his
territory and allowed him the title of king, atitle that no one
within the Roman Empire could use without the approval of
emperor and senate. The title was granted only to individu-
als and was not hereditary. Usually lesser titles, like
tetrarch, were those given. The last years of Herod's rule
were filled with family problems, jealousy, and plots. He
changed his will several times, and in his final will named
Archelaus king, Archelaus being the older son of a Samari-
tan wife, Malthace; and he named his son Antipas tetrarch
of Galilee and Perea; and Philip, the son of a different wife,
tetrarch of northeastern territories. 9

Herod died, hated in hisown home, in 4 B.C.E., of an
illness which had plagued him the last few years of hislife.
During his reign Jesus of Nazareth had been born. This
Herod, called the Great, must be distinguished from his son,
Antipas, known as Herod Antipas, who ruled astetrarch in
Galilee, the Herod ruling during most of the lifetime of
Jesus. Both Antipas and Archelaus plotted against each
other and pleaded for their causesin Rome, but Augustus
decided in favor of the final will of Herod, except that the
title of king was not given. Archelaus was made ethnarch,
the other two tetrarchs. Judea, Samaria, and Idumea fell
under the rule of Archelaus; Galilee and Perea under Anti-
pas, Batanea, Trachonitis, Auranitis, Gaulanitis, and
Paneas under Philip. Jesus grew up and preached around
Capernaum within the territory of Herod Antipas, but also
passed to places like the Caesarea and Bethsaida in the
tetrarchy of Philip, and when he went to Jerusalem was
within still another political district.

YFor a discussion of some of the issues connected with the will of Herod the
Great, see Harold W. Hoehner, Herod Antipas (Cambridge: University Press,
1972), 269-76. Hoehner concludes to six such wills. Schurer, however, refers only
to three wills, vol. 1, 324-26.
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Philip was tetrarch from 4 B.C.E. until 34 C.E. The
people in Philip's territory were predominantly non-Jewish.
They were Syrian and Greek. Philip himself, unlike the
others, seems to have been a respected ruler. He rebuilt
Paneas (today Banyas) at the source of the Jordan, north of
the Lake of Galilee, and named it Caesarea Philippi, not to
be confused with Herod the Great's famous Caesarea on the
Mediterranean. Philip also rebuilt Bethsaida.

Herod Antipas was tetrarch from 4 B.C.E. until 39 C.E.
(frequently called simply Herod despite the resulting confu-
sion with hisfather). His districts were broken into two,
Perea and Galilee. Y oung Herod Antipas took after his
father - ambitious and clever. Jesus called him "that fox"
(Lk 13:32). Like hisfather and like the other Herods, Anti-
pas was a builder. His most splendid project was a new
capital at one of the more beautiful placesin Galilee, on the
western side of the lake, which he named Tiberias for it had
been built during the reign of Tiberius.

Archelaus was ethnarch from 4 B.C.E. until 6 C.E. Of all
Herod the Great's sons, Archelaus seems to have been the
worst. His rule extended to Judea, Samaria, and |dumea.

He too was a builder. His reign was so corrupt that a Jewish
and Samaritan deputation to Rome accomplished his dis-
missal and banishment to Gaul in 6 C.E. Antipas and
Philip may have been a part of the delegation. |0 After that,
histerritory was placed directly under Roman rule with a
Roman governor of its own. Thus in the adult days of Jesus,
Galilee was under Herod Antipas and Judea under more
direct Roman governance.

The ordinary title for a Roman ruler of the equestrian
rank was that of procurator, which also indicated one of his

10Hoehner, 103-9. Hoehner suggests that it was upon this occasion that Antipas
began to be called Herod: "One of the probable results of Antipas'voyage to Rome
in 6 C.E. isthat he then acquired the dynastic title of Herod. It seems that the name
Herod became a dynastic title after Herod the Great's death. The first clue to thisis
in the context of Archelaus deposition where Josephus specifically states that
Antipas was now called Herod. Up to thistime he is always called Antipas, whereas
after thistime he is always designated Herod" (105-6).
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major responsibilities - finances.11 In extreme situations
the Roman procurators in Judea were subordinate to the
governor of Syria. The procurator of Judea did not reside at
Jerusalem but at Caesarea Maritima (Herod the Great's
Caesarea). On special occasions, such as the magor Jewish
feasts when specia surveillance was necessary, the procura-
tor left Caesarea and resided at Herod's palace on the west
side in Jerusalem. From 26-36 C.E. the procurator was
Pontius Pilate. In addition to the financial administration,

the procurator also commanded the troops and had judicial

authority.

Within administrative, financial, military, and judicial
limits, the Jews were self-governing. After Archelaus, dur-
ing the period of the procurators, the Jewish aristocratic
Sanhedrin was also a governing body. The procurator was
overseer, but in many affairs the Jews were left to them-
selves. The high priest was president of the Sanhedrin, but
the high priest was appointed by the Romans (at least until
41 C.E.). The Sanhedrin and the procurator both governed.
Jewish courts made decisions according to Jewish law, even
in criminal matters.

In 66 C.E. revolt broke out. By the end of 67 Vespasian
had subdued Galilee and within the next year much of
Judea. The death of Nero in 68 required Vespasian to return
to Rome. The actual siege of Jerusalem did not begin until
70 C.E. and was conducted by Titus over afive month
period. The city was taken, the Temple destroyed. Practi-
cally speaking it was the end of the Sadducees and Essenes.
The future of Judaism lay with the Pharisees and their
attempt to reconstruct Judaism which was now left with no

11A.  N. Sherwin-White has shown, in Roman Soci ety and Roman Law in the
New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), 7-12, that the technical title for
the governors of Judea of equestrian rank prior to the reign of Claudius (41-54
C.E.) was that of "praefectus’ rather than "procurator." Procurator came into use
under Claudius. Y et | have retained the more commonly accepted designation
here.
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Temple. The year 70 C.E. ends the Second Temple period.
The last stronghold was that of Masada which finally fell in
73C.E.

The Political Situation

During the first century of the Common Era, under the
Roman occupation, religion, politics and geography con-
tributed to adivision of Palestine into Judea (politically
administered by Roman procurators, yet the religious cen-
ter of Judaism), Samaria (also politically administered by
the Roman procurator, yet religiously distinct from Juda-
ism), and Galilee (under the administration of Herod Anti-
pas, geographically separated from Judea, but religiously
Identified with Judaism).

Judea. Judeaisaland of hills, many barren and stony. Its
three chief towns were and are Beersheba, Hebron and
Jerusalem. Hebron is the highest town in Judea and was
David'sfirst capital. Jerusalem also rises high, as one noti-
cesif one goes up to Jerusalem from Jericho.

In 6 C.E., with the banishment of Archelaus, Rome's
presence in Judea became more evident. Coponius was
appointed the first procurator. Quirinius became legate in
Syriaand took a census of the territory to determine taxes.
Judas the Galilean led aresistance which was centered in
Jerusalem and stirred the people to an unsuccessful
rebellion.

Thefirst procurators of Judeawere: Coponius (6-9 C.E.),
Marcus Ambivius (9-12 C.E.), Annius Rufus (12-15 C.E.),
Valerius Gratus (25-26 C.E.), Pontius Pilate (26-36 C.E.),
and Marcellus (36-37 C.E.). The Roman emperors during
this time were: Octavian known as Augustus (died 14 C.E.),
Tiberius (14-37), and Caligula (37-41). Because Pilate as
procurator was not careful about respecting Jewish cus-
toms, his rule occasioned popular uprisings in Judea. Dur-
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ing hisrule as procurator Jesus of Nazareth was sentenced
to death. The terms of both Valerius Gratus and Pontius
Pilate werelong: under Tiberius the procurators were
allowed to remain for longer periods, in contrast to terms
under Augustus. Valerius Gratus had appointed four high
priestsin hisday: the last of these was Joseph Caiaphas
(18-36 C.E.), son-in-law of Annas, who had been high priest
when Valerius Gratus first came to Judea.

The procurators in Judea supervised financial, military
and some juridical affairs; within limits the Jewish people
were free to govern themselves. The highest Jewish govern
ing body was the Sanhedrin, something of an upper class
legislative and judicial body, presided over by the high
priest. In the beginning the body was primarily Sadducean
but gradually incorporated Pharisaic members aswell. Its
origin is difficult to determine. It was first mentioned
around 200 B.C.E., and grew in importance under the Has-
moneans, but seems to have had little power under Herod
the Great (who is said to have killed the majority of its
members). After 6 C.E. it grew again in importance within
Jewish and religious life. After the fall of Jerusalemin 70
C.E. and the consolidation of Judaism at Jamnia later, the
Sanhedrin ceased to exist.

The Sanhedrin was composed of 71 members. There were
the "elders," the lay aristocrats, heads of prominent Jewish
families, "the principal men of the people" (Lk 19:47); then
there were the scribes, the learned or those who had been
taught (Jn 7:15), generally Pharisees first admitted around
75 B.C.E.; and finally the chief priests, mostly Sadducean.
Thus the Sanhedrin was composed of both Sadducees and
Pharisees, alay and priestly aristocracy. The high priest was
its head; it met in or near the Temple.

Samaria. To the north of the land of Judah isthe land at
one time occupied by the tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh,
descendants of the two sons of Joseph. The territory
extended north of Judea between the coastal plain on the
west and the Jordan valley on the east. Its northern boun-
dary isthe important and fertile Plain of Esdraelon, also
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caled the Valley of Jezreel. In the time of Jesus, the central
section of this region had become the land of the Samari-
tans. A small group of Samaritansin Palestine today are
still centered around Nablus, worshipping on Mt. Gerizim
at Passover time. 12

Thereligious division between Samaritans and Jewsis
explained differently by each group. 8 Jews trace the origin
of the conflict to the Assyrian conguest of the northern
kingdom and the destruction and repopulation of Samaria
at that time, with its resulting syncretism. Antedating this,
however, there was aready a north/ south rivalry. Samari-
tans trace the origin of the conflict earlier, to the period of
Judges. Eli, desirous of the high priesthood, set up a sanctu-
ary at Shiloh to rival an already existing one at Mt. Gerizim,
the sanctuary and priesthood associated with Shiloh being
rejected by the Samaritans. Samuel was affiliated with the
sanctuary at Shiloh thereby manifesting an unaccepted and
invalid lineage. Thus, even before the times of David and
Solomon, a division existed between the Samaritans with
their authentic worship at Mt. Gerizim and those who were
later loyal to Saul who had been anointed king by Samuel.

Developments in the post-exilic period only aggravated
and completed an already existing tension. After the return
from Babylon, under Persian administration, Judea and
Samariawere politically separated. Jews conscientious
about fidelity to their laws naturally emphasized a purity
and separatism. Zerubbabel's efforts to rebuild a Temple on
Mt. Zion pushed another wedge between the worshippers at
Mt. Gerizim and the Jewish community. A century later,
Nehemiah rebuilt the walls of Jerusalem, reinforcing the
separation. The Samaritan governor Sanballat tried to pre-

[IA fai rly recent discussion of the contemporary Samaritans is that by Shemar-
yahu Talmon, "The Samaritans," Scientific American 236 (January, 1977), 100-
108.

13A thorough exploration of Samaritan thought is that of John MacDonald,
The Theology of the Samaritans, The New Testament Library (Philadelphia: The

Westminster Press, 1964). For the two versions of the split between the Samaritans
and Judaists, see 14-29.



62  Jesus Rootsin Palestinian Judaism

vent the walls from being rebuilt. Such events deepened
animosity on both sides. By this time there were also two
versions of the Torah, the Samaritan and the Jewish. The
Samaritans built a Temple on Mt. Gerizim to rival the
Second Temple in Jerusalem sometime in the fifth or fourth
centuries. Relations were probably at their worst during the
Hasmonean and Herodian periods. Although the Samari-
tans were likewise struggling against hellenization, they did

not support Jewish efforts to resist Antioches Epiphanes

and his desecration of the Jewish Temple. John Hyrcanus
detroyed the Samaritan temple after capturing Shechemin
129 B.C.E. The Roman era during the time of Augustus
liberated the Samaritans from Hasmonean and Herodian
oppression, and, as in Judea, they were allowed under
Rome their own internal administration. During the time of
Jesus an intense hatred existed beteen the Samaritans and

the Jews.

Galilee had been a part of the northern kingdom of Israel
but had never been a part of the rejection of Mt. Zion and
Jerusalem's cultic leadership. Thus Samaria was also sepa-
rated religiously from Galilee. This separation became pol-
itical and was aggravated by the Assyrian conquest of the
north which had taken place in two phases: (1) a setting up
of the province of Megiddo (of which Galilee had been a
part) and (2) the destruction of Samaria. 4 The treatment
accorded the provinces of Megiddo and Samaria differed
radically. Samariawas leveled to the ground when defeated
and organized as a separate province: people were deported,
and foreigners from other parts of Assyriareplanted. Thus
Galilee and Samaria were administratively separated and
treated differently. Samaria, a greater center of resistance,
was treated more harshly and estrangement between Galilee
and Samaria developed further.

Galilee. North of Samariais Galilee, divided into Upper
and Lower Galilee, the elevations of Upper Galilee reaching

lsean Freyne, Galileefrom Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 323 B.C.E. to 135
CE, A Study of Second Temple Judaism (Wilmington, Del. and Notre Dame,
Ind.: Michael Glazier and University of Notre Dame, 1980), 23-26.
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over three thousand feet whereas the hills of southern Gali-

lee do not reach higher than two thousand feet. In northern

Galileerain is heavier, land more forested, and villages are
smaller. It isthe beginning of the Lebanon. Rain isadistinc-
tive feature of all of Galilee. Lower Galilee was the land of
Jesus. Today, Nazareth isthe largest town in the area. In the
time of Jesusit was only a small village, and the city of

Sepphoris (Saffuriyeh) was the center. The ministry of Jesus
primarily took place around the shores of the lake in the
region of Capernaum.

At the time of Jesus Galilee was a region with an inde-
pendent consciousness of its own. Stricter Jews in Judea
regarded Galileans with some disdain (Jn 1:46; 7:41, 52).
Interiorly, it isahill country which contrasts with the plains
on both sides as Galilee moves toward the sea or the lake.
The majority of the settlementsin lower Galilee are on the
slopes of the hills and not the valley floors and this secludes
them from neighbors. Life in the valley along the Jordan
and around the lake was more cosmopolitan than in the
inner hill country. Galileeisthe most fertile, productive and
agricultural region of Palestine. The central hill country was
inhabited more by Israelites, whereas the older Canaanite
population persisted on the coast and along the plain of
Esdraelon which outer region then became the home of
newcomers during the Hellenistic period.

Sean Freyne has raised questions concerning the com-
mon and mistaken assumption that Galilee was more revo-
lutionary and nationalistic than Judea. i5 In fact, the more
direct Roman presence in Judea as well as the presence of
the Temple made it the locus of greater resentment and
resistance. Galilee comprised a significant Jewish and also
Hellenistic population on the periphery of the major distur-
bances within Judaism. It seemsto have suffered less from
the Roman occupation. Hellenization and urbanization had
set in, but the Jewish population was still primarily rural
and peasant.

151bid., 208-55.
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Prior to the foundation of Tiberias by Antipas, Sepphoris
was certainly the most important city in Galilee. It was a
strong fortress and also the seat of one of the five councils
into which the Jewish nation had been divided in 57 B.C.E.
It was the only such seat in Galilee. It was a Jewish city, and
yet was pro-Roman during the Jewish Revolt of 66-70 C.E.,
probably indicating a cautious political stance within the
city after aprevious rebellionin 4 B.C.E. upon the death of
Herod the Great in which the governor of Syria had des-
troyed the city. It was subsequently rebuilt by Antipas.
Despite its importance, Sepphoris maintained a limited
sphere of influence within Galilee. It was hated by the
Galileans, but not because the Jewish population of Sep-
phoriswas lax. It was, rather, the aristocratic seat of
wealthy landowners.

Tiberias, ideally located in afertile region on the lake with
hot springs nearby, was the rival of Sepphoris during the
thirty year period when it was Antipas capital. It had been
founded sometime between 18 and 23 C.E. and dedicated by
Antipas to the Roman Emperor. It had a mixed population,
a Greek minority, a Jewish mgjority, despite its location
above tombs which was a violation of Jewish law. Galilean
Jews had to be forced to live there. After Antipas the capital
once again became Sepphoris, [?Irobably during the reign of
Nero. Like Sepphoris, Tiberias had limited influence on the
Galilean population and was also a hated city. It too was
aristocratic and reflected the economic situation of the wid-
ening gap between the rich, aristocratic landownersliving in
Tiberias and Sepphoris, and the rural peasant population
which was becoming more poor.

The Socio-Cultural Situation

In the encounter with Hellenism, which began prior to the
conquests of Alexander the Great, Judaism became both
hellenized and also intensely centered on Torah (the Law).
By the time of Jesus, Palestine had been under hellenistic
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cultural influences for over three centuries. The distinction
beween Palestinian and Diaspora Judaism cannot be
equated with the distinction between non-Hellenistic and
Hellenistic. Martin Hengel writes, "From about the middle
of the third century B.C. all Judaism must really be desig-
nated ‘Hellenistic Judaism'’ in the strict sense." 1

During the post-exilic and especially Persian period, the
classical pre-exilic Hebrew gradually gave way to Aramaic,
the common language of the western Persian Empire. Both
languages continued to exist, but by the first century Ara-
maic was the spoken language of the Jewish people. With
the conquest of Alexander, however, and the surge of helleni-
zation, Greek also became prominent and many Palestinian
Jews began to speak or read Greek. The Jews who wanted to
advance socially needed to know Greek. With the coming of
the Romans, Latin was also introduced into Palestine.
According to the Fourth Gospel, Pilate had the inscription
on the cross of Jesus written in Latin, Greek and Hebrew (Jn
19:20). Latin was used by the Romans for official purposes
and did not become a spoken language among the Jews.
Greek had been a spoken language among the Romans and
thus was a common language for communication in the
Near East as awhole during the first century. 17

It isdifficult to determine the extent to which Greek was
used in Palestine prior to Alexander the Great. In the first
century, however, Greek was widely used and may well have
been the primary language of even some Palestinian Jews.
Joseph Fitzmyer follows C.F.D. Moule in interpreting the
Hellenists and Hebraists of Acts 6:1 astwo groups of Pales-

16 Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, Studies in Their Encounter in Pales-
tine During the Early Hellenistic Period, trans. John Bowden, 2 vols. (Philadel-
phia: Fortress Press, 1974), 1:104.

17A good summary of the linguistic situation is provided by Joseph Fitzmyer,
"The Languages of Palestine in the First Century A.D.," Catholic Biblical Quar-
terly 32 (1970), 501-31; also in A Wandering Aramean, Collected Aramaic Essays
(Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1979), 29-56. Also see Robert Gundry, "The
Language Milieu of First Century Palestine,” Journal Of Biblical Literature 83
(1964), 404-8; Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, vol. 1, 58-65; Harold
Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 61-64.
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tinian Jewish Christians. 18 The Hellenists were Jews or
Jewish Christians who habitually spoke Greek. Koine
Greek was the bond that held the Hellenistic world together
and its influence eventually surpassed that of Aramaic.

According to Hengel, "We have to count on the possibility

that even in Jewish Palestine, individual groups grew up
bilingual and thus stood right on the boundary of two
cultures. " 19 Most probably some of the immediate disciples
of Jesus were hilingual. Andrew and Philip had Greek
names. Simon Peter, Andrew's brother, later took mission-

ary journeys into the Western Diaspora where only Greek

was spoken. Evidence suggests that Jesus spoke Greek but

this suggestion must be seen only as probable. He was from

Nazareth which was rural and less hellenized, yet Greek was
spoken quite extensively in Galilee as a whole and especially
in the cities. Aramaic remained the primary language but
Greek was widespread as a second language. The name by

which we know Jesus himself is Greek (lesous), a hellenized

form of the Semitic Jeshua (yeshda’).

Although Aramaic became the common language of Pal-
estine during the post-exilic period, it never completely
replaced Hebrew. Opinions vary as to the extent of its use,
but Hebrew did not die out completely. There was probably
avernacular Hebrew of the first century which later became
Mishnaic Hebrew. It is difficult to know whether Jesus
actually used Hebrew or not. J. A. Emerton concludes that
Jesus ordinarily spoke Aramaic, but perhaps also spoke
some HebreW.20 He maintains the high probability that
Hebrew was still used as a vernacular by some Jews in the
first century C.E. and continued to be used well into the
second century - in contrast to some who have maintained
that it was ssimply adead language at thistime. Y et Aramaic

18Fitzmyer, "Languages,” CBQ, 515. C. F. D. Moule, "Once More, Who Were
the Hellenisms?' Expository Times 70 (1958-59), 100-102.

19Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, vol. 1, 105.
2°J. A. Emerton, "The Problem of Vernacular Hebrew in the First Century A.D.

and the Language of Jesus," Journal of Theological Studies 24 (1973), 1-23; aso

the earlier "Did Jesus Speak Hebrew?" Journal of Theological Studies 12 (1961),
189-202.



Jesus' Roots in Palestinian Judaism 67

was the vernacular of most Jews. The cultural situation was
bilingual and trilingual. The use of Aramaic was predomi-

nant; there was a widespread use of Greek and possibly a
continued use of Hebrew among some. With respect to
Jesus our conclusions remain tentative. He ordinarily spoke
Aramaic in its Galilean dialect, which was different in pro-

nunciation from the southern dialect spoken around Jerusa-
lem. He probably spoke some Greek and at least read
Hebrew.

The urban as well as the linguistic situation was much
affected by hellenization, and the urban centers were an
important part of first century Palestine, providing a vehicle
for hellenization. More and more cities had become hellen-
ized. The Cigordan coastal plain comprised eleven Greek
city states as they were organized under the Ptolemies, old
Phoenician or Philistine cities or ports organized into
Greek states, most falling under Hasmonean dominion dur-
ing the period of Jewish independence but regaining some
autonomy under Rome. 21 In addition to the coastal cities
there were the Transjordan Greek cities as well; aleague of
these in Roman times was called the Decapolis, but they
existed as states in the earlier Hellenistic period as well.

In addition to the Decapolis and the coastal cities, there
were Greek citiesin Galilee and Samaria. Philoteria was
probably at the south end of the sea of Galilee, and probably
dated from Ptolemaic times. In the far north, at the foot of
Mt. Hermon, was Paneas, modern Banyas, the Caesarea
Philippi of the tetrarchy of Philip. The city of Samaria had
been settled with Greeks or Macedonians in Alexander's
time, and was re-established under Herod the Great as
Sebaste.

Thirty such Hellenistic or Graeco-Roman cities can be
named, yet the heart of Palestine, especially Judah,
remained Jewish, as one can see in the efforts of the pious
Jews to resist the overwhelming hellenization around them
during the Seleucid and Maccabean periods. Y et a Greek

21See Freyne, Galilee, 101-54; Zondervan Bible Atlas, ed. E. M. Blaiklock
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1969), 250-55, 293-94, 360-86.
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fortress and a gymnasium were even established in Jerusa-
lem under Antiochus Epiphanes and a theatre and an
amphitheatre under Herod the Great. At the same time that
Greek civilization was penetrating Palestinian Judaism,
especially in more urban areas and among the upper classes,

Judaism wasresisting it lest it lead to aloss of identity. It
was the forced hellenization under the stubborn Antiochus
Epiphanes which precipitated the Maccabean revolt. The
encounter with Hellenism had precipitated an internal crisis
over how inclusive Judaism could be. The religious perspec-

tive was influenced by the socio-economic reality, the small

but wealthy upper urban classincreasingly favorable to
Hellenism and alarger group who resisted the tendency to
compromise.

After the Maccabean success, hellenization met with a
defeat. The Hasidim had been ready to throw their lot in
with Mattathias and his sons. These Hasidim may have been
an ancestor of the later Pharisees and Essenes. They were
rigorous with respect to the Law and the antagonism
between hellenists and Hasidim was focused on the Law. 22
The encounter of Judaism with Hellenism became an
encounter within Judaism itself, an encounter representing
religious views, but also socio-economic ones, which views
also had political implications. The success of the Macca-
bean and Hasidic revolt meant a continued sensitivity of
Palestinian Judaism toward criticism of the Law, the ten-
dency toward segregation from non-Jews, and a heightened
national consciousness.

Hope and Eschatology in Judaism

Hopein pre-exilic Israel. Strictly speaking, the word
"eschatological" refersto an end to history as we know it.
Religious consciousness in Israelite and Judean history
became eschatological; it was not that way in the beginning.

2Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, vol. 1, 175-254, 303-14.



Jesus Roots in Palestinian Judaism 69

The eschatological perspective was a post-exilic
phenomenon.

Throughout much of its history, Israel’s consciousness
was historical. |sraelites were aware that the Lord had acted
on their behalf in the days of old. Supreme among these
acts, of course, was the exodus from Egypt with its promise
from the Lord for aland of their own. The time of David
(1000-961 B.C.E.) and Solomon (961-922 B.C.E.), the early
monarchy, was also a time when the Lord seemed to favor
the people. As the people looked back to these days and
events, they saw the Lord close to them. Their history was a
religious history, and this religious history was the basis for
their identity. "The people" implied "the history," the major
events of which were recalled and commemorated. The
Moses-Sinal -Exodus tradition (especially in the north)
and the David-Jerusalem-Zion tradition (primarily for the
south) were essential to the self-understanding of the
people.

The ideal of kingship which Judah set for itself was a
religiousideal.23 The king was the Lord's anointed one. The
anointing signified his being chosen by the Lord and his
function as an agent of the Lord. The king also acted asa
priest during the great religious festivals. Thus great
demands and expectations were placed upon the king. He
was only human, "one chosen from the people” (Ps 89:20),
dependent on the Lord, yet the Lord's own son by adoption
(Ps 2:7). The king was expected to manifest the Lord's
justice; he was to be an advocate for the oppressed, helpless,
and unprotected; he had an obligation to provide for the
poor (Ps 72). It was important that the king be faithful to
thisideal so that the people would prosper and the Lord's
favor remain with them. The king was anointed by another
of the Lord's representatives, the priest.

The history of the kings of Israel and Judah, however,
show that they fell short of the ideal. The kingship came to

23See Sigmund Mowinckel, He That Cometh, trans. G. W. Anderson (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1954), 56-93.
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be associated with unfulfilled expectations which gave rise
to a hope for their fulfillment with the next or a future
king.24 This hope for the future was not in the pre-exilic
period an eschatological hope, but it was rather an immi-
nent and historical hope. This future but still historical
consciousness emerged in the southern kingdom along with
and within the prophetic movement. Two important texts
indicative of this hope for afuture king are those of Isaiah
7:10-14 and 9:1-6. Both passages are pre-exilic and, in their
original setting, not eschatological in the strict sense. Both
are important christologically because of a messianic inter-
pretation later given them.

Again the Lord spoke to Ahaz, "Ask asign of the Lord
your God; let it be deep as Sheol or high as heaven." But
Ahaz said, "l will not ask, and | will not put the Lord to
thetest." And he said, "Hear then, O house of David! Isit
too little for you to weary men, that you weary my God
also? Therefore the Lord himself will give you asign.
Behold, ayoung woman shall conceive and bear a son,
and shall call his name Immanuel.” (Is 7:10-14)

The more probable interpretation of the original pro-
phecy isthat it referred to afuture king of Israel soon to be
born and in whom the hope and expectation of the people
would be fulfilled. It was not looking forward to afar
distant or final time. Indeed the young woman may have
already been with child. The fact that the prophecy
remained unfulfilled opened it to later re-interpretation, but
originally it indicated a sign soon to be given to King Ahaz
by the Lord. The woman would bear a son and give him the
name Immanuel, and this would be a sign from the Lord to
Ahaz. The sign would only be given, however, if the king
showed trust in the Lord by refusing to negotiate with
Assyria. If Ahaz waswilling to trust in the Lord, asign
would be given him. Isaiah was thinking of an actual
woman, possibly even the wife of King Ahaz.

Uibid., 96-102.
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Isaiah becomes intuitively certain that the queenis
with child, that she will bear a son, and that Y ahweh
intends this as a token that the promise stands secure,
that the wicked designs of the enemy will come to
nothing, and that all the good fortune and salvation
which, in accordance with the covenant, are associated
with the birth of aprince will again be realized. If the king
daresto commit himself and the country to Y ahweh's
omnipotence, she will bear a boy whose birth isthe
fulfillment of all the thoughts and wishes which were
associated with the king and the royal child. Then the
new-born child will be the ideal king whose very existence
isa guarantee that "with usis God." ®

There are, of course, other interpretations of this text.
Most reject it, however, as a messianic prophecy in the sense
that messianism came to be understood later in Judaism.
Rather the text gives an example of the birth of hopein
Israel as Israel looked forward to one to come. But at this
period the one to come was to be a king of the Davidic line
soon to appear.

Bibid.,

But there will be no gloom for her that was in anguish. In
the former time he brought into contempt the land of
Zebulun and the land of Naphtali, but in the latter time he
will make glorious the way of the sea, the land beyond the
Jordan, Galilee of the nations.
The people who walked in darkness
have seen agreat light;
those who dwelt in a land of deep darkness,
on them has light shined.
Thou has multiplied the nation,
thou hast increased itsjoy ;
they rejoice before thee as with joy at the harvest,
as men rejoice when they divide the spoil.

118. Also see Otto Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12, trans. John Bowden, second

edition, Old Testament Library (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1983),

151-72.
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For the yoke of his burden,
and the staff for his shoulder,
therod of his oppressor,
thou hast broken as on the day of Midian.
For every boot of the tramping warrior in battle tumult
and every garment rolled in blood
will be burned as fuel for thefire.
For to usachild is born,
tousasonisgiven;
and the government will be upon his shoulder,
and his name will be called
"Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God,
Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace." (Is9:1-6)

Here the awaited child was a king-to-be who would sit
upon the throne of David and fulfill the expectations of the
people: fidelity to the Lord and peace and justice in the land.
The birth of the child itself would be cause for joy; the
people look forward to his coming reign. Darkness has been
turned to light. Again we cannot explicitly identify who the
child or prince was. Nor can we be certain that thiswas a
prophecy of Isaiah himself. It may well have come from the
circle of hisdisciples. But thisis not important. The text
points to a hope within pre-exilic, eighth century B.C.E.
Judah, not an eschatological hope, but simply a hope for the
future. In addition to the gaze toward the historical past, the
great days of old, the times of David and Solomon and the
Exodus itself, there also emerged a gaze toward the immi-
nent historical future when God's presence would again be
felt by the people and God's anointed one would reign over a
land with peace and justice.

Hope During the Exile. Judean hope was seriously chal-
lenged and transformed with the disasters of 597 and 587.
Was there anything at all to hope for? The city of the cult
and the Temple itself had been destroyed, the future of the
royal house and Davidic line had become precarious, the
people were exiled and scattered. Y et the hope of Israel was
not destroyed. It developed and took the shape of a hope for
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an eventual restoration.2 The crisis helped to turn the eyes
of the people even more to the future when the Lord would

once again visit the people and restore them. This hope,
unlike pre-exilic hope attached to a future king and his
reign, was simply at first a hope for the defeat of Babylon
and areturn to Jerusalem. Exilic hope was not eschatol ogi-
cal either. It looked forward to afuture time in history, not
to the end times as such. The future was still very much of
thisworld - a political, national, as well asreligious future.

The pre-exilic hope had been both prophetic and kingly.
It was prophetic in that it arose within or was associated
with prophetic or Isaian circles. It was kingly or royal in that
the hope was fixed on afuture king or royal figure. The fall
of the northern kingdom had already created one crisis.
Amos and Hosea had proclaimed it. In the south, I1saiah not
only announced impending disaster but introduced the
notion of aremnant who would be saved. The destruction in
the south, however, was beyond belief. Y et even Jeremiah,
who knew that disaster was coming, held up a hope for
some.

For thus saysthe Lord of hosts, the God of Israel: Houses
and fields and vineyards shall again be bought in this
land. (Jer 32:15)

The hope for restoration ranged from a naive optimism
(Jeremiah 39) to the prophetic hope against hope (Jeremiah
32). Thetask of reconstruction involved not only a political
hope but areligious call to conversion, such asisfound in
Ezekiel. After the needed purification, the future day of the
Lord would come. Although politics and religion can be
distinguished, they cannot be separated in Israelite and
Judean history. The religious convictions of the people gave
birth to a hope which was both political and nationalistic.
The basis for the hope was the promise of the Lord.

With Deutero-Isaiah the hope was sustained, the end of

2%6Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 133-54.
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the exile foreseen, and the hope for the restoration was
transformed into grandiose and cosmic proportions. Cyrus
on the horizon and the imminent fall of Babylon were
indeed good news.

How beautiful upon the mountains
are the feet of him who brings good tidings,

who publishes peace, who brings good tidings of good,
who publishes salvation,

who saysto Zion, "Your God reigns.”" (1s52:7)

The late exilic and early post-exilic Deutero-1saian message
was that the Lord of Israel had called and used Cyrusfor his
OWnN purposes - to overcome Babylon and set God's people
free. Theroyal house and temple would be restored; the
Lord would give the ruler true righteousness; peace and
prosperity would reign once again in the land.

A central feature in the late exilic or early post-exilic hope
was the victory of the Lord and the Lord's coming reignin
Zion. The Lord would rule. Although the aspirations
remained national, the reign of God became central to the
Jewish hope. But this reign was to be neither other-worldly
nor eschatological. The Lord would make a new covenant
with the people, and all the nations of the world would bow
before God (Is 48:9-11). The expression which summed up
this hope for the coming reign was "the day of the Lord."
This great and glorious day contained several features: the
political liberation of Israel, the restoration of the dynasty
of David, the reunion of the north and the south, the return
of the Diaspora, the religious and moral purification of the
people, fertility in the land, peace among the nations, the
restoration of Jerusalem as political and religious center of
the world to which all the nations of the earth would give
homage. It was a universalism and yet a nationalism.

The Emergence of Eschatological Messianism and Post-
Exilic Hope. After the exile, prophecy in Israel died out. But
there developed arole for the sage and wisdom, for the
scribe and Torah, and for the high priest and Temple. It was
during this period that Jewish hope became eschatol ogical
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and there emerged a messianic consciousness. 27 Pre-exilic
and exilic hope had been prophetic, royal, and nationalistic.

This nationalism continued with the development of
messianism.

The Hebrew and Aramaic wordsfor " messiah” mean "the
anointed one." The Greek equivalent is" christos." This
Messiah (or Christ), a post-exilic development, was an
eschatological king associated with the end times. One does
not find the concept of the eschatological Messiah assuch in
the Hebrew Scriptures. There messiah smply meansthe
king. The concept of an ideal king asthe L ord's anointedone
isearly in Israelite history, but thisanointed, earthly king
and representative of the Lord isnot the same asthe later
expected Messiah. Centuries of development led from the
concept of theideal king to the expectation of an eschato-
logical king or Messiah. The eschatological aspect ar ose out
of thedisillusion of the post-exilic hope: the restoration was
in no way compar able to what was expected or hoped for.
Thusthe hope fastened itself further into the future; the day
of the Lord may not be close at hand but will come. The
M essiah was not only an eschatological figure but was a
political and national figure aswell, an expected king whose
reign would befinal.

The sour ce materialsfor developing the concept of Mes-
siah werethe Scriptures, in particular the prophetic litera-
ture, especially asit had cometo beinterpreted or
under stood in the post-exilic period, not asit had been
understood in the eighth or sixth centuries B.C.E. In addi-
tion, many of the prophetic and messianic passagesin the
Hebrew Scriptureswerethemselves of post-exilic origin.
Exceptionsto thiswould be at least I saiah 7:10-14 and 9:1-6,
but these cameto bere-inter preted within a post-exilic
wor ld of messianic eschatology. The Messiah is, as
Mowinckel indicates, " theideal king entirely transferred to
the future, no longer identified with the specific historical
king, but with one who, one day, will come." 2

271bid., 126-33.
2lbid., 123.
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It should be clear, if for no other reason than to bring
clarity into the complexity of eschatology, that not all hope
was eschatological. The history of Isragl's hope was not
coterminus with the history of Jewish eschatology, athough
the former includes the latter. One can distinguish between
prophetic hope (pre-exilic) and messianic hope or eschatol-
ogy (post-exilic). There was a prophetic eschatology only in
the sense that the prophets are re-interpreted, but eschatol-
ogy was not in the consciousness of the earlier classical
prophets themselves. One can well argue whether Deutero-
Isaiah has eschatological elements, although he probably
does not in the strict sense. His was a hope for restoration,
and it was only the disillusion accompanying the actual
restoration that produced eschatological hope. Israel's hope
developed amid continued disillusionment. It shifted from
the notion of the king as a national, political, historical
figure and an anointed representative of the Lord to aking
to come, to the king of the restored kingdom, to the final
eschatological king (a national, political and historical fig-
ure but the anointed one). The kingdom was always both of
this world and of God. The Messiah would be the future
eschatological fulfillment of the ideal king who would reign
on behalf of the Lord whosereign it truly was. This Messiah
was to be a historical king of David's line.29 Other expres-
ISDi on_sdalso connoted this messianic figure, such as the Son of

avid.

The messianic concept itself underwent development and
variation. In the earlier post-exilic stage the Messiah was in
the background; it was the Lord who would rule and gather
the peoples together. The Messiah at first would not actu-
ally establish the kingdom but would rule once God's reign
began. Gradually, however, varying and even inconsistent
expectations developed. The dominant messianic concep-
tion was that of a Ipol itical, national, this-worldly, historical
figure of David'sline. I Micah 5:1 led to the belief that he

A1bid., 155-86.
YIbid., 280-345.
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would be born in Bethlehem. In addition to the royal

Davidic Messiah, there developed a less prominent expecta-
tion of a"priestly, Levitical Messiah." During the Macca-
bean/ Hasmonean times royal and priestly functions
became united in one person. The Book of Jubilees, which
was important to the Essenes, spoke not at all of afuture for
the house of Judah but only for the house of Levi. In the
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, aLevitical Messiah
existed along with the Davidic Messiah of the house of
Judah. Thus some expectations included that of a new high
priest as well as a new king. Y et the dominant notion
remained that of the Son of David.

The coming of the Messiah was known to God alone. Due
to Israel's sins, the Messiah's coming was delayed; Israel
needed to be cleansed. A period of repentance would pre-
cede the coming of the Messiah, and there would be fore-
runners to prepare his way and call the people to
conversion. Malachi, the last of the biblical prophets, spoke
of the return of Elijah. His prophecy formed the basis for the
widespread belief in a prophet like Elijah as the forerunner
of the Messiah.

Behold, | will send you Elijah the prophet before the great
and terrible day of the Lord comes, And he will turn the
hearts of fathersto their children and the hearts of child-
ren to their fathers, lest | come and smite the land with a
curse. (Mal 4:5-6)

Initially this was not so much a hope for Elijah himself as for
an eschatological prophet anointed with the spirit of Elijah.
The concept of atranglated Elijah coming from heaven is
probably a post 70 C.E. development. 3l

In addition to the Elijah expectation, Moses or a prophet
like Moses was expected.

31James D. G. Dunn, Christology in the Making. A New Testament Inquiry into
the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1980), 92-95.
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The Lord your God will raise up for you a prophet like me
from among you, from your brethren - him you shall
heed -just as you desired of the Lord your God at Horeb
on the day of the assembly, when you said, "Let me not
hear again the voice of the Lord my God, or see this great
fire any more, lest | die." And the Lord said to me, "They
have rightly said all that they have spoken. | will raise up
for them a prophet like you from among their brethren;
and | will put my words in his mouth, and he shall speak
to them all that | command him." (Dt 18:15-18)

Enoch also gets mentioned as aforerunner, as does "the
Prophet of the end times." Sometimes several forerunners
were envisioned.

We can see the complexity and variety of messianic
expectations and these have not included the later apocalyp-
tic influences. We already see kingly (the Davidic Messiah),
priestly (the Levitical Messiah), and prophetic (the fore-
runners) expectations with respect to the age to come, and
sometimes but not often these get combined into one. The
Messiah himself was to be endowed with the gift of God's
holy spirit. He wasto free his people, and his dominion was
to include all the nations and he was to rule with justice. Not
only did messianic hopes vary but not all the Jewish people
were equally influenced by them. Messianism for some was
aminor aspect of their faith.

Apocalyptic Eschatology. Jewish hope for the future
eventually became an eschatological hope and a messianic
hope. In the post-exilic period eschatology developed in
other than strict messianic directions aswell. Late in the
post-exilic period eschatology became apocalyptic.

One of the influencesin late Second Temple Judaism was
atemporal and spatial dualism: the notion of two eras, "this
age" and "the age to come," with an abrupt transition from
one to the other. The present era was under the dominion of
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the powers of evil, a"kingdom of Satan," and the age to
come, a "kingdom of God." *z

The apocalyptic kingdom of God, however, was not the
same as the messianic kingdom. The messianic kingdom
was of thisworld; the apocalyptic kingdom was other-
worldly. The two kingdoms represented different expecta-
tions with regard to the eschatological future. An
apocalyptic dualism developed within Judaism during the
Hellenistic period and manifested Babylonian and Persian
influence as well asthe influence of the "new learning" or
"wisdom." This apocalyptic dualism gave rise to an other-
worldly, transcendent side to eschatology. The "day of the
Lord" was understood to be an age completely different
from what we experience here on earth and a divine inter-
vention from outside of history would bring it about. The
"new eschatology" was not only atemporal and dramatic
dualism. It also tended to be cosmic and individualistic -
involving cosmic forces and calamities, and the object of
salvation was the individual rather than the nation.

The apocalyptic view of the two ages presented the pres-
ent order as evil and transitory, and the coming age as
supernatural, eternal, and blessed. Also, in the final days,
the satanic power would appear as an "Antichrist," some-
times envisioned more historically, sometimes more super-
naturally, but always the powerful enemy of God who would
be crushed in the latter days. Then the Lord, "the Ancient of
Days," would sit in judgment over the living and the dead.
The doctrine of resurrection, taught by the Pharisees, had
its own history, and was not simply the result of apocalyptic
thought, but apocalyptic influenced its way of being concep-
tualized aswell. We must not think, however, that this
apocalyptic speculation simply replaced the earlier specula-
tion or that the two were always easily distinguished. The

s;2Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 262-84.
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apocalyptic and messianic perspective continued together
and were often mixed.

Many of the earlier, political, nationalistic expectations
continued to exist along with the new other-worldly expec-
tations. They not only continued but often mingled with
each other as worldly and other-worldly elements blended.
One of the ways by which the two perspectives were recon-
ciled was the notion of the millennium. 3 Typical of millen-
nial thought was the idea that there would be an interim age
between the present age and the age to come, the present
being followed by a period of athousand years. The length
varied, during which millennium or messianic age an earthly
messiah would rule, then die. Then the end would come with
its new heaven and new earth and new supra-terrestrial
order. We find this eschatology in the Ezra apocalypse. It
involves afirst judgment prior to the Messiah's kingdom on
earth, and a second judgment prior to the new creation.
There were variations on this millennial theme where the
glorious millennium was the conclusion of the present age
rather than an interim period. In this variation the resurrec-
tion of the dead did not precede but followed the reign of the
Messiah. There also developed the distinction between the
kingdom of the Messiah on this earth and the kingdom of
God in the new world. These interpretations exemplify the
efforts to unite the conflicting "this-worldly" and "other-
worldly" perceptions of the future.

The this-worldly messianism and other-worldly apoca-
lypticism, although distinguishable and co-existing within
Judaism between 200 B.C.E. and 100 C.E., interpenetrated
and influenced one another. As George Foot Moore writes,

For orderliness we may distinguish between the national
form of the expectation, a coming golden age for the
Jewish people, and what for want of a better word may be
called the eschatological form,[what we have been calling
apocalyptic form], the final catastrophe of the world asiit
is and the coming in its place of a new world, which in so

Bibid., 168, 277, 324-27.
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far asit lies beyond human experience of nature we may
call supernatural. But it must be understood that in all the
earlier part of our period the two are not sharply distin-
guished, but run into each other and blend like the over-
lapping edges of two clouds. 3

Although the idea of Messiah varied, the prevailing expec-
tation associated with him was that of a political and
national savior for Israel. Thisform of the Jewish hope was
popular with the people whereas apocal yptic eschatology
was not. Apocalyptic was related to learned wisdom,
priests, and oriental thought.

Apocalyptic eschatology emerged and spread within
Israel between 200 B.C.E. and 100 C.E., aperiod of crisis
and revolt, from the Maccabean wars to the Great War of
66-70 C. E. Between the two revolts there was the experience
of political freedom gained (with the Hasmoneans) and of
political freedom lost (with the Roman occupation) - a
time of extensive religious self-reflection which was then
formed into a new literature. The many roots of apocalypti-
cism are difficult to pin down. H. H. Rowley's long accepted
view was that apocalypticism was a development of ancient
prophecy. ¥

We must be careful in our references to apocalyptic. As
P.D. Hanson, and more recently J. J. Collins, have pointed
out, we must distinguish the literary genre (apocalypse), an
eschatological perspective (apocalyptic eschatology), and a
socio-religious movement (apocalypticism).36 The word
apocalypse refers specifically to aliterary genre adopted by

3UGeorge Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era, 2
vols. (New York: Schocken Books, [1927] 1971), 2:323. Material in brackets mine.
Moore presents a good summary of messianic expectations and eschatology, vol.
2, 323-95. Also see Schurer, vol. 2, 488-554.

35H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic (New Y ork: Harper and Row,
1955).

%Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979),
428-44, esp. 429-34. Also, John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, An Intro-
duction to the Jewish Matrix of Christianity (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1984), esp. |-32.
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apocalyptic seers to communicate their messages. In addi-
tion to apocalyptic literature, there is apocalyptic eschatol-
ogy, aparticular type of eschatology that is often contrasted
with prophetic eschatology and exemplifies the difference
between a historical, this-worldly perspective and adualis-
tic, other-worldly perspective. But eschatol og?/ itself is not
necessarily the most characteristic trait of the literary apoc-
alypses or the apocalyptic socio-religious movement. Nor
can the apocalyptic eschatological perspective be identified
with any one group or party within Judaism. Nor isit
uniform; there are different types or strands of apocalyptic
eschatology.

Besides referring to a body of literature and a type of
eschatology, apocalypticism was a social and religious
movement in which the disappointment and frustration
connected with historical hopes became resolved. Such
movements can be recognized in the early post-exilic period,
in the second century Maccabean period, in the first and
second centuries C.E., in the Middle Ages, aswell as today.
Apocalypticism involves an extra-historical reversal of the
course of history. In history the righteous suffer and the
unrighteous prosper. This situation was to be reversed by a
divine intervention.

Hanson has directed much of his research toward show-
ing that apocalyptic movements arise out of identifiable
sociological settings: for example, a group experience of
alienation and oppression or a group reaction against for-
eign domination, as found in the Maccabean response to
Antiochus 1V; or agroup reaction against a dominating
party within one's own nation, such as Hanson describes the
early post-exilic conflict surrounding the rebuilding of the
Temple. For Hanson, the origins of apocalypticism lay
within thisinner community struggle. After the exile there
were two distinctive and rival plansfor the restoration - a
visionary program (Deutero-lsaiah 60-62) and a Zadokite
program (Ezekiel 40-48)..7 Conflict between the proponents

s7Pal D. Hanson, 6-77, 89-100.
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of these two programs was inevitable after the ascendancy
and dominance of the Zadokite group returning from the
exile and their disregard for the ideals of the Levitical group
which had remained in Palestine during the exile. The Zado-

kite program of those returning left little or no room for the
Levitical/ Palestinian group within the cult itself. The social

situation at the time of the construction of the Second Temple
excluded one group from a significant role in the cult and

alienated that group from its oppressor. The alienated group
trandated its own hopes into a more visionary and apocalyp-
tic perspective. This situation of polarization and conflict
provided the social matrix for the development of prophetic
eschatology into apocalyptic eschatol ogy.

A group response to oppression or powerlessness, as
Hanson points out, can take many forms: (1) effort at
reform (the alienated priests in the rebuilding of the Tem-
ple); (2) the withdrawal and the founding of a new, more
utopian society (Qumran Essenes); (3) retreat into a subcul-
ture or subsociety (some hasidic movements); (4) violent
revolution (the Zealots).38 The less the oppressed group
looks to history for resolution, the more its eschatological
perspective becomes apocalyptic. Apocalypticism involves
aparticular religious response to the contradictions of his-
tory when the solution to the polarizing, historically-
experienced alienation is seen to lie beyond history.

Although apocalyptic eschatology manifested a conti-
nuity with prophecy, it is clearly distinguishable from what
we have called prophetic eschatology. Apocalyptic escha-
tology also manifested a relationship to wisdom. 3 The
apocalyptic notion of a divine world order was based in the
wisdom tradition.

38lbid., 435.

¥see Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, trans. D. M. G. Stalker, 2
vols. (New York: Harper and Row, 1962-65), 2:263-315; Wisdomin Israel, trans.
James D. Martin (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1972), 263-319.
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Jesus and the People

With respect to Galilee, Sean Freyne has emphasized a
distinction between city and country which endured despite
hellenization.1 In addition to this urban and rural social
distinction, there was also the economic reality of class
distinction. A. N. Sherwin-White notes the absence of a
middle classin the socio-economic world of Galilee.2 Freyne
points out that the economic developments which did take
place in Galileein the second and first centuries B. C. E. were
to the advantage of the few rather than the many. s

In Galilee, agriculture was the most important occupa-
tion and the basis of economic life. The fishing industry was
confined to the region around the lakes. Even given the fact
of increased urbanization, Galilee's population was largely
rural. Sepphoris and Tiberias were the only two urban
centers. Since Galilee remained so rural and agricultural, a
key to the economic situation was the question of land
ownership. The Galileans were for centuries afairly stable

Sean Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 323 B. C E. to 135
C. E., a Study of Second Temple Judaism (Co-published by Michael Glazier and
University of Notre Dame Press, 1980), 195.

2A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), 139-43. Also see Freyne, Galllee from Alexander
the Great to Hadrian, 165, 176; Harold Hoehner, Herod Antipas (Cambridge:
University Press, 1972), 70-73.

3Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 1976.
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population. There was no great change in land ownership
patterns in the Ptolemaic and Seleucid periods. This trend
was altered during Herodian times as more and more land
was confiscated by or distributed by Herod the Great and
Herod Antipas. Herod the Great may have owned over half
the land in his kingdom. 4 Thus there developed the two
classes of wealthy landowners and impoverished peasants.
By the time of Jesus this was the dominant picture.

The situation in Judea was not the same. Whereas Galilee
remained influenced by agriculture, Judea was dominated
by the city of Jerusalem. Jerusalem's sphere of influence asa
"Hellenistic" city gave her a unique character and position.
In Jerusalem there was not only a growing distinction
between the rich and the poor, but also the semblance of a
middle class.5

The rich of Jerusalem included not only large property
owners, but also tax farmers, merchants, a priestly "aristoc-
racy," and the royal family. Wealth manifested itself in one's
homes, clothing, monuments, servants, banquets, and in the
number of wives. Within the middle classin Jerusalem,

many working with trades and crafts owned homes and

shops in the bazaars. Some of the priests were middle class;
others were very poor. Only the priestly aristocracy
belonged to the wealthy classitself, for example, Ananias,

Annas, Caiaphas. Many of the ordinary priestslived in
poverty, as did the majority of the people. 6

The economically poor included the domestic servantsin
the homes of the rich, an even larger number of day labor-
ers, and an increasingly large number of beggars concen-
trated around the holy places - the blind, the lame, the
lepers. Also among the poor were many scribes, teachers,
and scholars of the Law who were forbidden to be paid for
their services. Some of these had other trades, but most had
to depend on subsidy.

4Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 70.

5Joachim Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1969),
27-30, 51-57, 73-84, 100-108.

flbid., 96-119.
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The Jewish Aristocracy

The Sanhedrin reflected both Jewish self-rule with
respect to internal and judicial affairs but also a power elite
within Judaism. Although by the time of Jesusit included
representation from alarger, more popular, and Pharisaic
base (after 76 B.C. E., the rule of Salome Alexandra), it was
predominantly aristocratic. According to Joachim Jere-
mias, its seventy-one members fell into three groups: chief
priests (the priestly aristocracy), elders (the lay aristocracy),
and scribes (of the Sadduccees and of the Pharisees, an
emerging power base of some of the scholars).?

The clergy or priesthood in Judaism manifested both
higher and lower ranks, a priestly aristocracy in contrast to
the magjority of priests who were less powerful and often
poor. All the priestly offices were hereditary. The aristoc-
racy comprised both the reigning high priest and the chief
priests; the others were simply known as the priests and
Levites. According to tradition, the Zadokite family, named
after Zadok, the chief priest under Solomon, held the high
priesthood in unbroken succession since Aaron (actually
probably only since Solomon). This uninterrupted succes-
sion lasted until the appointment of Menelaus (172-162)
under Antiochus IV Epiphanes, an appointment which
ended the Zadokite line of high priestsin Jerusalem. In 152
Jonathan the Hasmonean took the high priesthood to him-
self, a descendant of a priestly but non-aristocratic, non-
Zadokite priestly family. His assumption of the high priestly
office met with criticism and resistance. The Hasmoneans
retained the high priesthood until the time of Herod the
Great who put to death all the males of the Hasmonean line.
During the Herodian and later Roman period high priests
(most of whom were considered illegitimate, not from high
priestly families) had come to be appointed by will of the
king or the procurator.

The reigning high priest was the head of the priesthood
and president of the Sanhedrin. He was the only human

Tibid,, 197, 222; see 147-245.
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being entitled to enter the Holy of Holies, once a year on the
Day of Atonement. Even if no longer functioning asa high
priest, heretained thetitle of high priest. Inrank after the
high priest were, in order: the captain of the Temple, the
directors of the weekly cour se, the director s of the daily
cour se, the overseers of the Temple, and thetreasurers. The
captain of the Temple was chosen from among the aristo-
cratic priestly families and could well succeed to the high
priesthood itself. The Palestinian Talmud indicatesthat the
high priest would not be elected high priest if he had not first
been captain of the Temple. The captain was, in general, in
charge of the cult and the officiating priests. After him came
the 24 director s of the weekly cour ses, then up to 156
directors of the daily courses. The director of the weekly
course had a week of duty once every twenty-four weeks and
during thethree pilgrim festivals. He performed rites of
purification. Each weekly cour se consisted of four or more
daily courses. Thedirectors of weekly and daily cour ses
lived throughout Judea and Galilee and not necessarily in
Jerusalem. The next officers, the overseersand treasurers,
wer e per manent appointments. Therewere at least seven
overseersand three treasurerswho administered finances,
revenues and expenses.

The chief priestswho wer e permanent in the Temple
formed an aristocratic elite with seats and votesin the
Sanhedrin. Thuswithin the priesthood itself there existed a
social gap between the chief priests and the others. The high
priest and Jerusalem chief priests came from special priestly
families. In thefirst century C.E. there weretwo groups of
high priestly families, the legitimate descendants of the
Zadokites serving in Leontopolis (in Egypt, where Onias|11
had founded a Temple), and theillegitimate Jer usalem
group. The Jerusalem group exercised great power. Of the
twenty-eight who wer e high priests between 37 B.C.E. and
70 C.E., two were legitimate, one was the last of the Hasmo-
neans, and twenty-five wereillegitimate or from non-high
priestly familieswho rose quickly to power in the Her odian-
Roman period. Twenty-two of these twenty-five came from
four Jerusalem families, the two most powerful being the
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families of Boethus and Annas, with eight high priests each.
Annas, hisfive sons, his son-in-law Caiaphas, and grand-
son, Matthias, were all high priests.

In contrast to the priestly aristocracy were the "ordinary
priests’ and "Levites." The "priests,”" all the priests of Judea
and Galilee, were divided into twenty-four groups or classes
by tradition. Each group was responsible for one week of
duty every twenty-four weeks, and each group was further
divided into four to nine families who took turns with daily
duties during that week. These priests came to Jerusalem
only for their duties which involved two weeks of the year
and the three pilgrim festivals. Still lower on the social scale
were those simply called Levites. They too were divided into
twenty-four groups. They were singers and musiciansin the
Temple and performed other responsibilities including that
of apoliceforce for the Temple.

All of these offices were hereditary. All were descendants
of the tribe of Levi. Some were also descendants of one
Levitein particular, Aaron. Thus there was already adis-
tinction among the descendants of Levi, the "Levites' so
called, and the Aaronites or priests. Within the priesthood
there was a further distinction among the descendants of
Aaron. The high priests were descended from one promi-
nent Aaronite, namely Zadok. The "Levites' (the non-
Aaronite Levites) were alower order than the "priests’ (the
non-Zadokite priests) who were lower than the high priests
(the Zadokites). With the flight of the Zadokite family and
the destruction of the Hasmoneans, the priestly aristocracy
continued with the new wealthy Jerusalem families.

In addition to the priestly aristocracy, there had also
developed alay aristocracy. In post-exilic times, without a
king, ancient ruling families had become the basis of social
order. These heads of the prominent families began to play a
new rolein anew society. In the post-exilic world, the
Sanhedrin, the supreme assembly, represented both the
leading priestly and lay families of Judaism - the aristoc-
racy. The lay aristocracy, heads of the leading Jerusalem
families, were the "elders' of the people. They were large
land-owning families and mainly Sadducees.
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In addition to the chief priests and the elders, the scribes
were represented on the Sanhedrin. Some of them were
priests but most were not. They had given their livesto study
and scholarship and usually began these studies at an early
age. Scribes were also called rabbis, but this title had not
become fixed in the time of Jesus nor was it limited to those
who had undergone formal study. Apart from the chief
priests and elders, only scribes were members of the Sanhe-
drin. This group represented a less aristocratic portion in the
Sanhedrin, since theoretically any male could become a
scribe if he gave himself to alife of study. There were
Sadducean scribes, but alarge number were the scribes of
the Pharisees.§ Thiswas the only way the Pharisees were
represented on the Sanhedrin. The aristocratic families were
Sadducean.

Taxation

During the Ptolemaic and Seleucid periods tax collecting
was taken away from a specific representative of the king
(the practice in the Persian period) and given to the highest
bidder, a practice known as tax farming.s Opening tax
collection to a bidder opened the door to widespread abuse.
Whatever revenue the collector could gather over and above
what he owed became his own income. Hence most tax
collectors were both wealthy and despised. During the
Roman period the system of tax farming continued. The
Roman officials in Palestine had responsibility for collecting
taxes, but the taxes were frequently farmed out. These tax
farmers were sometimes Roman, sometimes Jewish, and

8There issome dispute about who the scribes were. | have followed Jeremias
here, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 233-45. Yet it has also been argued that the
scribes and Pharisees wereco-terminus or synonymous. See Ellis Rivkin, "Scribes,
Pharisees, Lawyers, Hypocrites: a Study in Synonymity," Hebrew Union College
Annual 49 (1978), 135-42. Also, EllisRivkin, A Hidden Revolution (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1978).

9For further background on taxation, see Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness and
Politicsin the Teachings Of Jesus (New Y ork: Edwin Mellen Press, 1984),31-33;
Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the Great to Hadrian, 183-194; F. C. Grant, the
Economic Background Of the Gospels (London: Oxford University Press, 1926),
87-110; Hoehner, Herod Antipas, 73-79.
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they hired others, often Jews, to do the actual collecting.
Zaccheus evidently was a Jewish tax farmer in the Jericho
region. The Jewish tax collector was generally despised both
for the wealth which he collected at the expense of others,
hisfellow Jews, and also for the service which he performed
for the oppressive foreign power, an act of disloyalty for
Jewish nationalists. From the Jewish perspective, the tax
collector was a public sinner.

In addition to the method of collection, another major
problem was the burden imposed by two sets of obligations.
Both sets affected the farmers the most. There was a civil or
political tax imposed by the foreign political power aswell
asthe religious tax or tithes required of the Jews by the Law.
F.C. Grant writes, "Under the Romans, therefore, there was
atwofold taxation of the Jewish people, civil and religious;
each of these had been designed without regard to the other,
and therefore could not be modified inits favor." 10

In addition to the Roman/ Herodian taxes, the Jews were
taxed as part of their religious obligations, and varied tithes
existed, such as on agricultural produce. These supported
the priests, Levites, Temple treasury, and some went to the
poor and to the scribes. F. C. Grant lists twelve such reli-
gious tax obligations which had accumulated and describes
the sum total as "nothing short of enormous.” ! For exam-
ple, the Law required every year an offering of "first fruits,”
which ranged from one to three percent of the produce.
Also, every year, there was the tithe of ten percent for the
support of the priests, Levites, and Temple. In thefirst,
second, fourth and fifth years of the seven-year sabbatical
cycle, there was a second tithe of an additional ten percent.
In the third and sixth years, there was atithe of ten percent
for the poor. Thus the amount required by Law on agricul-
tural produce alone was over twenty percent. There was also
the annual Temple half shekel tax (about a day's wage).

To thesereligious (divinely revealed) taxes, the Romans
had added their own crop, land and poll taxes. The taxes due

1r. C. Grant, The Economic Background of the Gospels, 89.
"lbid., 94-97.
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Rome were over and above the requirements of the Law.
Grant estimates that "the total taxation of the Jewish people
in the time of Jesus, civil and religious combined, must have
approached the intolerable proportion of between 30 and 40
percent; it may have been higher Still " 12

The Religious Situation

It isamistake to think of early Palestinian Judaism as a
unified whole. The many cultural, economic, political, and
religious factors at work between 200 B.C.E. and 70 C.E.
manifested themselves in pluralism and sectarianism. There
was the earlier split between the Hellenists and the Hasidim
over how much of tradition could be compromised with the
new Hellenistic civilization, and this was followed by pro-
and anti-Hasmonean forces, as well as Herodian and anti-
Herodian factions. By the first century C.E., there were at
least three magjor "parties’ - the Sadducees, Pharisees, and
Essenes - aswell as other varied ascetical, baptist, messia-
nic and resistance movements.

Although we think of the Sadducees as areligious party,
they were a social, economic, and political party aswell. 13
Socially the Sadducees were the aristocratic members of
society, the economically wealthy. Politically they were
those who had sufficiently benefited from Roman presence
to be politically favorable to the status quo. In 66-70 C.E.,
however, the uprising began with some of the aristocrats,
but they soon lost control as the movement was given
direction by the Zealots.

In Roman times the high priest was ordinarily Saddu-
cean. The later Hasmoneans as well as the families of the
illegitimate high priestly aristocracy were Sadducean. The

121bid., 105.

13See Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 222-32. Also "Sadducees,"vol.
14, Encyclopedia Judaica (1971), 620-22; and Emil Shurer, The History of the
Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, revised and edited by Geza Vermes, et a,
vol. 2 (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, |979), 404-14.
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lay aristocracy was mostly Sadducean. The Sadducees
were the aristocracy. They lacked the popular support of the
people. They were asmall group, but significant, an €elite,

centered in Jerusalem. After the destruction of the Temple
in 70 C.E., they disappeared.

From areligious point of view, the Sadducees were a
more conservative party than the Pharisees, their major
rival. The major point of theological difference between the
Sadducees and the Pharisees was that of the oral tradition
and oral Law, accepted by the Pharisees, rejected by the
Sadducees. The Law had been and still was the Torah, the
books of Moses, the first five of the Hebrew Scriptures. But
many writings had developed since that time and were
considered Scripture as well. In addition, through the cen-
turies, the Law had been in need of interpretation. Thus
there had developed in addition to the written Law, an oral
Law, later codified into the Mishnah in the latter half of the
second century C.E. The Sadducees considered this oral
Law aslacking in authority.

A rgjection of the development of the oral tradition
included a rejection of the later angelology, resurrection and
afterlife, and thus arejection of the system of future punish-
ments and rewards. Of course, Sadducees did not need to
look toward heavenly rewards; they had received theirsin
thislife. Their denial of the resurrection is the issue that Paul
used to split the Sanhedrin when he was brought before
them, gaining the support of the Pharisees by proclaiming
that what he preached about Jesus was a problem only
because he preached Jesus raised from the dead (Acts 23:6-
10). We hear of the Sadducees after the reign of John
Hyrcanus (135-104 B.C.E.) who had supported them since
the Pharisees had become critical of hisillegitimate high

priesthood. Later Alexandra (76-67 B.C. E.) shifted her sup-
port to the Pharisees.

The Pharisees, in contrast to the Sadducees, were a popu-
lar party, more representative of the people.14 They were

143John Bowker, Jesus and the Pharisees (Cambridge: University Press, 1973).
Jacob Neusner, From Politics to Piety; the Emergence of Pharisaic Judaism
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essentially but not exclusively alay group and staunch
supporters of the oral Law including the doctrines of resur-
rection and rewards or punishments. Although the theologi-
cal differences with the Sadducees are significant, the
Pharisees are probably better understood as those who
upheld a strict observance of the Law.

There are many questions about Pharisaism which are
difficult to answer and yet are of great interest because of its
link with post 70 C.E. Rabbinic Judaism and its frequent
role asfoil in the New Testament where Pharisaism was
concerned for the purity of Israel. Some have held that the
Pharisees were descendants of the Hasidim who were per-
haps also the ancestors of the Essenes before they broke
with worship in Jerusalem because of the illegitimate Has-
monean priesthood. During the rule of the Hasmoneans,
from John Hyrcanus (135-104 B.C.E.) to Alexander Jan-
neus (103-76 B.C.E.), the Pharisees grew in support among
the people but were prevented by the Hasmoneans from
having any effective political power. They were critics of the
illegitimate Hasmonean priesthood but did not reject it as
completely as did the Essenes. By the time of his death,
Alexander Janneus recognized the growing strength of the
Pharisees and advised his wife, Salome Alexandra (76-67
B.C.E.), to reconcile herself with them. They then grew in
political significance. It was probably at thistime that their
scribes were allowed seats on the Sanhedrin prior to which
the Sanhedrin would have been exclusively Sadducean.
Herod the Great recognized their power as well and tried
not to push them too far.

The Pharisees became guardians of racial purity and a
symbol for the true Israel. Y et the Pharisees were not as
separatist as the Essenes (who completely refused to wor-
ship in Jerusalem) nor asthe later Zealots (who refused to
accept the Roman occupation) nor aristocrats like the Sad-
ducees. In one sense, they were political and religious mod-

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1973). A classic is Louis Finkelstein's Phari-
sees, 2 vols. (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1962). Also see
the article and bibliography, "Pharisees," vol. I3, Encyclopedia Judaica (1971),
363-66a; Emil Schurer, vol. 2, 388-403. Also see n. 8 in this chapter.
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erates. In the beginning it seems asif they may have been
Eosed C(i@muniti% of brotherhoods not unlike the
ssenes.

While the Pharisees can be somewhat defined over
against the Sadducees, they saw themselves as the racially
pure ones in Judaism over against the am ha-aretz and thus,
socially speaking, represented a middle segment in society.
Thus the first centuries, B.C.E. and C.E., saw something of
ashift from the power of the old ruling aristocratic families
to the more popularly based Pharisees, a shift which repre-
sented a struggle for political power where religious issues
played a major role. Although it is common for Christians
to associate all Pharisees with hypocrisy, there were many
good Pharisees. The later Talmud speaks of seven kinds of
Pharisees. Jesus was a friend of some Pharisees, and in Luke
13:31 some Pharisees warned Jesus about Herod's seeking
hislife. Pharisaism in itself manifested a variety of views
with respect to the interpretation of the Law. The two most
prominent schools of opinion in the age of Herod the Great
were those of Hillel and Shammai (c. 20-10 B.C.E.)1'6

Given the extensive amount of material made available
and the number of articles since the discoveries at Qumran
and in the Judean desert as awhole, it is difficult to present
any adequate summary of the Essenes.l7 They, like the
Pharisees, may have had arelation to the ancient Hasidim.
They may indeed have broken away from the Pharisees
when the Hasmoneans usurped the high priesthood. The

15See Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time Of Jesus, 251-54; Sandmel, Judaism and
Christian Beginnings (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1978), 161; Geza
Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qumran in Perspective (Cleveland: World Pub.
Co., 1978), 120-2I.

16Sandmel, Judaism and Christian Beginnings, 237-42. Also "Sages," vol. |4,
Encyclopedia Judaica (1971), 636-56.

"See Jerome Murphy-O'Connor, "The Judean Desert,” in Early Judaism and
Its Modern Interpreters, ed. Robert A. Kraft and George W. E. Nickelsburg, vol. 2
of The Bible and Its Modern Interpreters, forthcoming; and "Qumran and the New
Testament," in The New Testament and Its Modern Interpreters, ed. Eldon Jay Epp
and George W. Mac Rae, vol. 3 of The Bible and Its Modern Interpreters,
forthcoming. Also GezaVermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qumran in Perspective.
Also see"Essenes," vol. 6, Encyclopedia Judaica (1971), 899-902.
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movement seemsto have been a Palestinian phenomenon
originating in conjunction with the religious per secution of
the Seleucids.

The Essenes seem to have been a movement or sect
located in the varied towns of Judea and in the wilder ness
west of the Dead Sea, especially at Qumran. Both the desert
and town member sfollowed the same leader and Qumran
wasthe site of the leader ship. At Qumran they lived afairly
communal or monastic life, without private property, with a
three year period of probation, and with the practice of
celibacy, although some married. Having repudiated the
illegitimate wor ship at the Temple in Jerusalem, they were
seen as having withdrawn from the larger Jewish society.
Their Community Rule describesthe way of life at Qum-
ran.8 Their religiouslifeinvolved ritual washings and bap-
tism, common prayer, and the study of the Hebrew
Scriptures. Their interpretation of the Law was stricter than
that of the Pharisees. The Esseneswer e both palitically and
religiously non-compromising.

It isalmost unanimousdly accepted today that the people
associated with the Qumran scrollsarethe Essenes. The
Qumran manuscripts antedate 68 C.E., when the commu-
nity was dispersed during the Jewish War after which timethe

Essenes fade from history. The movement existed for
approximately twenty year s before the coming of the
Teacher of Righteousness who became itsleader. This
leader was a particular individual and contemporary of
Jonathan (161-143 B.C.E.). The manuscripts speak not only
of thisteacher but also of the wicked priest whom the
Teacher and sectarians opposed. Thiswicked priest has
been variously identified as Hyrcanus 11, Alexander Jan-
neus, Simon M accabeus, but the brother Jonathan pres-
ently hasthe most support. There also seemsto have been
another wicked figure other than the priest, the Man of Lies,
who seemsto have been an Essene himself but one who
broke away from the group that followed the Teacher of

18See  GezaVermes, The Dead Sea Scrollsin English, second edition (New York:
Penguin Books, | 975), 71-94.
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Righteousness. The Man of Lies gives evidence of hostile
groups and a split within the Essene movement. Such a split
may have followed upon the Teacher of Righteousness insist-
ing on a complete break with the Temple or proposing to move
to Qumran.

The Sadducees were a socio-economic elite in contrast to
the Pharisees who were more the party of the common
people. The Essenes represented a religious conservatism or
radicalism with respect to the Pharisees; they were uncom-
promising about the illegitimacy of the cult in Jerusalem. In
addition to these three major "parties," there were other
ascetical as well as resistance movements. The anti-Roman
political stance was taken up by resistance fighters.19 They
manifested a"Maccabean spirit," opposed the payment of
taxesto the foreign oppressors, gave themselves to the cause
of Jewish independence, and were frequently armed mil-
itants and nationalists. They were especially involved in the
66-70 C.E. war. Today we are very conscious of their
patriotic spirit symbolized in their final stand at Masada,
Herod's old fortress, where Zealots held out for three years
after the fall of Jerusalem.20

The Am ha-aretz

It has been sufficiently recognized that from a social point
of view the whole community of Judaism at the time of
Jesus was dominated by the fundamental idea of the mainte-

I9Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politicsin the Teaching of Jesus, 27-49,
argues against seeing the resistance movement as already an organized party at the
time of Jesus. Resistance fighters came from a cross section of society. Also see
Gerd Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity, trans. John Bowden
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978),38,48-58, 61, 80-8l. Also see Martin Hengel,
Die Zeloten (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1961); Sean Freyne, Galilee from Alexander the
Great to Hadrian, 208-09.

2Yigael Yadin, Masada (New Y ork: Random House, 1966). For arecent study
on the unreliability of Josephus at this point, see Shaye Cohen, "Masada: Literary
Tradition, Archaeological Remains, and the Credibility of Josephus,” Journal of
Jewish Studies 33 (1982), 385-405.
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nance of racial purity.2l Social stratification existed not
only at the top of the ladder with the aristocracy, but
throughout the society, culminating with the am ha- aretz. 22

The principle for social status was that of racial purity,
which led to atri-partite division: pure ancestry, slight
blemish, grave blemish.23 The first rung of society com-
prised those of pure ancestry, the priests, Levites, the laity
with pure descent. The ordinary Jew knew hisimmediate
ancestors and the tribe from which he descended. In the
post-exilic period there was great interest in family trees and
genealogy and not only within the aristocracy. Most fami-
lies at this time came from either the tribe of Judah, in which
the line of David was of particular significance because of its
messianic implications, or the tribe of Benjamin. Mordecai
of the book of Esther, Paul, Paul's teacher Gamaliel 1, were
all Benjaminites. Only afew could trace lineage to one of the
ten lost tribes. Even for the laity, genealogical tradition was
not only kept but frequently recorded. Family ancestry was
not curiosity or nostalgia; it carried with it social and legal
implications. It was a social and legal privilege for one's
daughter to be able to marry a priest. Only those of pure
descent could do so. Pure ancestry was also demanded for
members of the Sanhedrin, for public offices, for signing
marriage contracts. Also, only those of pure ancestry could
be assured of future salvation.

Next on the social ladder were the socially impure, but
those only dlightly so. Thisincluded the illegitimate children
of priests (children born of amarriage between a priest and a
woman who was not of pure descent), the proselyte converts
(Gentiles converted to Judaism who had been both baptized
and circumcised if male, and baptized if female), and freed
Gentile slaves (Gentile men and women who had become

21Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 270. Also see Borg, 51-72.

22A.  Oppenheimer, The Am Ha-Aretz. A Study in the Social History of the
Jewish People in the Hellenistic-Roman Period (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977). Also
"Am Ha-Aretz," vol. 2, Encyclopedia Judaica (1971), 833-36.

23See Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, 275-344.
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slavesin service of Jews and then accepted baptism and
circumcision, and for some reason later freed). These
slightly blemished people could not marry apriest or hold
an important office, but in everyday life the restrictions were
not burdensome.

On the bottom of the social scale were those seriously
blemished, the "excrement of the community," not only
those forbidden to marry priests, but also forbidden to
marry Levites or any Israelite of pure ancestry or even an
illegitimate descendant of a priest. These included bastards
(children conceived in adultery, who could then only marry
Gentile converts or freed Gentile slaves or other Jews
seriously blemished), the fatherless (those whose father was
unknown) and eunuchs. These indeed were outlaws, social
outcasts, kept apart. The social importance of racial purity
was also manifest in the attitude toward the Samaritans.

Although racial purity was the major principle determi-
nate of social status, it was not the only one. Independent of
ancestry was the guestion of certain professions and the role
of women. There were a series of despised trades with
varying lists of such occupations. The most serious of these
were the gamblers, usurers, and tax collectors, all public
sinners. But for varied reasons, and with varied degrees of
stigma, also mentioned are launderers, barbers, weavers,
peddlers, tanners, and dung collectors. The social position
of awoman was also that of an inferior?4 When shewasin
public, her face and head were hidden and covered and she
was not to converse with anyone. Her education was re-
stricted to the tasks of domestic life. Her father and later her
husband had rights over her. In marriage the man
"acquired" the woman. Polygamy was permitted and the
wife had to accept concubines. Only the husband had the
right to divorce.

Aswe look back over the socio-economic picture, we find
within Judaism itself an aristocratic power elite, priestly and
lay; an increasingly burdensome system of tithes and taxes

24Ibid., 359-76. Also see Benedict Viviano, Study as Worship (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1978), 1l.
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carried by the many, with a growing gap between rich and
poor; a carefully acknowledged system of social status
based on racial purity, with many social outcasts. In addi-
tion to these phenomena within Judaism, there was the
continuing presence of foreign domination, the Roman
occupation with its additional burden of taxes. The situa-
tionsin Galilee and Judah were not exactly the same. After 6
C.E. there was a more direct Roman presence in Judah;
Galilee remained under Herod Antipas. An emerging mid-
dle class in Jerusalem accompanied urbanization in general.
In Galilee, a strong gap continued between the large land-
owners and the peasants, whether tenants or holders of
family farms. Given the inseparable social and economic
problems, F. C. Grant's description is apt: "the little land of
Palestine with its poverty, overpopulation, declining food
supply, wasteful government, and recurrent rebellion." 2
The majority of Palestinian Jews were not directly affil-
iated with any of the three major groups or parties. Popul a-
tion estimates for this period must be taken as just that - as
estimates. %6 The population of the whole of Palestine during
the first century C.E. has been estimated as having been
between one and a half to two million. Of these the Jewish
population in Palestine may have numbered from 500,000
to 600,000. The Jewish population would have been far less
than half of the total population of Palestine (anywhere
between 25 and 40 percent). The Sadducees, a significant
socio-economic and political group, were a small number
numerically. The number of Essenes has been estimated at
approximately 4,000. There were perhaps no more than 150
to 200 of these at Qumran at any one time. The Pharisees

25F.  C. Grant, "The Economic Background of the New Testament," The Back-
ground of the New Testament and Its Eschatologv, ed. W. D. Daviesand D.
Daube in honor of C. H. Dodd (Cambridge: University Press, |956), 114. This
essay, 99-114, provides a good summary of the literature pertinent to the economic
background.

261 emphasize that our figures are estimates. See Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time
of Jesus, 27, 83-84, 203-5, 252; Bruce Metzger, The New Testament, its Back-
ground, Growth and Context (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1965), 39-45; Geza
Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qumran in Perspective, 88, 119, 125.
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have been estimated at approximately 6,000. These figures
provided by Josephus refer only to adult males. It is difficult
to provide any estimate for the Zealots since it is difficult to
determine when they came into existence and whether they
were in fact a unified movement or whether the termisan
umbrellaterm covering several movements. Their numbers
varied with the times.

A good guess with respect to the three "parties'is no more
than 10,000 to 25,000, while the entire Jewish population of
Palestine may have been 500,000 to 600,000. Thus probably
more than ninety-five percent were not directly affiliated
with these "major Jewish parties.” 2/ It is best, however, not
to think of al of the others as am ha-aretz. These "people of
the land" failed to observe the whole of the Law. In some
cases it was someone whose Judaism was mixed and with
whom the more strict Jew would not intermarry, or some-
one uneducated and hence ignorant of details of the Law
from whom exact observance could not be expected, some-
thing of areligious lower class which often included many of
the poorer sections although even arich person could be one
of these religious outcasts.

Both Sean Freyne and Benedict Viviano have pointed out
that the term am ha-aretz changed meanings. Freyne distin-
guishes between pre-70 C.E. and post-70 C.E. usage while
Viviano indicates alengthier history.28 In general, however,
it had the connotation of the common people, the ignorant
and uneducated, the unobservant of the Law and ritually
unclean. This segment would certainly have included much
of the Galilean peasantry but would not have been limited to
them alone. In general, the religious pluralism must simply

27I1f we consider the two larger groups, the Essenes and Pharisees 4000 and 6000,
then 10,000 is a base estimate. If we take an estimate including women, we could
double the figure. We could estimate the Sadducees as a much smaller group.
Given previous estimates, if we take 25,000 as a high figure for membership in the
three parties, and 500,000 as a low figure fo rthe Jewish population, it seemsasif at
most the population of the three groups may have been only 5% of the total.

28The pre-70 C.E. implication is failure to observe the purity laws; the post-70
C.E. implication isfailure to study the Torah. See Freyne, Galileefrom Alexander
the Great to Hadrian, 307; Viviano, Study as Worship, 42.
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be seen to have included alarge number of outcasts, margi-
nals for diverse reasons and on diverse social and religious
grounds.

Jesus seems to have had a widespread following of widely
diversified people cutting across both social and religious
barriers. Indeed, hisfollowing was so diversified that some
have come close to identifying Jesus with the Pharisees
while others have maintained that he was one of the am
ha-aretz.30 Jesus was a man of the people, for the people,
sought after for awide variety of reasons, even by Samari-
tans. Not all of hisfollowing can be considered disciples
who accepted his teaching and considered him the one for
whom they had been waiting, who accompanied him on his
journeys or even preached and healed in his name. But the
wider group of his associates included the spectrum of Israel
and Palestine. Gradually there emerged, in addition to the
wider circle of followers and the narrower circle of explicit
disciples, a growing circle of opposition aswell, coming
from the upper class and especially from the religious estab-
lishment. But even after the emergence of an opposition, his
following was large. The sociology of those who interacted
with Jesus leads to three groupings:. (1) the multitudes and
crowds, which include many am ha-aretz; (2) the disciples,
various people who followed after Jesus; and (3) the opposi-
tion, which must be variously interpreted, perhaps more
from the Pharisees in Galilee but more from the Jerusalem
aristocracy in Judea.

Those who were attracted to Jesus, who longed to hear
him, who chose to follow him as their prophet and teacher
were not one homogeneous group. Y et what emerges is how
popular Jesus was, how sought after by the poor or the

29Viviano, 43, suggests the possibility that Jesus may have maintined a Pharisaic
level of observance of the Law.
30At least it is maintained that Jesus would have been classed as one of the am
ha-aretz by the Pharisees. See G. F. Moore, in The Beginnings of Christianity, eds.
Jackson and Lake, vol. 1 (New York: Macmillan, 1920), 445; S. S. Cohon, "The
Place of Jesusin the Religious Life of His Day," Journal of Biblical Literature 48
(1929), 82-108.
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common and ordinary people, the religiously marginal peo-
ple, by the masses, simply by the people, by those without
status from economic, social, or religious points of view.
They loved him. He made them laugh. He respected their
tears. He knew their pain. He associated with them,
respected them, enjoyed their company. They listened to
him, learned from him, believed in him, had hope because of
him, and he lived for them. He taught them, spoke of the
nearness of God to them, made them feel holy and right-
eous. He reached out to them, compassionately, generously,
faithfully, humbly, joyfully. He healed their sick. He made
them feel human again. He preached an impending social
reversal. They were his people, and he was their teacher.
Albert Nolan in his portrait of Jesus before the "theologi-
zation" of Christianity has described these disparate asso-
ciates of Jesus: "The people to whom Jesus turned his
attention are referred to in the gospels by avariety of terms:
the poor, the blind, the lame, the crippled, the lepers, the
hungry, the miserable (those who weep), sinners, prosti-
tutes, tax collectors, demoniacs (those possessed by unclean
spirits), the persecuted, the downtrodden, the captives, all
who labor and are overburdened, the rabble who know
nothing of the law, the crowds, the little ones, the least, the
last and the babes or the lost sheep of the house of Isragl." 3l
We may not be able to situate Jesus within the am ha-
aretz himself. Nor can we easily and precisely specify who
the am ha-aretz were at differing periods in Judaism's his-
tory. But we can say that Jesus was "for them," manifested
by hiswillingness to be "with them," and to be with them
gladly. Jesus was areligious man, a man of prayer, of
religious observance, of God. He was a learned man, how-
ever he acquired that learning, knowledgeable with respect
to the Law, the Scriptures. It would not have been note-
worthy that Jesus had associates or followers from among
the Pharisees. What evidently stood out was that he was so

J'See Albert Nolan, Jesus Before Christianity (Mary knoll: Orbis, 1978), 2. See
esp. 21-42.
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present to and spoke to the social and religious outcast,
those on the margin of society and periphery of Judaism.
That he, a religious man, one who spoke so authoritatively
on behalf of God, that this man, this particular practicing,
learned, holy, prophetic messenger of God associated with
them wasthe significant reality. It evidently was unusual,
unexpected and notorious that "religion” could actually be
"for the people.”

The Opposition

Jesus following appearsto have been large and varied. As
he increasingly became good news for many people, how-
ever, he also triggered the development of a growing opposi-
tion. How gradual, pronounced, or widespread the
opposition was is difficult to determine. Eventually , how-
ever, agulf developed between Jesus and many of the "lead-
ers' of Judaism. This opposition cannot be identified with
Judaism as a whole. Jesus himself was Jewish and saw
himself as a faithful and practicing Jew. It appears asif the
Jewish people as awhole respected him as a prophet and
teacher. Nor can the opposition to Jesus be identified with
the Pharisees. 32 One of the great injustices of Christian
preaching has been to identify the Pharisees with hypocrisy.
Not all, not even the majority of Pharisees, were
hypocritical.

Two factors have led Christians to think wrongly with
respect to Pharisaism. The first isthat it ordinarily appears
asif the charges or condemnations were directed by Jesus
against them as awhole body (Lk 11:42-44). | agree with T.
W. Manson that such was probably not Jesus' intention,
given his friendly association with them and also a certain
commonality with them in many instances.

3)For clarification with respect to Jesus relation to the Pharisees, seein particu-
lar John Bowker, Jesus and the Pharisees (Cambridge: University Press, |1973);

Benedict Viviano, Study asWorship, 40-44, 171-175; Paul Winter, on The Trial of
Jesus, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 196l), 111-35.
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The woes against Pharisees are all concerned with the
practice rather than with the interpretation of the law. As
the Greek text stands, the sweeping denunciations are
directed against the whole Pharisaic party. Whether this
was the case in the original Aramaic is a question which

cannot be answered. All that can be said is that "Woe
unto you Pharisees! for yetithe. . . " represents Aramaic

which could equally well be rendered "W oe unto you

Phariseeswho tithe. . ." . . . The reference could thus be
not to the whole body of Pharisees, but to those among
them who were Pharisees only on the surface... The
Pharisaic ideal was a genuine religious ideal; and the men

who gave themselves to it were mostly sincere and ear-
nest. To maintain that all Pharisees were ipsofacto hypo-
critesis as absurd asto claim that they were all saints. The
truth is that some of them were men of eminent saintli-
ness, many kept aworthy standard both in piety and
morality, and some were complete frauds. It isto this last
class that the woes really apply 3

The second factor distorting Christian perception of the
Pharisees is that the writing of the Gospelstook placeto a
great degree after 70 C.E., after the destruction of the
Second Temple, and during the formative period of Juda-
ism, atime when Judaism and Christianity were separating
from each other, when Judaism was attempting to rebuild
itself, and when the Gentile mission had obviously become
central to Christian preaching. It is particularly after 70
C. E. that the Pharisaic party becomes more or less cotermi-
nus with Judaism. Essenes and Sadducees did not survive
the war and the future of Judaism was in the hands of the
rabbis and Pharisees. Thus Christian anti-Jewish polemic
was at that time anti-Pharisaic polemic. One cannot simply
identify the anti-Pharisaisms of the Gospels with the teach-
ing of Jesus himself. Jesus' teaching in the first third of the

38" W. Manson The Sayings of Jesus ( Grand Rapids, Mich.William B.

Eerdmans Co., [1937] 1957), 97-99.
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first century had a different social context than the Chris-
tian preaching in the latter third of that same century.

The Synoptics do not attribute any negative role to the
Phariseesin the trial and passion of Jesus. Thusit is proba-
bly accurate to say that they were not overly involved in it.
Morton Smith writes, "Given the hostility to the Pharisees
aready apparent in Mark, and the demonstrated practice of
adding references to them for polemic purposes to the gos-
pel texts, it isincredible that, if any of the synoptic evange-
lists had heard anything of Pharisees participating in the
actual proceedings against Jesus, he should not have
reported it." 3 Thusit appears asif the "enemies' of Jesus
ought not be quickly identified with "the Pharisees." The
anti-Pharisaic attitude of the Gospels manifests the Sitzim
Leben of the Church.

Y et Jesus integrity and single-mindedness, his radicality
and faith, hislove of God and neighbor, his uncompromis-
ing attitude toward religious hypocrisy and its failure to
practice the central command of Scripture and tradition to
love neighbor, all these aspects of his teaching attracted
opposition, an opposition bound to be even greater in Jeru-
salem than anywhere in Galilee. The outcome of this oppo-
sition will be the starting point for the next volume in this
series. This present volume is concerned with the mission
and earthly ministry of Jesus.

One of Us

Jesus was a human being just as we are human beings.
This does not imply that he was a sinner in the way that we
are sinners, but rather that he searched and struggled and
suffered as we all do. One characteristic of Jesus human-
ness, or consequence of hisidentity with us and our struggle,
was his compassion. His humanity was not an abstract
humanity, but the sweat and blood and fear and joy within

$Morton Smith, Jesusthe Magician (New York: Harper and Row, 1978), |156.



106 Jesus and the Peopl e

which he worked out the direction and meaning of hislife.
No docetism here. Whatever else we may say about Jesus on
the pages ahead, we cannot let go of hisidentity and solidar-
ity with us. He had the limitations of a physical body. He felt
the feelings we feel. He learned by experience. He relied
upon faith and prayer. He was culturally and socially
situated.

As a human being, Jesus was inevitably a historical being,
rooted in a particular culture and ethos at a particular
period of human history. He was a Jew, a Palestinian Jew, a
Galilean, who lived some time between 6-4 B.C.E. and 30-33
C.E., during the Roman occupation of Palestine.

The world into which Jesus of Nazareth was born and in
which he grew up was quite varied - politically, economi-
cally, religiously. There were both hasidic and hellenist
groups. On the hasidic side there were the Pharisees and
Essenes with their own differences. Many, but not all, were
influenced by awide variety of expectations for the future of
Judaism - eschatological, messianic, and apocalyptic
hopes.

Although Jesus' joys and sorrows, fears and insights,
friends and family, mission and message and experience of
God were peculiar to him and not exactly the same as any
other human being's, he shared totally in the burdens and
the privilege of what it means to be one of us. The purpose of
atheology of Jesusisto understand more fully thelife of this
particular human being, and such atheology begins with the
awareness that Jesus is human, someone like us, the com-
passionate one who feels our weaknesses with us (Heb 4:15).
We now move into our first christological task, Jesus
research and interpretation, but we are already aware of the
humanness, historicality, and Jewishness of Jesus.
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The Origins of a Mission

Having set the stage for Jesus with his humanness and
historicality, we now need to say more. Y et, whatever more
we say, we never want to let go of this foundation. Jesus
humanity is the base upon which we build. Yet it is the base
and not the whole building.

Jesus was not only someone like us; he was someone
called and sent by God. We begin with early eventsin the
public life of Jesus: his baptism, a period in the wilderness,
the return to Galilee. Then we focus on Jesus as a man of
prayer and a prophet. In all of these Jesusisfound in his
humanness but as a human being called by God. This call
from God, however, does not make him any less one of us.

The Baptism of Jesus

The baptism of Jesus of Nazareth by John is one of the
first factsin the story of Jesus.’ It leaves us with two ques-
tions: What was the relationship between Jesus and John?
What was the significance of the baptism for Jesus?

IConcerning the baptism of Jesus, see Joseph Fitzmyer, A Christological Cate-
chism, New Testament Answers (New Y ork: Paulist Press, 1981), 39-43; Joachim
Jeremias, New Testament Theology, The Proclamation Ol Jesus,trans. John
Bowden (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1971), 49-56; Walter Kasper, Jesus

109
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Many have suggested an Essene influence on John, and
he may have joined an Essene community as a young man. ?
The evidence for the latter suggestion is not conclusive
however. Similarities between John and the Essenes do
exist. They were an ascetical and devout community, calling
themselves "the penitents of Israel." They had a strong
dislike for "official" Judaism and had broken away from
worship in Jerusalem. Their beliefs included the expectation
of an imminent coming of the Lord. Y et today many schol-
ars are skeptical about a direct relationship between John
and the Essene community at Qumran itself.3

Whether or not John spent time in an Essene community,
whether or not he spent time as a solitary either after leaving
the community or at some other time, the traditions are
unanimous in associating John with the wilderness (Mt 3:1;
Mk 1:4; Lk 3:2; Jn 1:23, 28), preaching and baptizing there.
He had the gift of the Spirit and was seen as a prophet.
Prophecy in Israel had faded out with the prophetic writings
replacing living prophecy and the spoken word. Prophecy
and the gift of the Spirit were considered by many to be
eschatological phenomena that would accompany the end

The Christ, trans. V. Green (New York: Paulist Press, 1977), 65-71; Wolfhart
Pannenberg, Jesus-God and Man, trans. Lewis Wilkins and Duane Priebe
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1968), 137-41; Edward Schillebeeckx, Jesus, an
Experiment in Christology, trans. Hubert Hoskins (New Y ork: Seabury Press,
1979), 136-39.

2Joseph Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, I-1X, Anchor Bible, vol. 28
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1981), 388-89, respects the hypothesis of arela-
tionship between John and the Essenes while recognizing that we cannot make
such a suggestion more definitive. Jean Steinmann, Saint John the Baptist and the
Desert Tradition (New Y ork: Harper and Brothers, 1958),51-61, hypothesized that
John had joined the Essenes during late adolescence, had been fully initiated into
their life, and then became a dissenter from the community.

$Raymond Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (Garden City, N.Y .: Doubleday,
1977), 376, n. 2. Jerome Murphy-O'Connor, "Qumran and the New Testament,"in
The New Testament and Its Modern Interpreters, eds. Eldon Jay Epp and George
W. MacRae (in preparation). Geza Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qumran in
Perspective (Cleveland: World Pub. Co., 1978).
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times (Joel 2:28).4 The appearance of John as a prophet
indicated to those influenced by messianic expectations that
the eschatol ogical age was close at hand. Matthew 17:10-13
and Mark 9:11-13 identify John as Elijah, which shows that
John had come to be seen among the disciples of Jesus as an
eschatological prophet. In Luke, the Elijah role assigned to
John is ambiguous, not explicitly denied as in the Fourth
Gospel (1:20-21), nor affirmed asin Mark and Matthew.5
John's message proclaimed the coming of the Lord as a
time of judgment. It was the time to prepare and repent as
the anger of God would soon manifest itself (Mt 3:7-12; Lk
3:7-9, 16-17). John used the example of afarmer with his
winnowing fork separating the wheat from the chaff (Lk

4Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, revised edition, trans,
Shirley Guthrie and Charles Hall (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1959), 14;
Jeremias, New Testament Theology. 80-82. C. H. H. Scobie, John the Baptist
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1964), writes, "Prophecy was dead; its rebirth will be
asign of the new age" (123).

SCullmann concludes that John's disciples considered John to be the prophet,
especially the prophet like Elijah, adirect forerunner of the Lord (God); but that
Jesus and his disciples saw John as the forerunner of the Messiah or of another;
and that John saw himself either as aforerunner only in the second sense or quite
simply as a Prophet (Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 26-28).

Brown states that John saw himself as directly preparing the way of the Lord.
Christian interpretation, however, assigned to him the role of Elijah asfound in
Malachi and of aforerunner to Jesus. As time passed and the disciples of John and
a Baptist community continued to persist and perhaps even became hostile to the
disciples of Jesus and vice-versa, the subordination of John to Jesus became even
more explicit, as in the Fourth Gospel, where John is not even Elijah (1:20-21),
where John gives explicit witness to Jesus (1:7, 30-31), and where John becomes an
incipient Christian. With respect to Luke, Brown suggests two stages of develop-
ment. An early stage (4:25-26,9:54) identified Jesuswith Elijah, a stage represented
in Luke's portrayal of the ministry of Jesus. A later stage, dominant in the infancy
narrative, composed after the Gospel as awhole, stressed Jesus as God's Son and
John as Elijah (Brown, The Birth, 275-79, 2822-85).

In the sources behind the Fourth Gospel, J. Louis Martyn identifies atradition
identifying Jesus as the Elijah-prophet, and concludes that "it is the fourth evange-
list who bears the responsibility for the disappearance from subsequent Christian
thought of the identification of Jesus as the eschatological Elijah"(53). The Gospel
of John in Christian History (New Y ork: Paulist Press, 1978), 9-54. Also see
Walter Wink, John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition (Cambridge: University
Press, 1968).
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3:17-18). Through baptism John gathered together those
who repented into a people who awaited the coming of God.
During the century prior to Jesus there were penitential and
baptist movements of varied sorts along the Jordan River.
The centrality of baptismsand ritual bathsin lieu of Temple
sacrifices was common to many of the movements. 6 Those
baptized by John immersed themselves in his presence, a
symbolic action which signified conversion or repentance, a
turning to the Lord to await the last days. Unlike ritual
bathing among the Jews, John's baptism was performed but
once. Some of those baptized followed John, while others
returned to their homesto live anew life and await the
coming of the end times. John's message included repen-
tance, baptism, the imminent reign of God, a call to ethical
living,7 and may also have included the expectation of
another whose way he himself was preparing.$

Edward Schillebeeckx situates John within the post-
Maccabean, apocalyptic, penitential, baptismal, conversion
movements of pre-Christian Judaism. John was "a peniten-
tial preacher prophetically announcing the imminent judg-
ment of God." It was not so much God's imminent reign
but God's imminent judgment that John announced. Y et,

§See Wink, John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition, 108. Also Frederick Houk
Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History, New Testament Library (London:
SCM Press, 1967), 177-218, esp. 201-18; Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 117-18, also 116 for
the bibliography under conversion and baptismal movements.

1The ethical aspect of John's repentance and preaching can sometimes be
neglected. E.g., Lk 3:10, concerning sharing food and clothing; 3:12-13, concern-
ing tax collectors; 3:14, concerning soldiers.

8This aspect of John's preaching is not primary and is difficult to determine. See
footnote 5. How much of this aspect of his message was "historically John" and

how much "Christian interpolation”? It could be either. John could well have

spoken of "one to come"; the idea was common in the Judaism of that time. Yet it

could be the way in which Christian tradition would reconcile the popularity of

John and his relationship to Jesus. That John identified the coming one with Jesus

is most probably a Christian perspective. Schillebeeckx suggests that the coming
one for John was "the son of humanity"; here John "borrows"an apocalyptic idea
(Jesus, 132). Even if John did preach another one to come, this was probably a
secondary aspect of his preaching.

§Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 127. For Schillebeeckx's discussion of John, see Jesus,
126-36, and Christ, the Experience of JesusasLord, trans, John Bowden (New
York: Seabury Press, 1980), 368-72.
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according to Schillebeeckx, John does not manifest Jewish
apocalyptic motifs as much as earlier, classical, prophetic
ones. He was not an apocalypticist, but a prophet of the old
school.10 Apocalyptic thought may have influenced John's
perception of the imminence of the divine judgment, but
John was more typically a prophet of the older tradition.
John's innovation with respect to the old school or earlier
Israelite prophecy, however, was baptism. He preached
baptism (Mk 1:4; Lk 3:3; Acts 20:37; 13:24), and this bap-
tism of repentance and its accompanying metanoia (change
of heart) was the one thing necessary for participation in the
imminent reign of God.

John was an ascetical and prophetic preacher of repen-
tance who baptized and proclaimed the closeness of the
impending judgment. Jesus evidently was less ascetical (Mk
2:18; Lk 7:31-35) and did not baptize as extensively as John
(John 3:22, 26 presents Jesus as baptizing; however see John
4:1-2). Both Jesus and John, however, were prophets and
preachers. Both, unlike the scribes, preached out of doors
and both called people to repentance. Repentance was not
the center of the preaching for Jesus as it was for John but
was still part of his message. In submitting to John's bap-
tism, Jesus recognized John's prophetic quality, and many
of Jesus early disciples had been disciples of the baptizer

10Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 129. Schillebeeckx points to the fact that three key words
used in the New Testament to denote John's proclamation of judgment -the axe,
the winnow, and fire - belong not to apocalypticism but to ancient prophecy. How
apocalyptic or non-apocalyptic John was will remain an open question. Thereis
little doubt that John comes across quite clearly as a prophet. Raymond Brown
states that the lamb of God to which the Baptizer refersin John 1:29 can best be
interpreted as the conquering lamb who will destroy evil in the world of Jewish
apocalyptic (The Gospel According to John I-XI1, [Garden City, N.Y..: Doubleday
and Co., 1966] 58-60). However, this reference is probably not the historical John.
Y et Josephine Massingberde Ford attempts to trace the major New Testament
apocalypse, The Book of Revelation, to the Baptizer and his disciples. See Mas-
singberde Ford, Revelation, The Anchor Bible, vol. 38 (Garden City, N.Y ..
Doubleday, 1975), 28-37, 50-57. Massingberde Ford acknowledges John's tradi-
tional prophetic character. She writes, "John the Baptist, without doubt, was
regarded as a prophet par excellence” (28). Y et she also seesthe expression "Lamb
of God" associated with John the Baptizer as the apocalyptic lamb (30-31) as does
Brown, and speaks of "the Baptist's prophetic apocalyptic and “fiery' tendencies"
(56).



114  The Origins of aMission

first (Lk 7:29-30; Jn 1:35-39, 3:26). Jesus expressed respect
for John and solidarity with his movement (Mt 11:7-11).
Both John and Jesus would have been interpreted by many
as "eschatological prophets.”

In hisliterary and critical study of the Synoptic accounts
of the baptism of Jesus, Fritzleo Lentzen-Deis points both
to the facticity of the baptism and also to the interpretative
elements within the text, such as the dove and the voice. He
judges the literary form to be that of the "Deute-Vision,"an
interpretative vision for which there are parallelsin the
targums in which a synagogue translator abandoned the
exact text and interpreted it for the hearers.” In targumic
versions of Genesis 22:10 and 19:12, for example, the event
isinterpreted by means of avision in which one hears a
voice. Thisinterpretative vision (adistinct literary form, in
contrast to atheophany narrative or a call narrative), pre-
sents Jesus as the beloved son rather than as a disciple of
John. Yet Jesusis still aligned with the eschatological move-
ment of John.

The baptism was a significant religious event in the life of
Jesus. Undoubtedly he had already become aware of the
significance of John's preaching and baptism (Mk 11:30; Mt
11:9, 11;21:32; Lk 7:28,29). As Joachim Jeremias points out,
"The sayings that betray such a high estimate of the Baptist
are certainly authentic.” 2 His baptism signified his convic-
tion that the reign of God was close at hand, as well as his
desire to number himself among "those who wait." The
baptism must have been more than he had anticipated,
however. Jesus received the gift of the Spirit on this occa-
sion and thus was anointed as a prophet to Israel as John
had been, even if the full effect of thiswould take time for

11 Fritzleo Lentzen-Deis, Die Taufe Jesu nach den Synoptikern. Literarkritische
and gattungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Frankfurt: Verlag Josef K necht,
1970). Feuillet speaks of Jesus baptism as atheophany. See" Prophetic Call and
Jesus Baptism," Theology Digest 28 (1980), 29-33; A. Feuillet, " Vocation et
mission des prophetes, Bapteme et mission de Jesus: Etude de christologie bib-
ligue" Novaet Vetera 54 (1979), 22-40.

12Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 47.
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him to fully understand. 13 John's baptism was not necessar-
ily accompanied by the gift of the Spirit; Jesus' baptism was
unigue in that regard. Jesus himself was driven by the Spirit
into the wilderness from whence John himself had come.14
Historiographically we can maintain that Jesus was bap-
tized by John, but we can say nothing of his motivation -

|3The imparting of the Spirit signifies prophetic inspiration and vocation.
Jeremias, New Testament Theology, writes, "Jesus experienced his call when he
underwent John's baptism in order to take his place among the eschatol ogical
people of God that the Baptist was assembling” (49). Also, "At his baptism, Jesus
experienced his call*(55). | agree with Jeremias here. Yet it is going too far when he
writes, "From the time of the baptism he was conscious of being God's servant
promised by Isaiah” (55). Jesus genuinely experienced the gift of the Spirit at his
baptism, yet it also took time for him to sort out the complete significance of this -
hence the wilderness motif.

In my point of view there is no basis for pushing the reception of the gift of the
Spirit and hence the prophetic vocation back prior to the baptism by John (as
Schillebeeckx implies); at the same time one should not read too much into the
baptismal event, as Jeremias is wont to do. We probably cannot locate on critical
grounds alone the reception of the Spirit by Jesus. This remains unknowable to
scientific investigation. But we can say that Jesus was aware of the gift of the Spirit
and that his Spirit-consciousness very possibly originates with his experience of the
baptism. Thisinitial Spirit-consciousness, however, is not yet so articulate that he
sees clearly a specific role.

For Schillebeeckx, Jesus, the baptism was Jesus' first public act as a prophet, a
symbolic-prophetic action like those of old, in which he "intimates that |srael as a
whole does indeed require a change of heart" (138). For Schillebeeckx, Jesus
would have been aware of his call to be a prophet prior to his baptism. But,
although possible, there is no basis in the texts for this view. Schillebeeckx does not
diminish the role of the baptism for Jesus, however. He writes, "For him this
baptism must have been a disclosure experience, that is, a source experience that
was revelatory” (137). And he recognizes that, "In the absence of sources the
historian can neither affirm nor gainsay anything about the life of Jesus pror to his
baptism" (137). Y et he maintains, "His undergoing that baptism was not of course
hisfirst religious experience" (137). Granting this, and its vagueness, he attempts to
sustain both, "We know nothing of what he understood about himself up to that
moment” (137), and "Nothing would allow usto see in this step taken by Jesus the
first breakthrough of his prophetic self-awareness" (138). All his examples of these
symbolic actions, however, are of those who have been prophets prior to such
actions. It isthis previous, pre-baptismal awareness for which there is no basis.
Jesus was baptized and received the gift of the Spirit. This does not mean that the
baptism account is acall narrative either. It is, however, the occasion in which Jesus
receives the gift of the Spirit, the sign of a prophetic vocation, and isled by the
Spirit into the wilderness.

14That Jesus was baptized by John does not mean he necessarily became a
disciple of John or that he baptized as a disciple alongside John. Thisisimpossible
to determine. See Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 136-37. Jeremias (New Testament Theol-
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whether he left Nazareth with the intention of returning
there after being baptized, since not all of the baptized
remained with John; or whether he had decided to become a
disciple of John, and perhaps temporarily was one; whether
he came simply to hear the preaching of John and was then
moved to receive the baptism; or whether he already had
seen himself as a prophet and the baptism was a symbolic
act reinforcing John as also God's messenger. At any rate,
after histime in the wilderness, Jesus eventually preaches on
his own authority, and returns to Galilee, perhaps only after
the imprisonment and death of John (Mk 1:14 suggests that
John's arrest was the occasion for Jesusreturn to Galilee).
Both John and Jesus preached God, and both risked death
out of fidelity to their messages.

The Wilderness Experience

A major portion of the Pentateuch, part of Exodus and
all of Leviticus and Numbers, interprets the origins and
experience of the Hebrew people in the wilderness. The
Lord's name, the Law, and the covenant all have their roots
there. A fairly elaborate form of Israel's creed, Joshua
24:2-13, includes the sojourn in the wilderness. 15 Amos 2:10,
Hosea 9:10 and 12:9, Jeremiah 31:2, and Deuteronomy
32:10 show the importance of the desert tradition in Israelite
history. Ulrich Mauser writes, "The wilderness is the womb
of afundamental datum of the religion of the Old Testament
without which its development would be unintelligible.” 16

The desert was not only the scene of God's revelation but
also of Israel's sin. Deuteronomy recalls not only the help of

ogy, 45-47) points out the contrast between the Synoptic and Johannine images of
Jesus and John. In the Synoptics, the contrast is limited to the moment of baptism.
In John's Gospel, Jesus is a follower of John and baptizes alongside John (3:22-
4:3). On this point the Fourth Gospel may well be more historical.
"See Ulrich Mauser, Christ inthe Wilderness (London: SCM Press, 1963),
15-18. Also Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, trans. D. M. G. Stalker, 2
vols. (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1962-65), |: 121-28, 226-31.

16Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness, 29.
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the Lord (7:18, 8:2, 18), but also the rebellion of the people
(9:7). Psalm 78 portrays Israel's history, and the wilderness
theme of the sin of the ancestors is emphasized. Psalm 106
links Israel's exile to the sin in the desert.

The prophets introduced another element - the expecta-
tion of another time that I1srael would have to spend in the
desert (Hos 2:3, 14). Israel, for Hosea, would have to return
to the wilderness because she had refused to be faithful to
the Lord (2:14, 11:5). Ezekiel spoke of this second exodus
and saw it asfulfilled in his own days with the exile (20:34-
36). Deutero-1saiah also used the motif of a second exodus
(40:3, 48:20-21).  In both Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah the
wilderness became a symbol -atime of judgment, purifica-
tion, and a new outpouring of the Spirit of the Lord.

Later, in early Judaism, the Messiah was expected to
come forth from the wilderness. The Judean desert was
often the site of messianic movements. Matthew 24:26
reflects this belief. The Qumran community saw itself asa
wilderness people and the Community Rule stated: "And
when these become members of the Community in Israel
according to all these rules, they shall separate from the
habitation of ungodly men and shall go into the wilderness
to prepare the way of Him; asit is written, "Prepare in the
wilderness the way of ... make straight in the desert a path
for our God' (1s40:3)." I/

We can say on historiographical grounds that Jesus spent
time "in the wilderness," although we cannot with confi-
dence put together the details. Questions remain. Exactly
when did this sojourn in the wilderness take place (imme-
diately after the baptism or not)? How long atime was it
(forty daysis symbolic)? Where was this wilderness (the
geographic description is not precise)? What happened (the
temptation accounts are more theologically significant than
historically factual)?

To understand the significance of Jesus sojourn in the

171 QS8:12-16. Translation that of GezaVermes, The Dead Sea Scrollsin
English, Second edition (New Y ork: Penguin Books, 1975), 85-86. 1 QS refersto
the Rule of the Community or the Manual of Discipline.
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wilderness, we begin with the prologue to Mark's Gospel
(1:1-13). B8 The setting is the area around the Dead Sea and
the Jordan valley. Verse two of the prologue is a quotation
from the Hebrew Scriptures. It is an amalgamation of three
sayings, two from the prophets (I1s 40:3 and Mal 3:10), and
one from Exodus (23:20). Exodus 23:20 and Isaiah 40:3
have as their context the wilderness tradition of the Hebrew
Scriptures. For Mark, the messenger of the Lord of which
Isaiah 40:3 speaksis John, "aman of the desert.” The detall
in verse 6 about the leather girdle around John's waist helps
Mark to establish an identity between John and Elijah (In 2
Kings 1:8 thisis afeature of Elijah's dress). John's message
of repentance was rooted in the wilderness tradition.

The Baptist's call to repentance and his call to come to
him in the wilderness to be baptized are but two aspects of
one and the same thing. Going out into the wilderness
and repentance are not two different ideas which could
only be related to one another as form and content or as
condition and result. Rather they are essentially one and
the same - the march out into the wilderness is the
repentance to which John calls. 19

The Marcan account sets the scene for Jesus. How will the
wilderness relate to the call and ministry of Jesus? Isthe
wilderness for him atransition to a ministry elsewhere
whereas for John the ministry remained in the wilderness?
Will Jesus remain associated with the wilderness?

Jesus too went to the wilderness as a sign of repentance.
He fully realized what it meant to go there; to be determined
to live under the judgment of God. Going into the wilder-
ness itself was symbolic. Jesus was aware of what he was
doing by going into the wilderness to be baptized. He was
aready prompted by God-consciousness when going there.
Did he receive the call once there but prior to being bap-
tized? Did it come during the experience of the baptism?

[8Ulrich Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness, 77-80, identifies Mark 1:1-13 as a unit
and as a prologue to the Gospel.

191bid., 87-88.
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During the days in the wilderness after the baptism? How
much time had he spent in the wilderness prior to the
baptism? After the baptism? To these questions thereis no
answer from the data available. Baptism and wilderness,
although historical, have two sides to them, the factual and
the symbolic.

To penetrate more deeply into the wilderness episode in
Jesus' life we must thus let go of historiography and enter
theology. According to the account in Mark, the Spirit
drives Jesus into the wilderness after his baptism. This
suggests going more deeply into the wilderness, but this
need not be primarily geographical. It is symbolic of what
lies ahead - Jesus wrestling with the powers of evil and
with his own call by God.

"Forty days" is symbolic. Moses spent forty days on
Mount Sinai; Elijah wandered forty days through Mount
Horeb (Ex 24:18; 34:28; 1 Kgs 19:8, 15). Nor for any of these
was the forty days something passed through once and for
all, but rather a symbol of more to come, afocused look at
who they are as God's servants. Temptation or testing was at
the core of the wilderness experience. In the Hebrew Scrip-
tures, God tested and purified the people there. In the New
Testament, Satan was often the tempter. For Mark, Jesus
continued to be tempted; his whole life embraced the struggle
that the wilderness theme symbolized. He was not victorious
until the end.

The content of the ordeal Jesus underwent in the wilder-
ness, the character of the struggle, the so-called temptations
are not recorded in Mark. Mark simply writes:

The Spirit immediately drove him out into the wilder-
ness. And he wasin the wilderness forty days, tempted by
Satan; and he was with the wild beasts, and the angels
ministered to him. (1:12-13)

Matthew and L uke flesh out this period in the wilderness
with three strugglesin particular, although for them not all
three are located in the wilderness itself; one was at the
Temple in Jerusalem. Although the particular character of
Jesusstruggle in the wilderness is not something which can
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be arrived at historiographically, it iswell not to dismiss the
content of Matthew's and L uke's narratives too quickly.
They are certainly symbolic of the struggling Jesus who was
still in the midst of that same struggle as he went to
Gethsemane before his death, the struggle to know and
persevere in following the will of God. "Not my will, but
Thine be done," was a prayer Jesus learned in the school of
struggle (Heb 4:15-5:10). Although the particular character
or content of Jesus' wilderness experience cannot be deter-
mined historiographically, nevertheless the fact that strug-
gle was central to the life of Jesusis historical. David Hill
writes, "Although the narrative [Matthew's] is thus theolog-
ical (strictly, Christological) rather than biographical, it
certainly implies the reality and historicity of Jesus tempta-.
tion and spiritual struggle, else it could hardly have been
composed."Z0

One of the more thorough and historically sensitive dis-
cussions of the temptation narrativesis Birger Gerhards-
son's discussion of the Matthean text. He maintains that the
shorter narrative in Mark and the longer narratives in Mat-
thew and Luke are two versions of one tradition and that the
Marcan version is an abbreviated form of alonger narra-
tive. He holds for the priority of the Matthean version.21 No
agreement on the relationship between Mark and Matthew
exists, however. Gerhardsson suggests that Matthew is ear-
lier. Mauser, however, saysthat Mark is earlier and that
Matthew and Luke rely upon Mark.22 Murphy-O'Connor
considers them as independent traditions.2s

2oDavid ~ Hill, The Gospel of Matthew, New Century Bible (Greenwood, S.C.:
The Attic Press, 1972), 99.

aBirger Gerhardsson, The Testing of God's Son: An Analysis of an Early
Christian Midrash (Lund, Sweden: CWK Gleerup, 1966), 10-11. Fitzmyer holds
that the order of the temptations in Matthew's version is more original than
Luke's, The Gospel According to Luke, I-1X, 507. For the opposite point of view,
see T. W. Manson, The Sayings Of Jesus (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B.
Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1979), 42-43.

22Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness, 144-49.

13Jerome Murphy-O'Connor, class notes. Also see this opinion in Jacques
Dupont, "L'Origine du récit des Tntations de Jesus au desert,” Revue biblique, 73
(1966), 30-76, esp. 45-47. Dupont gives a detailed study of the temptationsin Les
Tentations de Jesus au desert (Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1968)
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And he fasted forty days and forty nights, and afterward
he was hungry. And the tempter came and said to him, "If
you are the Son of God, command these stones to become
loaves of bread." But he answered, "It is written, "People
shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that
proceeds from the mouth of God'." (Mt 4:2-4)

Thefirst of the temptationstook placein the wilder ness.
Its background wasin Deuteronomy 8 in which the Lord led
Israel into the wildernessfor forty yearsto test them. Jesus
forty days corresponded to Israel'sforty years. The Mat-
thean narrative was a Christian midrash on Deuteronomy
6-8. For Gerhardsson, thekey term in the Matthean narra-
tiveis" son of God." Jesus sonship was being put to the test.
Jesusremembered what his people had learned during the
desert wandering, and hisresponseto the tempter wasa
quotation from that precise passage in Deuter onomy
(8:3).24

But what had |srael learned? What wasthe sin with which
Jesuswas being tempted? The sin of I1srael wasthat of
having a divided heart, a discontent with what the L ord had
provided, hencealack of trust in and fidelity tothe Lord (Ps
78:18-22). In Deuteronomy 8 and in thisfirst temptation,
the wildernesswas a setting for atrial designed to reveal
what lay in one'sheart. Israel did not passthetest; Jesusdid.
Jesus trust wasin the Lord. He did not grumble, but
remained faithful.

It wasnot only a question of Jesus' fidelity, however, but
also of Jesus struggle. Jesuswas quite aware that " people
donot live by bread alone.” Hisresponse almost sounds
easy. And it would have been easy for Jesus, had he not been
portrayed as having been fasting for forty days. The account
is almost humor ous when it informs usthat Jesuswas

hungry. Jesus saw the suggestion coming from the devil
rather than from God. All three temptationsinvolved that

same aspect - the choice between following the suggestion

24Gerhardsson, The Testing of God's Son, 42.



122 The Origins of aMission

of the devil and doing the will of God. But what was the will

of God for Jesus? That question lies at the core of his
struggle. That was what Jesus had come into the wilderness
to discern. The wilderness represents Jesus struggle with his
call and the origins of his mission.

Was Jesus perhaps tempted to live an ascetical, peniten-
tial life from which the tempter tried to dissuade him? Given
the ascetical, penitential movements of Jesus' day, this must
have been a possibility for him. John himself was something
of an ascetic; the Essenes even more so. Was this the direc-
tion that Jesus himself should follow as he prepared for the
coming of the Lord? Later Jesus comes out of the desert,
preaching and healing and driving out demons and critic-
ized for not being as ascetic as John. 25 Did his own con-
sciousness of his mission begin here to part company with
that of John's? Later Jesus fed the hungry and taught others
to do likewise. Neither in asceticism (perhaps areal tempta-
tion for Jesus) nor in comfort islife to be found, but only in
fidelity to God.

The context for understanding both the Matthean and
Lucan versions of the story is the wilderness experience of
Israel itself as developed in Hebrew tradition. Matthew 4:4
is a quotation from Deuteronomy 8:3 in the Septuagint
form of the Scriptures. Likewise the second and third temp-
tations parallel Deuteronomy 6:16 and 6:13. Jesus was not
unlike Moses (Dt 9:9-18). The fasting of Jesus recalls that of
Moses (Ex 34:28). In the tradition behind both Matthew
and Luke, however, Jesus was seen more in contrast to
Israel asawhole. Israel was tested in the desert and found
wanting. Jesus was tested and found faithful. Jesus will was
to do the will of the Lord. But we cannot presume at this
point that Jesus knew what that will was. He was still in the
process of discovering that.

Then the devil took him to the holy city, and set him on
the pinnacle of the temple, and said to him, "If you are the

2sMt  11:18-19; Lk 7:33-34. See Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 48-49. Also
Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 201-18.
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Son of God, throw yourself down; for it iswritten, "He
will give his angels charge of you,' and “On their hands
they will bear you up, lest you strike your foot against a
stone'." Jesus said to him, "Again it iswritten, Y ou shall

not tempt the Lord your God'." (Mt 4:5-7)

Thereisadifference in the order of the temptations within
Matthew and Luke. For Matthew, the order is desert, Jeru-
salem Temple, a high mountain. For Luke it is desert, view
of kingdoms of the world, Jerusalem Temple. The first
temptation in Matthew's narrative would have led to the sin
of infidelity because it would have tempted God, would
have put God to the test. So likewise the second was another
temptation to put God to the test. Rather than tempting
God to satisfy one's hunger, however, it was tempting God
to provide protection. The setting here was the Temple
because the Temple was the presence of God to God's
people. The background is again Deuteronomy 6-8 and also
Psalm 91. The reply of Jesusis specifically Deuteronomy
6:16.

John typified the ascetical movements in Judea. Not all of
John's disciples remained itinerant with him, however;
some returned home to await there the dawning of the end
times. Could this have been what God was asking of Jesus?
Certainly this would have been an attractive possibility for
Jesus, to return to Nazareth and continue to live his "hidden
life." Just as Jesus could have been drawn toward a more
ascetical life, so he could have been pulled toward a peaceful
and quiet life. Yet it was a public ministry the Lord had in
store for Jesus. He was not to return to Nazareth and would
never have that kind of life again. In resisting the temptation
of the devil to test God, it was becoming clearer to him what
God might be asking of him. Jesus resisted the diabolical
temptation to be the occasion for the working of a great
miracle. Just as there were ascetics enough, so there were
wonder workers enough in those days. Jesus resisted two
extremes: he would not be leaving the wilderness in order
"to stay at home" or "to perform miracles.” He was being
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called to aministry for the sake of others. Throwing himself
down from the pinnacle of the Temple would have been a
marvel indeed. But in resisting it, he was beginning to get
some sense of his own mission and he remained faithful to
God.

Again the devil took him to avery high mountain, and
showed him all the kingdoms of the world and the glory
of them; and he said to him, "All these | will giveyou, if
you will fall down and worship me." Then Jesus said to
him, "Begone, Satan! For it iswritten, “Y ou shall worship
the Lord your God and him only shall you serve'." (Mt
4:8-10)

The setting this time is a mountain. Deuteronomy
depicted Moses on a high mountain beholding the glories of
Canaan. And Jesus response came from Deuteronomy.
"You shall fear the Lord your God; you shall serve him, and
swear by hisname" (Dt 6:13).

Certainly the kingdom of the world that the devil offered
Jesus must have been something to pass through his mind.
Hisworld not only had its ascetics, and its wonder workers,
but also its messiahs or messianic expectations. Jesus must
have wondered about and feared that he might be that
Messiah. He may not have been tempted by earthly
kingdoms so naively offered by the devil, but to be the
Messiah of Israel, the liberator of God's people and to set up
God's reign on earth may indeed have been what the Lord
was asking. The Lord was calling him not to an ascetical life
in the wilderness, not to aquiet life at home, perhaps then to
this earthly mission for which he felt soill prepared. Moses
after al felt the same way.

Y et by thistime in his search Jesus may have become
willing to accept a ministry rather than the ascetical life, and
willing to accept a public ministry for his people rather than
aquiet ministry back in Nazareth, but at least a public
ministry that might be non-offensive, non-political, and
non-violent: a public ministry that would not create con-
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flict. Certainly God would spare him the personally offen-

sive, politically dangerous, and potentially violent character

that his mission eventually involved. But no. Hiswas to
become a most delicate balance to maintain - neither a
strictly messianic mission nor religious compromise. His
heavenly Father was calling him into the thick of thisreli-

giously varied and controversial world, this politically tense
and potentially explosive world. No, he was not to be the
Messiah in the sense that most of Israel expected one. In

fact, God was calling him to run the risk of being a heretic as
Jeremiah had been. The devil offered comfort and fame and

power; Jesus may have preferred solitude and quiet and

staying out of trouble. Y et these are not to be his either. God
would lead him out into the world where the battle was to
take place. The struggle remained with Jesus throughout his
life. The ordeal never went away.

One's approach to the Matthean and Lucan narrativesis
legitimately imaginative, midrashic as the narratives them-
selves are. The narratives are symbolic of Jesus' historical
but inaccessible struggle - inaccessible in its innermost
depths. It is not a question of psychologizing, nor of assum-
ing as historiographical what has been interpretatively
developed. It is, however, a question of an encounter with
the Jesus who struggles, in this case with his call and his
mission. For it isfrom within this wilderness experience,
whatever it consisted in, that Jesus' sense of call gets further
clarified and his sense of mission originates - even if that
mission and its particularities only get further clarified dur-
ing the course of the life and ministry which still lay ahead.
The wilderness experience was atime of search, of question-
ing, of struggle - with himself, with the devil, and with his
God. The unfolding of the mission will continue beyond the
wilderness events themselves. We will later see the search
continue and the mission further clarified when Jesusis with
his disciplesin the region of Caesarea Philippi.

Deuteronomy 6-8 provides the background for the Mat-
thean temptation narrative. Deuteronomy 6:4-5 is the fam-
ous Shema of the Jews.
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Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord; and you
shall love the Lord your God with al your heart, and with
all your soul, and with all your might.

Jesus realized at his baptism or in the wilderness that he was
being called to be a prophet, like unto Moses but at a much
different period of history. Jesuswas being asked to live by
faith alone. He had to trust and not resist the Lord. He had
been given the gift of the Spirit. Jesus had come through his
time in the wilderness, strengthened, afraid, ready, with a
heightened experiential knowledge of the Father's love:
God only shall you serve. Y es, he would be a servant of the
Lord - even until death if that was where it would take him,
although he was still not yet fully aware where in fact it was
all going to take him. That part of the story had to be lived.

All three narratives, Mark, Matthew, Luke, are more
theology than they are history or geography - although
this does not mean that the historical and geographical
reality isto be dismissed. Mark, Matthew and L uke each
has a theological purpose and all use earlier traditions for
that purpose. Gerhardsson reminds us of an important
aspect of biblical exposition, namely, the "inexhaustible
wealth of meaning" within the sacred writings, meaning
"additional to and beyond that which was traditionally
ascribed” to atext. He writes, "We must remember that no
rabbi assumed that the text could only have one meaning.
The same expositor could on different occasions, or even on
the same occasion, demonstrate that a single passage had
many different thingsto say. Thisis particularly true of the
haggadic exegesis." 26 |n other words, the historical basis of
the text and the theological intentions behind them still do
not exhaust the possible approaches to the text.

What we find is that both critical biblical study and a
theological imagination move usin the same direction. Both
approaches suggest that in the wilderness after the baptism,
and throughout his ministry, Jesus faith and fidelity were

26Gerhardsson, The Testing of God's Son, 72-73.
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put to the test: was he willing to put the will of his Father
first? Was he willing to be God's son, which did not mean
doing what the Essenes did, or what John was doing, or
what others expected, but doing what the Father asked of
him? In the wilderness Jesus learned to pray, "Thy will be
done." Jesus left the wilderness a new man, a servant of the
Lord, God's son, the obedient one who had been put to the
test and remained faithful. Here was a human being willing
to entrust hislife to the Father, who trusted the Father no
matter where this would lead, who lived by faith.

These temptations not only had a basisin the life of the
Christian community, but also in the life of Jesus himself. It
is highly unlikely that a Christian community with its post-
resurrection exalted understanding of Jesus would have
developed this tradition from nowhere. Elsewhere the
Scriptures give witness to the struggle of Jesus to be God's
son, asin the prayer in Gethsemane and in Hebrews. Inthe
wilderness Jesus was put to the test and this was an ordeal he
would not forget. Jesus himself may well have spoken of it.

Joachim Jeremias helps us to appreciate the genuinely
trying character of this experience for Jesus.

"Temptation" is amisleading designation. The word pei-
rasmos occurs twenty-one timesin the New Testament.
In no less than twenty of them, however, it has the
meaning of "trial, testing, ordeal"; only in one passage
doesit clearly denote "temptation to sin" (1 Tim 6:9). Itis
to be rendered "testing, ordeal" even in Luke 4:13. For
the meaning of the so-called "temptation story" is not
that Jesus was put in the way of sin and resisted it; rather,
the story is about Jesus' acceptance of hismission. It is
better, therefore, to avoid the term "temptation story,"
the moralizing tone of which can easily be misunder-
stood. The Jesus who confronts us is not the one who has
&een tempted, but the one who has emerged from his

,7Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 74. See 68-75 for Jeremias’ discussion of
the temptation narratives. For Jeremias "all three variants of the story are con-
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There is both a historical and a'so a symbolic or theologi-
cal side to Jesus being driven into the wilderness. The
historical side consistsin the fact of his being tested, perhaps
shortly after his baptism, while still in the wilderness. 28 The
actual character of this ordeal, however, is not historiogra-
phically ascertainable.?® Jesus |left Nazareth and Galilee for
the wilderness area wherein John was baptizing. While there
he received the baptism of John as well as the gift of the
Spirit. Called by God as a prophet to Israel, the Spirit drives
him further into the wilderness during which time his faith
and fidelity and sonship.are put to the test. In that ordeal
Jesus may have experienced God more personally as his
Father. His prayer may have been to do his Father's will. He
is willing to trust whatever the Father will ask. He, unlike
Isradl, is the obedient one, the Son in whom the Father is
well pleased. Mauser's interpretation of Mark is that Jesus
clashed with Satan who attempted to direct him from an
unswerving obedience to the Father's will. Gerhardsson's
interpretation of Matthew isthat Jesus wastried in every
way that Israel was, but remained faithful. Fitzmyer's inter-
pretation of Luke isthat Jesus was obedient to his Father's
will by refusing to be seduced into using his power of
authority as Son for any reason other than that for which he
has been sent. | suggest in addition that Jesus had to learn
from experience God's will and to live by faith.

In attempting to understand Jesus, we cannot leave this
desert/ wilderness motif behind once Jesus movesinto his
Galilean ministry. There were in Israelite and Judean his-
tory two particularly formative traditions: the |\ oses-

cerned with one and the same temptation: the emergence of Jesus as a political
messiah” (71). AlsO see Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, I-1X, 514,
concerning the word for temptation, test. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, revised
edition, trans. S. H. Hooke (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1963), 122-23,
suggests that the three temptations or episodes originally existed in separate forms.

"It is preferable, therefore, to speak of three versions of the account of the
temptations, rather than of three temptations. The subject of all three .. . isthe
overcoming of the temptation to entertain a false messianic expectation” (123).

28T. W. Manson, The Sayings ofJesus, 46, suggests that the stories do report a
genuine experience of Jesus.

29See Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, 1-1X, 509-10.
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exodus-wilderness tradition especially significant in the
north, and the David-Jerusalem-Zion tradition of greater
value in the south or Judea. 3 Of these two, the former will
remain more important for interpreting and understanding
Jesus than the latter, the M osaic prophet-servant more
important than the Davidic king-messiah. As we proceed,
we will see that Jesus is better understood in the context of
prophecy than in that of messianism. The ordeal in the
wilderness may have already involved Jesus in struggle with
amessianic call - one which he so far effectively resists and
interprets as diabolical. Both Jesus' baptism and the wilder-
ness experience are stories that point to the origins of a
mission which is still to unfold, and to be further elaborated
even for Jesus himself. The wilderness and the symbolic
value which it held in the history of Jesus people, the
ancient tradition of prophecy and the prophets of old, par-
ticularly the historical and symbolic roles of Moses: all of
these will continue to be influential as Jesus enters upon his
mission and ministry.

A Man of the Shema

According to the Gospel of Mark, Jesus was baptized
(1:9-11), then went further into the wilderness where he was
put to the test (1:12-13), then left the wilderness and
returned to Galilee after the arrest of John (1:14). After the
wilderness experience Jesus was found in Galilee proclaim-
ing the good news of the closeness of God'sreign (1:15). In
the first chapters of Mark Jesus is portrayed as preaching,
healing, and casting out devils. He also attracted four signi-
ficant disciples - Simon, Andrew, James and John. Much
of this ministry took place in Capernaum. Verses 35-39 of
the first chapter of Mark provide us with the two sides of
Jesus which are closely interwoven throughout his public
life - prayer and ministry.

30Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology 1, 46-48, 69-77, 334-47.
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¥HAnNd in the morning, a great while before day, he rose
and went out to alonely place, and there he prayed. 36And
Simon and those who were with him pursued him, 37and
they found him and said to him, "Every one is searching
for you." 33 And he said to them, "Let us go on to the next
towns, that | may preach there also; for that iswhy | came
out." ¥And he went throughout all Galilee, preaching in
their synagogues and casting out demons. (Mk 1:35-39)

Verse 35 presents Jesus alone at prayer. Before the day's
work began, Jesus went off to a place where he could be
alone with God, where he perhaps recaptured the nearness
of God that had been his experience in the wilderness.
Jesus participated in the annual festive religious celebra-
tions of the Jewish people, the traditional festival of Pesach
or Passover, the greatest and oldest of the Jewish festivals;
and the Feast of Sukkoth or Tabernacles (Tents, Booths, or
Ingathering), the autumn agricultural festival. Both of these
were pilgrim festival s that brought thousands to Jerusalem.
We can assume that Jesus as a practicing and devout Jew
often went to Jerusalem for these festivals during hislife,
perhaps annually.3l Jesus also observed the sabbath.

And he came to Nazareth, where he had been brought up;
and he went to the synagogue, as his custom was, on the
sabbath day. (Lk 4:16)

In addition to the sabbath, Jewish men prayed three times
daily. This seems already to have been a custom by the time
of Jesus - prayer at sunrise, in the afternoon around 3 p.m.,

310n the Jewish festivals, see Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel, vol. 2 (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1965), 484-517; Theodor Gaster, Festivals of the Jewish Year (New
York: William Sloane Associates, 1953); Hans-Joachim Kraus, Worshipin Israel,
A Cultic History of the Old Testament, trans. Geoffrey Buswell (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1966); George Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the
Christian Era, vol. 2 (New York: Schocken Books, 1971), 40-54; Henry Renckens,
The Religions of Israel, trans. N. B. Smith (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1966);

Hayyim Schauss, Guide to Jewish Holy Days, History and Observance, trans.
Samuel Jaffe (New York: Schocken Books, [1938] 1962).
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and at sunset. The daily prayer involved the recitation of the
Shema (shema’) twice aday, at the morning and evening
hours, and the Tephillah (t philldh) three timesaday at all
three hours.

The Tephillah, or "Prayer," isalitany of benedictions
known at the end of the first century C.E. asthe Shemoneh
Esreh (shemoneh 'esreh), "Eighteen Benedictions,” to which
one could add personal petitions. It was to be prayed by all
including women and children.32 The Shemawe have met as
the background and context for the testing of Jesusin the
wilderness.

Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord; and you

shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with
all your soul, and with all your might. And these words
which | command you this day shall be upon your heart;

and you shall teach them diligently to your children, and
shall talk of them when you sit in your house, and when
you walk by the way, and when you lie down, and when
you rise. And you shall bind them as a sign upon your
hand, and they shall be as frontlets before your eyes. And
you shall write them on the doorposts of your house and
on your gates. (Dt 6:4-9; also Dt 11:13-21, Nm 15:41)

Thiswas to be recited twice daily by men and boys over
twelve. Jesus would have been taught, would have recited,

and would have meditated upon these words for at |east
twenty years prior to his baptism. No wonder he would have
felt them in his heart and found them ready at hand during
the test in the wilderness. These words above any others
were the ones upon which Jesus based his life. His own
restatement or the summary of Jesus' teaching on the Law
involves the Shema as the first of the commandments. In

$3oachim Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus (Naperville, I11.: Alec R. Allenson,
1967), 70-72; New Testament Theology. The Proclamation of Jesus, trans. John
Bowden (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1971), 185-88. For atranslation of
the benedictions, see Ernst Lohmeyer, Our Father (New Y ork: Harper and Row,
1965), 302-4. Also see Evelyn Garfiel, Service of the Heart, A Guide to the Jewish
Prayer Book (North Hollywood, Calif.: Wilshire Book Co., 1978), 94-106.
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some ways, in response to the question "Who is Jesus of
Nazareth?' one might best reply by saying: Jesusis someone
who loved the Lord his God with all his heart, all his soul,
and all his might - aman who lived the Shema. There are
many references to Jesus also praying in solitude, often for
extended periods. We have noted Mark 1:35 and could
include Mark 6:46 (/ / Mt 14:23). Luke frequently adds the
motif of prayer to Mark'stext (Lk 3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28).

With respect to Jesus prayer, al five strata of the Gospels
present him as addressing God as Father: Mark 13:36 (/ /
Mt 26:39, Lk 22:42); Q, Matthew 6:9 (/ / Lk 11:2), Matthew
11:25, 26 (// Lk 10:21); specia Luke, 22:34, 46; special
Matthew, 26:42 (repetitions of 26:39); John 11:41, 12:27f,
17:1,5, 11, 21, 24, 25. The only exception to this form of
address on the part of Jesusis Mark 15:34 (/ / Mt 27:46), the
cry from the cross, "My God, my God, why have you
forsaken me,” in which Jesus alludes to Psalm twenty-two.
In addressing God in his personal prayer, Jesus used Ara-
maic rather than Hebrew, and thus addressed God as Abba.
Thisisexplicit 'n Mark 14:36 and is also reflected in the life
of the early Church (Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15).

Jeremias maintained that Jesus' use of Abba in address-
ing God was the most important linguistic innovation on the
part of Jesus.33 James D. G. Dunn indicates that Jeremias
has overstated his case, yet agreesthat Abba was a charac-
teristic feature of Jesus' prayers and that it distinguished
him to some degree from his contemporaries. » Ferdinand
Hahn states, "the Aramaic form of address Abba can be
regarded with certainty as a mark of Jesus manner of

% New Testment Theology, 36. Thereisan important distinction here when
referring to Old Testament and post-biblical sources. For example, although there
is little evidence for someone addressing God as Abba prior to Jesus, there are
instances in which God is spoken of as afather. The difference is between the one
spoken to (in prayer) and the one spoken of (in the sacred traditions). James D.
G. Dunn modifies Jeremias overstatement. See Christology in the Making, (Phila-
delphia: Westminster Press, 1980), 26-29; and Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM
Press, 1975), 20-40.

34Dunn, Christology in the Making, 26-29.
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speech." 3 The significance of Jesus' use of Abba risesfrom
the fact that the word is very familial and familiar. Jesus
prayed to God as an adult child would talk to or colloquialy
address dad or mom. 3

Another characteristic of the prayer of Jesuswasits
obediential quality reflecting a submission to the will of God
(Abba). This quality is reflected in Luke's portrayal of Jesus
mother'slife: "Behold, | am the handmaid of the Lord; let it
be done to me according to your word" (Lk 1:38). It wasthe
core of Jesus prayer at Gethsemane: "Abba, Father, all
things are possible to thee; remove this cup from me; yet not
what | will, but what thou wilt" (Mk 14:36; / / Lk 22:42; Mt
26:42). In the Synoptic Gospels we really have only two of
the personal prayers of Jesus, Mark 14:36 quoted above,
and the prayer of thanksin Matthew 11:25-30. Both men-
tion the will of the Father (Mt 11:26), as does the prayer
which he taught his disciples. Thus understandably and
faithfully his disciples recalled this aspect in the life and
prayer of the Teacher when they have him say: "l seek not
my own will but the will of him who sent me,” (Jn 5:30) and
"l have come to do thy will" (Heb 10:9).37

Aswe reflect upon the prayer Jesus taught, we can con-
sider it both as a prayer and as a summary of his teaching.
The prayer is not a prayer which Jesus taught publicly for
everyone, but rather a prayer for his disciplesin response to
their request (Lk 11:1). Matthew places the prayer within his
compilation of Jesusteaching (the "sermon on the mount").
But Luke sees Jesus teaching the prayer in response to the
request of hisdisciples. Although it is nowhere explicitly
stated, one can assume that the prayer Jesus taught reflects

BFerdinand Hahn, The Titles of Jesusin Christology, Their History in Early
Christianity, trans. Harold Knight and George Ogg (L ondon: L utterworth Press,
1969), 307.

36The use of Abbain the time of Jesus was not necessarily limited to babies or
small children. See Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 67; The Prayers of Jesus,
58-63. Also Schillebeeckx, Jesus, An Experiment in Christology, trans. Hubert
Hoskins (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1979), 159; 693, n. 210. Also T. W. Manson,
The Sayings of Jesus (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans, 1957), 168.

31See also John 4:34; 6:38. Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 263; Jeremias, The Prayers of
Jesus, 18, 62; Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 15-21.
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Jesus own personal way of praying himself. Jesus prayer
(the one he taught) reflects Jesus' prayer (his own way of
praying).

Jeremias has helped to provide us with a possibly original
form of the prayer.38 We have two versions of the prayer
which vary dlightly. It is generally considered that L uke's
version (11:2-4) isthe more original. His is the shorter and it
is more probable that the prayer would have been expanded
rather than that the disciples would have omitted some-
thing. Also, Matthew's version reflects amore liturgical
setting. While Luke's version may be more original with
respect to length, Jeremias maintains that Matthew's ver-
sion (6:9-13) ismore original with respect to wording, given
its more difficult reading and its Aramaic flavor. Accepting
these two principles, Luke's length and Matthew's wording,
Jeremias has reconstructed a possible Aramaic original by
translating the prayer as based on Luke's length and Mat-
thew's words back into Aramaic. This may be the prayer as
actually taught by Jesus. Translated into English, it would
be something like:

Dear Father,

Hallowed be thy name;

Thy kingdom come;

Our bread for tomorrow, give us today;

And forgive us our debts, as we also here and now
forgive our debtors;

And let us not fall into temptation. s

This reconstruction, however, is only probable. 40 We can
take hypotheses with respect to Jesus' prayer too defini-

8 Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus, 85-94. Michael Goulder, Midrash and L ection
in Matthew (London: SPCK, 1974), 296-301, suggests that the Lord's Prayer is
composed by Matthew from Jesus' prayers in Gethsemane and teaching on prayer
(MK 11:25).

%3John Reumann, Jesus in the Church's Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1968), 95. Also see T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 266.

“0Even Jeremias speaks of probability, The Prayers of Jesus, 89, 91. Yet he does
not always emphasi ze the probable aspect, New Testament Theol ogy, 195-96. For
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tively. For example, we suggested that the prayer was one
taught to the disciples, as suggested by Luke. The evidence
for thisisthe assimilation of the prayer into a sermon setting
in Matthew, the restricted post-baptismal use of the prayer
in the early Church,41 and the probability that Jesus only
taught the prayer once. All of this makes it probable that
Jesus did teach the prayer to his disciples and the Church
treasured this prayer and reserved it for the baptized. On the
other hand, we cannot simply dismiss the real possibility
that Jesus did teach the prayer twice - once earlier in his
ministry to hisdisciplesin response to their request and
again later to alarger audience.

We note that Jesus tells his disciples, when they are
praying, to address the God of Israel and Lord of the
Universe with the familial Abba. The Lord isthe Father of
Jesus, and our Father aswell. The prayer can be divided into
the God-conscious reverence in the first part and the self-
conscious needs or fears in the second. Thisdivisionis
similar to that within the New Testament's twofold sum-
mary of the Law, the first part of which concerns our love
for God and the second part which concerns our love for
neighbor and self. Although we could reserve an analysis of
Jesus prayer until we discuss the teaching of Jesus, it isalso

excellent points which make one more skeptical of the effort to determine the
original version, see Lohmeyer, Our Father, 131-33, 275, 291-95.

4/1n the Didache, which probably dates from the first century, thereisthe
instruction to pray Jesus' prayer three times a day (8:3). The early Christians took
over the Jewish custom of praying three times daily, but they used the prayer Jesus
taught rather than the Jewish Tephillah. See The Didache, trans. James A. Kleist,
Ancient Christian Writers, vol. 6 (New York: Neuman Press, 1948), 3-25. Also,
The Apostolic Fathers, in The Fathers of the Church, vol. 1 (New York: Christian
Heritage, Inc., 1947), 167-84. The fact that the prayer itself may have been reserved
for those who had already been baptized is reflected in the catechesis of Cyril of
Jerusalem (fourth century), the earliest witness to the fact that the prayer was used
in the celebration of the Eucharist and in that portion of the liturgy reserved for the
baptized, in contrast to catechumens. See Cyril's 24th catechetical lecture. Lec-
tures 1-19 were prebaptismal instructions. Lectures 20-24 were given during Easter
Week and were post-baptismal. See Johannes Quasten, Patrology, vol. 3 (Utrecht:
Spectrum Publishers, 1966), 362-77. Also, and for atranslation, St. Cyril of
Jerusalem's L ectures on the Christian Sacraments, €d- F. L. Cross, trans. R. W.
Church (Crestwood, New Y ork: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1977).
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appropriate here as we reflect upon Jesus as a man of prayer
and the Shema.

1. "Hallowed be thy name" (Lk 11:2; Mt 6:9). Rever-
ence is shown - may your name, Father, be hallowed,
praised, respected, revered, rightly feared, made holy, sanc-
tified, glorified. The prayer begins by acknowledging
respect for the name of God. Raymond Brown suggests that
the prayer concerns an action on the part of God: may God
"make manifest the sanctity of His own name,” akin to
Jesus cry in John's Gospel, "Father, glorify your name"
(12:28).42 This petition is not original with Jesus. It isthe
first petition of the Kaddish, one of the prayers of Judaism:
"Exalted and hallowed be his great name in the world which
he created according to hiswill." 43 The Kaddish was a
prayer which immediately followed the sermon which was
given in Aramaic in the synagogue. Jesus would have been
familiar with the Kaddish and would have prayed it from
his childhood on.

2. "Thy Kingdom come" (Lk 11:2; Mt 6:10a). "Thy will
be done on earth asit isin heaven" (Mt 6:10b). In this second
petition, Matthew's text includes two petitions for Luke's
one. The two in Matthew, however, are practically synony-
mous and reinforce each other. They express two aspects of
the God-consciousness of Jesus in relationship with Abba
— God'sreign and will. They express the same heartfelt
desire. We see here the reverent, obediential, hopeful pos-
ture of Jesus. Although only the first may reflect the prayer
as originally taught by Jesus, both reflect accurately aspects
from the life of Jesus. "May your reign begin and your
kingdom come" reflects something he is asking of God.
Come quickly, Father - a maranatha (Rv 22:20) addressed
to the Father.

4#2Raymond Brown, "The Pater Noster as an Eschatological Prayer, " New
Testament Essays (New Y ork: Paulist Press, 1965), 229. Als0 see Lohmeyer, Our
Father, 63-87.

#Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 198. Lohmeyer, Our Father, 66-67. The
Lord's Prayer and Jewish Liturgy, ed. Jakob J. Petuchowski and Michael Brocke
(New York: Seabury Press, 1978), esp. 59-72.
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Just asin Jesus own personal prayer helearned " but not
asl will" (Mt 26:42), so here heteaches" thy will be done."
The God-consciousnessin thefirst half of the prayer reflects
both our hope - may thy kingdom come - and also our
response - may thy will be done. Thisexpression, " Thy will
bedoneon earth,"” isalso an act of resignation. As" May
your kingdom come" reflects something that we are asking
of God, so " May your will bedone" issomethingweare
asking of ourselves. Whether our Father'swill isor isnot
done on earth will depend on us.

Thefirst half of the prayer isan expression of hope, and
an eschatological awareness. Both " May your reign begin®
and "May your will be done" express hope, and one can say
that these expressions of hope are the core of prayer. The
" God-consciousness' isan " eschatological consciousness'
aswell. Theresigned and committed aspects of this petition
arerooted in the hope: may your kingdom come; may your
will be done.

3. Thesecond half of the prayer involvesthree petitions.
Thefirst is, " Give useach day our daily bread" (Lk 11:3); or
" Giveusthisday our daily bread" (Mt 6:11). One noticesa
variation between the Matthean and L ucan versions.

The petition iseminently practical: Feed us. Grant us
today the bread we need to live. Help usto get through
today. We pray thisprayer daily, and our prayer today isfor
bread today (at least in Matthew). Thereisalso atone of
hope and expectation here. Thereisno hint that our Father
will not seethat sufficient bread for today is provided. This
isan expression of trust. The simplicity and practicality of
the petition point to it as an expression on behalf of those
whose daily food was not secure. It was a petition that
reflected the socio-economic reality of the petitioners, as
well as dependency upon God. It wasnot a prayer taught the
rich; it would too readily smack of irony or arrogance.
Nothing would suggest that Jesus himself did not pray in
this way. He often could not be sure where his next meal
would come from; he was certainly conscious that thiswas
true of many who gathered to hear him preach; it must have
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been the condition of his disciples who had left much behind
to follow him. They all had this in common - their only
hope wasin the Lord.

The "us" here ought not be defined individualistically or
narrowly. Given the multitudes who came to Jesus, it is
likely that the "us" included all those in need, himself, his
disciples, the poor of whom he was so conscious. "Give us,
al of us, enough to eat. Give especially those most in need
sufficient bread for this day."

If we, his disciples today, reflect upon the number of times
we pray this prayer in one week or one month, it cannot help
but have an air of insincerity or triviality about it unless we
have that consciousness in us which was in Jesus, namely a
more social religious awareness. Given the reality of the
overwhelming number of poor and starving in our world,
and given the reality that so many of uswho call ourselves
disciples of Jesusin fact need not worry about where our
next meal may come from, if we pray as Jesus taught and in
a heartfelt way, it must involve a global consciousness: Give
us the food we need for this day. Give especially those most
in need sufficient bread for this day. We too pray the "us"
not only for ourselves but for all who have been entrusted to
our care, for ourselves and our families, for all disciples of
Jesus and our brothers and sistersin the faith, for the
hungry and needy, our neighbors wherever they may be.

One will notice in my interpretation a very present and
existential character. A tendency in recent years, however,
has been to interpret this petition in an eschatological sense.
We have already seen hopefulness and eschatology in the
first half of the prayer. The eschatology in the second half of
the prayer, while present, is balanced with other concerns.
Let uslook at the texts more closely to see the basis for an
eschatological interpretation. Matthew writes, "Give us this
day," and Luke writes, "Give us each day." In Luke the
petition appears broadened or generalized. Matthew's ver-
sion, according to Jeremias, reflects the original petition.
Also, in Mathew, an aorist imperative is used, in Luke a
present imperative. Elsewhere in the prayer the aorist is
used, hence Matthew appears to be more consistent. The



The Origins ofa Mission 139

aorist implies asingle action: today, this day, once. Luke's
expansion to every day, each day, would require the present
imperative for repeated actions. Hence it appears that L uke
made an adaptation. Matthew's version, with the one time
request, is open to an eschatological interpretation.

But the crucial factor with respect to an eschatological
interpretation is the meaning of the word epiousion. The
Greek word israre. It isalso alater tradition. The Aramaic
original can only be hypothetical. Thus one cannot be sure
of the exact meaning of epiousios.# Etymologically , does
the word derive from epi and einai or ousia (to be) or from
epi and ienai (to go, come)? The first two imply bread for
existence of some sort; the latter bread to come, or for the
coming day, or for tomorrow. The first interpretation
appears more existential; the latter more eschatological.

Jeremias takes his clue for the latter interpretation from a
gloss in Jerome which speaks of the word mahar inalost
Aramaic Gospel of the Nazarenes, which word means
tomorrow. Jeremias therefore translates artos epiousios as
"bread for tomorrow." % | grant the validity of thistransa-
tion, but there is a further step taken when one goes from
"bread for tomorrow" to "bread for the tomorrow, the end
times." What is the basis for the eschatological leap?

Jeremias points out that mahar literally denotes the next
day. Certainly it could mean bread for the future. But to
move from "tomorrow's future bread" to "the bread of
the end times' isamajor leap. Granted an early eschatol ogi-
cal interpretation of this bread as bread of the age of salva-
tion, Or heavenly manna, these post-resurrection and
liturgical settings cannot necessarily be read back into
Jesus. Raymond Brown sees abiblical background in Exo-

MBrown,  "The Pater Noster as an Eschatological Prayer," 239-43; Jeremias,
New Testament Theology, 199. A good discussion of the epiousiosproblem is that
of Lohmeyer, Our Father, 141-46. Also see W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich, A

Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Litera-
ture (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press, 1957), 296-97.

45Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus, 100; New Testament Theology, 200. Also see
Lohmeyer, Our Father, 155.
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dus 16:4 ("I will rain bread from heaven for you; and the
people shall go out and gather a day's portion every day" )46
The manna would come on the morrow. Granted such
background, this does not necessitate or even favor an
eschatological or a Eucharistic interpretation. The manna
in the desert was avery existential, life-giving, needed, daily
bread. Brown gives an eschatological importance to the
aorist tensein al the petitions, but this one-time request can
reflect existential aswell as eschatological urgency. The
interest of the petition in each case is how, even if prayed
daily.

There is no need to deny the eschatological sense to this
petition completely. Lohmeyer maintains a balance
between both meanings, physical hunger and eschatological
hunger, physical bread and eschatological bread. He writes,
"The bread, then, is earthly bread, the bread of the poor and
needy, and at the same time, because of the eschatological
hour inwhich it is prayed for and eaten, it is the future bread
in this today, the bread of the elect and the blessed." 4/

I myself see more evidence for the existential character of
the petition: "Give us today tomorrow's bread,” or "Give us
today bread for the future." "Asyou fed our ancestorsin the
desert, and thus prevented them from starving, give usthis
heavenly, physical bread that will prevent us from starving.”
John Reumann accepts the sense of "for tomorrow," and yet
writes, "The most likely answer is that it means “bread for
tomorrow, give ustoday’ - i.e., give us enough to see us
through the next step on the way." 48

46 Raymond Brown, "The Pater Noster as an Eschatological Prayer," 242.
47Lohmeyer, Our Father, 157; also see 150-59.

#BReumann, Jesusin the Church's Gospels 104; cf., 351. Perrin prefers the
eschatological interpretation of the petition; see The Kingdom of God in the
Teaching of Jesus (London: SCM, 1963), 191-98, and Jesus and the L anguage of
the Kingdom (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), 47-48. T. W. Manson, The
Sayings of Jesus, 167-71, 265-66, interprets it as referring to the necessities of life,
which | prefer, not to the exclusion of the other. Also see The Lord's Prayer and
Jewish Liturgy, 98-104, where Vogtle suggests that the eschatological interpretar
tion is an over interpretation.
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4. "Forgive usour sins, for we ourselves forgive every
onewho isindebted to us' (Lk 11:5); "Forgive us our debts,
as we also have forgiven our debtors' (Mt 6:12).

From the perspective of a balance which takes into con-
sideration both the physical and spiritual or social and
religious needs of a human being, one could not formulate
two requests more to the point: Give us today and tomorrow
sufficient bread. Forgive us our sins. Just as Jewish men or
women would have been aware of their material needs, so
they would have been aware of their condition before God.
They were areligious people, and religious reality was as
real as economic reality. There was no reason to separate the
two or isolate one over against the other or exalt one above
the other. Both were very real and felt needs.

This petition links our own need to be forgiven with our
need to forgive, our relation with God and with our brothers
and sisters. Matthew 6:14-15, which immediately follows
the prayer, makes this point as well. Jesus again and again
declared that you cannot ask God for forgivenessif you are
not prepared to forgive. It is not a question of bargaining
with God. It is a question of restoring proper relationships
with our heavenly Father, and with our brothers and sisters
- another very existential and felt religious request.

5. "Lead usnot into temptation” (Lk 11:4); "Lead us not
into temptation, but deliver us from evil" (Mt 6:13). Again,
as in the second petition, Matthew's version is expanded.
Thisis another very existential request: Do not let us be put
to the test.

Although the two previous petitions can be universalized,
thisthird is best seen as a petition on the part of the commit-
ted disciples. The background involves Jesus own struggle,
test, and ordeal through which he was put in the wilderness.
Please, Abba, never let us be put to the test like that. Never
try our faith and fidelity to see how sincere and deep it really
is. We have already acknowledged our sinfulness. Up
against the command of the Shema we are found wanting.

Jesus was quite aware that the struggle which began with
him in the wilderness was not finished once and for all. It
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remained with him in hislife and up to his death. Thisis one
of his own reasons for prayer - his continued need to rely
on his heavenly Father and surrender over and over again.
The same surrender was still needed in Gethsemane, and it
seemed no easier: Abba, if only this cup could pass me by.
Jesus learned experientially what it meant to live by faith
aone. The disciples were called to this same life, that of faith
and trust in God. But thislife of faith is often accompanied
by fear. Thislast request arises out of reverence and out of
fear. Spare me, O Lord.

We are not talking about flimsy temptations here. We are
talking about the temptation from Satan, the father of lies,
the temptation to do our own selfish will. Jesus taught his
disciplesto pray to be spared. Jesus prayed the same prayer.
There is no question but that the prayer is a prayer of the
heart of all disciples. No one welcomes a prophetic call
without fear. Do not put us to the test. It is not a question
here of God's tempting us, but of God's allowing us to be put
to the test by the Evil One. The word, peirasmos, does not
mean minor temptation or struggle, but the test or ordeal
through which Jesus was put in the wilderness, the testing of
the depth of faith. The Matthean expansion recognizes this
need to be delivered from the power of the evil one. 49 This
peirasmos (test, ordeal) isfound in Mark 14:38 - Jesus tells
his disciples, "Pray that you may not enter into trial, be put
to the test."

The concluding doxology with which we are familiar
reflects the prayer asit is aready found in the Didache (8:2).
The Didache has generally followed the more liturgical and
expanded Matthean text. The doxology, "For thine isthe
kingdom and the power and the glory, for ever and ever," is
lacking, however, both in Luke and in the oldest manu-
scripts of Matthew.

Let usreturn to the one to whom the whole prayer is
addressed: "Father" (Lk 11:.20), "Our Father who art in

49Brown,  "The Pater Noster as an Eschatological Prayer," 251-53; Reumann, 96.
For adiscussion of why to translate evil asthe evil one, see Lohmeyer, Our Father,
213-17.
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heaven" (Mt 6:9). Again we see alonger Matthean form
which may reflect Jewish prayer customs or formulae. The
Aramaic which Jesus used could simply have been Abba.
Jeremias writes, "It is possible to conclude that the giving of
the Lord's Prayer to the disciples authorized them to say
'‘Abba," just as Jesus did." SO The privilege of being able to
pray in thisfashion and the boldnessit impliesis reflected in
the liturgy. The Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom introduces
the Lord's Prayer with, "Grant that we may dare to call on
thee as Father and say ...... The present Roman Liturgy
begins, "We are bold to say...."

Addressing God as Father, although not common within
Palestinian Judaism, did have Near Eastern precedentsin
Sumerian prayers long before the time of Moses. The deity
was seen as both powerful and merciful. Jeremias writes,
"For Orientals, the word “father,' as applied to God, thus
encompasses, from earliest time, something of what the
word “mother' signifies among us."®l The richness and
uniqueness of the word abba makes it difficult to trandate.
Following Jeremias' suggestion about its setting in an
Oriental world, imma (mother) as readily captures the felt
sense; abba, imma, our heavenly father and mother, our
darling God.

We often think of the way Jesus prayed, or the prayer he
taught. Yet it is also helpful to ask why Jesus prayed. What
prompted it? There is no question here of psychoanalysis,
nor of historiographical data either, but of allowing the
biblical portrait to present itself. The prayer of Jesus
involved thanks and praise (Jn 11:41; Mt 11:25) aswell as
petition (Mk 14:36). Thomas Clarke mentions five reasons
or occasions for prayer within the life of Jesus. 5 The first
was that of his search for self-understanding or self-
identification (e.g., the wilderness experience). Prayer was a
heightening of Jesus' consciousness of who he was. Jesus

50Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus, 63.
51lbid., 95.

s2Notes from an unpublished series of lectures by Thomas Clarke, Monroe, New
Y ork, June, 1974.1 build upon the five reasons he suggested.
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self-understanding cannot be separated from the prayer of
Jesus. In prayer he wrestled with all aspects of hisidentity
and especially hisreligiousidentity, his relationship to God.
Prayer was thus a means by which he achieved personal
identity.

Second, prayer helped him to sustain his relationship to
the Father, that filial and obediential posture that he had
become aware of. It enabled him not only to be conscious of
his sonship but to persevere as son, and thus discover and do
the Father's will.

Third, prayer also helped him to maintain a fraternal
posture toward fellow men and women. He achieved a
greater understanding of the people who were part of hislife
and the people whom his Father loved. In prayer he came to
love and to sustain love for his brothers and sisters, and to
transcend the anger and hurt and pain he would feel because
of them. He was able to forgive them. He prayed for them
(In 17:15, 20; Lk 22:31f, 23, 34).

Fourth, Jesus prayed in order to make decisions, espe-
cially the difficult and significant decisionsin hislife. He
prayed before choosing disciples (Lk 6:12); he brought this
choice to the Father. He prayed over his own mission in the
wilderness as he struggled with the temptation to be the
Messiah.

Fifth, there is an element of passing over into life with the
Father and returning to share what he received (Lk 9:29). In
his union with the Father in prayer, he became aware of the
Father and gained knowledge of the Father. Thisis akin to
what we may have called infused knowledge, but not a
special knowledge granted to Jesus; rather a knowledge
granted to him in the midst of deep prayer, arevelatory
effect of prayer. A man or woman in prayer isthe one to
whom God discloses God's own self. Thus, in hislife of
prayer, Jesus more and more became aware of hisrelation-
ship to God, strove towards union with the Father, and
became a more effective messenger and minister of the
Father. He became more and more God's son and servant,
more and more one with God.
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In our discussion concerning the prayer of Jesus, one
prominent note is that of Jesus addressing God in prayer as
Abba and of Jesusteaching his disciplesto pray by address-
ing God as Abba aswell. Thus already we have some sense
of Jesus as son. The notion of sonship ought first be seenina
Semitic, Hebrew, Jewish context. In the Scriptures the
Hebrew ben (Aramaic bar) is primarily an expression of
subordination, in contrast to the Greek huioswhich denotes
physical descent. The biblical concept of sonship could also
express "belonging to God." 53 God's people, Israel, were
seen as children of God. The Davidic king as well as
expected Davidic Messiah were sons of God. In the wisdom
tradition, the wise ones were sons of God, as well asthe
righteous ones (Sirach 4:10; Wisdom of Solomon 2:18). The
son of God isaservant of God. In Jesus prayer, asin the
baptism and wilderness experience, Jesus manifests himself
as God's son, a man of faith and the Shema.

8Martin Hengel, The Son of God, trans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1976), 21-23, 41-45.
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A Prophet from Nazareth

In writing history, historiography and interpretation go
together.'! We cannot do one without doing the other. Aswe
attempt to understand the Jesus of history, we rely on
certain concepts which help us to understand and situate
Jesus, concepts that are both interpretative and also rooted
in historical data. An interpretation is reliable because it
purports to be the best interpretation of the facts. The
relationship is such that the facts point to this interpretation
and this interpretation points to these facts. Such isthe
concept of prophet. It is both hermeneutical and historio-
graphical. To speak of Jesus of Nazareth as a Galilean
prophet involves both interpretation for the sake of our
understanding him and also data which point toward such an
interpretation.2

In chapter two we saw the need to root Jesus within
Pal estinian Judaism. But, within early Judaism, Jesus was

[In volume two | will consider the relationships among faith, history, and
historiography at greater length. | ordinarily prefer the word historiography rather
than history when referring to the research and methodology of historians. Histo-
riography iswhat historians do.

2Important to any discussion of Jesus as prophet is the classic essay by C.H.
Dodd, "Jesus as Teacher and Prophet,"in Mysterium Christi, ed. Bell and Deiss-
mann (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1930), 53-66. Also see James D.G.
Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM Press, 1975), 82-84, Reginald Fuller,
The Foundations of New Testament Christology (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's
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not Sadducee or Pharisee or Essene or Zealot. Jesus had
"Zealots' among his disciples and he was quite aware of the
delicate political and religious situation within which he
lived. 3 He, however, was not one of the "brigands" himself.
Jesus was undoubtedly aware of the Essenes and may have
even been tempted to join them. The wilderness played a
role in his spirituality, yet he evidently was not an ascetic
like John (Mk 2:18; Lk 7:31-35). In many ways Jesus was
like the Pharisees.

He practiced hisreligion, studied Torah, and respected
Temple worship.4 Y et his program for the renewal of Juda-
ism differed significantly from theirs. s

The earlier traditions of Israel had spoken of kings,
priests, prophets, and sages. These were the ones who played
the role of God's agentsin history. The monarchy no longer
existed in the time of Jesus, although there was the hope for
its restoration. But Jesus was not a king, and the royal
ideology and its terminology do not help usto "situate” him.
Nor did Jesus function as a priest. In "the religion of old," of
pre-exilic days, these two, kings and priests, were the institu-
tionally established religious agents. The domain of the
former was the kingdom itself; the domain of the latter was
the Temple and cult. In post-exilic Judaism, since the

Sons, 1965), 125-31. Whatever one may say about other aspects of their interpreta-
tions, the prophetic character of Jesus' life and ministry is solidly established by
A.E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1982); and Edward Schillebeeckx, Jesus, an Experiment in Christology,
trans. Hubert Hoskins (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1979), esp. 105-319, 439-515.
For remarks pertinent to Jesus as an eschatological preacher, see W.D. Davies,
The Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966),
131-34.

30scar Cullmann, Jesus and the Revolutionaries, trans. Gareth Putnam (New
York: Harper and Row, 1970); also The State in the New Testament (New Y ork:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), 8-23.

4John Bowker, Jesus and the Pharisees (Cambridge: University Press, 1973).
Benedict Viviano, Study as Worship, Aboth and the New Testament (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1978), 171-95.

5Marcus  Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus (_N_ew
York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1984). Gerd Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian
Chrigtianity, trans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978).
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monarchy no longer existed, the priesthood grew in impor-
tance. As such, there was no ingtitutionalized religious role
into which Jesus moved.

There were two other traditional religiousroles arising
out of the prophetic and sapiential traditions. Both of these
traditions, however, were less institutionalized (though not
completely uninstitutionalized); the prophets were charis-
matic, and the sages were critical and in dialogue with
international thought. Aswe will see, Jesus had rootsin
both wisdom and prophecy, in the more " charismatic”
Israelite and Judean traditions.6

Prophecy had died out in Israel during the fifth century
B.C.E., after the post-exilic prophecy of Haggai, Zechariah,
and Malachi. The gift of the Spirit of prophecy had come to
be associated with eschatol ogical times. John seemed to be
perceived as a prophet and to have manifested the gift of the
Spirit. Jesus seems to have received the gift of the Spirit at
his own baptism. Many Palestinian Jews perceived Jesus as
aprophet. Who did people say that he was? Some said John
the Baptizer; others said Elijah, or Jeremiah; others said one
of the prophets (Mk 8:28; Mt 16:14; Lk 9:19).

A prophet was a messenger of God, one who spoke the
word of God, who gave God's very own word to the people,
and who was an interpreter of that word for these people or
thisking at thistime in history and in these circumstances.
The aﬁrophets in Israel, par excellence, were Moses and
E“J_ -1 The classical prophets of old were Amos, Hosea,
Isaiah and Micah, of the eighth century B.C.E. The
prophets associated with the exile were Jeremiah, Ezekiel
and Deutero-lsaiah. Zechariah, Haggai, and Malachi were
all post-exilic prophets. Malachi seems to have been the last
of these prophets. Like the priests and kings, the prophets
were a sacred part of Israel's history and traditions.

6See Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, trans. D.M.G. Stalker, 2 vols.
(New York: Harper and Row, 1962-65), 1:93-102. Martin Hengel, The Charis-
matic L eader and His Followers, trans. James Grieg (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1981).

'See R.B.Y. Scott, The Relevance of the Prophets (New Y ork: Macmillan Co.,
1971), 68-69, for his discussion of the five stages of prophetic succession.
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Abraham Heschel describes the prophet as one "who feels
fiercely," one "intent on intensifying responsibility,”" often
"an iconoclast," both "amessenger of God" and one "who
stands in the presence of God." "We will have to ook for
prophetic coherence, not in what the prophet says but of
whom he speaks ... The ultimate object and theme of his
consciousnessis God."

The prophet is not a mouthpiece, but a person; not an
instrument, but a partner, an associate of God. Emo-
tional detachment would be understandable only if there
were a command which required the suppression of
emotion, forbidding one to serve God "with all your
heart, with all your soul, with all your might." God, we
aretold, asks not only for "works," for action, but above
all for love, awe, and fear. We are called to "wash" our

hearts (Jer 4:14), to remove "the foreskin" of the heart
(Jer 4:4), to return with the whole heart (Jer 3:10). "You
will seek Me and find Me, when you seek Me with all your
heart" (Jer 29:13). The new covenant which the Lord will

make with the house of Israel will be written upon their
hearts (Jer 31:31-34).

The prophet is no hireling who performs his duty in the
employ of the Lord. The usual descriptions or definitions
of prophecy fade to insignificance when applied, for
example, to Jeremiah. "A religious experience," "com-
munion with God," "a perception of Hisvoice" - such
terms hardly convey what happened to his soul: the over-

whelming impact of the divine pathos upon his mind and

heart, completely involving and gripping his personality
in its depths, and the unrelieved distress which sprang
from hisintimate involvement. The task of the prophet is
to convey the word of God. Y et the word is aglow with the
pathos. One cannot understand the word without sensing

$Abraham Heschel, The Prophets (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1962), 23. For

the quoted references in the text, see chapter one, "What Manner of Man Isthe
Prophet,” 3-26.
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the pathos. And one could not impassion others and
remain unstirred. The prophet should not be regarded as
an ambassador who must be dispassionate in order to be

effective.

An analysis of prophetic utterances shows that the funda-

mental experience of the prophet is afellowship with the
feelings of God, a sympathy with the divine pathos, a
communion with the divine consciousness which comes
about through the prophet's reflection of, or participa-

tion in, the divine pathos. The typical prophetic state of

mind is one of being taken up into the heart of the divine

pathos. Sympathy is the prophet's answer to inspiration,

the correlative to revelation.

Prophetic sympathy is aresponse to transcendent sensi-
bility. It isnot, like love, an attraction to the divine Being,
but the assimilation of the prophet's emotional life to the
divine, an assimilation of function, not of being. The
emotional experience of the prophet becomes the focal
point for the prophet's understanding of God. He lives
not only his personal life, but also the life of God. The
prophet hears God's voice and feels His heart. He tries to
impart the pathos of the message together with its logos.
Asan imparter his soul overflows, speaking as he does
out of the fullness of his sympathy.'

The Greek word prophetes means one who speaks on
behalf of someone else. That someone elseisthe Lord: itis
the Lord who speaks. The prophet is not primarily a predic-
tor of future events, although sometimes God'sword is

addressed to afuture close at hand. R. B. Y. Scott writes,
"The prophets were primarily preachers in the highest sense
of that term" (italicsin original). 10

Some of the prophets gathered disciples about them (Is
8:16). They took issue with the policies of the state, yet they

sHeschel, The Prophets, 25-26.
1wR.B.Y. Scott, The Relevance of the Prophets, 14.
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did not engage in revolutionary activity. They "carried out
their criticism of society with amoral insight and a radical
consistency never known before."" They came to their
work with a sense of divine vocation, with some definite
experience of call. The prophet was a human being who
stood in tension between two poles or two worlds; they
stood both in the presence of God and also in the world of
history. They spoke God'sword to thisworld.

There can be little question but that Jesus was seen by his
contemporaries as being a prophet. We have already
referred to Mark 8:28 (/ / Mt 16:14; Lk 9:19). After raising
the son of the widow of Naim from the dead, the crowd
proclaimed, "A great prophet has arisen among us" (Lk
7:16). The Pharisee, Simon, on the occasion of his dinner
during which a prostitute poured ointment on the feet of
Jesus, thought to himself, "If this man were a prophet, he
would have known who and what sort of woman thisiswho
istouching him, for sheisasinner" (Lk 7:39). At the time of
his entry into Jerusalem, the crowds said, "Thisisthe
prophet Jesus from Nazareth of Galilee" (Mt 21:11).
Members of the Sanhedrin wanted to get rid of Jesus, but
"they feared the multitudes, because they held him to be a
prophet” (Mt 21:46).

A Prophetic and Social Consciousness

Not only did Jesus contemporaries consider Jesusto be a
prophet. It would appear asif thisis afundamental way in
which Jesus perceived himself aswell. Jesus presented him-
self as a prophet. He spoke with the authority of the
prophet. Hismission, as he himself understood it, was
primarily that of preaching (Mk 1:38-39). He interpreted the
failure and lack of acceptance in his home territory in
prophetic terms: "A prophet is not without honor, except in

"John Bright, Jeremiah, The Anchor Bible, vol. 21 (Garden City, N.Y.: Double-
day, 1965), X XIII.
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his own country, and among his own kind, and in his own
house" (Mk 6:4; / / Mt 13:57; Lk 4:24). After the referenceto
aprophet's lack of acceptance in Luke's version, Jesus
continues and contrasts himself with Elijah and Elisha (Lk
4:24-27).

Jesus' conscious intent not to avoid Jerusalem manifested
a prophetic consciousness as well.

At that very hour some Pharisees came, and said to him,

"Get away from here, for Herod wantsto kill you." And
he said to them, " Go and tell that fox, "Behold, | cast out
demons and perform cures today and tomorrow, and the
third day I finish my course. Nevertheless | must go on

my way today and tomorrow and the day following; for it
cannot be that a prophet should perish away from Jerusa-
lem.' O Jersualem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and
stoning those who are sent to you! How often | would

have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her
brood under her wings, and you would not! Behold, your
houseisforsaken. And I tell you, you will not see me until

you say, "Blessed is he who comesin the name of the
Lord."" (Lk 13:31-35)

In the world of early Judaism, Jesus was a prophet.

An important aspect of any prophet's consciousness was
their social consciousness. One evident fact about Jesusis
that he related to and was concerned for the social outcasts
of hisworld. C. H. Dodd, in choosing nine Gospel passages,
diverse with respect to form and motive for inclusion in the
tradition, concludes, "All of them in their different ways
exhibit Jesus as an historical personality distinguished from
other religious personalities of histime by his friendly atti-
tude to the outcasts of society." 2 Jesus was a prophet
particularly concerned for society.

[C. H. Dodd, History and the Gospel (L ondon: Nisbet and Co., 1983), 94, also
92-103. The passages he is referring to are MKk 2:14; 2:15-17; Lk 19:2-10; 7:36-48; Jn
7:53-8:11; Lk 15:4-7 (// Mt 18:12-13); Lk 18:10-14; Mt 11:16-19 (// Lk 7:31-35);
Mt 21:32.
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Social consciousnessis, of course, one of the distinctive
characteristics of a prophet. The classical eighth century
prophets - Amos, Hosea, Isaiah, and Micah - were
supreme exemplifications of that. Amosis often referred to
as the prophet of social justice; Micah has been described as
the Amos of the south. Amos 2:6-8; 3:10; 4.1; 5:7-12; 5:21-
24; 8:4-7; Hosea 6:5-6; |saiah 1:11-17; 1:23; 2:4; 3:12-15;
5:1-7; 10:1-2; 29:13-14; 32:6-7; Micah 6:8; Jeremiah 6:13-15;
6:20; 7:5-7; 8:8-9; 22:13-17 are only afew of the texts which
show how deeply based the thirst for justice was within the
prophetic consciousness.

What to me isthe multitude of your sacrifices? saysthe
LORD: | have had enough of burnt offerings of rams and
thefat of fed beasts; | do not delight in the blood of bulls,
or of lambs, or of he-goats.

When you come to appear before me, who requires of
you this trampling of my courts?

Bring no more vain offerings; incense is an abomina-
tion to me. New moon and sabbath and the calling of
assemblies - | cannot endure iniquity and solemn
assembly.

Y our new moons and your appointed feasts my soul
hates; they have become a burden to me, | am weary of
bearing them.

When you spread forth your hands, | will hide my eyes
from you; even though you make many prayers, | will not
listen; your hands are full of blood.

Wash yourselves, make yourselves clean; remove the
evil of your doings from before my eyes; cease to do evil;
learn to do good; seek justice, correct oppression; defend
the fatherless, plead for the widow. (15 1:11-17)

Within this tradition the prophetic and social anger of
Jesus comes as no surprise. Abraham Heschel writes, "That
justice is agood thing and a supreme ideal is commonly
accepted. What islacking is a sense of the monstrosity of
injustice. The distinction of the prophetswas in their re-
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morseless unveiling of injustice and oppression.” 13 Thisis ade-
scription of Jesus as well. Jesus was not identified with any of
the major socio-political, religious parties within Pal esti-
nian Judaism. Y et he was willing to be identified with the am
ha-aretz (the people, literaly, the people of the land). Bene-

dict Viviano writes, "With respect to the am ha-aretz or
religious lower class of Palestinian Jewry, our hypothesis
would run: Jesus was sensitive to their needs, he judged that

the Pharisees could never meet them, and he directed his
mission to them in a special way (Mt 15:25; 11:25 par; Mk

2:17 par; 6:34 par). Little wonder then that many of them

received him as a messenger of God sent directly to them
(Mk 1:45; 1:22; 12:37)." 1 Jesus of Nazareth was a socially
conscious prophet in an eschatologically conscious period

of history.

Any understanding of Jesus as prophet must be within the
context of the "quenching of the spirit" or absence of proph-
ecy in late post-exilic Judaism. First Maccabees refers to
thistragedy: "A terrible oppression began in Israel; there
had been nothing like it since the disappearance of prophecy
among them" (9:27, also 4:46, 14:41). Oscar Cullmann
wrote, "Prophecy as a profession no longer existed in New
Testament times. In fact, there were rarely prophets at all
any longer in the specifically Israglitic sense of spiritually
inspired men who had received a special calling from God.
Prophecy had died out more and more until by thistime it
really existed only in the written form of the prophetic
books." 15 Joachim Jeremias also wrote, "This view took the
following form: In the time of the patriarchs, all pious and
upright men had the spirit of God. When Israel committed
sin with the golden calf, God limited the Spirit to chosen
men, prophets, high priests and kings. With the death of the

13Heschel, The Prophets, 204.
14Viviano, Study as Worship, 173.

15Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, trans. Shirley C. Guthrie

and Charles A.M. Hall, revised edition (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1963),
13.
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last writing prophets, Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi, the
spirit was quenched because of the sin of Isragl." 16

The spirit of prophecy had been replaced by that of the
Law, and the Law gradually became normative from the
times of Ezra and Nehemiah on. 17 Even the prophetic canon
existed pretty much as it does today by 200 B.C.E. In the
post-exilic period, prophecy was judged in terms of whether
it was in accord with the Law, not vice-versa. The author of
Zechariah 13 envisioned the death penalty for afalse
prophet. John and Jesus appeared as prophets in an era of
the Law.

At the same time that there wasa felt absence of the Spirit
there was a longing hope for its return which, given the
eschatological character of early Judaism, became an escha-
tological hope. "Everywhere in Judaism at this period the
hope of the end was united with the expectation of the
renewal of prophecy."" This eschatological hope for a
return of the Spirit can be traced to prophetic utterances like
those of Joel: "I will pour out my spirit on all flesh. Y our
sons and daughters shall prophesy, your old men shall
dream dreams, and your young men shall see visions. Even
upon the menservants and maidservants in those days, | will
pour out my spirit" (2:28-29).

This expectation of the return of the Spirit, of the return
of prophecy, became the expectation of the prophet of the
eschatological times, an eschatological prophet distinct
from the royal and priestly messiahs. This expectation of an
eschatological prophet eventually moulded itself into two
forms, that of Moses on the basis of Deuteronomy 18:15-18,
and that of Elijah on the basis of Malachi 3:1; 4:5-6.

The starting point for the expectation of Elijah was 2
Kings 2:1-12, his miraculous removal to heaven. Then the
prophecy in Malachi 3:1 wasinterpreted early to be Elijahin
Malachi 4:5 and in Ecclesiasticus 48:10.

ligeremias, New Testament Theology, The Proclamation of Jesus, trans. John
Bowden (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1971), 80-81.

17R.H. Charles, Eschatology (New Y ork: Schocken Books, 1963), 196-205,235.
18Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 22.
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Behold, | send my messenger to prepare the way before
me, and the Lord whom you seek will suddenly come to
his temple; the mesenger of the covenant in whom you
delight, behold, he is coming, says the Lord of hosts. (Mal
3:1)

Behold, | will send you Elijah the prophet before the great
and terrible day of the Lord comes. (Mal 4:5)

The prophet like Elijah was not equated with the Davidic
M ah. Sometimes he was seen as the forerunner of the
Messiah, sometimes as the forerunner of the Lord. He was
to appear as the preacher of repentance and to establish the
spiritual conditions necessary for the end. Later, in Ecclesi-
asticus, he also acquired the function of restoring the tribes
of Israel. His essential function, however, was preaching
repentance.

Besides the Elijah expectation, there was the expectation
of a prophet like Moses, based on Deuteronomy 18:15-19.

The Lord your God will raise up for you a prophet like me
from among you, from your brethren - him you shall
heed -just as you desired of the Lord your God at Horeb
on the day of the assembly, when you said, "L et me not
hear again the voice of the Lord my God, or see this great
fireany more, lest | die." And the Lord said to me, "They
have rightly said all that they have spoken. | will raise up
for them a prophet like you from among their brethren;

and | will put my words in his mouth, and he shall speak
to them all that | command him. And whoever will not
give heed to my words which he shall speak in my name, |

myself will requireit of him.' (Dt 18:15-19)

This text originally did not refer to an eschatol ogical
prophet but to historical prophets who would come after
Moses. Evidence of the expectation of an eschatological
prophet like Moses is not found in the Hebrew Scriptures
themselves; it comes later. There is evidence for the expecta-
tion in the New Testament (Mk 8:27-28), and Qumran
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discoveriesindicate an expectation based on Moses or one
like him, along with messianic expectations.

Jesus clearly saw himself in prophetic terms (Mk 6:4; Lk
13:34-35). The question remains open as to whether he saw
himself in eschatological terms, as an eschatological
prophet. It would be going too far to say that he thought of
himself as a definite, particular prophet, like Moses or
Elijah. In theinitial stages of his ministry, he may have seen
himself more as a prophet like John, and his ministry as a
continuation of John's: preaching, repentance, proclaiming
the reign of God. The wilderness context at the origins of
Jesus' own mission had Elijah and Mosaic overtones, and as
we suggested there, Jesus seems to have spiritually identified
more with the wilderness, Moses-prophet, exodus tradition
than the Jerusalem, David-Messiah, Zion tradition.

Jesus and M essianism

We have situated Jesus within Israel's charismatic and
prophetic tradition. In the course of our discussion we have
found ourselves describing Jesus very own consciousness as
prophetic and social. Jesus self-understanding is a question
of great interest, but there are two misunderstandings which
any discussion needs to avoid lest the question be falsely
posed: (a) a misunderstanding of consciousness and (b) a
misunderstanding of Jesus.

First, there is the question of the nature of consciousness
itself. Whatever particular philosophical or psychological
perspective one may take, there is a quality of consciousness
that is difficult to deny: its fluidity. Consciousness, aswe
know it in ourselves, is movement. Although thisis partic-
ularly a Bergsonian way of speaking, whether we are "exis-
tentialist" or "essentialist,” "realist" or "idealist,"
consciousness does not stand still. We need not develop or
agree on a particular phenomenology of consciousnessin
order to make the point. Consciousness is a reality that
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cannot be pinned down. It istoo alive and active to be fixed.
Bergson's analysis of durée makes us aware that pinning
consciousness down to being "this" or "that" isto attempt to
stabilize that which is by nature movement, to spatialize
that which is by nature temporal, to solidify that which by
nature flows. One cannot describe ariver by stopping it or a
liquid by solidifying it or life by killing it or consciousness by
atomizing it. Thus one cannot describe the "self-
consciousness' of someone in too fixed, mechanical, or
stagnant away and still be describing consciousness. To
segmentalize duration, for Bergson, is no longer to have
duration. To compartmentalize consciousness can mean
losing what we seek to grasp. Still lifeisno longer life, and a
photograph cannot capture movement. Thisis not to advo-
cate a particular philosophical perspective. It issimply to
caution us against pinning "self" or "consciousness' down
too tightly. Jesus' self-awareness was on the move. He was
aive. One day flowsinto but is not the same as the next.
That which is so prone to change cannot be best understood
interms of tightly fixed categories. Thus an approach to the
self-understanding of Jesus through neatly delineated and
fixed categories or titlesis doomed to failure. Oneis
attempting to fix that which in life is not fixed. Clarification
of different concepts, expressions, or titlesis of intellectual
importance. One cannot eliminate conceptual clarity, but
neither can one make rigid that which in life and history
move. We can also go too far in the direction of saying that
nothing can be said at all. We may well be able to describe
the flow or direction of consciousness, but we must be
careful not to pictureit as fixed once and for all.
Secondly, a quest for the self-understanding of Jesus can
too readily be based on a concern that was not there at that
period of history - personal identity is a modern concern
- and especially not there in Jesus of Nazareth, biblically
ﬁi ctured as an un-self-preoccupied person. Jesus was what
e was without being self-preoccupied. He was not ego-
dominated. Much modern discussion about "the self" does
not help us to understand the historical Jesus because his
primary concerns did not include himself. He was not self-
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focused, but focused on others, the poor, his heavenly
Father. Hisself-consciousness was much more God-
consciousness. His concern was to do the will of his Father
in heaven. The dominant emphasis for him was trusting in
God. This does not imply that he had no identity, but that
self-identity was not a primary focus of his consciousness.
His Father, his Father'swill, were his concern, as were those
to whom the Father sent him. We learn more about the
consciousness of Jesus from his prayer and ministry than we
do from attempts to pin or not pin certain titles on him.
Certainly Jesus may well have thought of himself asa
prophet or servant of God, but this only says that he thought
first of God. Not "who am IT" but "Thy will be done," better
reflects the concerns of Jesus. This does not mean that a
description of Jesus as prophetic and socially consciousis
inaccurate. It simply cautions us to be careful about what
and how we say something about the fluid psychic contents
of so un-self-preoccupied a human being.

We encourage caution in talking about the consciousness
of Jesus. Yet we can describe him as a prophetic figure. Let
us go one step further and see what can be said about Jesus
asamessianic figure.19 Although the expression Christ
(Messiah) became the common way of describing Jesusin
the early Christian traditions, to the extent that it eventually
became a part of his name, Jesus himself asfar aswe can tell
rarely used the expression. Only three times in the Synoptic
Gospels do we find some response on the part of Jesus to
thistitle as applied to himself, twice during his "trial” when
the high priest and Pilate asked him, "Are you the Christ?’
and earlier in the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi.
The implication in these instances is that some people had
begun to think of Jesus as more than a prophet. They saw
him as the Messiah.

19see Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 111-36; Reginald
Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, 23-31,109-11; Ferdinand
Hahn, The Titles of Jesusin Christology, Their History in Early Christianity,
trans. Harold Knight and George Ogg (London: L utterworth Press, 1969), 131-
222; A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History, 134-51; and Geza Vermes,
Jesus the Jew (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973), 129-59.
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Jesus certainly never claimed in any unambiguous
fashion to be the Messiah himself. He seldom referred to the
awaited Messiah in his own teaching. In Mark 12:35-37 (Mt
22:41-46;: Lk 20:41-44) we have a polemical exchange.
between Jesus and the Pharisees concerning the relationship
between the Messiah and the house of David but no definite
teaching of Jesus himself. Matthew 24:5, 23-24 and Mark
13:6, 21-22 are concerned with false messiahs, but teach
nothing about Jesus' own beliefs and they are most proba-
bly not authentic Jesus material. Luke 24:26, 46 are sayings
of the risen Jesus. Mark 9:41 isthe only other reference of
Jesus himself to the Messiah and it is generally considered
Chrigtian interpolation. Geza Vermes conclusion seemsre-
liable: "It is clearly not an exaggeration, therefore, to sug-
gest that Messianism is not particularly prominent in the
surviving teaching of Jesus." 20

Jesus seems nhot to have taught a particular messianic
doctrine. In reference to the attitudes of others toward
Jesus, perhaps some of his disciples thought of him as the
Messiah, as reflected in the response of Peter to Jesus
guestion at Caesarea Philippi (Mk 8:29). Otherwise there
does not appear any such accusation or suggestion prior to
Jesus arrest and trial when he was handed over to Pilate asa
messianic pretender. The three main texts which concern us
in which Jesus has to face the opinion of othersthat he isthe
Messiah are: Mark 8:27-33 (Mt 16:13-23, Lk9:18-22); Mark
14:60-62 (Mt 26:62-64, Lk 22:67-70); and Mark 15:2-5 (Mt
27:11-14; Lk 23:2-5).

Thereisno need to treat the two references from the arrest
and trial at length since they leave us with the same conclu-
sions as the study of the profession of Peter at Caesarea
Philippi. Mark 14:60-62 and Mark 15:2-5 both pertain to
the arrest and trial of Jesus, the former Jesus response to
the high priest and the latter Jesus response to Pilate. A
characteristic of Jesusresponse during the arrest and trial is
hissilence, Mark 14:61; 15:5 (also the parallels, Mt 26:63;
Mt 27:12; Lk 23:9). Or the response is ambiguous, such as,

20Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 143.
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"You have said so" (Mt 26:64; 27:11; Mk 15:2; Lk 22:70;
23:3). Thereis also the response, "If | tell you, you will not
believe" (Lk 22:67). The only text to record an unambiguous
response ("1 am") is Mark 14:62.2

We will thus confine ourselves to a more detailed reflec-
tion on the confession of Peter. The earliest version of this
event isMark's.

2zAnd Jesus went on with his disciples, to the villages of
Caesarea Philippi; and on the way he asked his disciples,
"Who do the people say that | am?' 2sAnd they told him,
"John the Baptist; and others say, Elijah; and others one
of the prophets.” 2 And he asked them, "But who do you
say that | am?" Peter answered him "Y ou are the Christ."
30And he charged them to tell no one about him. 3' And he
began to teach them that the son of humanity must suffer
many things, and be rejected by the elders and the chief
priests and the scribes, and be killed, and after three days
riseagain.s= And he said thisplainly. And Peter took him,

and began to rebuke him. =But turning and seeing his
disciples, he rebuked Peter, and said, "Get behind me,

Satan! For you are not on the side of God, but of human-

ity." (Mk 8:27-33)

The above incident seems to have occurred while Jesus was
alone with hisdisciples (Lk 9:18) in the territory of Philip
near Caesarea Philippi (Mk 8:27; Mt 16:13). Jesus was
concerned about how he was being perceived by others. The
responses reflect varied prophetic images. When he
addressed the disciples directly about their own perception,
Peter spoke up and said: "You are the Christ." Jesus
response (v. 30) is quite significant and the major object of
discussion. There are three thingsto note in verse 31 -
Jesus did not directly speak of himself asthe Messiah, as
Peter had proclaimed, but rather referred to the son of

21 Morna Hooker, Jesus and the Servant, the Influence of the Servant Concept of
Deutero-lsaiah in the New Testament (London: SPCK, 1959),88-89, interprets the
Synoptic trial material as being less ambiguous than | do.
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humanity; Jesus taught that he would suffer much, be
rejected and be put to death; he taught that he would rise
again. Mark insists that he taught these things quite clearly.

This teaching must have been so straightforward that ,
Peter was taken aback. After his recent messianic proclama-
tion, he must have thought: How can this be? The Messiah
suffer and die?2 So Peter reprimanded Jesus for the com-
ments about his suffering and death. Peter's rebuke leads
Jesus in turn to reprimand Peter, and to do so quite
strongly: "Get behind me, Satan." Peter's insinuations
angered Jesus for they were diabolical, perhaps temptations
akin to the testing in the wilderness. The Evil One had put
these things in Peter's mind.

Contemporary interpretation of thistext must concern
itelf with the messianic secret. 23 Jesus knew that he was the
Messiah but did not want othersto realize or proclaim this
lest they misinterpret or misunderstand what this meant.
Jesus was not the Messiah in the royal sense in which the
Jews expected the Messiah and Jesus rebuked Peter because
Peter himself did not seem to understand. Was this secre-
tiveness an expression of Jesus own desire and self-
undertanding? Or was it a Marcan convention to hold
together the fact of Jesus' disowning the messianic title and
Mark's own intention in the Gospel to proclaim Jesusto be
the Messiah?

The more common current interpretation of the text
interprets verse 30 on secretiveness as Marcan and then
interprets the text as a whole as an explicit rejection on
Jesus part of the messiahship. 2 In other words, the text

12See Mowinckel, He That Cometh, trans. G. W. Anderson (Nashville: Abing-
don Press, 1954), 325-33, about a suffering messiah. For the notion of the slain
messiah, see Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 139-40.

23The notion of the messianic secret goes back to W. Wrede who maintained that
Mark was the one who introduced into the tradition Jesus' command not to be
proclaimed as Messiah. See William Wrede, The Messianic Secret, trans .1C.C.
Greig (Greenwood; S. C.: Attic Press, [ 1901] 1971). Also see The Messianic Secret,
ed. Christopher Tuckett (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983).

24Bruce Metzger, The New Testament - Its Background. Growth, and Content
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1965), 151, presentsthe traditional point of view.
Jesus was reluctant to use the title of Messiah, but not because he did not believe
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does not teach that Jesusis the Messiah but does not want
people to know. Instead it makes clear Jesus' rejection of
any messianic claim and consciousness.

Verses 27-33 are to be read as a unit. Read the text and
skip verse thirty for amoment. Peter proclaimed Jesus to be
the Messiah. Jesus then continued to teach. Thereisa
significant shift, however. Jesus did not teach that the mes-
siah would have to suffer and die, but rather that the son of
humanity would do so. Jesus spoke of himself as the "son of
humanity." In fact, "son of humanity" occurs on the lips of
Jesus over sixty timesin the Synoptic Gospels. Thus, if
anything, Jesus saw himself as the "son of humanity." When
Peter objected, Jesus' rebuke was extremely strong. The
whole messianic interpretation of Peter was diabolical, and
Jesus recognized it for what it was - awork of Satan. Jesus
exhortation to secrecy (v. 30) isaMarcan way of holding
together Jesus' explicit rejection of a messianic designation
in hislifetime and the earg/] Church's explicit affirmation of
Jesus as being the Messiah.

himself to be the Messiah. Jesus' reluctance arose from the political and national
expectations associated with the concept of Messiah which he did not want to be
associated with his own teaching.

Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 122-25, concludes that
Jesus showed extreme restraint toward, and possibly even rejection of, the title
Messiah. Y et Jesus, and not the Church, is the source of the messianic secret.
Cullmann maintains that Jesus neither affirms nor denies Peter's messianic confes-
sion. In rooting Jesus'command to secrecy in Jesus himself, Cullmann is taking the
traditional opinion. By interpreting Mark 8 as being noncommittal on the part of
Jesus, he opens the door, however, to a new direction for interpreting the text,
which interpretation he moves further by suggesting that Jesus may have even
rejected the title Messiah.

This newer and quite common interpretation of Mark g8 as Jesus' explicitly
rejecting messiahship can be found in Fuller, Hahn, Vawter and Vermes. Reginald
Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, 109. Ferdinand Hahn,
The Titles of Jesusin Christology, 157-61, 223-28. Bruce Vawter, This Man Jesus,
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1973), 89. Geza Vermes more or less takes the
same stand, Jesus the Jew, 145-53. On the one hand he writes in reference to Mark
8, "It would admittedly not be correct to deduce that Jesus thereby denied that he
was the Messiah" (146). Also in reference to the arrest and trial texts, "Jesus is not
claimed positively to have asserted that he was the Messiah" (149). Yet, "If the
Gospels have any coherent meaning at all, his comment on Peter's confession and
the answers to the high priest and Pilate are only to be understood as a denial of
messiahship” (154).
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But let us return to the text itself: Jesus wasin the region
of Caesarea Philippi and asked the disciples what the people
were saying about him (v. 27). The disciples replied that
people were talking about him as being a prophet (28). Jesus
then addressed the question to the disciples and Peter
responded that Jesus was the Messiah (29). Jesus asked that
they not repeat this (30). In and of itself, thisisaquite
explicable response. The only reason it would not fit would
beif Jesus did not in any way at all think of himself as
messiah. But we cannot yet assume that. Nor isit approp-
riate to excise this verse, and then show how the remaining
text could so prove arejection of any messianic association,
and then return and justify the excision of the text on the
basis of its incompatibility with a non-messianic conscious-
ness. Thisis obviously acircular argument. If we cometo a
non-messianic interpretation of Jesus consciousness we
must do so on some other basis. Within thistext, a messianic
secrecy as originating with Jesus himself does make sense. 2

After instructing his disciples not to speak of him as
messiah, Jesus continued to instruct them about the suffer-
ing, death, and resurrection (31). The text seemsto indicate
that Jesus was simply continuing to instruct them about

2;Although secrecy is an obvious and prominent aspect of Mark's Gospel and
thus suggests his redactional work, it cannot be ruled out that it also was present in
the teaching of Jesus himself. Since Wrede (1901) it is often assumed that the
secrecy motif has been imposed on the tradition by Mark rather than flowing from
the life of Jesus himself (William Wrede, The Messianic Secret). H.C. Kee points
out, however, that there are expressions which indicate that " Jesus took his
followers aside or away from the crowds to give them special instructions or
interpretation” (Community of the New Age, [Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1977] 52, also 3-7, 50-54, 93-96, 165-75). Not all of the secrecy in Mark can be
summed up under the phrase of "messianic secret.” For instance, instructions
following healings and exorcisms (5:43; 7:36; 8:26) do not serve the same purpose
asthesilencing of demons (1:23-25; 1:34; 1:43-45; 3:1 If.), and neither of theseare
the same as the messianic secret strictly speaking, the effort to restrict the
messianic consciousness to the circle of disciples (8:30; 9:9). Another valuable
study isthat of T.A. Burkill, "The Hidden Son of Man in St. Mark's Gospel," New
Light on the Earliest Gospel-Seven Markan Studies (London: Cornell University
Press, 1972), 1-38. Burkill attempts to trace the secrecy motif prior to Mark and
concludes that it is not a Marcan invention but rather a situation of Marcan
adaptation of a pre-Marcan tradition which may have some basis in the life of
Jesus himself.
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what lay ahead for him. Peter, however with an understand-
ing of Messiah that excluded the way Jesus was speaking
(there was no notion of a suffering Messiah in early Juda-

ism), objected to what Jesus was saying (32). Jesus forceful

rebuke of Peter then simply referred to the teaching that
Jesus would suffer and die (33). Jesus words in verse 33

were aresponse to Peter's behavior in verse 32, and not to

Peter's statement in verse 29. To see Jesus response as a
rejection of what Peter said in verse 29 does violence to the
text by excluding verse 30, by denying the order in the fact
that verse 33 follows verse 32 and not verse 29, and by
denying that verse 30 does make sense in response to 29 and

verse 33 does make sense in response to 32. To assume a
great discontinuity between the (un-messianic) mind of
Jesus and the (messianic) mind of the early Church is gratui-

tous at this point. The more obvious sense is that Peter
reacted to Jesus teaching about his future suffering and
Jesus' rebuked Peter for not accepting or hearing what lay
ahead.

The meaning of the text does not depend upon whether
Jesus' consciousness ought to be described as messianic or
unmessianic. In fact the text as such cannot answer that
question either way. Neither can the ambiguous response of
Jesus during histrial before Pilate. Other than the three
ambiguous references, during the incident at Caesarea Phi-
lippi and during his arrest and trial, Jesus nowhere spoke of
himself as being the Messiah. Thusit hardly constituted a
part of histeaching. Whether interiorly, however, he knew
himself to be the Messiah is another question, but one to
which there is no historiographical access, especially given
our cautions above.

We need to avoid extremes: (1) Jesus thought of himself explicitly as a suffering
Messiah whose true identity was to remain hidden until after the resurrection
although revealed earlier to his disciples; and (2) The secrecy associated with Jesus
life and teaching is thoroughly Marcan, therefore Marcan innovation. The truth
probably lies between these two. As presented in Mark, it is undoubtedly Marcan.
Y et apre-Marcan tradition may well have maintained a memoria Jesu about
Jesus' teaching which was reserved for the circle of his disciplesin which he spoke
more freely and more explicitly about suffering to come.
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AN argument against a messianic consciousness in Jesus
would go as follows. The concept of the messianic figure
varied from aroyal to a priestly to a prophetic figure. The
more prevalent concept, however, was that which patterned
itself after the expectation of a future king, with its Davidic,
nationalistic, political, and royal implications. There was
great inconsistency between the conception of the awaited
Messiah and what Jesus taught and how he presented him-
self. He was concerned with a coming kingdom, but one not
like the kingdoms of thisworld. Asin the traditions of Israel
and Judah, and even at the time of the decision whether
Samuel ought to anoint aking in thefirst place (1 Samuel 8:
4-7,10-22), the Lord God is King. For Jesus the coming
kingdom was God's and the kingdom of God was not like
the kingdoms of thisworld. Jesusin fact seems explicitly to
have stayed away from such a notion. It hardly seems
possible that secretly Jesus thought of himself as the royal
Messiah. And thus it would be accurate to say that Jesus did
not think of himself asthe Messiah in any way in which that
was understood within the Judaism of hisday.2e

26See Reginald Fuller, The Mission and Achievement Of Jesus (London: SCM,
1967), 116: ""The life of Jesus was un-Messianic'-such was Bultmann's conclu-
sion about the Jesus of History. At best this statement conserves an important
half-truth. The life of Jesus was un-Messianic in any sense of that term previously
recognized in Jewish eschatological hope. The life of Jesus was un-Messianic in the
sense that Jesus never proclaimed himself to be the Messiah. The life of Jesus was
un-Messianic in the sense that Jesus did not possess what modem critics have
called 'Messianic consciousness or make aMessianic claim'(except perhaps right
at the end, at the supreme, paradoxical moment of his humiliation). The life of
Jesus was un-Messianic in the sense that he did not impose a Christology upon his
disciples. But what wasthelife of Jesus? It was alife wrought out in conscious
obedience to the eschatological will of God, alife in which proclamation of the
impending advent of the Reign of God and the performance of the signs which
heralded its approach culminated in the suffering of the cross as the decisive event
by which the eschatological process should be inaugurated. Was that life un-
Messianic? It would be truer to say it waspre-Messianic,'for it was the outcome of
the lowly history of Jesus that he was, in the belief of the Church, exalted to be the
Messiah."

| would agree with Fuller that the life of Jesuswasunmessianicin the sensein
which that was commonly understood within Judaism and in the sense that Jesus
never explicitly proclaimed himself to be Messiah. Whether Jesus possessed a
messianic consciousness is another question, however. The expression "pre-
messianic" shows an attempt on Fuller's part toward a balanced and reasoned
statement.



A Prophet from Nazareth 167

But, it has never been argued that Jesus was the Messiah
precisely in the way or in any of the waysin which such a
figure was expected within Judaism. The early Jewish hope
and the early Christian proclamation were not coextensive,
even though the Christians proclaimed a fulfillment in
Christ Jesus. But, as with all of God's promises, there was no
simple correspondence between the promise and its fulfill-
ment. God is a God of surprises, and the ways in which God
fulfills God's promises do not always correspond to our
expectations. Thus it can be well granted that thereis a
"missing link" between Jewish messianism and Christian
proclamation, even though the latter claims to have been the
fulfillment of the former. That missing link was Jesus. The
Christians did not claim that Jesus was the Messiah in the
way that the Messiah was understood or awaited within the
Judaism of hisday. He was the Messiah but in a different,
unexpected way. Jesus was the one who realized God's
future plansfor Israel and who realized that he was the
awaited one who would inaugurate its accomplishment.
And he also realized that it would not be accomplished in
the ways expected. Thus Jesus was the Messiah, thought of
himself asthe Messiah, but not the Davidic Messiah as such.
Rather he was one who would have to suffer and die. Within
the teaching (or theology or messianology or christology) of
Jesus, the very concept of messiah was being changed.

On the other hand, we must concern ourselves with the
Judaism of Jesus day and not post-resurrection Christian
theology. We have already situated Jesus within Judaism
and it iswithin that context that we must understand him.
We all know that the meaning of words changes and lan-
guage evolves and develops. Take the word oaf 2z An old
superstition speaks of a changeling child - a misshapen
child whom the fairies have left in place of achild they have
stolen. In Old Norse, such a child was an elf. The word
became oaf and the meaning changed; it referred to any
mentally or physically abnormal child. Then the meaning

21See William and Mary Morris, Dictionary of Word and Phrase Origins, vol. 2
(New York: Harper and Row, 1967), 195.
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changed again; it now refersto a clumsy or lazy person. We
must pin the language down to the way in which it was used
and available to Jesus within early Judaism. He did not
think of himself asthe Davidic royal Messiah.

But there is a further objection. Grant the messianic
conceptions of Judaism and the "discontinuity” between
these and the early Christian conception. But the question is
whether Jesus provided the "continuity.” The "sources’ for
the Christian conception cannot be limited to those within
Judaism asit existed before or during the times of Jesus, but
must be thought of as Judaism plus Jesus, a particular Jew
who was keenly perceptive, present to God, and from any
historiographical point of view atransition to something
new. Therefore Jesus must be understood within but cannot
necessarily be reduced to pre-Christian Judaism. Thus the
issue is not the Jewish conception, nor the Christian concep-
tion, but what was Jesus' conception of the awaited one, and
did he see himself asin fact fulfilling that role?

We must come after such discussion to some conclusions.
Although both of the above sides of the argument can be
defended, both involve their own assumptions. Therefore,
my opinion isthat it is better to describe Jesus' conscious-
ness neither as messianic nor as unmessianic, for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. Even within Judaism the concept of Messiah was
varied and fluid at the time of Jesus. To "fix" it too tightly is
untenable even on historiographical grounds. It allowed,
within limits, room for maneuver and would have allowed
rethinking and flexibility. If we introduce apocalyptic
thought, as well as Essene, Zealot, and Samaritan thought,
there was much room for creativity within Jewish
eschatology.

2. Even apart from the variety within Judaism, we must
given attention to the outstanding stature and prophetic
character of the man Jesus. However one might evaluate
him, he was associated with the origins of a new movement
within Judaism which later separated from it. We cannot
assume that the Jewish wineskins could contain the new
wine of the man Jesus (Mk 2:18-22).
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3. Wemust give some attention to our cautions above.
Even if the concept of Messiah could be more fixed, the
consciousness of Jesus could not be. He was human, chang-
ing himself, trying to understand, listening to God, and a
fixed or precise concept or adjective or self-description or
self-understanding simply become less workable or apt. It
easily becomes too narrow to apply if we make it precise, or
too broad to be meaningful if we leave it more fluid. One can
rightly describe Jesus' consciousness as prophetic and
social. These terms are applicable. But what does messianic
mean when applied to Jesus? We see the difficulty. It is not
that Jesus' consciousness was not messianic but that the
expression messianic is not sufficiently clarified a concept
when applied to Jesus to be helpful. It must always be
qualified. We must keep in mind that we are talking about
consciousness or awareness, avery fluid reality, and in this
case that of avery creative and prophetic individual.

4. We can conclude by saying that Jesus self-identity
was not messianic in the sense that this was most commonly
understood within his Judaism. He certainly did not see
himself in aroyal or priestly role. The messianic notion,
however, was open to prophetic and new understndings as
well. Jesus may have seen himself as messianic in the sense
that he was offering in a definitive way God's salvation to
Israel - and their responses to him and his message would
be crucial to their salvation. One cannot describe Jesus
CONSCiousness as messianic in the same way that we can
describe it as prophetic or social. But thisis not the same as
saying it was not messianic. We must be open to the possibil-
ity that it was messianic in anew way. But we cannot know
whether this new way would have been considered by Jesus
himself as particularly messianic. Jesus own eschatology is
something to which we will come in alater chapter.

The question for Jesus was not what he thought of him-
self, but how did he envision what the God of Abraham and
Isaac and Jacob was doing at this point in history. He saw
himself as preaching a socia and religious message which
people interpreted in prophetic terms. We can see how
difficult it would be for Mark 8 or the trial textsto be
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interpreted either as support for or refuting of a messianic
self-understanding on the part of Jesus. Jesus means hoth
Judaism and newness. 28

Preacher and Healer

Jesus was called by God, but called for the sake of others.
Prayer and mission, being "of God" and "for the people,"
were two sides of the same person. Jesus was one of us,
called by God, for our sake. Which is more important for a
proper understanding of Jesus? His being "from" or "of"
God; or hisbeing "with" or "for" the people? Which is more
important: inhaling or exhaling? One can distinguish but
cannot separate in Jesus of Nazareth his relation to and love
for his heavenly Father, and his relation to and love for the
people.

Mark's Gospel weaves together these two sides of Jesus -
prayer and ministry.

And in the morning, a great while before day, he rose and
went out to alonely place, and there he prayed. And
Simon and those who were with him pursued him, and
they found him and said to him, "Everyone is searching
for you." And he said to them, "Let us go on to the next
town, that | may preach there also; for that iswhy | came
out." (Mk 1:35-39).

Who was Jesus? He was of God. Thisidentity is clear within
the first chapters of the Gospel of Mark (1:1, 11, 14; 2:7;
3:11). Disciplesdid not always recognize that he was from
God and were astonished at his authority (1:22,27; 2:10,12).
Y et his own claim was that his authority and power came
from God (2:3-12). Also, Jesus lived for others, alife of
ministry which consisted in preaching (1:38), healing (1:31),

Bywe may not be able to improve much upon C.H. Dodd's statement, The
Founder of Christianity (New York: Macmillan, 1970), 102-3.
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and exorcising demons (1:23). His ministry was especially
devoted to outcasts and sinners (2:16-17). He also called
disciplesto himself (1:16; 2:13; 3:14) and was an itinerant
teacher. Toward chapter four of Mark, the shift istoward
Jesus as teacher (4.1, 38; 5:35), and his teaching pertains to
the reign of God (4:26, 30).

This picture of Jesus also comes through in the Gospel of
Matthew.

And he went about all Galilee, teaching in their syn-
agogues and preaching the gospel of the kingdom and
healing every disease and every infirmity among the peo-
ple. (Mt 4:23-24; also Mt 9:35; 10:5-8)

L uke also perceives Jesus as being "of God" and "for
others." In chapter four, which opens with the wilderness
experience, we find Jesus at prayer (4:42, also 5:16; 6:12),
preaching (4:18, 43, 44), teaching (4:15, 31-32), healing
(4:38-39,40) and casting out demons (4:35,41). His ministry
is seen especially as a mission to the poor (4:18-19). Evi-
dence indicates two very closely related activitiesin Jesus
life: 1) preaching and teaching, 2) healings and exorcisms.

Jesus' life was so much for the people that his death came
to be understood in those terms as well. Paul writes, "And
he died for all, that those who live might live no longer for
themselves but for him who for their sake died and was
raised" (2 Cor 5:15).

It is clear that the earthly Jesus cured people of varied
illnesses.29 The Synoptic Gospels speak of Jesus healing
multitudes in Capernaum (Mk 1:32-4) and throughout Gali-
lee (Mk 3:7-12 and 6:53-6). They also speak of twelve very
specific healings: three cases of blindness (Mk 8:22-26;
10:46-52; Mt 9:27-31), two cases of leprosy (Mk 1:40-44; Lk
17:11-19), one case each of fever (Mk 1:29-31), hemorrhage

29Cf., Norman Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (New Y ork: Harper
and Row, 1978), 8-20. Donald Senior, Jesus (Dayton, Ohio: Pflaum Press, 1975),
113-31. GezaVermes, Jesusthe Jew, A Historian's Reading of the Gospels
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973), 22-25, 59-69.
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(Mk 5:25-34), awithered hand (Mk 3:1-5), deafness (Mk
7:31-7), paralysis (Mt 8:5-13), another case of paralysis
which also involves the forgiveness of sin (Mk 2:3-11),
lameness (Lk 13:10-13), and dropsy (Lk 24:1-6).

As prominent as was Jesus power over disease, so was his
authority over the demonic world. He was both healer and
exorcist. The synoptics record six specific cases of exorcism
(Mk 1:23-28; 5:1-20; 7:24-30; 9:14-29; Mt 9:32-4; 12:22-24).
In addition, the first three Gospels speak of numerous exor-
cisms accompanying the healings (Mk 1:32-4, 39).

One ought not draw a sharp distinction between the
healings and exorcisms. Matthew lists the demoniacs along
with the epileptics and paralytics as examples of "those
afflicted with various diseases' (Mt 4:24). How many of the
diseases stemmed from "psychic" or "spiritual” causes? To
what extent were some diseases understood to be cases of
possession? Some descriptions of demoniacs seem to
describe epileptics (Mk 1:23-28; 9:14-29). Mutenessis
involved in three of the cases of demonic possession (Mk
9:14-29; Mt 9:32-4; 12:22-24), but in another instance a deaf
and at least partially mute person is not presented as a case
for exorcism (Mk 7:31-37). 30

The prophetic character of Jesus' life together with the
astonishing wonders he performed as healer and exorcist,
wonders which are part of the tradition about prophetic
activities (consider Moses, Elijah, Elisha), again indicate
that Jesus of Nazareth can be situated in the context of
"charismatic Judaism." 3

30W as this Marcan deaf-mute a case of exorcism? See John M. Hull, Hellenistic
Magic and the Synoptic Tradition (Naperville, 111.: Alec R. Allenson, 1974),78-82.
For further discussion of the relation between healing and holiness, and between
sickness, sin and demonic possession, see Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 59-68.

s1cf., JamesD.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, a Study of the Religious and
Charismatic Experience of Jesus and the First Christians as Reflected in the New
Testament (London: SCM, 1975), 9-92; Unity and Diversity in the New Testa-
ment, an Inquiry into the Character of Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1977), 184-89; Martin Hengel, The Charismatic Leader and His
Followers (New Y ork: Crossroad Pub. Co., 1981); Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew,
58-82. Bruce Molina, however, has called into question whether the expression
"charismatic" is an appropriate description of Jesus' authority, "Was Jesus a
Charismatic Leader?' Biblical Theology Bulletin 14 (1984), 55-62.
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The history of Israel and Judah included many conflict-
ing and complementary traditions, among others the royal,
priestly, prophetic and sapiential traditions. One can hardly
overestimate the role of the king, priest, prophet, and sagein
Isragl's history. We would call the kingship and priesthood
"establishment." After the exile, the role and influence of
the priesthood had grown. The prophetic tradition, which
had died out, manifested a more charismatic, less institu-
tionally controllable factor in Israel's history. The sages
gaveriseto acritical wisdom as well asafolk wisdom. In
addition, in post-Maccabean Judaism, there were many
varied "enthusiasts’ - martyrs, messiahs, ascetics, zealots,
wonderworkers. Asan itinerant preacher and healer, Jesus
had much in common with these enthusiasts, even if he
never claimed to be the Messiah, even if he was less ascetical
than John, even if he never joined the resistance
movement.32

The astonishing deeds performed by Jesus (the er ga Of the
Synoptics) were not a phenomenon unique to Jesus. Among
others, Hanina ben Dosa, afirst century C. E. Galilean like
Jesus, was known for his power of concentration during

rayer, his ability to cureillnesses as well as effect healing

rom a distance, his power over demons, and his ability to
influence nature. He lived in poverty, seemed uninterested
inlegal and ritual issues, and was resented by the leaders of
the Pharisees. 3

In our attempt to understand Jesus, we must not only
acknowledge his reputation as a healer but also his hesita-
tion to present himself in thisway. 3 Jesus was reticent

321t is almost commonplace today to describe the Judaism of Jesus day in terms
of four "parties’: Sadducees, Pharisees, Essenes, and Zealots. It is very questiona-
ble, however, whether there existed in the first half of the first century anything like
aZealot party as an identifiable, ideologically distinct group. This does not deny
an anti-Roman resistance movement. See Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness and
Politics in the Teachings of Jesus (New Y ork: Edwin Mellen Press, 1984), 27-49,
64-68.

33Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 72-78, also 69-72 for a consideration of Honi the
Rain Maker.

34A continuing area of significant research is the relationship between Jesus and
the "magical tradition" attested in Palestine and the Hellenistic world. Morton
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about asking God for miracles and in performing signs (Mk
2:5; 5:34; 10:52; Lk 7:50; 17:19).

The Pharisees came and began to argue with him, seeking
from him a sign from heaven, to test him. And he sighed
deeply in his spirit, and said, "Why does this generation
seek asign? Truly | say to you, no sign shall be given to
this generation." (Mk 8: 11-12)

Jesus hoped to evoke faith from people without signs. "It is
an evil and unfaithful generation that asksfor asign!" And,
"The only sign it will be given isthe sign of the prophet

Smith's Jesus the Magician (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1978), however, has
major flawsin itsthesis which interprets Jesus primarily and almost exclusively

within that context. Smith recognizes but givestoo little attention in his conclusion

to the difficulty of providing a precise definition for magic, and thus his argument
manifests equivocation. E.g., Jesusis amagician (in a wide sense of wonder

worker); therefore, Jesus is a magician (in a narrower sense, in the sense of one who

practices "magical," or diabolical, or supernatural rites). Smith recognizes the
diversity and wide range of meaning behind the word magic (68-80), yet he
"jumps" from aword with awide meaning in his discussion to aword with a quite

specific and focused meaning in his conclusion.

He goes from an identification of Jesus with a part, an aspect, of the magical
tradition to Jesus identity with the whole, or wider range of meanings. Because the
sky is blue, and my shirt is blue, my shirt must be in the sky. Smith verifies well:
One of the main characteristics of a magician wasthat of performing miracles. He
also verifies: Jesus worked miracles. But likewise, one of the main characteristics of
the sky isits blueness. Also, the ocean is blue. Therefore. . . the oceanisin the
sky. Smith recognizes the difficulty but ignoresit in drawing his conclusion.
Smith: "A miracle worker is not necessarily a magician” (143). There is no question
of the historical stratum which recognizes Jesus as a miracle worker, but given
Smith's statement, how do we jump from the fact of Jesus working miraclesto his
being a magician? The "primary characteristic of a magician was to do miracles’
(209). But the fact that A and B have something in common doesn't mean A isB.
Smith actually makes this"jump" through an interpretation of other evidence.
But, at this point, his argument runs thin (109-139). E.g., that Jesus was driven by
the Spirit into the wilderness after his baptism (Mk 1:12) indicates the compulsive
behavior characteristic of demoniacs (143), and the "clearest evidence of Jesus
knowledge and use of magic isthe eucharist, amagical rite of afamiliar sort" (152).

A more balanced study of the relationship between the magical tradition and the
Christian tradition is John M. Hull's Hellenistic Magic and the Synoptic Tradi-
tion. The belief that Jesus was a magician is an ancient belief going back asfar as
the middle of the first century. Jewish tradition attributed Jesus' miraclesto
magical power. Even Christian literature records the accusation that Jesus was a
magician, and amagical interpretation of the miracles was easily possible.

It is not easy to distinguish clearly between magic and miracle. Isthere such a
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Jonah" (cf. Mt 12:38-42; 16:1-4). 3 At the same time that we
place Jesus in atradition of healings and exorcisms, we must
be careful not to overemphasize it since evidence suggests
that Jesus himself did not see this as his primary mission
even if it was prominent.

Jesus' healings and exorcisms, however, do give testi-
mony to a power at work within him. Words used to
describe Jesus are dynamisand exousia. Luke's use of dyna-
mis refers to a power which makes the power of the spiritual
world present in our world. 3% According to Luke, after Jesus
conquest of Satan, he has the "power of the Spirit" (4:14).
The power was effective against demons and Jesus at times
felt it going out of him (Mk 5:30; Lk 8:46). One of the
difficulties Jesus faced was that his power was sometimes
used against him, under the charge that it was diabolical:
"He is possessed by Beelzebul, and by the prince of demons,
he casts out demons' (Mk 3:22; Mt 12:24; Lk 11:15).

thing as a non-magical religious miracle? One cannot simply resort to saying, "God
works miracles, demons work magic" (Hull, 61). The distinction then becomes one
of faith and interpretation alone. Miracles and exorcisms in the ancient world were
often regarded as being associated with magical rituals and powers (45-72).

Hull concludes that "the results of our investigation must not be exaggerated"
(142). Yet, "we do find, however, certain aspects of the gospels which are at homein
the magical world view of the first century of our era, and a number of details
relevant to the central concern of magic ... We find that the miracles of Jesus and
particularly his exorcisms and healings were interpreted as being magical at an
early date, that in the light of contemporary presuppositions it was inevitable that
they should have been so interpreted, and that the gospel s themsel ves witness to
early stages of the interpretations” (142). "As well as using faith, prayer, knowledge
of the Torah and holiness of life, the means by which God was believed to work
miracles through the rabbis, Jesus was thought to have used folk remedies’ (143).
However, "Jesus did not think of himself as a magician," and "the most abiding
impression left by the New Testament treatment of Jesus as the master-Magician is
therestraint of that treatment . . . The potential of the magus-myth for Christol-
ogy was not very great" (144-45).

Another valuable reference is Howard Clark Kee, Miracle in the Early Christian
World, a Study in Sociohistorical Method (New Haven: Y ale University Press,
1983).

¥See Richard A. Edwards, The Sign of Jonah, in the Theology of the Evange-
listsand Q, Studiesin Biblical Theology, Second Series (Naperville, Ill.: Alec R.
Allenson, 1971). Robert Jewett, Jesus Against the Rapture, Seven Unexpected
Prophecies (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1979).

36 For adiscussion of this particularly Lucan understanding of Jesus' power, see
Hull, Hellenistic Magic, 105-15.
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There is no question of the historicity of Jesus charis-
matic healings and exorcisms, which is not to affirm the
historicity of all the miracles or even all the details of the
healing miracles. It is simply to say that Jesus did cure the
sick and expel demons. His works were in continuity with
the mighty and prophetic acts of God which were always on
behalf of God's people. Jesus works manifested someone
opposed to, in struggle with, and overcoming the powers of
evil (the exorcisms) and someone who released power for
good (the healings). The struggle began in the wilderness,
continued in hisministry, and was still there at Gethsemane.
His opponents accused him of being possessed by Beelzebul,
but Jesus defense was in terms of his being locked in a
struggle against Satan, the king of devils (Lk 11:14-22). And
it was not by the power of the Evil One, whom he had early
met in the wilderness and against whom he continued to
pray (Mt 6:13, save us from the Evil one), that he had power
over demons, but by the very power of God (Lk 11:20).

Although Jesus was not simply arepeat at alater period
in history of one of the earlier prophets, not simply another
Moses, Elijah, Isaiah, or John, he is neverthel ess connected
to that prophetic tradition and has his roots within it. In his
prayer and in his mission, as a preacher and as a healer,
Jesus is the prophet from Nazareth.



6
Jesus and Apocalypticism

in the previous chapter we described Jesus' self-
understanding as prophetic but chose not to describe it as
either messianic or non-messianic. If messianism does not
aptly describe the eschatology and consciousness of Jesus,
perhaps apocal ypticism does. In some ways, of course,
apocalypticism did make itself felt in the life and thought of
Jesus. Y et Edward Schillebeeckx's Jesus study explicitly
rejected situating Jesus within Jewish apocalypticism. :

We first encounter Jesus public life and ministry in con-
nection with John's ministry and baptism. Schillebeeckx
notes that the motifs associated with John in the New
Testament are early prophetic ones and not later apocalyp-
tic ones. The three key words used to describe John's procla-
mation, the axe and winnow and fire, belong to prophecy
and not apocalyptic literature. 2 Of the three images within
prophecy for God's impending judgment - the burning of
chaff after the harvest, afirein which the withered and
barren trees will be consumed, a metal furnace - John used
the first two. s Nor do we find the apocalyptic doctrine of the

1Edward  Schillebeeckx, Jesus, An Experiment in Christology, trans. Hubert
Hoskins (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1979), 119-54.

2lbid., 128. See Am 8:2; Is 30:24; 40:3-5; 41:15-16; Jer 15:7; 51:33; Mi 4:12-14;
Joel 3:13.

3bid.,, 129, and notes 34-37, p. 682. The image of burning chaff - Is 5:24; 10:17;
47:14; Nahum 1:10; Ob 18; Mal 3:19. The conflagration of withered and barren

177
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two ages in John. Rather he preaches repentance and bap-
tism. Schillebeeckx writes, "John the Baptist then isanon-
messianic figure, no Zealot either, and a-political in his
i mmediate message; he stands outside Zeal otism, outside
messianism, and outside apocalypticism."

Jesus heard John preach, perhaps even followed John for
awhile. He identified himself with John, accepted John's
baptism, may have even seen himself in the beginning as a
prophet like John. It is more accurate to describe Jesus as
akin to the prophets of old rather than to the latter-day
visionaries. It is more the Book of |saiah than that of Enoch
which helps us to understand Jesus of Nazareth. Jesusis
portrayed as inaugurating his preaching mission by reading
from the scroll of the prophet Isaiah (Lk 4:16-21). The Book
of Isaiah is quoted more often in the New Testament than
any other book from the Hebrew Scriptures with the excep-
tion of the Psalms.5 Jesus indeed was more akin to the
prophets of old, preaching faith and justice, and in this was
essentially and radically conservative, as prophets were:
going back to their roots in the Y ahwistic faith and choosing
to live according to the covenant.

The apocalyptic visionaries legitimated their messages by
appeal through pseudonyms to ancient figures. Jesus | egiti-
mated his message by appealing to his own authority which
came directly from the Father. The apocalyptic perspective
was dualist in its teaching on the two ages and pessimistic in
its assessment of the present and earthly age. Jesus was a
prophet of hope with a concern for the here and now.
Apocalyptic attempts to interpret the coming of a new age

trees -1 s 10:18-19; Jer 21:14; 22:7; Ex 21:2-23; Zec 11:1-2. Therefining firein the
furnace - Is 1:24-25. For references to John see MK 1:4; Mt 3:2, 8; Acts 13:24;
19:4.

4bid., 135.

5Whether one considers the New Testament as awhole, or simply the four
Gospels, or only the Synoptics, the most frequently quoted source is Psalms, then
Isaiah, then Deuteronomy. See Old Testament Quotations in the New Testament,
ed. Robert G. Bratcher, revised edition (New Y ork: United Bible Societies, 1961).
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were based on a deterministic view of history. Jesus
preached that no one, including himself, knew the day or the
hour. God's coming reign, which is not the apocalyptic
aeon, will come when least expected. Jesus did not com-
municate his dreams as visions; he spoke God's word.

A major aspect of Jesus life and message simply involved
this present era and this earth. Although he looked toward
the coming reign of God, which was already dawning, he
was not other-worldly, supra-terrestrial. His radical social
consciousness, a part of every prophet's consciousness, was
existential living in the present. Jesus was not a dualist
grounded in an either/ or antagonism between this era and
the age to come. He believed in pot h heaven and earth. He
lived in both worlds, as prophets of old had done, the
world of God and the world of humankind. He may have
envisioned a new age but a new age did not necessarily mean
the end of the earth as we know it.

We cannot help at this point but be open to the suggestion
of Bruce Chilton.

The term "apocalyptic,” as applied to Jesus preaching, is
practically evacuated of content. On purely logical
grounds, the propriety of its continued usage in this
connexion is seriously to be questioned.6

Jesus starkly repudiated the faithless (diabolical ?) seeking
after signs, and in doing so repudiated an association
between his message and that of the apocalypticists. 7

fBruce Chilton, "Regnum Dei Deus Est," Scottish Journal of Theology 31
(1978), 261.

7See Robert Jewett, Jesus Against the Rapture. Seven Unexpected Prophecies
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1979). Also Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness,
and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus (New Y ork: Edwin Mellen Press, 1984),
201-27.
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The Human One
The Son of Humanity

In assessing the influence of apocalypticism on Jesus, the
most challenging task is to determine what Jesus meant
when he referred to "the human one" or "the son of human-
ity" (the "son of man").s In contrast to the very few refer-
ences in which Jesus concerns himself with the question of the
Messiah, there are over sixty textsin the Synoptics alonein
which Jesus speaks of "the son of humanity."s In these
Synoptic texts, the expression is almost always found in the
sayings of Jesus, not spoken by othersin reference to Jesus.
Jesus' use of the expression did not alarm or arouse the
curiosity of hislisteners. They were far less bewildered by it

than we are, for whom it has become one of the most
difficult issuesin New Testament interpretation.

The Greek expression used in the gospels (ho huios tou
anthropou) is atranslation of an Aramaic original (bar

8How best to translate ho huios tou anthropou, given its varied shades of

meaning and the fact that it isitself atranslation of an Aramaic original, isa
difficult question. "Son of man" will no longer do. Literally it is best rendered as
"the son of a human being," but thisis awkward in English. Its basic meaning is a
human being, or the human being. Hence, in reference to Dan 7, C.F.D. Moule
speaks of "the Human One" (The Phenomenon Of the New Testament [Naperville,
Il Alec R. Allenson, 1967], 89). F.W. Danker suggests "Son of Humanity" as a
translation, which also seems acceptable (I nterpretation 37 [1983], 298).

9The expression, "son of humanity," occurs in 66 references within the Synop-
tics. The incidence of the expression is higher if one counts the fact that in some of
the references the expression occurs twice (e.g., Mk 14:21; Mt 24:30; 26:24). The
expression is almost always found being used by Jesus himself. Lk 24:7 isan
exception to this. On Mk 2:10, see Christian P. Ceroke, "“Is Mk 2:10 a Saying of
Jesus?' Catholic Biblical Quarterly 22 (1960), 369-90. See Reginald Fuller, The
Mission and Achievement of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1954), 96-97; Jacques
Guillet, The Consciousness Of Jesus, trans. Edmond Bonin (New Y ork: Newman
Press, 1972),125; Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973),
179. The sixty-six references are as follows. Mark 2:10; 2:28; 8:31; 8:38; 9:9; 9:12;
9:31; 10:33; 10:45; 13:26; 14:21; 14:41; 14:62. Matthew 8:20; 9:6;10:23; 11:19;12:8;
12:32; 12:40;,13:37; 13:41; 16:13; 16:27; 16:28; 17:9; 17:12; 17:22; 19:28; 20:18;
20:28; 24:27; 24:30; 24:37; 24:39; 24:44; 25:31; 26:2; 26:24; 26:45; 26:64. Luke 5:24;
6:5; 6:22; 7:34; 9:22; 9:26; 9:44; 9:58; 11:30; 12:8; 12:10; 12:40; 17:22; 17:24; 17:26;
17:30; 18:8; 18:31; 19:10; 21:27; 21:36; 22:22; 22:48; 22:69; 24:7.
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‘enasha). [°What did Jesus mean when he referred to "the
human one" or "the son of humanity?' Did Jesus usage
reflect on apocalyptic influence or did it simply reflect a
common, idiomatic, Aramaic way of speaking? Opinions
with respect to the interpretation of this expression must
remain open to revision for some time to come. Y et there are
conclusions which we can legitimately suggest as well.

Judaism Before Christianity

According to awidely held opinion, there existed in
pre-Christian Judaism at the time of Jesus afairly defined
eschatological expectation associated with asupra-
terrestrial figure, an apocalyptic " Son of Humanity," and
that "Son of Humanity" functioned as a quasi-messianic
title for afigure other than the political Davidic Messiah.
Although thisis arespected opinion, it is a highly questiona-
ble one. We cannot assume that such a concept or title
existed at the time of Jesus.

Three texts have had mgjor significance in affirming the
existence of this concept in pre-Christian Judaism: Daniel 7,
4 Ezra 13, and the Similitudes of Enoch. Of these three, 4
Ezra provides no basis for the existence of this concept in
pre-Christian Judaism simply due to its late date, the second
century C.E. 1l If other sources provide abasis for the exis-

10 Itisgenerally considered that the Greek is atranslation of bar ‘enosh, but as
used in the emphatic state, which isused in Aramaic instead of the definite article
with a noun, hence bar 'enasha’. These forms are characteristic of Middle Aramaic.
Later, during the first centuries C.E., the initial aleph disappeared, and thus from
200 C.E.onwards the expression was bar nash i nstead of bar Gnash, or bar nasha'
instead of bar 'enasha. Cf. Maurice Casey, Son of Man, the Interpretation and
Influence of Daniel 7 (London: SPCK, 1979), 224-28; Barnabas Lindars, Jesus
Son of Man, A Fresh Examination of the Son of Man Sayings in the Gospels
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Co., 1983), 17-28, and 194, n. 2; and
Alger F. Johns A Short Grammar of Biblical Aramaic (Berrien Springs, Mich.:
Andrews University Press, 1972), 9-10.

11With  respect to post-biblical and intertestamental literature, the standard
referenceisR. H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in English, with
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The Human One
The Son of Humanity

In assessing the influence of apocalypticism on Jesus, the
most challenging task is to determine what Jesus meant
when he referred to "the human one" or "the son of human-
ity" (the"son of man").8 In contrast to the very few refer-

ences in which Jesus concerns himself with the question of the
Messiah, there are over sixty textsin the Synoptics alonein
which Jesus speaks of "the son of humanity."9 In these
Synoptic texts, the expression is almost always found in the
sayings of Jesus, not spoken by others in reference to Jesus.
Jesus' use of the expression did not alarm or arouse the
curiosity of hislisteners. They were far less bewildered by it
than we are, for whom it has become one of the most
difficult issuesin New Testament interpretation.

The Greek expression used in the gospels (ho huios tou

anthropou) is atranslation of an Aramaic original (bar

{How best to translate ho huios tou anthropou, given its varied shades of
meaning and the fact that it isitself atranslation of an Aramaic original, isa
difficult question. "Son of man" will no longer do. Literally it is best rendered as
"the son of a human being," but thisis awkward in English. Its basic meaning is a
human being, or the human being. Hence, in reference to Dan 7, C.F.D. Moule
speaks of "the Human One" ( The Phenomenon Of the New Testament [Naperville,
ll.: Alec R. Allenson, 1967], 89). F.W. Danker suggests "Son of Humanity" as a
tranglation, which also seems acceptable (Interpretation 37 [1983], 298).

$The expression, "son of humanity,” occursin 66 references within the Synop-
tics. The incidence of the expression is higher if one counts the fact that in some of
the references the expression occurstwice (e.g., MK 14:21; Mt 24:30; 26:24). The
expression is almost always found being used by Jesus himself. LK 24:7 is an
exception to this. On Mk 2:10, see Christian P. Ceroke, "Is Mk 2:10 a Saying of
Jesus?' Catholic Biblical Quarterly 22 (1960), 369-90. See Reginald Fuller, The
Mission and Achievement of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1954), 96-97; Jacques
Guillet, The Consciousness Of Jesus, trans. Edmond Bonin (New Y ork: Newman
Press, 1972),125; GezaVermes, Jesus the Jew (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973),
179. The sixty-six references are as follows. Mark 2:10; 2:28; 8:31; 8:38; 9:9; 9:12;
9:31; 10:33; 10:45; 13:26; 14:21; 14:41; 14:62. Matthew 8:20; 9:6;10:23; 11:19;12:8;
12:32; 12:40;,13:37; 13:41; 16:13; 16:27; 16:28; 17:9; 17:12; 17:22; 19:28; 20:18;
20:28; 24:27; 24:30; 24:37; 24:39; 24:44, 25:31; 26:2; 26:24, 26:45; 26:64. |_uke 5:24;
6:5; 6:22; 7:34; 9:22; 9:26; 9:44,; 9:58; 11:30; 12:8; 12:10; 12:40; 17:22; 17:24; 17:26;
17:30; 18:8; 18:31; 19:10; 21:27; 21:36; 22:22; 22:48; 22:69; 24:7.
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‘enasha). |°What did Jesus mean when he referred to "the
human one" or "the son of humanity?' Did Jesus usage
reflect on apocalyptic influence or did it simply reflect a
common, idiomatic, Aramaic way of speaking? Opinions
with respect to the interpretation of this expression must
remain open to revision for some time to come. Y et there are
conclusions which we can legitimately suggest as well.

Judaism Before Christianity

According to awidely held opinion, there existed in
pre-Christian Judaism at the time of Jesus afairly defined
eschatological expectation associated with asupra-
terrestrial figure, an apocalyptic " Son of Humanity," and
that " Son of Humanity" functioned as a quasi-messianic
title for afigure other than the political Davidic Messiah.
Although thisis arespected opinion, it is a highly questiona-
ble one. We cannot assume that such a concept or title
existed at the time of Jesus.

Three texts have had major significance in affirming the
existence of this concept in pre-Christian Judaism: Daniel 7,
4 Ezra 13, and the Similitudes of Enoch. Of these three, 4
Ezra provides no basis for the existence of this concept in
pre-Christian Judaism simply due to its late date, the second
century C.E. Il If other sources provide abasis for the exis-

[0 1t is generally considered that the Greek is atranslation of bar ‘enosh, but as
used in the emphatic state, which isused in Aramaic instead of the definite article
with anoun, hence bar ‘enasha. These forms are characteristic of Middle Aramaic.
Later, during the first centuries C.E., the initial aleph disappeared, and thus from
200 C.E. onwards the expression was bar nash instead of bar Gnash, or bar nasha'
instead of bar 'enasha. Cf. Maurice Casey, Son of Man, the Interpretation and
Influence of Daniel 7 (London: SPCK, 1979), 224-28; Barnabas Lindars, Jesus
Son of Man, A Fresh Examination of the Son of Man Sayings in the Gospels
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Co., 1983), 17-28, and 194, n. 2; and
Alger F. Johns A short Grammar of Biblical Aramaic (Berrien Springs, Mich.:
Andrews University Press, 1972), 9-10.

11With respect to post-biblical and intertestamental literature, the standard
referenceisR. H. Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigraphain English, with
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tence of such a conception,4 Ezramay be of help in filling the
concept out, but one cannot argue from it to the existence of
the concept in pre-Christian Judaism.

Some have maintained that the apocalyptic concept or
title hasitsbasisin Daniel 7:13, which is pre-Christian
(second century B.C.E.). Thefigure in Daniel 7:13, how-
ever, is either a symbolic reference to the saints of the Most
High, the loyal Jews, and not an actually existent individ-
ual,12 or perhaps areference to an angel, an angelic leader
and heavenly counterpart of the loyal Jews. 3 According to
the interpretation that the heavenly but human figure in

Introductions and Critical and Explanatory Notes to the Several Books, 2 vols.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913). A new edition of this literature is now available,
James H. Charlesworth, ed., 2 vols. The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1983). Helpful aidsin approaching this literature include
John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, an Introduction to the Jewish
Matrix of Christianity (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1984); Martin McNamara, |ntertes-
tamental Literature, Old Testament Message, vol. 23 (Wilmington, Del.: Michael
Glazier, 1983); George W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and
the Mishnah (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981); Bruce Metzger, An Introduc-
tion to the Apocrypha (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1957).

One of the canonical books of the Old Testament is that of Ezra (1 Ezra). There
is an apocryphal book called the Book of Esdras (or sometines 1 Esdras and even at
times 3 Ezra). Esdras is a Greek form of Ezra. The biblical book of Ezrais
considered 1 Ezra; the biblical book of Nehemiah is 2 Ezra; and the apocryphal
Esdrasis 3 Ezra. The book of our present concern is either labeled as 4 Ezra or 2
Esdras. The original chapters of the book, 3-14, the Jewish apocalypse, are dated c.
100 C. E. by Nickelsburg, 187-88. For the fact that 2 Esdras/4 Ezra cannot be used
as abasisfor apre-Christian Jewish "Son of Humanity" concept, see both Maul-ice
Casey, Son of Man, 122-29; and A.J.B. Higgins, The Son of Man in the Teaching
of Jesus (Cambridge University Press, 1980), 12.

12See  thetranslation of Hartmann and Di Lella, The Book of Daniel, The
Anchor Bible, vol. 23 (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1978), 202-4.

See Maurice Casey, Son of Man, 7-50, for hisinterpretation of Daniel 7; pp.
24-40 for hisinterpretation of the human figure as a symbol for Israel. Also,
Hartmann and Di Lella, 85-102, 202-20; and p. 97, n. 234, for other commentators
who agree with this interpretation. Also J.D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making,
A New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation
(Philadelphiac Westminster Press, 1980), 68-75.

13John J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 81-85, develops the main
alternative to the corporate, symbolic interpretation, namely, that the Danielic
figure is the angelic leader of the heavenly host, most probably Michael. The
angelic interpretation does not exclude the fact that the text also implies reference
to the persecuted Jews. Nor does the angelic interpretation imply that *son of
humanity" was atitle in pre-Christian Judaism.
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Daniel 7 isacorporate symbol, the "one in human likeness"
(7:13) issymbolic of "the holy ones of the Most High" (7:18).
The four beasts (7:3-7) are not actually existing animals but
symbolic of the Babylonians, Medes, Persians and Greeks,
all conquerors of Palestine. 4 Likewise the human figureis
symbolic for the holy ones of God, the faithful oneswho
resisted Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The "one in human like-
ness' of Daniel 7 cannot be interpreted as a quasi-messianic
title for an individual and ought not be translated as an
apocalyptic "Son of Humanity."

The four pagan kingdoms are represented by four mon-
sters or beasts; the kingdom of the holy onesiis represented
by a member of the hunan race. Inthe vision, the "onein
human likeness" is given kingship (7:14); in the interpreta-
tion it isthe holy ones of the Most High who are given
dominion (7:18). The one in human likeness comes with the
clouds of heaven as a contrast to the beasts who came up out
of the ocean. He did not descend from God as an angel
might, but rather ascended to God and was brought into his
presence. Thus the "son of humanity” in Daniel 7:13 is not
to be interpreted as a messianic title.

The real question is whether Daniel 7:13 came to be
understood or interpreted differently as times changed and
apocalypses and apocalypticism developed. Maurice Casey
surveyed the history of the interpretation of Daniel 7 and
suggests two traditions of interpretation. ©* One tradition
retained the original corporate interpretation of Daniel 7 as
the faithful Jews. A second tradition of interpretation was
characterized by its re-interpretation of the text, adapting it
to current historical situations. In this exegesis the fourth
kingdom was no longer Seleucid but became the Roman
Empire, and the four kingdoms became Babylon, Medo-
Persia, Greece, and Rome rather than the original interpre-

lct. Maurice Casey, Son Of Man, 18-22, Hartmann and Di Lella, 211-17; H. H.
Rowley, Dariusthe Mede and the Four World Empiresin the Book Ol Daniel
(Cardiff: University of Wales Press, [1935] 1964).

15For  "the Syrian tradition," see chapter three of Casey, Son OfMan, 51-70, esp.
69-70. For "the Western tradition," see chapter four of Casey, 71-98.
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tation of Babylon, Media, Persia, and Greece. Christian
interpretersin this tradition of interpretation understood
the little horn to be the Antichrist rather than Antiochus
Epiphanes and the little horn or Antichrist would be de-
strr]oyed at the last judgment with the second coming of
Christ.

The important question is whether the human figure,
which was symbolic in Daniel 7 (or perhaps angelic),
became re-interpreted (in accord with the second tradition
of interpretation) as areal messianic individual, namely, the
so-called apocalyptic "Son of Humanity." If there existed
such a concept, it is not found within the original under-
standing of the author of Daniel nor the tradition which
preserved that original understanding. It could have devel-
oped in the pre-Christian period in accord with the type of
exegesisthat led to re-interpretation. This, however, brings
us to the Book of Enoch.

To maintain the existence of the "Son of Humanity" as an
apocalyptic, quasi-messianic title on the basis of Enoch has
serious difficulties. Chapters 37-71, the Similitudes of
Enoch, have two problems. The first is whether thereisin
the Similitudes anything like the "Son of Humanity" used in
amessianic, titular sense. 16 The second is that of dating. The
absence of this section of 1 Enoch from the Qumran ma-
terials has led to awell argued post-Christian date for the

[6There are both a First Enoch and a Second Enoch. 1 Enoch is sometimes
known asthe Ethiopic Book of Enoch since we only have the entire collection of
material in the Ethiopic translation. Chapters 37-71 of 1 Enoch appear to have
been originally a separate work and are called " The Parables of Enoch." See
Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 46-55, 90-94, 145-51, 214-23.

See Maurice Casey, Son Of Man, pp. 35; 90, 92,112, 125-26, 128-29,135-39, for
hisrepeated conviction that there wasno " son of humanity" concept or titlein
Judaism. Casey arguesthat " son of humanity" in Enoch isnot atitle, but simply
the ordinary expression for a human being, 99-112. Also see Vermes, Jesus the
Jew, 173-76. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 215, writesin reference to the Simili-
tudes: " “Son of Man' isnot atitle. It isa Semitic way of saying ‘man,' and it is
almost always qualified ."

Casey arguesthat the expression in 1 Enoch referesto Enoch. However, John J.
Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 147-54, in keeping with hisinter pretation
of Daniel 7, arguesthat the " son of man" in the Similitudesis not Enoch but a
heavenly, angelic representative.
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Similitudes (which is not the same as maintaining that they
are of Christian origin). Evidence suggests the possibility of
a post-Christian Jewish document. 17 With such questions
raised about the Similitudes of Enoch, the basis for a pre-
Christian apocalyptic messiah is seriously weakened.
Maurice Casey accepts that the "son of humanity” in the
Similitudesis no longer symbolic for a corporate group but
rather refersto an individual; yet the expression is still not
an apocalyptic, messianic title. The person referred to is
Enoch, who was pre-existent, was born and lived on earth,

1IThe dating of the Similitudes has been much disputed since J.T. Milik, ed., The
Books of Enoch, Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1976), who dated the Similitudes c. 270 C.E. (p. 96). Thisisin sharp contrast
to the date given by R.H. Charles who dated them in the first century B.C.E., The
Book of Enoch (London: SPCK, [1912] 1947), Xiv.

Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 221-23, argues that the Similitudes are a Jewish
writing produced around the turn of the era or the beginning of the Common Era;
also Catholic Biblical Quarterly 40 (1978), 411-19.

Among those inclined toward a pre-Christian date is J.A. Fitzmyer, "Implica-
tions of the New Enoch Literature from Qumran," Theological Studies 38 (1977),
332-45.

Among those against a pre-Christian date for the Similitudes are J. Barr,
"Messiah," Hastings Dictionary of the Bible, 651; J.C. Hindley, "Towards a Date
for the Similitudes of Enoch, An Historical Approach,” New Testament Studies 14
(1967-68), 551-65; M.A. Knibb, "The Date of the Parables of Enoch: A Critical
Review," New Testament Studies 25 (1978-79), 345-59; G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew,
175-76. J.D.G. Dunn, Christology inthe Making (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1980), 75-78, suggests a post-70 C.E. date.

John J. Callins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, 143 and 241, suggests the early or
mid-first century C.E.

Many recognize that the lack of certainty over the date presents a problem.
Fuller recognizes that there is legitimate uncertainty about a pre-Christian date,
and yet maintains that the Similitudes can still be used as evidence for a pre-
Christian Jewish tradition, Foundations of New Testament Christology, 37f. On
the other hand, C.F.D. Moule and M. Black would maintain that the uncertain
date weakens the theory of a pre-Christian Jewish "son of humanity" concept.
C.F.D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament (Naperville, I1l.: A.R.
Allenson, 1967), 34, n. 21. M. Black, "The Son of the Man Problem in Recent
Research and Debate," Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 45 (1962-73), 305-
318, esp. 312.

Casey, Son of Man, 99, is open with respect to the date but argues against a
titular use within the Similitudes. Thus the date is not crucial for him (p. 137).

A summary of some recent discussion can be found in "The SNTS Pseudepigra-
pha Seminars at Tubingen and Paris on the Books of Enoch,” New Testament
Studies 25 (1978-79), 315-23.
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did not die but was taken up to heaven, would reappear at
the end as eschatological judge, and would vindicate his
followers and condemn their oppressors. Genesis 5:21-24
provided the basis for speculation concerning Enoch which
later gave rise to the Enoch literature. " Son of humanity” in
the Similitudesis aword for an individual but refersto
Enoch, not an apocalyptic, messianic expectation.

There was an influence of Daniel 7:13 on the Similitudes,
but there is no messianic or titular concept in Enoch because
of that influence. The author of the Similitudes followed the
tradition of interpretation open to re-interpretation and
applied the Danielic prophecy of the human figure to his
own hero Enoch. He chose the particular expression for his
hero because he was influenced by Daniel 7, but thereisno
evidence in the Similitudes of the expression being atitle for
an apocalyptic messianic figure.

James D.G. Dunn comesto conclusions fairly similar to
those of Maurice Casey. 8 For Dunn, the Danielic use of
"one like a son of man" is a symbolic representation of
Israel. Nor isthere evidence in later pre-Christian Judaism
of such a concept as that of an apocalyptic, messianic figure.
Dunn attaches more importance to the date of Enoch than
does Casey, however.

The view that there existed in pre-Christian Judaism such
an eschatological, apocalyptic figure has been the opinion
of Fuller,19 Hahn,20 Todt,22 and others.22 With different

"James D.G. Dunn, Christology in the Making, 65-97, esp. 95-97.
9Fuller, Foundations of New Testament Christology, 34-43.

A Ferdinand Hahn, The Titles of Jesusin Christology, Their History in Early
Christianity, trans. Harold Knight and George Ogg (London: Lutterworth Press,
1969), 15-53. According to Hahn, in pre-Christian Judaism atitular use had
established itself. This use was adopted by Jesus and by the primitive Christian
community (20). Nevertheless, many of the "son of humanity" sayings are still
secondary, and the question remains which sayings are the oldest and thus to be
included in the preaching of Jesus (21). There are three groups of sayings: those
which refer to the future eschatological function of judge; those which refer to the
suffering, dying, and rising; and those which refer to an earthly, present activity or
function. The prophecies of suffering and death, at least in their present form,
arose within the Christian community, are not traceable to the preaching of Jesus
himself, and are probably the latest development of the three groups (21). The
question then is whether the more original sayings, those in fact traceable to Jesus,
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nuances, such has been the opinion of Borsch 2 and Hig-
gins.24 In opposition to this perspective, maintaining that no
such concept existed, we have Borg, 25 Casey,% Dunn,z
Lindars,2s and Vermes, 2 aswell as Collins, Dodd,3: Lei-
vestad,» and Perrin, again with varied nuances. We

are the present ones or the future ones (21). Hahn accepts the priority of the
eschatological, future sayings (24). These go back to Jesus himself. The "son of
humanity" in these sayings, however, is not to be identified with Jesus. The "I" of
the speaker in these sayingsiis clearly distinguished from the "son of humanity"
(22). E.g., in Luke 12:8f., which is genuinely a saying of Jesus, a differentiation
between Jesus and the coming "son of humanity" is made (33-34). The sayings
about the earthly deeds in their present form cannot be original words of Jesus
(37). Thus the process of development was: Jesus referred to the future coming of
an eschatological "son of humanity” in itstitular, apocalyptic sense, but someone
other than himself. The early Christian community identified this coming one with
Jesus. Next, the Jesus who worked on earth in power and authority was also
described as the "son of humanity." Lastly, this description was extended to cover
statements about his suffering and rising (28).

2H.E. Todt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition, trans. Dorothea
Barton (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1965). Todt's research into the "son of
humanity" sayings has been especially respected. | summarize some of his presup-
positions and conclusions and include my own observations within parentheses.

"Before the concept of the Son of Man appeared within the synoptic tradition, it
had already existed in Jewish apocalyptic thinking. Literary evidence for this can
be found in Dan 7:13f.; 4 Ezra 13; and | Enoch. There can be no doubt that there
was a relationship between the apocalyptic concept of the Son of Man and the
synoptic sayings' (222). (Thisisa starting point for Todt, not something he really
attemptsto prove. And yet it is a point of great controversy. It is a prominent
opinion, especially in German scholarship, but must be considered unproven.)

"The Son of Man concept has commonly been treated as a constant entity
possessing the same meaning throughout the synoptic tradition . . . . It will not
suffice to pay attention to the way in which Jesus modified the Son of man concept
in histeaching . . . one shall have to examine whether the post-Easter tradition
continued to develop the Son of Man concept productively" (33). (Thisis one of
the most constructive aspects of Tddt's research. Although | do not accept his
starting point, and thus his conclusions with respect to Jesus' use, we must
recognize that the sayings as we have them are not only a question of Jesus' use and
that of the post-resurrection Christian community, or a question of three classes of
sayings which entered the tradition at different points, but rather that the sayings
serve different functionsin Matthew, Mark, and L uke, as redaction criticism
would lead us to suppose.) See pp. 92-94 for Tédt's summary of Maithew's usage
and 108-12 for his summary of Luke's usage.

"In Jesus' sayings concerning the Son of Man the apocalyptic elaborations are
radically cut down . . . At the inlet through which the Son of Man concept was
primarily channeled into the synoptic tradition, i.e., in Jesusteaching, this concept
shed the features of apocalyptic elaboration and theology. There is not even an
alusion to a pre-existence of the Son of Man. In Jesus teaching all importanceis



188  Jesusand Apocalypticism

should also place Schweizer here. :» Given the highly dis-
puted character of thisissue, we cannot assume that the
existence of such an apocalyptic figure or title has been
proven. | am more inclined to follow the direction set by
Vermes, Casey, Dunn, and Lindars.

attached to the fact that God's reign stands at the door, that the Son of Man will
come" (66). "Jesus Son of Man sayings differ from the Jewish apocalyptic concept
by reason of their soteriological nature" (227). (Although there supposedly isthis
definite Son of Man conception or title in pre-Christian Judaism, even Todt
remarks that Jesus' teaching about the figure is stripped of its many typical,

apocalyptic features.)

22E.g., D.E. Nineham, The Gospel of St. Mark, Pelican Commentaries (Phila-
delphia Westminster Press, 1977), esp. 46-47.

23Frederick Houk Borsch, The Son ofMan in Myth and History (London: SCM
Press, 1967). Borsch holds to the existence of an apocalyptic " Son of Humanity"
concept in Judaism, but comes to this conclusion by a different route. Heis also
open to authentic sayings of Jesus in all three of the common categories.

Borsch writes, " The mainstream of Judaism . . . had no real place for a
suffering messianic figure" (175). However, "we must still search for a setting, some
set of circumstances perhaps more esoteric, or, if you will, more on the fringe of
what may be called normative Judaism, where the teaching might have taken
shape" (176). Borsch comprehensively surveys the "human figure" in many non-
Jewish as well as Jewish sources and concludes, "We hold that there are now many
good reasons for believing that there were extant during the first century AD and
probably for some time earlier a number of Jewish-oriented sects which practiced
forms of baptism as an ordination/ coronation rite and which were likely open to at
least a measure offoreign (or simply indigenous but non-Jewish) influences" (218).
"We believe it quite likely that Jesus could have been influenced by the beliefs of
one or more groups like these" (219).

Borsch writes, "We may well have shown that this sectarian milieu was much
concerned with the Man in one way or another, but we have not found that the
specific expression the Son ofMan was used for such afigure in the same particular
milieu" (225-26). But this point isa crucial one. He continues, "In one sense we
have no answer to this criticism. From the information available to us, we can
hardly insist that there did exist a pre-Christian baptizing sect (or sects) which
described or styled itsMan hero specifically asthe Son of Man and saw him as
something more than a distant heavenly champion . .. Yet isit all that unlikely
that such could have been the case?' (226). Thisis admitting an insufficient basis
for his conclusion. He is saying that, based on his comprehensive research, he
cannot document the existence of the hypothetical baptizing sect which he postu-
lates. In other words the evidence does not necessitate the acceptance of such a
pre-Christian "son of humanity" figure.

Of course, if there were such a sect, should we not look for it in the circle
surrounding John the baptizer, simply because of all the baptizing sects this one
would more probably have had the greater influence on Jesus? But Borsch writes,
"It certainly does not prove that John the Baptist was a leader of the manner of sect
which we are proposing, one that combined belief in the royal Man with baptism
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Rather than representative of apocalyptic expectation,
"son of humanity" in pre-Christian Judaism reflected
Aramaic usage. The underlying Aramaic is bar ‘enash
(Hebrew ' adam, ben adam, a human being) and bar
‘enasha’ (Hebrew ha- adam, the human one).3s Geza Vermes,

conceived of as an ordination or exaltation to association with or to the office of
this Man" (225). Borsch is aware of thislacunain his hypothesis.

24A. J.B. Higgins, The Son of Man in the Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1980). Higgins affirms a"son of humanity" figure in Judaism and limits
authentic sayings to future sayings. Y et he does thisin a novel way.

Higgins writes, "Isit conceivable that Jesus could have used bar nashain an
“apocalyptic' sense in the complete absence of any antecedent?"' (53). But is this not
the point to be proven: did Jesus use it in an apocalyptic sense? He continues, " Just
such an antecedent may be assumed to be behind his employment of it in the
glorification sayings' (53). But can we assume such a debatable statement? We
have a circle. We assume Jesus used bar nashain an apocalyptic sense. So we then
assume that such an apocalyptic antecedent existed in Judaism. So we then have
the background needed for Jesus who could have made use of it. Higgins: "It is not
the apocalyptic usage that is original to him; what is original is his functional
reinterpretation of Son of Man to express what he meant by his destiny as the
divine agent in judgment and salvation" (53). Higgins main contribution is that
Jesus neither used the title " Son of Humanity" as a self-designation nor applied it
to some figure other than himself. Yet he did use it (36-37). The concept existed.
And Jesus used it in afunctional way, to refer to his future function or status, not
his present activity nor his future personal identity. Jesus used it, but not in atitular
sense.

Of the kernel sayings which Higgins attributes to Jesus, he writes, " The absence
of all these apocalyptic features from the kernel sayingsis surely significant;
initially the only item of apocalyptic imagery isthe Son of Man himself*(125). But
if one removes all the apocalyptic aspects from Jesus' use, why does one continue
to assume an apocalyptic *son of humanity" in order to explain Jesus' use? If one
removes all the apocalyptic aspects, does one not then have a non-apocalyptic "son
of humanity?' But what is this? No longer the "son of humanity" concept. Could
the background notjust as easily be Jesus' use of bar enasha'as an Aramaic idiom?

The major contribution of Higginsisthat he wants to interpret Jesus' use of the
"son of humanity" as a future reality in afunctional way (121). "On the reasonable
assumption (still not disproved) of the existence of a son of man concept in
Judaism, Jesus was unique in applying to it a completely new and original
non-personal, functional interpretation, as a means of expressing, in veiled and
often misunderstood language, his beliefs about the eschatological judgment”
(124). (Theitalics are mine. The parentheses are Higgins'.)

Aninteresting fact about both Borsch and Higgins is that, although one hasto
place them in line with those who accept a Jewish "son of humanity" concept in the
background of Jesus, one could almost as easily put them on the other side. One
could as readily conclude from Borsch to the non-existence of such a concept. One
could conclude from Higgins that it is an assumption for which we have no need.

25Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus, 221-27.
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Vermes interpretation placed too much weight on the
possibility of bar 'enash being exclusively a self-reference.
Maurice Casey's interpretation placed greater emphasis on
the undisputed generic meaning of the expression, but with
the nuance of "anyone, including myself." The expression
contains the capacity for self-reference as part of its generic
meaning. An even more precise rendering of the expression
has been suggested by Barnabas Lindars for whom the
idiomatic expression connotes neither an exclusive self-
reference nor universal generic usage, but lies between the
two: "someone such as|.”

Bar 'enash (a human one, a son of humanity) issimply a
member of the human species. But bar 'enasha!("the son of
humanity" with the definite article, the Aramaic emphatic
state) means "son of humanity" in a special sense. This
special sense, for Lindars, is not simply a generic use
(humankind in general) nor a simple self-reference (whether
that be seen as part of the generic use asin Casey or asa
distinct use asin Vermes) but a self-inclusion as a part of a
group or class: "someone in my position." Thus, according
to Lindars, Jesus, in using bar 'enasha , was not referring to
himself exclusively, yet was doing so intentionally. The
Greek trandlation, as both Casey and Lindars point out,
makes the phrase appear to function as an exclusive self-
reference, and hence as quasi-titular, but the Aramaic idiom
underlying the Greek is not in any sense a messianic title.

36This perspective goes back as far as Julius Wellhausen, however. Ferdinand
Hahn, The Titles of Jesus, 16, quotes the following text from Wellhausen, Skizzen
and Vorarbeiten V| (1900), 194: "In the mouth of Jesus, the expression “son of
man' may have been merely a general expression denotingan individual man; only
the primitive community, in connection with its expectation of the parousia,
stamped it with titular character."

37See n. 29 in this chapter. The shift is now manifested in the recent Spanish
tranglation of the New Testament, Nueva Biblia Espafiola, directed by L uis Alonso
Schokel and Juan Mateos (Madrid: Ediciones Cristianidad, 1975, Edicion Lati-
no Americana, 1976). El Hijo del hombre has become el hombre (in Mk 2:10:
2:28) or este Hombre (in most of the Synoptic sayings).
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Jesus' Prophetic Usage

Some scholars have maintained that none of the "son of
humanity" sayings in the New Testament are the authentic
words of Jesus himself (Kasemann, Perrin, Teeple, Viel-
hauer).38 Even if it were true that none of the sayingsaswe
have them are sayings of Jesus himself, this need not imply
that Jesus never spoke in thisway. It would simply be a
question of development within the sayings so that we do
not have them in exactly the way Jesus spoke. Our imme-
diate concern is not the authenticity of the sayings but the
fact that Jesus used the expression. Any conclusion to the
contrary is suspect simply because the evidence is so
obvious. More than almost any other expression in the New
Testament we find this one on Jesus lips, and it is Jesus way
of speaking, not the way others speak about him. We find
this speech pattern of Jesus over sixty timesin the Synoptics
alone, 3 asizable number considering the paucity of many
other expressions. The evidence thus supports Jesus' use of
bar 'enasha’ in histeaching. It was characteristic of hisway
of speaking.

There are several ways in which the bar 'enasha’ sayings
have come to be classified. The better known is the threefold
classification which goes back to Bultmann and isfound in
Todt, Hahn, Fuller and others.40 0 A first group comprises
sayings in which "the son of humanity" is present and active

38See E. Kasemann, "The Problem of the Historical Jesus,” Essayson New
Testament Themes (Naperville, 1ll.: A.R. Allenson, 1964), 15-47. N. Perrin,
"Recent Trends in Research in the Christology of the New Testament,” in Transi-
tionsin Biblical Scholarship, ed. J.C. Rylaarsdam (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago, 1968),217-33; aso Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus, 164-99, 259-60.
H.M. Teeple, "The Origin of the Son of Man Christology,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 84 (1965), 213-50. P. Vielhauer, "Gottesreich and Menschensohn in der
Verkundigung Jesu,” Festschrift fur Gunther Dehn (Neukirchen, 1957), 51-79,
reprinted in Aufsatze Zum Neuen Testament (Munich, 1965), 55-91. For asum-
mary of several of these opinions, see A.J.B. Higgins, The Son of Manin the
Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), 36-40.

39Seen. 9 in this chapter.

4°See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. Kendrick
Grobel, vol. 2 (New Y ork: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1951), 30; Fuller, The Mission
and Achievement of Jesus,-95-98.
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on earth. A second group are those sayings in which the
mission of "the son of humanity" is associated with suffering
and death. The third group comprises those sayings which
refer to the "the son of humanity" as the one to comein the
future. This system of classification is usually but not always
associated with an interpretation of "the son of humanity"
as an apocalyptic, messianic title.

Those who do not accept a pre-Christian, Jewish bar
'‘enasha’ concept of a quasi-messianic figure classify the
sayings differently. Vermes has classified the sayingsin
terms of their relationship to Daniel 741 Casey's classification
separates the sayings into (1) those which are authentic exam-
ples of correct Aramaic idiom, (2) the passion predictions, (3)
those which were produced by the early Church under the
influence of Daniel 7, and (4) miscellaneous sayings. 42

To indicate the wide diversity of opinion about the
authenticity of the sayings we go from those who argue that
none of them are authentic (Kasemann, Perrin, Teeple,
Vielhauer) to those who argue that the only authentic say-
ings are among those that refer to the future (Todt, Hahn,
Higgins) to those who maintain that it is the future sayings
which are not authentic (Vermes) to those who maintain
that there are authentic sayings of Jesusin all three groups
(Barrett, Bruce, Marshall, Moule, Schweizer).43

Once we move away from bar 'enasha’ as an apocalyptic
title to recognizing itsrootsin an Aramaic idiom, progressis
possible. Thus, for Casey, those sayings are authentic Jesus
material which reflect the underlying Aramaic idiom (his

first group). Following this lead, and Barnabas Lindars
interpretation of the underlying Aramaic idiom, Lindars

“Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 179.

42Casey, Son of Man, 236-37.

#3See C.K. Barrett, Jesus and the Gospel Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1968); F.F.Bruce, ThisisThat (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1968); |.H.
Marshall, "The Synoptic Son of Man Sayings in Recent Discussion,” New Testa-
ment Studies 12 (1965-66), 327-51; C.F.D. Moule, The New Testament Gospels
(London: B.B.C. Publications, 1965), 46-49; and The Phenomenon of the New
Testament, 34-36; E. Schweizer, "The Son of Man," Journal of Biblical Literature
79 (1960), 119-29, and "The Son of Man Again,” New Testament Studies 9
(1962-63), 256-61.
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identifies nine authentic bar ‘enasha’ sayings.4 All are
from Q and Mark: (1) Matthew 8:20/ / Luke 9:58; (2)
Matthew 11:16-19// Luke 7:31-35; (3) Matthew 12:32//
Luke 12:10; (4) Luke 11:30; (5) Matthew 9:6/ / Mark 2:10
and Luke 5:24; (6) Matthew 10:32 / / Luke 12:8; and three
sayings underlying the passion predictions, (7) "bar enasha’
may be delivered up" (Mark 9:31); (8) "bar 'enasha’ goes
according to hisdestiny” (Mark 14:21a); and (9) "bar
‘enasha will give hislifefor many" (Mark 10:45).
Although there may be little agreement on precisely
which sayings are authentic Jesus material, it is best to see
the bar °enasha sayingsin their origins asrooted in the
teaching of Jesus. In some of the sayings, thereis abasic
core which comes from Jesus but gets further elaborated
and developed (e.g., the passion predictions). Others are
perhaps completely the product of the early Church (e.g.,
those apocalyptic future sayings directly dependent on
Daniel 7). But there are still anumber of sayings rooted in
the life of Jesus and his particular use of an Aramaic idiom.
We can tentatively suggest a direction of development
behind the bar 'enasha sayings. The post-resurrection
Christian community preserved Jesus way of speaking and
some of his sayings. However, "the son of humanity" speech
pattern was also made to bear more and more the faith and
eschatology of the community. The bar 'enashaexpression
was eschatologized and came to reflect the expectation of
Jesus return. It was apocalypticized into away of describ-
ing the future hope which was attached to Jesus after his
resurrection from the dead. Jesus way of speaking was
made to carry a meaning that was part of the early Christian
hope and with which the continued interpretation of Daniel
7 was also associated. Thus there were at |east two possible
levels of meaning behind "the son of humanity" sayings. The
primary level of usage by Jesus was in a non-titular, non-
messianic, non-apocalyptic sense, which at times may have
been an ordinary way of speaking and at times away of
expressing his own authority. The second level was post-

MLindars, Jesus, Son Of Man, 27-84.
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resurrection development in which the expression and say-
ings carried more and more meaning in the light of Jesus
life, resurrection, and the early Christian hope.

Casey argues that Daniel 7:13 influenced only afew New
Testament sayings.4s In general, the Gospels' use of "son of
humanity" was not derived from Daniel 7. This does not
exclude, however, the fact that the Gospel term was so
derived in a saying or two, such asin Mark 14:62. But
another source or sources lie behind the majority of the
occurrences of bar '‘enashain the Gospels. The term was not
amessianic title in Judaism. Y et Jesus knew the expression
"ever since he was old enough to find human speech
intelligible. "46 He spoke Aramaic, and "son of humanity"
was a normal Aramaic expression. Jesus used the expres-
sion and his use did not depend upon the influence of Daniel
7. The small group of "son of humanity" sayingsin which
the influence of Daniel 7 is detectable have their Sitzim
Leben in the early Church. A group of Christians who had
inherited a flexible method of exegesis open to re-
interpretation and were in a position similar to the Enoch
circle found their expectation of the second coming of Jesus
in Daniel 7:13.

The authentic "son of humanity"” sayings of Jesus deal
with hislife on earth, including his death. The majority of
inauthentic Synoptic sayings deal with the time of the End,
and give Jesus afundamental role in these last events. It is
within this broader framework that the group of sayings
influenced by Daniel 7 belong. Bar 'enasha hasits Sitzim
Leben in the life of Jesus, but asa titlehhasits Sitz im Lebenin
the work of the early Church. 47

Bror Casey's survey of the Gospel material, see Son of Man, 157-223. For a
summary of hisresults, see 201-19.

461bid., 157.

47James D.G. Dunn (Christology in the Making, 65-97) comesto conclusions
fairly similar to those of Casey. Jesus used the phrasein a non-titular sense when
referring to himself and hismission, and without particular referenceto Daniel 7.
Theinterpretation of Daniel 7 asreferringto a particular individual can only be
traced back to the early Christian movement (or perhapsto Jesus himself for
Dunn). In either case, theindividualizing exegesis of Daniel 7:13 probably began
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Although he approaches Daniel 7 with adifferent inter-
pretation, John J. Collins supports the thesis that the apoc-
alyptic matrix is the context not for Jesus' use of the bar
'‘enasha €xpression but for the early Christian, post-
resurrection, New Testament usage. 48 The belief that Jesus
would come again as bar 'enasha’presupposes the resurrec-
tion and exaltation of Jesus and manifests a development
beyond Jesus own usage. Given faith in the resurrection
and exaltation of Jesus, it was inevitable that he would come
to be interpreted within an apocalyptic milieu in light of
Daniel 7, which interpretation was then a basis for Jesus
future and imminent second coming as judge.

We can now outline possible stages of development
behind the bar 'enasha’ expression:

A. The usage in Daniel 7 was corporate and symboalic (or
perhaps an angelic reference);

B. The usage in pre-Christian Judaism was as an Aramaic
way of speaking, an indefinite or ageneric use, or ageneric
use that was inclusive of the self aswell;

C. Jesus usage was along the lines of B above. It was
neither an exclusive self-reference, nor simply a universal
statement, but a reference to himself and others like himself.
[t was also able to convey his sense of prophetic authority.

D. The interpretation of the expression within the Synop-
tic sayingsin a quasi-titular and apocalyptic way came after
the resurrection and was coupled with an individualizing
exegesis of Daniel 7.

as areference to Jesus and not in a pre-Christian milieu. At least the earliest
datable interpretation of Daniel's "son of humanity" as an individual figure isthe
Christian identification of "son of humanity" with Jesus, whether that originated
with Jesus or with the community. Dunn refers to the period between the two
Jewish revolts (70-132 C.E.) asaperiod of intense and escalating speculation
regarding "the son of humanity"” in Daniel's vision, a period of heightened
messianic hope and apocalyptic fervor. This was the setting for 4 Ezraand
probably the Similitudes of Enoch. Thus the idea of "the son of humanity" asa
pre-existent heavenly figure seems not to have emerged until the last decades of the
first century.

48John J, Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination, An Introduction to the Jewish
Matrix of Christianity (New York: Crossroad, 1984), 209-210. For Collins'inter-
pretation of Daniel 7 and of "the son the humanity" as an angel, namely Michael,
seepp. 78-85.
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The suggestion is not to be dismissed that the meaning
underlying the bar enasha’ expression as used by Jesusis
the meaning Jesus put into the expression. The expression
remains enigmatic to the degree that the one using it remains
an enigma. A particular Aramaic idiom becomes one of
Jesus preferred ways of speaking, especially when speaking
in away that includes or refersto himself. Thus the expres-
sion will begin to carry the weight of Jesus own self-
understanding. ToO the degree that Jesus own
self-understanding remains inaccessible, so does the mean-
ing of bar 'enashalas used by Jesus. Thus bar 'enasha’ will
not so much be akey to the consciousness of Jesus as Jesus
will be the key to the meaning of bar 'enasha: It does not
express an apocalyptic eschatology on Jesus' part; nor does
it express necessarily any messianic self-understanding. It
does seem to convey Jesus sense of prophetic authority and
destiny. The expression could well have come to have even
more meaning as Jesus own self-understanding grew and
developed. Jesus may well have played a crucial rolein the
development of this enigmatic expression which he was able
to use flexibly to express himself.49

Let us look at several textsto see more clearly their
possible meaning within the teaching of Jesus.

"There are severa hintsin this direction within "son of humanity" research.
A.J.B. Higgins approach opens the door to thinking of Jesus' use of the expression
as new, original, and unique (see n. 24 in this chapter). Also, Lindars, in his early
article, is clearly suggestive of thisline of approach: bar 'enasha=Jesus; through
Jesus "son of humanity" becomes " Son of Humanity" (see n. 28). This need not
i mply attributing the apocal yptization of the expression to Jesus, but does suggest
that the meaning of the expression and the devel oping self-understanding of Jesus
are closely woven together. Dunn is even open to the individualization of the
Daniel 7imagery as having rootsin Jesus usage (Christology in the Making, 86-87,
96). Bruce Chilton's assessment seems apt: “"While research in this area - which
proceeds at aremarkable rate - has laid bare some of the lineaments of meaning
which may lie behind Jesus' use of the phrase, asingle exact parallel has yet to be
found. The conclusion seems reasonabl e that Jesus applied a somewhat out-of-the-
way phrase to himself, and gave it fresh meaning” (A Galilean Rabbi and His
Bible [Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1984], 178-79). In an interesting but
debatable fashion, A.E. Harvey proceeds along these lines with respect to the title
Messiah: the content of the expression is not pre-determined but to be derived
from its application to Jesus (Jesus and the Constraints of History [Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1982], 80-84, 120-53).
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And Jesus said to him, "Foxes have holes, and birds of
the air have nests; but the son of humanity has nowhere to
lay hishead." (Mt 8:20; / / Lk 9:58)

Thisisasaying from Q not influenced by Daniel 7. The con-
text of the saying is discipleship. Jesusis responding to
someone who hasjust said, "I will follow you wherever you go."
Jesus used the occasion to teach something about the cost of
discipleship. The saying is a self-reference, but not an exclu-
sive self-reference. Neither isit auniversal statement. It
doesn't apply to anyone and everyone. It applies to those
who intend to follow Jesus and can accept the hardship of
that calling. Thus the meaning of the saying is"someone
such as 1."50 The contrast is between Jesus with his disciples
and others. "I will follow you wherever you go." "But, do
you realize, someone such as | has nowhere to lay his head."

"The son of humanity will be delivered into human
hands, and they will kill him; and when he iskilled, after
three days he will rise." (Mk 9:31)

Lindars suggests that the Marcan passion predictions can be
traced back to three authentic underlying Aramaic sayings.
It is commonly acknowledged that the details of the passion
predictions came after the fact and are not part of the
original Jesus material (e.g., reference to "the elders and the
chief priests and the scribes"). Our question is whether the
core of the passion predictions functions according to the
bar ‘enasha idiom, or what part of the prediction can be
taken as authentic because it isin accord with the Aramaic
idiom. Lindars argues that the underlying saying is, "Some-
one may be delivered up." 5l

Lindars argues that the resurrection prediction had an
origin separate from that of the passion prediction (which
does not deny the possibility of its also being grounded in
the teaching of Jesus). The underlying passion prediction

50Lindars, Jesus Son of Man, 31.
5 Ibid., 68, 60-74.
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was simply an expression of Jesus premonition of death:
"someone may be delivered up." Therest of the saying

cannot be reconstructed.

And then they will see the son of humanity coming in
clouds with great power and glory. (Mk 13:26; // Mt
24:30; / / Lk 21:27)

This Marcan text refers to the future and manifests a
dependence on Daniel 7. The verseis part of the "Marcan
apocalypse." The setting is the period shortly before or
shortly after the outbreak of the 66-70 C.E. revolt. It isan
apocalyptic portrayal of the parousia of Jesus, an event
expected to take place soon. The disciples must read the
signsright and not follow false prophets, preachers, and
messiahs. Then "the son of humanity," Jesus, will comein
al his heavenly glory. Casey, Lindars, and Vermes argue
that Mark 13:26 and 14:62 are the product of Christianity
rather than being authentic Jesus sayings.

Marcan research suggests that Mark as awhole may be a
product of an apocalyptic community. 2 Mark 13 manifests
both the literary structure and the motifs of an apocalypse
(the presentation of a present crisis with historical prece-
dents; pointing toward an eschatological fulfillment, with
the primary concern being the present critical moment in
which thereis required the endurance of the faithful, even to
the point of martyrdom; and an apocalyptic philosophy of
history, the view that God's purpose for creation has been
thwarted by demonic forces which shortly and finally will be
defeated when God's reign begins).

The question at this point is how much of this apocalypse
is Marcan or even pre-Marcan and how much goes back to
Jesus himself. 5 Mark may have compiled it from varied
sayings and sources. The composition can be attributed to

52H.C. Kee, Community of the New Age, Studiesin Mark's Gospel (Philadel-
phiaz Westminster Press, 1977), 65-66

B|bid., 43-49. Kee refers to the research of Haenchen, Lohmeyer, Lamprecht,
and Hartmann. All of these vary in their approach to Mark 13, and yet all speak of
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Mark without denying the authenticity of a particular say-
ing within it. Yet Casey's conclusion isthat Mark 13:26 is
not an authentic saying of Jesus but falls within that group
of sayings produced by the early Church under the influence
of Daniel 7:13.5 Mark 13:26 is clearly dependent on Daniel
7:13. About thisthereis no question.

The future sayings directly influenced by Daniel 7:13
reflect atitular use which we have rejected as original with
Jesus. The use of ho huios tou anthropou or bar ‘enasha’as
an apocalyptic title does not reflect the original Aramaic
idiom but results from the expression's having been trans-
lated into Greek, and reflects the growing apocalyptization
and parousia expectation of the early Church. The use of
"the son of humanity" idiom in connection with the parou-
siais not the starting point but the end result of such
development. The tradition begins with an Aramaic usage
at home in the world of spoken Aramaic.

We have looked at several representative sayings. What
we are aware of in Jesus' use of the bar 'enasha- ex pressionis
his awareness of his humanity, of his solidarity with us, of
his sense of mission and authority. Jesusis not expressing in
his usage any identification with a particular messianic or
eschatological role. The expression isto some degree enig-
matic because the man using it is to some degree an enigma.
What is a common enough Aramaic expression becomes a
way of speaking for the prophet from Nazareth. Bar enasha'
isavehicle for his self-expression. The expression as used
by Jesus then is not pre-determined in its content (it is not an
apocalyptic title) but receives its content from Jesus way of
using it. It is neither more nor less than what Jesus puts into
it. The bar enasha expression is not so much an access to
Jesus' self-understanding as his self-understanding isto his

a composite background or sayings tradition behind the Marcan redaction. Even if
there are redactional elementsin individual verses, this does not exclude a Jesus
tradition. Lamprecht sees redactional work in verses 1, 2a, 3f, 5a, 7f, 10, 13, 14, 17,
20, 23, 27. Our concern here is verse 26. Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist, sees Mark
13 as the evangelist's own composition, p. 161, a composition with a unity, p. 166,
and yet a connection of originally unconnected pieces.

¥ Casey, Son of Man, 236-37. See also 165-78.
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use of the expression. This partly accounts for the difficul-
tieswe have had in understanding the expression. It is not a
defined, pre-Christian Jewish concept. It is Jesus way of
speaking.

Jesus and Apocalypticism

We come back to where we were: Jesus' self-awareness
was prophetic and social. It is best not to describe it as
messianic (which is not to say that it was non-messianic) and
best not to describe it as apocalyptic (which is not to say
there was not apocalyptic influence at all in hislife and
message). Messianism and apocalypticism simply do not
provide the primary access we need in order to understand
him.

Can we say anything more at this point about Jesus
eschatology? We are beginning to see Jesus as a socially and
religiously conscious prophet in an eschatologically con-
scious period of history. Isthere any other way of describing
Jesus' perspective - one for whom the coming of God's
reign was central to his mission and self-understanding? In
Jesus of Nazareth we have a (perhaps unparalleled) creative
advance within religious history. Y et the language of Juda-
ism is still of help. Jesus eschatology had its rootsin the
same place that Jewish eschatology had its - in Jewish
hope. Jesus was a prophet of hope. And Jesus hope was
rooted in his faith and experience of God, and God's fidelity
to God's promises. Jesus God was a compassionate, gener-
ous, and faithful God; no three adjectives could better
describe  God's love for the people. Jesus knew God
personally. Jesus hope rested upon his faith that God would
be true to God's promises. Jesus knew that a new age was
close at hand, and in fact for all practical purposes had
already begun whether people realized it or not. Jesus also
knew that God's fulfillment was not what the people
expected. He preached no messianic revolt, no new earthly
kingdom of Israel, no cataclysmic disappearance of the
world as he knew it, no descent of a new Jerusalem from the
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heavens. But he did preach that God's reign was close at
hand - for those who had the eyes to see. The era of God's
justice reigning on earth had already begun.

Perhaps the most important way to describe Jesus escha-
tology isto say that it was Jesuseschatology. And it was an
eschatology that did not frame itself in terms of either this
world or another world but rather that God's future for God's
people and Israel's future involved both this world and
another world which would co-exist with greater harmony.
God would now reign on earth, and this reign was about to
begin. Jesus eschatological consciousness was essentially a
God-consciousness, that of a prophet to Israel.

Before we proceed to discuss Jesusteaching, we can bring
together a picture toward which our discussion has pointed
thus far: Jesus of Nazareth, someone thoroughly human, is
also someone called by God. This man was God's man.
Although Jesus was truly one of us, the starting point for
understanding Jesus must be God. This insight into who
Jesus was, that he cannot be understood or interpreted
apart from God, neither does disservice to nor compromises
our affirmation that Jesus is one of us. Jesus as a human
being is God's.

The narrative of the first sequence of eventsin the public
life of Jesus dramatically reveals Jesusrelationship to God.
Jesus received the baptism of John, experienced more
keenly the action of God in hislife, was driven even further
into the wilderness where his faith and fidelity were put to
the test. With whom are we dealing in these eventsin the
wildernessif not a son of God? The Synoptic accounts of the
baptism portray Jesus as one called by God: "Thou art my
beloved Son; with thee | am well pleased" (Mt 1:11). Jesus
ordeal in the wilderness allowed God to shape and form a
man of faith and prayer, of the Shema, whose God was the
God of Abraham and Sarah in whom he trusted.

Jesus | eft the wilderness and eventually returned to Gali-
lee to do his heavenly Father's work; he was an itinerant
preacher who healed and drove out demons and proclaimed
with all his heart the coming of his Father's reign. Here was
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one on whose heart it was indeed written that there is but
one God whom alone we serve. Who was this Jesus? A
prophet, not unlike the prophets of old, one whose entire life
was rooted in the Lord, who thirsted for justice, who
brought God's word once again to God's people, who was
salvation in their midst. Jesus had been anointed with the
gift of the Spirit. He knew himself to be and was perceived as
aprophet. Although in another age and with a different
temperament, he was in some sense another Isaiah (a
prophet of faith in God), another Hosea (a prophet of divine
love), another Amos (a prophet of justice), one who
preached and practiced the message of Micah (who acted
justly, loved tenderly, and walked humbly with God). Like
Isaiah, upon whom he must often have meditated, this
prophet understood himself and ought to be understood in
terms of the two bases of faith and justice, or love of God
and love of neighbor, or obedience and deeds of loving
kindness.

Not only was he a prophet, but a prophet at the dawn of a
new period of history. Not a Messiah in accord with popular
expectations. Nor some apocalyptic seer. But a God-
conscious prophet to the poor of Israel. A man of faith.

And aman of prayer. From the traditional Shema of
Israel to the innovative Abba of hisown prayer, itisin his
prayer that we are given an appropriate context for under-
standing and interpreting this first century prophetic figure.
For this thoroughly God-conscious prophet, the Lord of the
universe was his abbal imma. The relationship of Jesus with
God was intensely personal; he saw the Lord of Isragl as his
very own father and he as God's son. What Jesus may well
have learned by experience in the wilderness remained with
him all hislife - his strength was Abba.

To understand this man isto penetrate that relationship
with his God. Indeed, it isto come to know the Father as
well asthe son. Prayer, faith, God's word, God's reign form
the very being of Jesus of Nazareth, someone like us, but
also one of God's chosen ones. Not only someone who was
in solidarity with God, but also someone who was in solidar-
ity with the people.



Part Three

Solidarity With The People






The Compassionate Sage

One well-attested fact about Jesusis that he taught. All
four Gospels, especialy the Synoptics, speak of Jesusasa
teacher (didaskalos).1 Some have translated the word didas-
kalos as master, but teacher better conveys the meaning.
According to T. W. Manson, "The two most certain factsin
the gospel tradition are that Jesus taught and that He was
crucified. "2

1Considering only the noun didaskalos, its distribution in the NT is as follows:
Mk, 12 times; Mt, 12; Lk, 17; Jn, 8; Acts, 1; Paul, 7. Within this distribution, the
word refers to Jesus as follows: Mk, 12 times; Mt, 10; Lk, 14; Jn, 7. See Benedict
Viviano, Study as Worship (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978), 161. All the Synoptics refer
to Jesus as teacher, and in them Jesus is addressed as Teacher, as follows: Mark, 10
times (Mk 4:38; 9:17, 38; 10:17, 20, 35; 12:14, 19, 32; 13:1) Matthew, 6 times (Mt
8:19; 12:38; 19:16; 22:16, 24, 36); Luke, 10 times (Lk 7:40; 8:24; 9:38, 49; 10:25;
18:18; 20:21, 28, 39; 21:7).

21. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerd-
mans Co., [1937] 1957), 11. Manson remains one of the authorities on the teach-
ings of Jesus. For his discussion of the history of the Jesus tradition, the sources of
Jesus' teaching, and the form of that teaching, see ibid., 9-38. Another important
study of Jesus' teaching is C.H. Dodd, The Founder of Christianity (New Y ork:
The Macmillan Co., 1970), 53-79. Also the writings of Norman Perrin, esp.
Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1967), and
Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, Symbol and Metaphor in New Testament
Interpretation (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976). Also see Hans Conzelmann,
Jesus, trans. J.R. Lord, ed. John Reumann (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973),
36-81; Joseph Fitzmyer, A Christological Catechism, New Testament Answers
(New York: Paulist Press, 1982), 19-34.
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Although it is recognized that Jesus taught, and that he
was acknowledged as a teacher by others, it is no easy task to
surface accurately "The Teaching.” There is much in the
Gogspels that one no longer considers the ipsissimaverba
(authentic words) of Jesus: yet there is also much therein
that we do consider to be authentic Jesus material. Before
the Gospels as we have them were written, there existed
collections of sayings of Jesus, such as the collection called
Q (from the German Quelle, source), one of the sources of
the Synoptic tradition, the source which accounts for mate-
rial that Matthew and L uke have in common but which was
not derived from Mark. Q material has been dated around
50 C.E. T.W. Manson's reconstruction of Q included the
following material (parentheses indicate some doubt on
Manson's part): Luke 3:7-9, 16, 17; 4:1-13; 6:20-49; 7:(1-6a),
6b-9 (10), 18-35; 9:57-62; 10:2, 3, 8-16, 21-24; 11:9-26 (27,
28), 29-36, (37-41), 42-52; 12:(1), 2-12, 22-34, (35-38), 39-46,
(47-50), 51-59; 13:18-30, 34, 35; 14:15-24, 26, 27, (34, 35);
16:13, 16-18; 17:1-6, 22-37.3 This material consists almost
entirely of teaching. W.D. Davies describesit as "a kind of
Christian book of Proverbs inculcating the good life." 4

Norman Perrin has provided alisting of a minimum that
scholarly opinion recognizes as authentic Jesus material.s

3Sec Manson, The Savings of Jesus, 15-21. A more recent listing of the Q
pericopesisthat of Richard A. Edwards, A Concordance to Q (Missoula, Mon-
tana: Society of Biblical Literature and Scholars Press, 1975), i-v. For adiscussion
of Q, also see W.D. Davies, The Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966), 101-8; Richard A. Edwards, A Theology of Q: Eschatol-
ogy, Prophecy, and Wisdom (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976); Joseph Fitz-
myer, The Gospel According to Luke /-TX, Anchor Bible 28 (Garden City, N.Y .:
Doubleday and Co., 1981), 75-81; Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology,
the Proclamation of Jesus, trans. John Bowden (New Y ork: Charles Scribner.'s
Sons, 1971), 38-39; Howard Clark Kee, Jesus in History, an Approach to the Study

of the Gospels, second edition (New Y ork: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1977),
76-120.

4Davies, The Sermon on the Mount, 102.

5Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 41. For another listing of
authentic core material, see James Breech, The Silence of Jesus, the Authentic
Voice of the Historical Man (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), who selects eight
sayings and twelve parables, pp. 22, 28, 36, 39,44, 46, 48, 53 for the eight sayings, p.
66 for the seven photodramatic parables, chaps. 8-12 for the five phonodramatic
parables, pp. 225-40 for the reconstructed, original versions of this material.
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|. Three kingdom sayings (Luke 11:20; 17:20-21; Mat-
thew 11:12).
2. The Lord's Prayer in aversion close to Luke 11:2-4.
3. The proverbial sayings. Mark 3:27; 3:24-26; 8:35; Luke
9:62; Mark 10: 23b, 25; Luke 9:60a; Matthew 7:13-14; Mark
10:31; 7:15; 10:15; Luke 14:11 (cf. 16:15); Matthew 5:39b-41;
5:44-48.
4. The major parables:
The Hid Treasure and the Pearl, Matthew 13:44-46.
The Lost Sheep, Lost Coin, Lost (Prodigal) Son,
Luke 15:3-32.
The Great Supper, Matthew 22:1-14; Luke 14:16-
24; Gospel of Thomas 92:10-35.
The Unjust Steward, Luke 16:1-9.
The Workersin the Vineyard, Matthew 20:1-16.
The Two Sons, Matthew 21:28-32.
The Children in the Marketplace, Matthew 11:16-
19.
The Pharisee and the Tax Collector, Luke 18:9-14.
The Good Samaritan, Luke 10:29-37.
The Unmerciful Servant, Matthew 18:23-35.
The Tower Builder and King Going to War, Luke
14:28-32.
The Friend at Midnight, Luke 11:5-8.
The Unjust Judge, Luke 18:1-8.
The Leaven, Luke 13:20-21; Gos. Thom. 97:2-6.
The Mustard Seed, Mark 4:30-32; Gos. Thom.
84:26-33.
The Seed Growing by Itself, Mark 4:26-29; Gos.
Thom. 85:15-19.
The Sower, Mark 4:3-8; Gos. Thom. 82:3-13.
The Wicked Tenants, Mark 12:1-12; Gos. Thom.
93:1-18.

There is no intention here to reduce or limit the teaching
of Jesusto these, but such listings do indicate that thereisa
fairly extensive amount of agreed upon material which
allows access to the message of Jesus the Teacher.

Jesus' teaching reflects knowledge of the Hebrew Scrip-
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tures, certainly the five books of the Law, the prophetic
books, and the Psalms. He taught in many different circum-
stances to many different kinds of people: in synagogues,
outside to crowds who had gathered, in chance encounters
when challenged, in arguments with Jewish scribes, within
the circle of his disciples. The varied audiences and occa-
sions gave rise to some teaching which was more spontane-
ous repartee (Mk 2:17), and other teaching which was more
considered, elaborate, part of astory (Lk 12:24-48; 17:26-
30). Jesus used images when he taught, simile and analogy,
which we note especially in his parables. C.H. Dodd speaks
of the parables as "the most characteristic element in the
teaching of Jesus."6 Jesus sometimes taught with symbolic
actions, as in washing the feet of his disciples, or by calling
forth a child, putting his arms around the child, and teach-

ing his disciples to be like children (Mk 9:35-37; Mt 18:1-7;

Lk 9:46-48). Jesus' teaching was not hidden or secret.

Although he taught the disciples, he taught crowds of peo-
ple as well. Histeaching was simple and frequently
addressed to the less educated.

Jesusis specifically called "rabbi" four timesin Mark (9:5;
10:51; 11:21; 14:45). The question is how this term was
understood at the time of Jesus. It had not yet come to mean
what it would later mean in post-70 C.E. Judaism after the
triumph of Pharisaism. Originally the title meant "great
one," or "my great one." In the time of Jesus it commonly
referred to areligious teacher, but suggested nothing more,
such as formal study or the later prescribed program of
study. Thisis not to say that Jesus was not "learned" or even
"scholarly” but that he was not necessarily formally edu-
cated. The expression simply indicates that Jesus was recog-
nized as a teacher and as one having authority.7

BC. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, revised edition (New Y ork: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1961), 1. Also see T.W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 32-35;
Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus, 78.

TThere is dispute over the degree to which Jesus, as teacher, was akin to other
Jewish teachers, and to what degree rapbi indicates a parallel with them. Martin
Hengel argues against using the term "rabbi" of Jesus, The Charismatic Leader
and His Followers, trans. James Greig (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1981), 42-50. " Jesus
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In considering the teaching of Jesus, we shall consider (1)
the parables, (2) the sayings, (3) Jesuseschatological teach-
ing, (4) Jesus ethical teaching, (5) Jesus' teaching about
discipleship, (6) Jesus teaching concerning himself, and (7)
the sapiential character of Jesus' teaching.

The Parables

The word parable in biblical scholarship isused in two
senses. Within the general category of what are ordinarily
considered parables, there are three types or forms: the
similitude, the parable proper, and the example story. The
similitude and parable proper are both considered meta-
phors. Both are stories. The similitude, however, narrates or
describes typical, everyday occurrences, such as sowing,
crops, harvests, a story describing an experience familiar to
almost everyone. The parable proper operates with unusual
rather than ordinary situations, events which are fictitious
but still true to life. The image of awoman searching for a
lost coin is asimilitude; the story of the prodigal son and the
forgiving father is a parable proper. All parables, in the
general sense, have fairly standard beginnings, a statement
indicating a story isto betold (Luke 10:30; 14:16; 15:11;
16:1; 16:19; 18:2; 18:10), or a question (Luke 15:8-9), or a
guestion asking, "With what shall we compare. .. ?' (Mark
4:30-31; Luke 13:20-21). In several instancesit is difficult to
classify a parable, but for most of the parablesthereis

was not at all like a scribe of the rabbinical stamp. Consequently to use the term

'rabbi’ to give anything like a precise characterization of Jesus is extremely

misleading” (42). "For reasons of clarity, therefore, we should desist altogether

from the description of Jesus as a “rabbi" (50). Y et Hengel may be going too far in

his effort to "distinguish” Jesus from the rabbis. Although Jesus was no rabbi in

any technical sense, he was still a Palestinian Jewish teacher. For a critique of
Hengel, see Viviano, Study as Worship, 13, 158-67. The NT references to Jesus as
rabbi simply support further the depiction of Jesus as a teacher, one who taught,

nothing more, nothing technical, nor anything less. Cf., Ferdinand Hahn, The
Titles of Jesus, Their History in Early Christianity, trans. Harold Knight and
George Ogg (L ondon: Lutterworth Press, 1969), 73-89.
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consensus: 12 similitudes, 16 or 17 parables proper, 4 exam-
ple stories -32 or 33 parablesin all in the Synoptic
Gospels.$

Few topicsin biblical research have evoked as much
scholarly activity as that on the parables. At the end of the
nineteenth century, Adolf Jilicher inaugurated a new era
in parable interpretation by discarding the allegorical

§Note Perrin's comment in Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 167.
Crossan has convinced Perrin that the story of the good Samaritan is a parable
proper and not an example story, whereas in his earlier Rediscovering the Teach-
ing of Jesus, 123, Perrin considered it an example story. Madeleine Boucher, The
Parables, New Testament Message 7 (Wilmington, Del: Michael Glazier, 1981),
154, considersit an example story.

Granted that there will be some differencesin classification, Boucher, The
Parables, 153-57, classifies them as follows (those italicized are those listed among
the clearly authentic material of Jesus by Perrin).

Twelve similitudes: The Growing Seed (Mk 4:26-29); The Mustard Seed (Mk
4:30-32; Mt 13:31-32; Lk 13:18-19); The Two Builders (Mt 7:24-27; Lk 6:47-49);
The Leaven (Mt 13:33; Lk 13:20-21); The Fishnet (Mt 13:47-50); The Lost Sheep
(Mt 18:12-14; Lk 15:3-7); The Faithful or Unfaithful Servant (Mt 24:45-51; Lk
12:42-46); The Friend at Midnight (Lk 11:5-8); The Tower Builder (Lk 14:28-30);
The Warring King (Lk 14:31-32); The Lost Coin (Lk 15:8-10); The Master and the
Servant (Lk 17:7-10).

Sixteen or seventeen parables proper: The Sower (Mk 4:3-9, 14-20; Mt 13:3-9,
18-23; Lk 85-8,11-15); The Wicked Tenants (Mk [2:1-11; Mt 21:33-43; Lk
20:9-18; The Weeds and the Wheat (Mt 13:24-30, 36-43); The Treasure (Mt 13:44);
The Pearl (Mt 13:45-46); The Unmerciful Servant (Mt | 8:23-25); The Laborersin
the Vineyard (Mt 20:1-16); The Two Sons (Mt 21:28-32); The Great Feast/ Wed-
ding Garment (Mt 22:2-10, 11-14; Lk 14:15-24 could be considered as one or two);
The Ten Maidens (Mt 25:1-13); The Talents, Pounds (Mt 25:14-30; Lk 19:11-27);
The Two Debtors (Lk 7:41-43); The Barren Fig Tree (Lk 13:6-9); The Prodigal Son
(Lk 15:11-32); The Unjust Steward (Lk ! 6:1-8); The Persistent Widow (Lk 18:1-8).

Four example stories: The Good Samaritan (Lk 10:29-37, note Crossan and
Perrin consider this a parable proper); The Rich Fool (Lk 12:16-21); the Rich Man
and Lazarus (Lk 16:19-31); The Pharisee and Tax Collector (Lk 18:9-14). One can
also note that in Mark only four parables are found, two similitudes and two
parables proper.

Nine parables are found only in Matthew, one similitude and eight parables
proper.

Fourteen parables are found only in Luke, five similitudes, five parables, and
four example stories. Only L uke contains example stories.

Six parables can be attributed to Q, four similitudes and two parables.

There are 32 or 33 parables altogether, depending upon whether one counts the
Great Feast and Wedding Garment as one or two - 12 similitudes, 16 or 17
parables proper, 4 example stories. Not all of these are necessarily authentic
parables of Jesus, but the majority are.
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method.9 Since histime it has become customary to distin-
guish between parable and allegory, although it is more
precise to distinguish not parable from allegory but rather
two contrasting methods of interpretation, the historical
and allegorical. Since Julicher parable interpretation has
moved away from the allegorical method of
interpretation. |0

The contributions of C.H. Dodd's Parabl es of the King-
dom (1935) included raising awareness of the close relation-

9Adolf Julicher, Die Gleichnisreden Jesu, 2 vols. (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1888-99). For a summary of Julicher's contribution, see Joachim Jeremias, The
Parables of Jesus, trans. SH. Hooke, revised edition (New Y ork: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1963), 18-20; Norman Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of
Jesus, 257; and Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 92-97. Perrin’'s Jesus and
the Language of the Kingdom, 89-193, is probably the best introduction to the
history of parable research from Julicher to the present.

10A word of caution is necessary with respect to the distinction between parable
and allegory. Jeremias speaks precisely when he speaks of Julicher's contribution
as being a discarding of "the allegorical method" or "allegorical interpretations,”
and when he himself discusses "allegorization" or the "allegorizing tendency” in
the early Church, The Parables of Jesus, 18-19, 66-89. Perrin speaks less precisely
when he simply uses the word allegory as equivalent of allegorical method of
interpretation. Allegory, properly speaking, does not denote a literary form but a
way of speaking, afigurative way, or away of communicating or intending
meaning, as he spoke in puns, or metaphors, or allegories. Puns, metaphors, and
allegories are not literary forms. Parable does refer to a specific literary form. Thus
it is better not to oppose parable and allegory as such, which means opposing a
literary form and away of speaking. A parable may or may not be allegorical; even
if it isan allegory, however, this does not mean that one best arrives at its meaning
by an allegorical method of interpretation, which is neither aliterary form nor a
way of speaking but a method of interpretation. Since Julicher we have realized
that the "meaning" of a parable, evenif it isan allegory, is not best "discovered" or
"interpreted" by means of the allegorical method, or the flights of imagination to
which that method is open. In other words, the parables (even those one may call
allegories from aliterary point of view) are better understood when interpreted
historically, rather than allegorically.

Madeleine Boucher, The Parables, avery readable introduction to the parables,
makes this point concerning parable and allegory, 25-31. Also see her Mysterious
Parable: A Literary Study (Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical Association of
America, 1977).

Reading both Perrin and Boucher, one ought keep in mind that allegory is being
used in two different senses: Allegory = a mode of meaning (Boucher), thus a
parable can have an allegorical mode of meaning, non-literal one; and allegory =
method of interpretation (Perrin), and thus a parable is better grasped if it is
interpreted in its historical setting and not allegorically. Both are correct. Hence it
is better to speak of parable interpretation as discarding the allegorical method of
interpretation.
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ship between parable interpretation and our understanding
of the kingdom or reign of God; the insistence that parables
had to be interpreted within the historical context of the life
of Jesus, the Sitz im Leben Jesu; "realized eschatology, "the
fact that the reign of God is not afuture reality but present
aready in the preaching and ministry of Jesus; and aliterary
understanding of the parable in relationship to metaphor
with the result that two types of metaphor were distin-
guished, the similitude and parable proper. 11

Joachim Jeremias’ Parables of Jesus(1947) was an epoch-
making study which is still a starting point for further study
of the parables.12 Jeremias' contribution has been at the
textual and historical levels. Jeremias attempted to recon-
struct the parables so that we can have them in the formin
which Jesus spoke them. The parables, as uttered by Jesus,
have been transformed in the history of their transmission.
Asthey have come down to us, they have two historical
settings; the original historical setting within some specific
situation in the life of Jesus, and subsequently, before they
assumed written form, a setting in the primitive Church
during which they were transformed. Jeremias gives ten
specific principles of transformation in terms of which one
can reconstruct or recover the original form and setting. 13

'IC. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom (New Y ork: Scribner's, [ 1935, 1936]
1961).

[2Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, the second English edition, based
upon the sixth German edition of 1962, first published in German in 1947 (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1963). Also see his Rediscovering the Parables
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1966), arevision of the earlier work in order

to make it less technical and more readable for awider audience. It meets well the
needs of a beginning student.

13See  The Parables of Jesus, 23-114, for these ten principles; also Rediscovering
the Parables, 16-88. Pp. 113-14 (or 87-88 of the latter) list them as follows:

1 Thetransation of the parables into Greek involved an inevitable change in
their meaning.

2. For the same reason representational material is occasionally "translated.”
3. Pleasure in the embellishment of the parablesis noticeable at an early date.

4. Occasionally passages of Scripture and folk-story themes have influenced
the shaping of the material.
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Modern parable interpretation has been conscious not
only of historically situating and interpreting the parables,
but has also been conscious of their literary character as
well. The major contribution or impetus here has come from
Amos Wilder. 14 Uniquely competent as both aliterary critic
and a New Testament scholar, Wilder has influenced a new
generation of American scholars. 15 Wilder's contribution to
parable research isliterary: parable in relationship to meta-
phor and the nature of language. Wilder distinguishes the
different kinds of parables: the example story, the simili-

5. Parables which were originally addressed to opponents or to the crowd
have in many cases been applied by the primitive Church to the Christian
community.

6. Thisled to an increasing shift of emphasis to the hortatory aspect, espe-
cially from the eschatological to the hortatory.

7. The primitive Church related the parables to its own actual situation,
whose chief features were the missionary motive and the delay of the

Parousia; it interpreted and expanded them with these factorsin view.

8. To anincreasing degree the primitive Church interpreted the parables
allegorically with aview of the hortatory use.

9. The primitive Church made collections of parables, and fusion of parables
took place.

10. The primitive Church provided the parables with a setting, and this often
produced a change in the meaning; in particular, by the addition of general-
izing conclusions, many parables acquired a universal meaning.

By way of contrast to Jeremiasreconstruction of the original form of the
parables, see James Breech, The Silence of Jesus, 65-214, 229-40.

14Amos N. Wilder, Early Christian Rhetoric, the Language of the Gospel,
revised edition (Cambridge: Harvard U. Press, [1964] 1971).

15E.9., Robert Funk, Dan Otto Via, John Dominic Crossan. See Robert W.
Funk, Language, Hermeneutic, and Word of God (New Y ork: Harper and Row,
1966); Dan O. Via, The Parables: Their Literary and Existential Dimension
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967); John Dominic Crossan, In Parables: the
Challenge of the Historical Jesus (New York: Harper and Row, 1973). For a
summary, see Norman Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 132-168.
Funk contributes further to our understanding of parable as metaphor and makes
a contribution toward understanding metaphor itself. Both parable and metaphor
draw the listener into them as a participant. Via presents four criticisms of an
approach to the parables which is overly historical: the nature of the gospel
material makes it difficult to pinpoint a Sitz im Leben Jesu; a severely historical
approach can easily end up speaking to a past historical situation rather than to the
present; the historical approach can neglect the aesthetic character of the parables.
Via himself concentrates especially on two aspects of the parable, the aesthetic and
the existential, two dimensions less emphasized in previous research. Crossan
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tude, and the parable proper. Some parables are straight
narratives which end with an application. These are exam-
ple stories: go and do not do likewise, asin the story of the
rich man and Lazarus. Other parables are images which
reveal rather than exemplify: the similitudes and parables
proper. Wilder emphasizes the revelatory character of these
parables. They are metaphors, implied comparisons, in con-
trast to similes. They shock the imagination into realization.
The simile can clarify but the metaphor reveals. The simili-
tude is a metaphor, and the parable proper, an extended
metaphor.

Jesus' parables speak of the reign of God. 16 The parables
as metaphors function in order that the language of the
kingdom, the metaphor of the kingdom, can evoke the myth
of God acting as King on behalf of the people.17 Edward
Schillebeeckx describes the function of the parable:

Thefact is, a parable turns around a"scandalizing” cen-
tre, at any rate a core of paradox and novelty. A parable
often stands things on their head; it is meant to break
through our conventional thinking and being. A parable
is meant to start the listener thinking by means of a

distinguishes between parable and allegory on the basis of a distinction between
symbol and allegory, i.e., adistinction between the inexpressible and the express-
ible. Parables are like symbols in trying to express the inexpressible and thus are not
reducible to clear language. The kind of figurative language found in parables does

not simply illustrate information but creates a participation that precedes
information.

{6Norman Perrin has contributed three significant works to our understanding
of the reign of God, in which he brings the interpretation of the kingdom into
conjunction with the history of parable interpretation. The Kingdom of God in the
Teaching of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1963), one of the better summaries of the
modern discussion on thistopic; Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (New Y ork:
Harper and Row, 1957), an exegesis of significant texts pertinent both to the
kingdom of God and to the teaching of Jesus; Jesus and the Language of the
Kingdom (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), a study of symbol and metaphor in
their relationship to Jesusteaching on the kingdom and Jesusteaching in para-
bles, containing critique and revision with respect to his earlier studies.

I7Perrin, Jesus and the Language ofthe Kingdom, 33, speaks about the kingdom
as asymbol, not a conception or idea. It is more correct to speak about the
kingdom as a metaphor, but Perrin has drawn attention to the symbolic language
with which Jesus speaks when he speaks about the reign of God.
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built-in element of the "surprising” and the "alienating”
in acommon, everyday event. It is not every night that
oneis hauled out of bed to help aneedy stranger in dire
straits; and you are not continually losing a sheep or a
coin. It never happens at all to agood many of us. And yet
in the parable | am confronted with it, here and now. The
parable obliges me to go on thinking about it. Parables
are "teasers." The familiar event is set against an unfamil-

iar background, and in that way what is commonplace
becomes a stimulating challenge. It givesus ajolt s

C.H. Dodd's definition of the parable still rermains unsur-
passed: "The parable is a metaphor or simile drawn from
nature or common life, arresting the hearer by its vividness
or strangeness, and leaving the mind in sufficient doubt
about its precise application to tease it into active
thought." 19 The parables reveal Jesus as a master storyteller,
and our study of the content of the parables reveals some-
thing to which we concluded earlier in our search for the
self-understanding of Jesus: the parables are not about
himself, but about God.

One of the most striking characteristics of Jesus' core
sayings and parablesis that he remained basically silent
about himself. Only two of the core sayings make any
reference to Jesus, the saying that states he came eating
and drinking, and the one that indicates he liberated
persons from the demonic. Nor did Jesus tell stories
about himself. In that respect, he is the opposite of most
contemporary storytellers who say, "An interesting thing
happened to me ontheway to . . .. " Jesus does not
organize his experience in the re-active mode, in terms of
what happens to him. Rather, the perspective that comes

18Schillebeeckx, Jesus, an Experiment in Christology, trans., Hubert Hoskins
(New York: Seabury Press, 1979), 156-7.

19CH. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, 5. This definition is also the starting
point for Robert Funk. See the chapter, "The Parable as Metaphor,"” in his

Language, Hermeneutic, and Word of God. For Boucher's definition, see The
Parables, 14-17.
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through in all of his parablesisthat of someonewho is
intensely observant of what happens in human life, quite
apart from any reference to his own ego. zo

The word parablein Greek, parabole (Hebrew,
mashal} was not restricted historically or biblically asit is
today. It referred to various forms of figurative speech. The
New Testament uses parabole when speaking of a compari-
son (Mk 3:23; 13:28-29; Lk 5:36), a proverb (Lk 4:23; 6:39),
awisdom saying (Mk 7:15), ariddle (Mk 7:17), a symbol
(Heb 9:9; 11:19), aswell asthe examples, similitudes, and

parables proper to which we apply the expression.

The Sayings of Jesus

In addition to the parables through which we have access
to the teaching of the earthly Jesus, we also have atradition
of Jesus' sayings from which the Gospel writerslater drew.
Individual sayings of Jesus as well as collections were
handed down orally but reliably.2l Some of these may have
been isolated sayings or proverbs which were remembered
and later found their place in the Gospels. Some may have
been gathered together early for catechetical purposes and
formed into a collection which the evangelists could take
over either in whole or in part. Some are sayings which have
not been incorporated into the canonical writings. Luke
11:14-26 is an example of a collection of sayings within his
Gospel. Whether or not it existed as a collection before
Luke or was formulated by L uke we do not know. Verses
17-20 are a collection which provide a response to the charge
that Jesus casts our devils by diabolical power. Verses 21-26
-other sayings concerning possession and exorcism - get
"tagged on" by way of association.

wJames Breech, The Silence of Jesus, 217. See 213-22.

21For  some discussion of the Jesus tradition prior to the written Gospels, see
T.W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 11-15; Joachim Jeremias, New Testament
Theology, 1-37; and Birger Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript (Lund:
C.W.K. Gleerup, 1964), and Tradition and Transmission in Early Christianity
(Lund: C.W.K. Gleerup, 1964).
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Not all the sayings attributed to Jesus in the Synoptic
Gospels are authentic sayings of Jesus (ipsissima verba
Jesu). The tendency to distinguish between Jesus (in his-
tory) and the Christ (Jesus as raised from the dead and
proclaimed by the Church) is modern. Early Christian com-
munities did not so distinguish but identified the Risen Lord
with Jesus. Nevertheless, scholars have been able to identify
some sayings as clearly pre-resurrection utterances of Jesus.

Within the material that scholars ordinarily recognize as
authentic Jesus material, even from aminimalist point of
view, in addition to the "Our Father" and the majority of the
parables, are a number of sayings of Jesus. Perrin includes
the three sayings concerning the kingdom (Lk 11:20; 17:20-
21; Mt 11:12) aswell as fourteen proverbial sayings (Mk
3:24-26; 3:27; 7:15; 8:35; 10:15; 10:23b; 10:31; Lk 9:60a; 9:62;
10:15; 14:11; Mt 5:39b-41; 5:44-48; 7:13-14):2

In addition to the authentic sayings of Jesus which we
find woven into the Gospels, there are also sayings of Jesus
which have not been recorded in the four Gospels, the
"agrapha’ or so-called unwritten sayings of Jesus.2
Research into this particular Jesus material dates only from
1889 and was stimulated by the discovery of the Oxyrhyn-
chus papyri and especially the Coptic Gospel of Thomas.
The Gospel of Thomas includes the parable of the great fish
which is recognized by some as an authentic parable of Jesus
and considered by John Dominic Crossan as one of three
key parables. 24 The mgority of the agrapha are not authen-
tic sayings of Jesus however.

22 Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 41. Keep in mind that thisisa
minimum. One ought not quickly identify the teaching of Jesus or even the
authentic sayings of Jesus with lists such as these. The sayings simply exemplify the
proverbial teaching of Jesus and represent a case for which there is some consen-
sus. | am not suggesting that the ipsissima verba Jesu be reduced to these.

23Joachim  Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus (London: SPCK, 1964), for a
discussion of the sources for the agrapha, the varied types of material that they
comprise, and the eighteen which Jeremias considers as deserving of attention.
Also see The Gospel According to Thomas, Coptic Text Established and Trans-
lated, by A. Guillaumont, Puech, et al. (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1959).

,4John Dominic Crossan, |n Parables: The Challenge of the Historical Jesus
(New York: Harper and Row, 1973), 34.
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A good example of the proverbial type sayings of Jesus
are the beatitudes. 5 They are found in both Matthew and
Luke. Luke includes four beatitudes (6:20-23) and four
corresponding woes or curses (6:24-26), which woes are
more likely Lucan additions. Matthew has nine besatitudes
(5:3-11). The specific verses from Q are Luke 20b-23 (/ / Mt
5:3, 4, 6, 11-12), four beatitudes which are authentic Jesus
material. The other five beatitudes of Matthew are Mat-
thean additions (the meek, the merciful, the pure of heart,
the peacemakers, the persecuted for righteousness sake).
The four beatitudes which can assuredly be considered as
coming from Jesus are:

Blessed are you poor, for yoursis the kingdom of God.
Blessed are you that hunger now, for you shall be satis-
fied. Blessed are you that weep now, for you shall laugh.

Blessed are you when people hate you, and when they
exclude you or revile you, and cast out your name as evil,

on account of the son of humanity! (Lk 6:20-22)

Of these four beatitudes, the first three form one unit, as
the parallelism indicates. Manson writes, " The fourth beati-
tude should almost certainly be assigned to a late date in the
ministry. It differsin tone from the other three." 26 Each of
the beatitudes may have been uttered at different times and
the first three joined together later, but prior to Q. Or the
first three may have been uttered as a unit by Jesus and
preserved together with the fourth being joined to them
later. These are not the only beatitudes of Jesus or at |east

25For bibliography pertinent to the beatitudes, one can see any major commen-
tary on Matthew 5 or Luke 6, particularly Joseph Fitzmyer, Luke, I-1X, 645-46;
and F. W. Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew (New York: Harper and Row,
1981), 125-38. Also see the bibliography in Fitzmyer, Luke, I-1X, 645-46. Helpful
material can also be found in Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology,
109-13, 141-51; T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 46-49, 150-64; Edward
Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 172-79. An excellent specialized study is Jacques Dupont,
Les beatitudes, 3 vols. (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1958, 1969, 1973). For the secondary
character of the Lucan woes, see Dupont, vol. 1, 299-342; Fitzmyer, Luke, 1-1X,
627.

26Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 47.
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not the only ones attributed to him (see Lk 1:45; 7:23;10:23;
11:27-28; 12:37, 38, 43; 14:14-15; 23:29).

Since we do not know the actual setting in the life of Jesus
when the beatitudes may have been uttered, it is difficult to
know the audience to whom they were addressed. Matthew
suggests the presence of a crowd but also implies that Jesus
may have been speaking more directly to the disciples (Mt
5:1-2). Luke presents Jesus speaking to the disciples (Lk
6:20); yet the crowd isin the background (6:19) and Jesus
seems to include them (6:27). There is not sufficient reason
to conclude that Jesus was thinking only of his disciples as
he spoke. Let uslook at the four beatitudes of Jesus which
come from Q.

"Blessed are you poor, for yours is the kingdom of God"
(6:20). Matthew's version runs, "Blessed are the poor in
spirit, for theirsisthe kingdom of heaven” (5:3). The Gospel
of Thomas also contains the beatitude, "Blessed are the
poor, for yoursis the kingdom of heaven" (54). Thereis
dispute about whether the Lucan second person or the
Matthean third person is more authentic.2 The Lucan
"poor"” is more original than the Matthean "poor in spirit"”
which represents interpretation and generalization. The
Gospel of Thomasis closer to Luke, although it reflects the
Matthean "kingdom of heaven" in contrast to the Lucan
"kingdom of God."

Who are the poor? We cannot be too definitive in
responding. 21 The reference is not exclusively to the eco-
nomically poor, but to the needy, both the socially ostra-
cized and economically disadvantaged. We ought not
interpret the expression too spiritually, as Matthew's inter-
pretation may tempt us to do. It was used by Jesus to refer to
the actual and concrete poor as well asto social outcasts.
Luke's version, the more original, isfrank in that respect.

27T, W. Manson opts for the second person, The Sayings 0f Jesus, 47.

2sFor particularly good discussions of the poor, see Jeremias, New Testament
Theology, 108-13; and Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 172-78. Also see Bruce J. Molina, The
New Testament World, Insights from Cultural Anthropology (Atlanta: John
Knox Press, 1981), 71-93.
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Luke has in mind the poor in contrast to therich. The
corresponding woe makes this clear ("Woe to you that are
rich,” 6:24). Y et the woe is not original asthe beatitudeis. So
while it helps us to understand Luke's interpretation in
contrast to Matthew's, it does not help us understand Jesus.
Yet, if welook at the next two beatitudes, those who hunger
and those who weep, we do see how Jesus spoke to those
who were actually, physically, humanly needy.

It is helpful to imagine the concrete group which Jesus
addressed. Both the texts of Matthew and L uke make par-
ticular references to the disciples. In the prayer which Jesus
taught his disciples, he taught them to pray for bread. Many
had left everything to follow him. Poverty, hunger, sadness,
and ostracism must have affected his disciplesin different
ways at different times. Y et, in spite of these conditions and
the cost of discipleship, Jesus considered them fortunate. In
addition, Jesus spoke to the crowds who so often followed
him. They were composed of publicans, sinners, the unedu-
cated and backward, the socially disreputable, the sick,
those possessed by demons, children, women. They were
living in economic poverty as well as without statusin
society. To these "poor" Jesus had come to proclaim the
good news of. the reign of God.

L uke interprets Jesus as having taken as a mandate from
the Lord the text of the prophet Isaiah (Lk 4:18-19).

The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me,
because the L ord has anointed me
to bring good tidings to the afflicted;
he has sent me to bind up the brokenhearted,
to proclaim liberty to the captives,
and the opening of the prison to those who are bound,;
to proclaim the year of the Lord's favor,
and the day of vengeance of our God;
to comfort all who mourn;
to grant to those who mourn in Zion-
to give them a garland instead of ashes,
the ail of gladness instead of mourning,
the mantle of praise instead of afaint spirit;
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that they may be called oaks of righteousness,
the planting of the Lord, that he may be glorified. (Is
61:1-3)

Commentators generally recognize Isaiah 61:1-3 as lying
behind Luke's first beatitude, and hence as lying behind the
teaching of Jesus as well. Whether or not Jesus actually
inaugurated his mission by reference to the text from Isaiah,

the text is still reflected in the teaching of Jesus. This same
Isaian text is the key text reflecting prophetic/ 1saian ampli-
fication of the Jubilee proclamation and thus of a Jubilee
motif in the teaching of Jesus as well. 8 The beatitudes
reflect Jesus' sense of mission. "The poor" isbeing used in a
sense wider than the economically poor, including existen-

tial and social need. Jesus addressed both the outcasts of
society and also his disciples who were more and more being

identified in their solidarity with the poor. Grant the reality,

yet fortunate are these poor. The reign of God is theirs.

What appeared as a paradox was in fact an eschatol ogical

reversal to be expected in the course of history. The closer
God's reign, the less the prevailing set of values would hold.

Jesus emerged again as a prophet of hope and compassion
whose heart and message reached out to the people. Jesus
was for others, for the poor.

"Blessed are you that hunger now, for you shall be satis-
fied" (Luke 6:21a). Matthew's version: "Blessed are those
who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be
satisfied" (5:6). The Gospel of Thomas: "Blessed are the
hungry, for the belly of him who desires shall be filled" (69).

Again, the beatitude looks toward those immediately and
urgently in need. Satisfaction, areversal of the course of

20The  most recent, thorough study of this Jubilee motif in the teaching of Jesusis
Sharon Hilda Ringe's Jubilee Proclamation in the Ministry and Teaching of Jesus:

A Tradition - Critical Study in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (Ann Arbor,

Mich.: University Microfilms International, 1981), a doctoral dissertation. Pp.

180-88 for a consideration of the beatitudes. Ringe concludes that Jubilee themes
are present in the teaching of Jesus, although there is no evidence that Jesus

consciously presented a Jubilee program as part of his mission. Jesus' message was

in fact but not necessarily in intent a Jubilee message.
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events, is not far off. The hungry shall not go hungry much
longer. The expression "reign of God" isfound only in the
first beatitude, yet there persists the eschatological charac-
ter of the blessings. This one is reminiscent of the theme of
the eschatological banquet (Is 25:6-8; 49:10-13; Ps 107:1-9;
Lk 12:37; 13:29; 14:14-15, 16-24).

"Blessed are you that weep now, for you shall laugh"
(Luke 6:21b). Matthew: "Blessed are those who mourn, for
they shall be comforted” (5:4). It is difficult to say which
version may be more original. The saying carries with it the
flavor of those who mourn social oppression - the sadness
of the poor and the hungry, as well as the sorrow over the
pains of discipleship and the rejection which accompaniesit,
and grief for whatever cause. Asin the second beatitude, the
verbisfuture. Y et the words are "shall laugh shortly.” The
reversal is close at hand; there is reason for hope. The
reversal is not associated with future life but with the com-
ing reign of God here on earth.

The reversal here anticipates days of laughter or comfort.
Both are plausible originals and have particular meaning.

The weeping and laughter is reminiscent of the captives of
Babylon.

By the waters of Babylon, there we sat down and wept,
when we remembered Zion. (Psalm 137:1)

When the Lord restored the fortunes of Zion, we were
like those who dream. Then our mouth was filled with
laughter, and our tongue with shouts of joy; then they
said among the nations, "The Lord has done great things
for them." The Lord has done great things for us; we are
glad. Restore our fortunes, O Lord, like the watercourses
in the Negeb. (Psalm 126:1-4)

Jewish history knew how the course of events could be
reversed, and such areversal was again anticipated in the
teaching of Jesus. Those who are weeping shall soon laugh.
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Joy is obviously asign of the presence of God. We can call to
mind the comfort for the exiles anticipated by Deutero-
Isaiah (61:2). Thisjoy as asign of the reign of God leads
Schillebeeckx to comment, "L aughter, not crying, isthe
deepest purpose that God wills for humanity. That means
therefore that he does not in any case will suffering. On no
account is Jesus prepared to shift suffering and evil on to
God."30 God willslaughter, and is a God of joy.

As one looks at the three beatitudes that Jesus would have
spoken to the crowd, one finds in them both a reflection of
hisimage of God and his desire to express aword of conso-
lation to the people. Evidently, when God reigns on earth,
our stomachs will be full and there will be laughter and joy.
Only thefirst beatitude is expressed as "the reign of God is
yours." Y et the next two imply that same reign, and when
God rules on earth there will be neither hunger nor tears.
Jesus God is one who will banish both.

The expression reign of God is best interpreted as a
Jewish (targumic) circumlocutional way of speaking. The
Greek expressions he basileia tou theou and he basileia tou
ouranou (in Hebrew malkut shamayim) are better trans-
lated asreign of God and reign of heaven than as kingdom of
God. The latter connotes more easily aterritory ruled
whereas the emphasisis on God, but on God as reigning or
present. In Jesus' usage, the expression does not carry the
apocalyptic sense of a catastrophic cosmic event, but is
rather Jesus way of speaking, rooted in the metaphor of
God asking. It is a characteristic way of speaking for Jesus
(ipsissima vox), acircumlocutional or reverent way of
speaking about God, connoting God as near, present, or
coming. The most direct sense of the expression can some-
times be gained simply by using the word God. "Reign of
God" was not an apocalyptic or eschatological concept; it
was a way of speaking about God. Thereign of God is God.

Yschillebeeckx, Jesus, 178. Also see Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching, 87-90.
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This usage is not peculiar to Jesus but reflects targumic
usage as well.3l

The targums (Aramaic paraphrases of the Hebrew Bible
necessitated by the inability of many Jews to understand the
Hebrew) on the prophets show close parallels to Jesus"
usage. For example, the Hebrew text of Zechariah 14:9a,
"And the Lord will become king over all the earth," is
tranglated or paraphrased in the Zechariah Targum as "and
the kingdom of the Lord will be revealed upon all the
dwellers of the earth.” In the Isaiah Targum, the proclama-
tion "Behold your God!" (Is40:9) istrandated as "the reign
of your God isrevealed"; and "Y our God reigns' (Is52:7) as
"the reign of your God isrevealed."32 Aswe can see, the
kingdom or reign is God. Jesus' usage parallels that of the
Isaiah Targum, away of speaking about God.

Understanding Jesus' usage properly makes outmoded
many of the discussions about whether the kingdom was
present or future in the teaching of Jesus, for God is,both
here and coming. God cannot be confined within temporal
categories.

Asto the question whether Jesus himself would have used
the expression as we have it in Mark and Luke (the reign of
God) or aswe have it in Matthew (the reign of heaven),
Rudolf Schnackenburg suggests that it was probably Mat-
thew who altered the expression for his Jewish Christian
community. 3 On the other hand, Gustav Dalman suggested
that Mark and L uke avoided the characteristically Jewish

31 See especially Bruce David Chilton, " Regnum Dei Deus Est," Scottish Journal
of Theology 31 (1978), 261-70; God in Strength: Jesus' Announcement of the
Kingdom (Linz: Plochl, 1979), 277-98. Also Bruce Chilton, ed., The Kingdom of
God in the Teaching of Jesus, |ssuesin Religion and Theology, 5 (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1984), esp. 22-26, 121-32. Also see Dodd, The Parables of the
Kingdom, 21-29. Valuable discussions pertinent to the history of the inter pretation
of the kingdom include G. Lundstrom, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of
Jesus: A History of Interpretation from the Last Decades of the Nineteenth
Century to the Present Day (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1963); Norman Perrin,
The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus; and Jacques Schlosser, Le Regne de
Dieu dans les dits de Jesus, 2 vols. (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1980).

2Chilton, " Regnum Dei DeusEst," 264-67.

xRudolf Schnackenburg, God's Rule and Kingdom, trans. John Murray (New
York: Herder and Herder, 1963), 80.
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expression (reign of heaven) out of regard for their Gentile
audiences. % It may be a difficult question to decide, but
again targumic references would suggest reign of God as the
expression more likely for Jesus to use. %

In the Hebrew Scriptures, it is God's name or glory which
dwells with the people, never God Himself. So with respect
to Jesus' use of the language of the kingdom, it is God-talk.
Jesusis saying: Blessed are you, for God isyours.

We can picture the crowds composed of the poor, the
hungry, the sad, the sick, the lame, the outcasts, the unedu-
cated, the unclean. What could Jesus say to them that might
have been aword of consolation? Nothing would have taken
away their poverty, their sadness; no words were going to
feed or clothe them. Y et the heart of the compassionate
Jesus reached out to them. What could he have said? He
knew how his heavenly Father's love reached out to them as
well. And so he said all that he could say: God isyours. The
message did not remove the poverty or hunger or pain. And
yet it was aword of consolation. And it expressed one of the
fundamental religious insightsin the teaching of Jesus:
GOD BELONGS TO THE PEOPLE. Nothing can separate
them from God's love. They may fall outside the realm of
the Law or social acceptability but they do not fall outside
the realm of God. God belongs to them.

The first three beatitudes form a unit. The fourth may
well have come from another point in the ministry of Jesus
and may reflect a consciousness on the part of Jesus of his
own anticipated fate, of the growing divisivenessthat his
ministry was causing, of the rejection which accompanied
the prophets of old, and the ostracization which was "out-
lawing" his most ardent disciples and leading to their being
identified with "the poor." The fourth beatitude seems to
have had his disciples particularly in mind.

"Blessed are you when people hate you, and when they
exclude you and revile you, and cast out your name as evil,
on account of the son of humanity! Rejoice in that day, and

UGustaf Dalman, The Words of Jesus (Edinburgh: T& T Clark, 1902), 93, also
See 189.

3 Chilton, "Regnum Dei Deus Est," 264.
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leap for joy, for behold, your reward is great in heaven; for
so their fathers did to the prophets' (Lk 6:22-23). Matthew:
"Blessed are you when people revile you and persecute you
and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on my account.
Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great in heaven, for
so people persecuted the prophets who were before you"
(5:11-12). The Gospel of Thomas:. "Blessed are you when
you are hated and persecuted, and no place shall be found
there where you have been persecuted. . . Blessed are they
who have been persecuted in their heart; these are they who
have known the Father in truth" (68, 69a).

In the first beatitude, (the reign of) God was present at
hand; the verb is present tense. In the second and third
beatitudes, the verbs are future. The anticipated reversal
was till to come but eagerly anticipated. The fact, however,
that the full strength of God was not immediately present
was reflected in this fourth beatitude. A time of persecution
was still to come before the reversal. The disciples were to be
ready for opposition and rejection. L uke mentions four
elements of the rejection to come: hatred, ostracization,
discrimination, and vilification of one's name. Matthew
mentions three: discrimination, persecution, false and evil
lies. All thisisto be endured for Jesus sake.

The opposition and rejection were not to be feared, how-
ever, but arein fact cause for joy. Manson writes, "It isa
proof that those who endure it stand in the succession of the
great servants of God in past ages, who received like treat-
ment in their day. Moreover, it isonly for atime. The
fulfillment of God's purpose is sure, and in that consumma-
tion God's servants will find their reward with joy."3
Obviously, Jesus saw his disciples as also having to play a
prophetic role like unto his own.

Having examined these four sayings of Jesus, we can
make four observations about the teaching of Jesus as a
whole. (1) Jesus consciousness and teaching reflected an
eschatological awareness. Thisis manifest in the prayer

% Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 48.
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Jesus taught his disciples, in the parables, in the particular

kingdom sayings as well as in the eschatological conscious-
ness reflected in the beatitudes. (2) Jesus' love for the poor
and the outcast was reflected in the special place they
occupy in his ministry. The prophets of old spoke out

against injustice. He came to preach good news to the
downtrodden. He healed the sick. He was conscious of the
hungry even in his prayer. His teaching reflected an ethic of
love of neighbor. This ethical concern isreflected in the
beatitudes as is Jesus' eschatological awareness. (3) Jesus
was also clearly teaching his disciples about discipleship,

both itsjoy and its pain. (4) We must be careful not to read

more into these four sayings, but we can note that Jesus said
something about himself as well, about his own experience,

fear, hunger, rejection, hope, joy, aswell as the fate which
lay ahead. These four "areas" fairly well represent the con-
cerns of the Teacher.

The Eschatological Teaching of Jesus

The reign of God was central to the consciousness, minis-
try, preaching and teaching of Jesus. His heavenly Father's
closeness formed the horizon within which Jesus lived and
preached. There is no denying the centrality of God'sreign
as the prominent element in the authentic sayings of Jesus,
in the parables, in the beatitudes, and in the prayer he
taught.

'Ighe reign of God was primarily away of speaking, one of
Jesus ways of speaking about God, about God in relation-
ship to humankind, a circumlocutional, periphrastic way of
speaking. 37 In the end, the reign of God is God, God as near,
or as coming in strength, or as ruling, but still God. Talk
about the reign of heaven or reign of God was simply Jesus
way of talking about God; but God in relationship to us,
God under the aspect of his power, God as active in our

1% n. 31 of this chapter.
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history, God as reigning on earth asin heaven - the Israel-
ite notion of the Lord as King. The reign of God does not
denote a kingdom of God as much as the sovereignty of a
God who is acting in history on our behalf. The earth is
subject to the sovereignty of God, the reign of God. Thy
kingdom come: may thy reign come even more completely,
may Thy power manifest itself and may it rule on earth, may
Thy sovereignty be recognized and acknowledged on earth
and Thy name held holy. God's reign is his rule, his power,
his presence, hisglory; itis God as present to his people.

In the time of Jesus, however, for many, the activity and
power and presence of God was especially associated with
the future, with the eschatological times, with the Day of the
Lord. Thus (the reign of) God, for Jesus, was still to come.
Thereign of God not only evoked the image of God acting
sovereignly on behalf of the people but that sovereignty as it
would soon be established on earth. The reign was en-
visioned as an eschatological reign, the coming times when
God would rule as sovereign on earth.

Three sayingsin particular help us understand Jesus
teaching on the reign of God.

1. Butif itisby thefinger of God that | cast out demons,
then the kingdom of God has come upon you.

(Luke 11:20)

This saying comes from Q, hasits parallel in Matthew
12:28, and is an authentic saying of Jesus. The Lucan formis
the more original. The saying is an interpretation by Jesus of
his exorcisms based on Exodus 8:15-19, which discloses
Jesus' view that the reign of God, namely, God, was already
present and manifest, at least in Jesus and his ministry, and
in particular in the exorcisms. It was by the power of God
that Jesus cast out demons; the exorcisms were a manifesta-
tion of God's power. This power was active and present in
the ministry of Jesus; thus (the power and reign of) God had
come. Another aspect of thisreign isthat it was avictory
over the power and reign of the Evil One. The exorcisms
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show the power of God subduing the forces of evil. Jesus
was the one through whom (the power and reign of) God
was reveal ed.

2. Being asked by the Pharisees when the kingdom of God
was coming, he answered them, "The kingdom of God is
not coming with signs to be observed; nor will they say
‘Lo, hereitis!' or "There!' for behold the kingdom of God
isin the midst of you."(Luke 17:20-21)

This saying of Jesus shows his rejection of acompletely or
thoroughly apocalyptic understanding of the reign of God;
it was not to be accompanied by signs (in fact, the only sign
to be given was the sign of Jonah, as stated in Mt 12:39;16:4;
Lk 11:29-32).38 Thisis aclear statement not only of Jesus
refusal to give signs, but of his own teaching that one will
not detect the coming of (the reign of) God by means of
signs. Other Synoptic passages witness to this refusal on the
part of Jesus: Matthew 12:39; 16:4; Luke 11:29-32; and
Mark 8:11-13.

The Pharisees came and began to argue with him, seeking
from him a sign from heaven, to test him. And he sighed
deeply in his spirit, and said, "Why does this generation
seek asign? Truly, | say to you, no sign shall be given to
this generation. (Mark 8:11-12)

38Concerning the authenticity of this saying, see Perrin, Rediscovering the
Teaching Of Jesus, 68-74; Jesus and the Language Ol the Kingdom, 41. See also
Richard Edwards, The Sign of Jonah in the Theology of the Evangelists and Q
(London: SCM Press, 1971). 1 argued earlier that Jesus was no apocalypticist,
certainly no typical apocalypticist, not denying of cour se some apocalyptic fea-
tures. James D.G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament, an Inquiry
into the Character Of Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1977), 318-22, suggeststhat thereisan apocalyptic character to Jesus' eschatology,
although in important respects he differsfrom apocalypticism aswell. Jesus
rejection of historical determinism and accompanying signsis one non-apocalyptic
feature. Also see Robert Jewett, Jesus Against the Rapture, Seven Unexpected
Prophecies (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1979).
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Whatever the full meaning of the signs Jesus refused to
give, the sayings indicate that Jesus was not a typical apoca-
lyptic seer.

The apocalyptic understanding of history is presupposed
in searching for signs of the end or calculating its coming,

and in regjecting this approach in Luke 17:20f. Jesusis
rejecting the understanding of history which it presup-

poses. The coming of the Kingdom cannot be cal culated

in advance, nor will it be accompanied by signs such as
apocalyptic sought, because the Kingdom is the sover-
eign power of God breaking into history and human

experience in a manner to be determined by God; it is not
history moving inevitably to a climax predetermined in
accordance with a divine plan to which apocalyptic seers
have had access. In effect, we have in this saying aregjec-
tion of the apocalyptic understanding of history and a
return to the prophetic understanding. *

The tranglation of entos humon in Luke 17:21 has been
much discussed, as to whether it is better translated as
"within you" or "among you." Most exegetes today accept
"among you" as more accurate. The question cannot be
decided on linguistic grounds alone. Manson raised two
considerations in support of "among you." 40 (1) The Phari-
sees were being addressed. Would Jesus have referred to the
reign of God as being within them? (2) Jesus ordinarily
spoke of people entering the reign of God, not the reign
entering them. That people enter into it impliesthat it wasin
their midst and they could partake of it, participate in it.

3. From the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom
of heaven has suffered violence, and the violent take it by
force. (Mt 11:12)

39Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus (London: SC M Press,
1963), 177-78, also 174-78; Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus, 72-73; Jesus and
the Language of the Kingdom, 46.

4Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 303-5.
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The law and the prophets were until John; since then the
good news of the kingdom of God is preached, and every
one entersit violently. (Lk 16:16)

Matthew's version is accepted by many scholars as closer
to the original, although it is difficult to interpret. It suggests
the idea that the reign of heaven had begun, indeed began
with the ministry and mission of John, but that the reign still
endured or suffered violence, and it was evidently not yet
fully established. The saying also manifests both present
and future aspects of thereign.

The tendency of the early Church was to denigrate the
role of John and to consider him a forerunner of Jesus (Mk
0:11-13; Mt 11:14). That tendency does not exist in this
saying which reflects a high regard for John and probably
reflects the authentic attitude and teaching of Jesus (as do
Mt 21:32; Mk 11:27-30). John is seen as present in the new
age and is included within it. John marked the shift to a new
erain history. Luke's version, which may reflect Lucan
editing, makes this point even clearer, but the reality isin the
Matthean version as well. From the time of John, (the reign
of) God has been with us. Manson comments on the L ucan
version thus: " The saying contrasts two periods in history:
the period of the Law and prophets and the period of the
Kingdom of God. The former is one of promise, the latter of
fulfillment; and the ministry of the Baptist isthe dividing
line between the two. "4l In fact, the Baptist is on this side of
the dividing line.

But, although the reign of God has been manifesting itself
since the days of John, it still suffers violence (biazetai).
Biazetai can be taken in two senses, as a passive or as a
middle voice. As amiddle voice, it would mean that it
exercises force, shows its power, and thus means that since
the time of John the reign of heaven has exercised power,
the evidence for which one finds in both John and Jesus. If a
passive, biazetai has more the sense in the translation

411bid., 134.
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quoted: it suffers, endures violence. This trandlation would
reflect the continuing assault against it by the reign of Satan
which has not yet been overcome once and for al. It could
well reflect the violent death of John himself, and the vio-
lence in store for Jesus and his disciples. This sense goes well
with the latter portion of the verse; the violent and violence
still snatch at or attack the reign of God which is not yet
firmly established on earth in all its sovereignty.

There are eight points to make about Jesus' understand-
ing of (thereign of) God.

1. (Thereign of) God is already here. Whatever it was that
Jesus perceived and which he proclaimed or whatever it was
by which he had been grasped, it was already active and
present. This aspect of the reign of God is apparent in the
authentic sayings of Jesus aswell asin many of the parables.
C. H. Dodd's Parables of the Kingdom (1935) was the major
exposition of realized eschatology.

Whatever we make of them, the sayings which declare the

Kingdom of God to have come are explicit and unequivo-
ca. They are moreover the most characteristic and dis-

tinctive of the Gospel sayings on the subject. They have

no paralel in Jewish teaching or prayers of the period. If

therefore we are seeking the differentia of the teaching
of Jesus upon the Kingdom of God, it is here that it must

be found. This declaration that the Kingdom of God has

aready come necessarily dislocates the whole eschatolog-

ical scheme in which its expected coming closes the long

vista of the future. The eschaton has moved from the
future to the present, from the sphere of expectation into
that of realized experience. It is therefore unsafe to
assume that the content of the idea, "The Kingdom of
God," as Jesus meant it, may be filled in from the specula-
tions of apocalyptic writers.4

However subsequently modified and refined, Dodd's posi-
tion is still supported. "There is no going back from the

42C H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, 34.
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recognition that this [the reign of God as present] is an
emphasis truly to be found in the the teaching of Jesus
concerning the Kingdom of God."43

Perrin summarizes the evidence for (the reign of) God as
present in the teaching of Jesus as follows: (1) The presence
of thereign is part of the message of the parables, in particu-
lar the hidden treasure and pearl (Mt 13:44-46), the tower
builder and king going to war (Lk 14:28-33), thefig tree (Mk
13:28), and the lamp under the bushel (Mk 4:21). (2) Jesus
consistently spoke of himself in eschatological terms (Mk
2:18-22). (3) Jesus applied to himself biblical prophecies
which referred to the eschatological age (Mt 11:2-6 refersto
Jesus as afulfillment of 1s 35:5; 61:1). (4) Jesus spoke of his
ministry in terms which imply that the messianic times have
begun (Mt 12:51). (5) The exorcisms manifest the kingdom's
presence (Mt 12:28 // Lk 11:20). 4

2. But, thereis still more to come. Although (the reign of)
God was areality that was present on earth and in history, it
was also aredlity the fullness of which had not yet estab-
lished or manifested itself. Johannes Weiss and Albert
Schweitzer called attention to future eschatology in the
teaching of Jesus; and, in spite of the work of C.H. Dodd,
this futurity in the teaching of Jesus cannot be denied. 4
Today almost all scholars maintain that the reign of God in
the teaching of Jesus is both present and future, both
already here but not yet consummated. One of the greatest
witnesses to Jesus' belief that the reign had not yet been fully
established was the centrality of the petition, "Thy kingdom
come,”" in the "Our Father," an authentic saying of Jesus (Lk

BPerrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, 78.

-lbid., 74-78.

45 For asummary of the emphases of Weiss and Schweitzer, see Perrin, The
Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, 16-36. Also see Albert Schweitzer, The
Quest of the Historical Jesus, a Critical Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to
Wrede, trans. W. Montgomery (New Y ork: Macmillan Co., [1906] 1961),223-241;
Johannes Weiss, Jesus' Proclamation of the Kingdom of God, trans. and ed. R. H.
Hiersand D.L. Holland (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971). Perrin has summa-
rized the evidence for the kingdom as a future reality in the teaching of Jesus. See
The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, 79-11, esp. 83-90.
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11:2// Mt 6:10), in which he prayed and taught his disciples
to pray for the coming of the rule of God (also see Mk 1:15;
9:1).

Dodd's interpretation of the parables had established the
"presentness’ of the heavenly rule; Jeremias interpretation
emphasized (the reign of) God as both present and future. 46
According to Jeremias, the future element envisioned by
Jesus involved both an imminent catastrophe and a fulfill-
ment. Different biblical scholars attempt to identify the
bipolarity in varied ways. Jeremias speaks of Jesusteaching
on the reign of God as "eschatology that isin the process of
realization. -4z Kummel uses the language of "fulfillment"
and "promise”; Jesus presence in history was afulfillment
that came with the promise that what had begun would be
brought to completion.48 Cullmann speaks about "already"
and "not yet"; the decisive battle had already been won, but
the final day had not yet arrived. 49

3. A climactic event isimminent. A new day was dawning.
(Thereign of) God in the teaching of Jesus was experienced
boih as a present reality and as a hope for the future. In
addition to Jesus hope for the future, there was also the
expectation of a course of events that was imminent. A
difficulty in this aspect of the teaching of Jesusis that almost
al referencesto it are likely to be influenced by the expecta-
tion of the early Church, which not only followed from the
teaching of Jesus but also from their experience of the
resurrection and the gift of the Spirit. Thereisno way to
excise their sense of imminence from the texts. So isthere

46 For the kingdom as present, see Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, 115-24, on
"Now Isthe Day of Salvation,” and 124-46 on "God's Mercy for Sinners." For the
kingdom as future, see 146-60 on "The Great Assurance,” and 160-69 on"The

| mminence of Catastrophe.”

47 See Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, 230.

Werner Georg Kummel, Promise and Fulfillment. The Eschatological Mes-
sage of Jesus, trans. Dorothea Barton, Studiesin Biblical Theology (London:
SCM Press, 1969), 141-55.
490scar Cullmann, Christ and Time, trans. Floyd Filson (London: SCM Press,
1962), 71-106; Salvation in History, (New York: Harper and Row, 1967).
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any basisin the teaching of Jesus that he offered not only a
future hope but also an expectation for something close at
hand?

Jesus' preaching did have the note of urgency to it (some-
thing climactic soon to happen) but he did not teach an
i mminent parousia in the way that we ordinarily understand
that expression (an end of chronological time, a second
coming, or the end of history aswe know it). so Jesus
expected something to happen soon. As a support for this,
one ought not rely upon the so called apocalyptic "son of
humanity" sayings based upon Daniel 7:13 (namely, Mk
13:30; 14:62) since these are probably not authentic sayings
of Jesus, or sayingsin which the teaching of Jesus within
them is recoverable. Once one does not rely upon these
sayings, it is by no means clear that Jesus taught an immi-
nent eschatology of an apocalyptic sort. Y et the tone of
imminence in his authentic words is not absent either.

Jesus' preaching had an urgency to it. To agreat degree
this urgency reflected not an "imminent" but a "realized"
eschatology: now isthe time to respond while the word is
being proclaimed. It became increasingly clear to Jesus that
he would most probably die a violent death. The quality of
urgency reflected not only Jesus' present challenge to the
hearers but also that which would be even more true after
his death. Even more so would people be called upon to be
"for him" or "against him." That choice was already here for
many, but that choice would soon be decisive, inevitable,
and its time was close at hand. One of the climactic eschato-
logical events which Jesus perceived as imminent was prob-
ably his own death and the crisis which would follow upon
it.Sl

50For an excellent summary of the material on Jesus and his teaching about the
future and his future expectation, see Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching
of Jesus, 131-147, where he discusses the opinions of G. R. Beasley-Murray, O.

Cullmann, T.F. Glasson, JA.T. Robinson, and E. Grasser. For Perrin's own
position see The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, 190-201; Rediscovering
the Teaching of Jesus, 154-206.

s1Doubtless, Jesus taught that he would suffer aviolent death. We ought not
quickly set aside the opinion that what Jesus expected shortly was in fact his death,
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But not only did Jesus' preaching carry with it something
of the imminent (whether that be the decision for or against
discipleship, or his death, or whatever) but the Jewish milieu
was full of varied and inconsistent expectations with respect
to the future. This does not imply that Jesus could not have
or did not transcend them. In fact, | have argued that Jesus
was no apocalypticist. Y et even the non-apocalyptic hope of
Judaism was filled with eschatological expectation. Jesus
hope may not have been especially messianic (in the more
dominant and obvious senses) or apocalyptic (in the more
precise sense) but was still an expectation that the history of
Israel and Judaism was soon to experience something cli-
mactic.

Thetimeisfulfilled, and the Kingdom of God is at hand;
repent, and believe in the gospel. (Mark 1:15)

This saying is not simply expressing a realized eschatol ogy.
These present times already experience fulfillment; but the
reign is not yet complete but close, at hand. Nor does the
saying simply indicate future hope in general; rather it
indicates the expectation of something imminent. Thus
there are three elements in the teaching of Jesus: present (Mt
12:28), future (Mt 6:10), imminent (Mk 1:15). Even if Mark
1:15 and Matthew 10:7 are "summaries of the message of
Jesus" developed in the Jesus tradition, as Perrin suggests,
there is no reason to suggest anything less than accurate
summaries.5= They do not imply any developed doctrine of

resurrection, and the coming of the Spirit. See T. F. Glasson, The Second Advent,
the Origin of the New Testament Doctrine, revised edition (London: Epworth
Press, 1947). Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament, suggested that the
resurrection of Jesus may have fulfilled his expectation, 211.

s2See Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, 199-201. Perrin's
argument is unconvincing to me here. If it is authentic, why must it be prior to his
teaching on the presence and future of the kingdom? It is simply another aspect of
the future expectation, and may even be later rather than earlier when Jesus has a
more heightened consciousness of impending death. Also, in light of Perrin's later
work in Jesus and the Language, | am wondering if Perrin himself would not
perceive this as treating Jesus' use of the kingdom too much as a steno-symbol
rather than atensive symbol. Cf., A.L. Moore, The Parousiain the New Testament
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1966), 90.
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parousia as a second coming. They simply reflect Jesus
expectation of something climactic and imminent. Perhaps
at this point we ought to introduce the thesis of Marcus
Borg: "What faced the hearers of Jesus was not the immi-
nent and inevitable end of the world, but the imminent and
yet contingent destruction of Israel." 53

One of the difficulties in any discussion of Jesuseschatol-
ogy isthat eschatology in its most precise sense played only
aminor rolein Jesus teaching! If by eschatology we mean
Jesus' teaching about the reign of God, there is no question
but that (the reign of) God was the center of Jesus' procla-
mation and preaching. But if by eschatology we mean more
precisely ateaching about the end times, 5 the end of history
aswe know it, then this eschaton is on the periphery of
Jesus' teaching, which is not to deny that Jesus believed in
resurrection from the dead and judgment. It is simply that
Jesus' understanding of (the reign of) God was not apoca-
lyptic, but prophetic in the old sense; historically conscious.
Like the prophets of old, Jesus was able to read history and
God.

The entire discussion on the temporal aspect of Jesus
eschatology (Jesus' doctrine on the reign of God; Jesus
doctrine of God) can be misplaced or over-emphasized. % If,
as we have maintained, proper understanding of the lan-
guage of the reign of God as metaphor indicates (as sug-
gested by targumic usage) that the expression is away of
speaking about God, the emphasisis not then on a kingdom
or reign (with its concomitant concerns about whether it has
come or is till to come) but on God. The temporal questions
became non-problematic, for God is here, near, and com-
ing. Thus Jesus' teaching about God is not so much eschato-
logical in the strict sense asiit is theological, insightful,
prophetic. This does not deny our three previous pointsin

B Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus (New
York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1984), 202.

54See My discussion of eschatology in chapter two. Also Borg, Conflict, Holiness
and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus, 4-20.

55gee in particular Bruce Chilton, The Kingdom of God, 1-26, and n. 31 of this
chapter. Also Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus, 4-20.
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reference to Jesus eschatology, but rather insists that they
are not about some thing (a kingdom) but Someone (God).
God is present: the one-who-is-with-us. But thereis till
more to hope for; God is the one-who-is-coming. And a
dramatic manifestation of God (the one-who-is-coming-to-
be-with-us) isimminent (and this may refer to Jesus own
resurrection and vindication, the outpouring of the Spirit,
or the crisisfacing Israel).

Thus the word "eschatology,” aswidely used, ison the
verge of losing all meaning. It may be best to abandon it,
and use other language to say what we mean. The eschato-
logical teaching of Jesus is Jesusteaching about the reign of
God; that isto say, Jesus teaching about God - a teaching
experientially based and prophetically/ biblically grounded.

Toturnto athesis of Marcus Borg and Gerd Theissen: the
Jesus movement was essentially a renewal movement within
Judaism. 56 Along with the Pharisees, Essenes, and resis-
tance movement, the Jesus movement was one of many
renewal movements competing for the loyalty of the people.
The Jesus movement, and its program of renewal, were
rooted in Jesus' conception and experience of God.

For Borg, other Jewish renewal movements were charac-
terized by their quest for holiness, with holiness being inter-
preted as separation and purity. This post-exilic quest for
holiness explains the emphasis on sabbath observance,
proper tithing, racial purity, the emphasis on Torah and
Temple. The Essene quest for holiness led to a separation
from mainline Jewish society. The Pharisees quest ledto a
separation within Jewish society, although theirs was envi-
sioned as a program for all of Israel. Within the resistance
movement, holiness required Judeans to structure their cor-
porate lives unhindered by foreign occupation and oppres-
sion. Jesus' program for renewal must be understood within
Israel's quest for holiness, but for Jesus renewal did not
imply separation but fidelity to the God of Israel as a God of

56Borg,  Conflict, Holiness and Politicsin the Teachings of Jesus, 17-20, 51-72,
123-43. Gerd Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity, trans. John
Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978), esp. 1, 8-23, 77-95.
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compassion. Jesus defined holiness as compassion rather
than separation, 5 and his definition was rooted in his per-
sonal and prophetic understanding of God. For Jesus, God
was compassion, forgiveness, and mercy.

Jesus' understanding of God and holiness was not ahis-
torical, apolitical, or ssimply a doctrine of the future. Asthe
destiny of the Ninevites was contingently wrapped up with
the preaching of Jonah, so the destiny of Israel was at stake
in the competing programs for the renewal of Israel. For
Borg then "what faced the hearers of Jesus was not the
imminent and inevitable end of the world, but the imminent
and yet contingent destruction of Israel."53 Jesus perceived
the quest for a holiness understood as separation and racial
purity to be an invitation to disaster for Israel. Jesus con-
cern was for the imminent crisisfacing Israel, for the history
of Israel, not a consciousness derived from a belief that
history was coming to an end.

4. With respect to the course of future events and further
manifestations of the sovereignty of God, we cannot speak
precisely about what Jesus in fact expected. Central to his
teaching was that even he did not know exactly what to
expect. Jesus expected something to happen shortly. But
what? When? Shortly, yes, but exactly when: we do not
know the day or the hour. And what was about to happen?
Jesus' authentic sayings indicate that these were unan-
swered questions. Jesus was calling forth faith and trust in
God, not answering questions in an apocalyptic debate or
eschatological catechism. What is clear in the teaching of
Jesusis certainty (Jeremias speaks of the great assurance),
but at the same time lack of knowledge about specifics.
Jesus was a man of faith whose trust in God was his own
starting point in life.

Jesus did not provide specific information about what
was to come; he avoided and discouraged any type of seek-

s7Here | prefer to speak differently than Borg. It is not so much that mercy or
compassion is an alternative to holiness (Borg,. 123-43) but a new understanding
or definition of holiness. For Jesus, holiness is compassion.

58Same asn. 53.
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ing after signs. Norman Perrin in his early work on the
teaching of Jesus maintained that Jesus "gave neither spe-
cific form to his future expectation . . . nor did he expressit
in terms of a specific time element.” 5 A.L. Moore has de-
scribed Jesus' perspective on the End as an undelimited
nearness. 60

Although Jesus did not provide specifics, we can say in
general that Jesus expected his ministry, teaching and repu-
tation to be vindicated by God. Jesus believed in the doc-
trine of the resurrection, and there is no reason to think that
he did not expect his own resurrection. Martin Rist has
written both that "It is understandabl e that Jesus evidently
entertained a belief in the resurrection of the dead, for this
was taught both by the Pharisees and in the synagogue,” and
also that Jesus "did not stress the resurrection belief. 6
Jesus believed in resurrection, yet it was not central in his
preaching.

Jesus did not teach a doctrine of the parousiain the sense
of one to come who would establish a new age which would
be an end to history aswe know it. This follows from what
we have said about the lack of specificsin the teaching of
Jesus as well as the historical and prophetic consciousness
of Jesus. Y et the discussion has caused much debate. 62 The

59Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus, 204; also 57.

80cf. A.L. Moore, The Parousiain the New Testament (Leiden: E.J. Brill, | 966).
1 do not agree with all of Moore's exposition, such as his interpretation of the
Parousia hope in the early Church, but | appreciate his articulation and argument
that Jesus did not make specific his expectation with regard to the timing of the
Parousia. Within the teaching of Jesus, for Moore, there is only an undelimited
nearness, namely, no belief that the End must come within a specified period. In
other words, Jesus' expectation is open with respect to the End. The Parousia for
Jesus is near but not delimited. It is the character of the End to be both near and
open. A delay as such is not unexpected because there is no delimited, specifying
expectation - other than both the nearness and the graciousness (freedom and
grace) of God. Thusit is not within our knowledge to specify how much time
remains. That Jesus himself was not clear about what would happen, see James
D.G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament, 211.

6l Martin Rist, "Jesus and Eschatology,” in Transitionsin Biblical Scholarship,
ed. J.C. Rylaarsdam (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1968), 193-215. The quotes
are from 198-99.

62 See Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching 0f Jesus, 130-147. Among
others, Oscar Cullmann maintained that Jesus did have a Parousia doctrine;



The Compassionate Sage 243

opinion that Jesus taught a parousia doctrine is tied up with
the New Testament "son of humanity” sayings in which
Jesus spoke about "the son of humanity" coming in power
on the clouds of heaven, which "son of humanity" may or
may not be identified with Jesus himself (Mk 13:26; 14:62).
A common opinion isthat "son of humanity"” referred to an
apocalyptic messianic judge and savior but that Jesus did
not identify this figure with himself. In other words, Jesus
taught the coming of someone other than himself who
would vindicate Jesus as well. But we have rejected this
interpretation.

There was no messianic "son of humanity" conception in
pre-Christian Judaism. The basisin the life of Jesusfor the
"son of humanity" sayings was his own particular way of
speaking. In the language of Jesus "son of humanity" had no
particular apocalyptic nor necessarily messianic content.
The most appropriate Sitz im Leben for the future "son of
humanity" sayings was the eschatology of the Church whose
expectations had been heightened and influenced by the
resurrection of Jesus and the phenomena accompanying the
gift of the Spirit. Thus "son of humanity" was a speech
pattern characteristic of Jesus which undoubtedly con-
tained within it his own enigmatic self-understanding but
does not provide any basis for arguing that Jesus taught the
future coming of some such figure. Jesus taught his own
future vindication and resurrection, but we have no basis for
saying more.

One cannot say that Jesus was mistaken about the parou-
siasince he did not expect one or teach one. & Hereisan

among others JA.T. Robinson maintained that Jesus did not. See Cullmann, "The
Return of Christ," in The Early Church (London: SC M, 1956), 141-72; Robinson,
Jesus and His Coming (New York: Abingdon, 1957). Also see Borg, Conflict,
Holiness and Palitics in the Teachings of Jesus, 201-27.

63Two insightful responses to this difficulty are those of Jeremias, New Testa-
ment Theology, 139-41; Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 152-54, 542-43. 1 think Jeremias
answers "yes' too quickly, although he qualifies this yes. The second qualification
isimportant in that it reflects respect for the freedom of God, a point emphasized
by Schillebeeckx. My impression isthat there lies underneath Jeremias the tone
that we know more about Jesus' imminent expectation than we in fact do.
Schillebeeckx, 152, contains the correct emphasis with respect to the question.
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instance of scholars being mistaken about the eschatol ogy
of Jesus, not Jesus being mistaken about an imminent
return. This does not imply that the delay of the Parousia
was not a problem in the early Church. It was, but they were
the ones who expected something which never camein the
form they expected it. Jesus resisted such calculations and
lived by faith. Although there is much we do not know
about Jesus own hope for the future, we have an insufficient
basis for saying that the climactic event he felt to be close at
hand was a coming of an apocalyptic "son of humanity" or
his own return.

This does not mean that there is no validity to the ques-
tion of whether Jesus expectations were fulfilled or not. We
simply do not have enough information about what Jesus
expected to determine whether he was mistaken. He
expected to die, be raised, and be vindicated. He expected
his death to be a source of crisisfor hisdisciples. He
preached the presentness and nearness of the power of God.
He.perhaps anticipated a crisis of disastrous proportions
facing the nation. But he taught little about the specifics of
what he actually expected except that a new erawasin the
process of beginning. In fact, the life of Jesusleads usto
believe that he was willing to live by faith in thisregard, to
leave the future to God. Jesus' hope was based on his
confidence in God, and he needed nho more than that. Jesus
was aware of the freedom of God and to have said more
would be to curtail God's freedom, whereas it was the
freedom and power and sovereignty of God that formed the
center of his message, and that God was here for those who
had the eyes to see.

5. (The Reign 0f) God callsforth joy, hope, expectation,
trust, faith, and confidence in God. The response of the
individual who hears the proclamation of Jesus varies. The
presence of God fills one with joy; the eschatological ban-
quet is about to begin or has already begun; it isatime for
feasting and laughter. The "not yetness," however, calls for
a hope grounded in confidence that days of fullness will
come. The imminence of a new beginning, a new creation,
an eschatological and climactic urgency calls forth more
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than hope; it stirs up anticipation, expectation. Y et,
although God is here, already present as King, God is
present only to the one who has eyesto see or earsto hear.
The basis for the continuing establishment of God as sover-
eign on earth isour trust in God. We can be confident. God
reigns where there is faith. God's presence istherein
response to faith. Without faith one cannot see (the reign of)
God. We cannot say, "Hereit is." And the fact that the reign
of God is"not of thisworld" does not mean "another
world," a supernatural, transcendental world, although that
world is not excluded. God already and eternally reigns
"there"; the reign of which Jesus spokeis"on earth” asin
heaven. It isnot of thisworld in the sense that it is not like
the kingdoms of thisworld. It is not one kingdom alongside
others, or over others. It is established on earth, but not of
thisworld. The reign is visible and tangible only to those
who trust in God - unlike worldly powers which make their
power known and felt in other ways. In his preaching and
healing Jesus was a man of faith and a prophet of hope. His
starting point in his ministry was the trust in God which he
learned in the wilderness. God calls forth faith and trust
which in turn awaken one to see more clearly the presence of
God.

6. Insofar as Jewish hope and eschatology were con-
cerned with God's salvation which some of the people ea-
gerly awaited in the not too distant future, Jesus' eschatology
was by contrast an innovation in that he taught that the
moment of salvation is now. This "eschatology"” of Jesus
was not strictly speaking an eschatology; its primary refer-
ence was not to the future or to the end of history. Its
primary reference was to God. Jesus did have a concern for
the future, but what was predominate in the parablesis that
the present was the important moment in the history of
salvation.

Jesus did speak of the future; there is even more to come
from God. He saw the critical moments ahead in his own
mission, the suffering and rejection to come, aswell as
critica moments for his disciples, after his death and in the
face of false teachers and persecution. Momentous times
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were ahead. Yet, in all of this, Jesus remained a prophet of
hope with confidence in God. It was not the future but the
present that was urgent. This present moment in the history
of salvation, emphasized in Dodd's realized eschatology
which has not been dated even if modified, isthe proper
focus for understanding the preaching of Jesus. Jesus turns
our attention from a gaze toward fulfillment in the future to
the challenge to respond in faith and action to God now.

This call for an immediate present response is well exem-
plified in the parable of the supper from which the invited
guests excused themselves. The invitation came; the guests
had other things to do; they missed the opportune moment
and it was too late. The Matthean version (22:1-14) actually
contains two parables, the parable of the marriage feast
(22:1-10) and the parable of the wedding garment (22:11-14).
Originally these were two separate parables. The Lucan
version (14:16-24) contains only the story of the banquet
and is probably closer to the original. The version in the
Gospel of Thomas (64) may be even closer to the original
than Luke's. Both Matthew and L uke use the parable to
interpret the Gentile mission of the early Church. Those
originally invited to the Messianic feast, the Jews, have been
passed over and the invitation isto the Gentiles. In Luke's
version the servant goes out three times; the first call isto the
original guests, or Jews; the second call isto the poor,
probably the poor and the outcasts among the Jews; the
third is to those on the highways and outside the city, the
Gentiles. The original point of the story, however, isthe
failure of those to respond when they received the invita-
tion. Now isthe moment; tomorrow may be too late.

7. Although the reign of God has already begun (God is
already herel) and now isthe time to decide on its behalf,
God's sovereignty has not been fully established. Wheniitis,
God will reign on earth. The earth will proclaim that it
belongs to God. It has become common for some to contrast
prophetic eschatology and apocalyptic eschatology as a
contrast between athis-worldly hope and an other-worldly
hope. Given the exaggerated influence of apocalyptic
thought on Jesus, many have come to think of Jesus as
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proclaiming a kingdom "not of thisworld," an other-
worldly kingdom whose day isimminent. Thisis often
associated with Jesus' eschatological teaching about a
future and apocalyptic Parousia. These emphases, however,
are misplaced.

The contrast between prophetic and apocalyptic expecta-
tions concerns not where but the way in which God will be
established as King on earth. Apocalyptic thought sees an
intervention from above and a new creation or new Jerusa-
lem descend; the prophets see the future as the culmination
of history aswe know it. The prophets spoke of a new
Jerusalem and new creation, but with the sense of their
being related to the events of history, not transcending those
events. Prophetic eschatology became more nationalistic,
more political. But both prophetic and apocalyptic escha-
tology saw God reigning on earth, however it be accom-
plished. Judaism, and Jewish eschatology as well, remained
primarily this-worldly in its hope.

We have rejected an interpretation of Jesus in thorough-
going apocalyptic terms. Jesus taught no apocalyptic "son
of humanity" eschatology. The reign of God proclaimed by
Jesus was a God whose presence could be felt on earth.
Granted the reign proclaimed by Jesus was not of orfrom
this world (Jn 18:36).64 It was God's reign, not aworldly
kingdom. It was not like the kingdoms of thisworld, but it
would still be a kingdom on this earth, God sovereign on
this earth. Given the propensity of some of the disciplesto
misinterpret the reign of which Jesus spoke, Jesus empha-
sized that it was not a kingdom like the kingdoms of old.
When God's reign is established on earth, there will be no
positions of false dignity and social status; there will smply
be God as King and God's people. Although Luke's version
of the Lord's Prayer does not contain Matthew's " Thy will
be done on earth as it isin heaven," thereis no reason to
think that the Matthean version is unfaithful to the teaching

fThe textual basis for Jesus teachi ng that God's reign was not of thisworld is
John 18:36. This does not imply, however, not on earth. The Greek €k inthetext is
also properly translated as "from" rather than "of."
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of Jesus. The future tense in the authentic beatitudes of
Jesus, as we have seen, implies soon, and here. "Blessed are
you that hunger now, for you shall be satisfied. Blessed are
you that weep now, for you shall laugh” (Lk 6:21). Thereis
no implication of satisfaction and laughter in some other
world, but rather here and now on earth. Jesus hope was a
Jewish hope, a prophetic hope, afuture hope for this earth.
What he exactly envisioned again we cannot say. How it was
all to happen, he himself did not seem to know. His trust was
in God, and his hope was for the "now" and also the "here."
Jesus proclaimed that God had already begun to reign on
earth and would reign even more fully on earth in the times
ahead.

8. God is already reigning. Now isthe timeto see thisfor
those who have eyesto see. Y et what God hasin store for his
peopl e surpasses even the present blessings; there is more
still to come. When God'sreign is fully established on earth,
God will reign over all the nations. Although Jesus saw his
pwn mission as particularly a mission to the Jews, and
particularly to the poor in Israel, the reign of God he pro-
claimed would not exclude the Gentiles. Although his mis-
sion was primarily to proclaim thisinclusive reign of God to
the Jews, Jesus knew God's reign on earth to be "for the
nations." Israel would lose her special place although not
God's special love for her. God's reign would not be nation
conscious, but humanity conscious. We can see how this
teaching of Jesus, especially this eschatological teaching,
and particularly this teaching about the unrestricted charac-
ter of God's reign would get him in trouble. Jesusteaching
cuts away at the doctrine of election itself.

Jesus' Ethical Teaching

Jesus' preaching and teaching were essentially God-talk.
Jesus talked to God in prayer, and in his ministry he talked
about God to others.65 Y et much of Jesus God-talk was also

651 take this expression from the life of Dominic who is reported to have said to
his followers that they should speak "only to God or of God." M. H. Vicaire, St.
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about us. To talk of hisheavenly Father was to talk about us
aswell. The reign of God not only implies God's outpouring
of love for the people; it also implies the sovereignty of God
as manifest in our love for God and for neighbor. Another
way of saying thisisto say that Jesus' teaching was not only
eschatological, in the sense of centered on God's reign, but
also ethical, centered on love as the sign of God's sover-
eignty on earth. This "ethics' was no mere transitional
ethics, nor only a utopian ideal; it was an "ethics of disciple-
ship," away of life for hisfollowers, the way those live who
have been grasped already by (the reign of) God.66 The
eschatological and ethical content in Jesus preaching are
not in opposition to each other. The ethical pertains to how
those live and respond who have been touched by the
already manifest power of the eschatological reign of God.
God's reign implies both a future hope and a present way of
living.

We can see within the teaching of Jesus two core ele-
ments, however we phrase them: consolation and challenge,
or forgiveness and repentance, or the relativization of the
Law and reverence for the the Law, or mercy and judgment,
or God's love and love of neighbor. Jesus preaching was
"the good news of the reign of God"; it was aword of
consolation enfleshed in the behavior of Jesus as he shared
fellowship with the outcast. Y et God's coming as a consola-
tion to the people did not revoke his word as aword of
challenge. God's love was both compassionate and demand-
ing. It was both aword of forgiveness and aword which
involved repentance. Preaching repentance was as obvious
apart of the teaching of Jesus as was proclaiming forgive-
ness (Mk 1:15; Mt 4:17).

Jesus attitude toward the Law is not easy to discern.
Jesus did not annul or repudiate the Law. Although it is
commonplace to describe Jesus as anti-law (anti-Torah),

Dominic and His Times, trans. Kathleen Pond (New York: McGraw Hill Book
Co., 1964), 33I. Theexpression iscontained in the Dominican Constitutions.
66Hans Bold, " Eschatological or Theocentric Ethics?" in The Kingdom Of God,
ed. Bruce Chilton (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 133-53.
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what Jesus opposed was a false understanding of the Law.
Jesus opposed rigidification and trivialization of the Law,
the gap that the Law was allowed to create between "strict
observance" and the am ha-aretz, hypocrisy and self-
righteousness. Jesus' hostility to the scribes did not flow
from his repudiation of the Law but from his understanding
of it, an understanding that was quite compatible with the
Judaism of hisday if onelooks at that Judaism at its best
rather than in the light of Christian bias. Much of the
anti-Jewish and anti-Pharisaic language of the Gospels
flows from a post-resurrection Church uneasy about its
realtionship to Judaism and from Jewish-Christian conflict
after 70 C.E. as Judaism tried to rebuild itself after the fall of
Jerusalem. Thus the question of the attitude of the historical
Jesus toward the Law is by no means easy to determine. The
early Church had come to the decision that the Mosaic Law
was not binding, but this decision was not explicit, or even
implicit, in the teaching of Jesus, who observed the Law
even if his observance was offensive to some interpretations
of it.

Thereis no clear evidence that Jesus taught an abrogation
or invalidity to any of the Jewish laws. If he had, it was with
respect to eating forbidden, non-kosher, unclean foods.
Matthew gives the impression that this was more a question
of triviality of some prescriptions, such as washing before
eating (15:17-20). Mark'sversion is more explicit, stating
that Jesus actually declared all foods as clean, edible (7:18-
19). But the final sentence of Mark 7:19, "Thus he declared
all foods clean," is considered by some a gloss, or the work
of the evangelist who was making the meaning clear for the
Church. Thusit isvarioudly interpreted.67 Both the Revised
Standard Version and the Jerusalem Bible trandate it
within parentheses. If these were the words of Jesus himself,
it would be the only example we have of Jesus teaching that
some prescriptions of the Law were no longer intact. Mat-
thew's version may well reflect better the attitude of Jesus
toward the Law, that not all law was of equal importance.

67See Vermes, Jesusthe Jew, 28-29. Also see A.E. Harvey, Jesus and the
Constraints of History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982), 39-40).
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In his approach to the Sabbath, asin his approach to the
Law as awhole, Jesus under st ood the Sabbath68 He went to
the heart of what the Sabbath was about, and thus what the
Law pertaining to it was about. Jesus' disciples plucked ears
of grain on the Sabbath (Mk 2:23-28) and Jesus performed a
cure on the Sabbath (Mk 2:1-5). According to Jesus, "the
Sabbath was made for the people, not people for the Sab-
bath" (Mk 2:27). This was not new teaching. Since the time
of the Maccabees, "the Sabbath is for the people" was an
expression that had been in circulation.69 The Sabbath in
Israel was originally an expression of compassion; it gave
rest to slaves and cattle. L ater, theology supported the prac-
ticein the creation story. But the Sabbath had literally been
agift of God to humankind (Dt 5:12-15; Gn 2:2-3; Ex
20:8-11). The Sabbath visibly expressed the compassion of
God. Jesus knew God, and understood Sabbath as a gift
from God, not a burden. Schillebeeckx writes, " The sabbath
rest isinterpreted as a “time for doing good,' not as an action
specially suited to the sabbath." 70 Jesus relativized Sabbath
law by understanding Sabbath and its radically humanistic
character, how God by decreeing Sabbath showed himself
to be for us, and hence how being for others on the Sabbath
could in no way be aviolation of it.

Jesus was not advocating non-observance of the Sabbath.
Rather he called into question the attitude, form of obser-
vance, or interpretation which had turned God's gift to us
into an unbearable burden. Jesus criticized not the Law but
aparticular interpretation of the Law. For the essence of the
Law was love of God and love of neighbor. Jesus' critique of
the Pharisaic interpretation was quite Jewish. Jesus was a
Jew upholding the Law, critical of a particular Jewish appli-
cation of the Law as not being faithful to who God was as
One-for-Others.

6 Schillebeeckx's interpretation of Jesus and Law is very much to the point. See
Jesus, 229-56. For his discussion of sabbath see 237-43. Also see A.E. Harvey,
Jesus and the Constraints of History, 36-65; and Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness
and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus, 145-62.

89schillebeeckx, Jesus, 239.
01bid., 241.



252 The Compassionate Sage

Jesus was not critical of all Pharisees, nor necessarily of
Pharisaism itself. Rather, Jesus was critical of a hypocrisy
which he found in the lives of many so-called religious
people. Rather than allowing the Law to be God's gift, and
God to be grace, they imposed all kinds of burdens and
restrictions which prevented people from experiencing God
as grace and compassion. Jesus preached rather that (the
reign of) God was compassion. Jesus anger with the scribes
was with the burden they imposed and the hypocrisy in their
own lives (Lk 11:42-47).

Jesus' conflict with the scribes and lawyers did not place
him outside Judaism. His was a very Jewish and prophetic
critique. Conflictual interpretations of the Law had been
part and parcel of Judaism since the beginning of helleniza-
tion in Palestine and the emergence of sectarianism.71 Jesus
did not see himself in his Sabbath observance as going
against Judaism. Rather he saw himself going to the heart of
Judaism. Jesus did not reject the Law but he did not idolize
it either. He went to the heart.of the Law which was an
expression of the will of God. God's will was always deter-
minative for Jesus and he had an uncanny, intuitive aware-
ness of what God would want or do under certain
circumstances.

We can learn more about the positive ethical teaching of
Jesus by looking at the "sermon on the mount” (Mt 5-7),
which isamajor collection of the teaching of Jesus. The
material in chapters 5-7 is not a unified sermon of Jesus of
Nazareth but is rather a collection by Matthew of diverse
Jesus material.72 The collection does provide us with
authentic material although some of the material hasits

71Schillebeeckx discusses the close relationship between Jesus' interpretation of
the Law and the Hellenistic Jewish Diaspora interpretation, which was influential
in the formation of early Christian efforts to articulate attitudes toward the Law,
Jesus, 230-33, 248-49.

72The best critical treatment in English of the sermon is W.D. Davies, The
Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: University Press, | 964); it also
contains extensive bibliography. A shorter version was later published under the
title of The Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: University Press, 1966). Also see
F.W. Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew (New Y ork: Harper and Row,
1981), 123-201; Marcus Borg, Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of
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origin in the early Church rather than in the teaching of
Jesus or at least has undergone development in the course of
its history. Our concern here is not the setting of the material

in the early Church, nor in the Gospel of Matthew itself, but
rather the setting in the life of Jesus insofar asthisis
ascertainable. We will focus on some of the Q material in the
Matthean sermon.

The Beatitudes. The Q material at the very least consists
of the four beatitudes, Matthew 5:3, 5, 6, 11-12/ / Luke
6:20-23. Aswe have discussed, the Lucan form is probably
more original.

The Image of Salt. The Q material here is Matthew 5:13;
Luke 14:34-35 (also see Mark 9:50). In the original setting,
the image of salt may have referred to the disciples, or may
have been areference to Isradl. It depicts Jesus way of
speaking with images.

The Law Remains. The Q verse is Matthew 5:18 or Luke
16:17. One can see here the difficulty of determining the
actual teaching of Jesus on the Law and of even using the
Matthean sermon as a source for the teaching of Jesus. We
have seen how careful we had to be in order to determine
which beatitudes were actually sayings of Jesus. We can say
that Jesus used the image of salt, but it is almost impossible
to know to whom it originally referred in the teaching of
Jesus. Thisverse considered by itself raises questions. If we
take the Lucan version (16:17), Manson suggests that the
saying originally referred not to Jesus teaching on the Law
but to the opinion of the scribes which Jesusin fact con-
demns: "It is easier for heaven and earth to pass away than
for the scribes to give up the smallest bit of that tradition by
which they make the Law of no effect."73 Yet Manson is
unconvincing. It appears strange that if Jesus had openly
rejected the teaching of the scribes about the continuation of

Jesus, 123-34; David Hill, The Gospel of Matthew (Greenwood, S.C.: Attic Press,
1972), 108-55; Joachim Jeremias, The Sermon on the Mount (Philadelphia: For-
tress Press, |963); and Hans Kung, On Being a Christian, trans. Edward Quinn
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., |976), 244-77;, Jan Lambrecht, The
Sermon on the Mount (Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1985).

BT.W. Manson, Sayings of Jesus, 135.
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the Law, his disciples would have taught precisely the oppo-
site, even granting their difficult situation vis-a-vis Judaism.
Yet it isdifficult to conclude what Jesus did say precisely.

The three verses from Matthew 5:17-19 are probably
three separate sayings which were originally transmitted
separately. The authenticity of all three can be challenged.
Nevertheless, the Q saying in its Lucan form cannot be as
easily dismissed, and one must assume that it reflects the
attitude if not the exact words of Jesus. F.W. Beare com-
ments on the Matthean verses:

The question of authenticity is not of primary impor-
tance; whether Jesus stated his position in precisely this
form of words or not, the saying is afaithful statement of
his fundamental attitude. He holds consistently that the
Law was given to Israel by God, and that it retainsits
validity for him and for those who would follow him. If a
man would "enter into life" he must "keep the command-
ments’ (Mt 19:17). Only if the principleis applied in the
minute way which is demanded in verses 18 and 19 may
we feel that he is misrepresented. And Matthew himself
brings a broadly different interpretation of how the "ful-
fillment" of the Law is accomplished, when he sums up
the basic teaching of Jesus in the words of the Golden
Rule. "Whatever you wish that men would do to you, do
so to them; for thisisthe law and prophets’ (7:12). 74

Although it can be suggested that there is conflict between
such a teaching of Jesus and his openness and authority with
respect to the Law, it ismost likely that Jesus saw his own
behavior and interpretation not as a violation but as the
fulfillment of the true meaning of the Law. For Jesusit was
not a question of doing away with the Law but of properly
understanding it.

The Antitheses. The Q material includes Jesus' teaching
on divorce (Mt 5:32// Lk 16:18), and love of enemies (Mt
5:38-48// Lk 6:27-36). To interpret the antitheses as an

T F.W. Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew, 142.
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attack on the Law or Jesus' teaching as opposed to the Law
isto misrepresent them. "The fact is that in none of the
Antitheses is there an intention to annul the provisions of
the Law but only to carry them out to their ultimate mean-
ing."75 The antitheses do not oppose Jesus and the Law, but
rather reflect Jesus going to the heart of the matter, to the
spirit, to the full implications, to the true meaning. The "new
teaching" of Jesus shows the extent to which atrue follower
of the Law must go in order to fulfill it. But thisis not "new
teaching" as much as Jesus' application and interpretation.
What is clear is not so much Jesus' opposition to the Law
but his own authority with respect to it.

Within the Q material, such as the teaching on divorce
and the command to love one's enemies, it appears as if
Jesus was changing the Law. Jesus' teaching on divorce,
however, was not an abrogation of the Law but an interpre-
tation of it, and an interpretation compatible within Juda-
ism. Varied interpretations of the divorce command existed
within Judaism, among the schools of Hillel and Shammai
and the Essenes. The interpretation of the "school of Jesus'
could be placed along with theirs. 76 Jesus did abandon the
principle of an eye for an eye (Mt 5:39-42; Lk 6:29-30). This,
however, was also in order to fulfill the Law as Jesus under-
stood it. A proper understanding of the law of love of
neighbor in Leviticus requires the breadth to which Jesus
gavetoit.

75W.D. Davies, The Sermon on the Mount, 29; The Setting of the Sermon on the
Mount, 102. Also see D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (New
York: Arno Press, [1965] 1973), 55-62.

16 For a further discussion of divorce in the New Testament teaching, see Jacques
Dupont, Afariage et divorce dans|'Evangile (Bruges, Belgium: Abbaye de Saint
Andre, 1959); Joseph A. Fitzmyer, "The Matthean Divorce Texts and Some New
Palestinian Evidence,” Theological Studies 37 (1976), 107-226; Thomas Fleming,
"Christ and Divorce," Theological Studies 24 (1963), 106-120; Wilfrid Harring-
ton, "The New Testament and Divorce," Irish Theological Quarterly 39 (1972),
178-87; Quentin Quesnell, "Made Themselves Eunuchs for the Kingdom of
Heaven," Catholic Biblical Quarterly 30 (1968), 335-58; Bruce Vawter, "Divorce
and the New Testament,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 39 (1977), 528-42.
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Matthew 5:44-48 and Luke 6:27-36 go to the heart of the
ethical teaching of Jesus and his interpretation of the Law.
The Law can be summarized for Jesus by the word "love."
In fact, the whole Law can be contained in the twofold
command "to love God and neighbor" (Mk 12:28-34; Mt
22:34-40; Lk 10:25-28). Both of these commands can be
found in the Torah (Dt 6:4-5; Lv 19:18), but Jesus inter-
preted them by showing the extent to which true love of
neighbor leads us; it includes love of enemies aswell. 7

The particular structure of the antitheses is Matthean. In
the Q material, thisis not acommon element. Thusit is
probably Matthew's style. Likewise the content of many of
the antitheses may be Matthean or from the early Church.
But the Q material has claim to authenticity. Jesus probably
spoke about divorce-. References can be found in both Q and
Mark (Mk 10:11-12; Mt 19:9; aswell asLk 16:18// Mt
5:31-32). Likewise the teaching on love has claim to authen-
ticity. Matthew casts it (5:38-48) in the form of two antith-
eses; the golden rule comes later in Matthew's sermon
(7:12). The Lucan formulation of the love command (6:27-
36) is probably the more original, however.

But | say to you that hear, love your enemies, do good to
those who hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for
those who abuse you. To those who strike you on the
cheek, offer the other also; and from those who take away
your coat do not withhold even your shirt. Give to every
one who begs from you; and of those who take away your
goods do not ask for them again. And as you wish that
people would do to you, do so to them.

If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you?
For even sinners love those who love them. And if you do
good to those who do good to you, what credit is that to
you? For even sinners do the same. And if you lend to

Tl have discussed love in the teaching of Jesusin The Power of Love (Chicago:
Thomas More Press, 1979), esp. | 25-45, 214-33. See Pheme Perkins. Love Com-
mands in the New Testament (New Y ork: Paulist Press, |1982).
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those from whom you hope to receive, what credit is that
to you? Even sinners lend to sinners, to receive as much
again. But love your enemies, and do good and lend,
expecting nothing in return; and your reward will be
great, and you will be sons of the Most High; for heis
kind to the ungrateful and the selfish. Be merciful, even as
your Father is merciful. (Lk 6:27-36)

Our neighbors include our enemies as well, who are not to
be excluded from our love, as they are not excluded from
God's love. The teaching was bold, frank and radical. Jesus
saw it as the heart of true religion, like the teaching of the
prophets of old. At its core it was Judaism; it was Jesus
interpretation of Judaism, of the Law. It iswhat the Law
ultimately is about.

Jesus' teaching on love of enemies was not in contradic-
tion to the Law. Nowhere does the Law explicitly teach not
to love enemies. Y et at times such seems to have been the
attitude which was encouraged (Ps 129:21f; Dt 7:2). Cer-
tainly in the time of Jesus this was reflected in the attitude
toward outcasts and Gentiles in the teaching of the Phari-
sees. The exhortation to hate one's enemies was explicit in
the Qumran sect, whose teaching was not the Law but an
interpretation present in sectarianism.78 Jesus interpreted
the Law differently because he understood the intent of the
Law differently. One characteristic of Jesus' teaching, as
pointed out by W.D. Davies, was itsradical, uncompromis-
ing character. If one contrasts the Q material with the
Matthean material as awhole, Matthew has already set
about the task of adapting the teaching of Jesus to the
ongoing life of the Christian community.

Luke 6:36 (Be compassionate as God is compassionate) is
a concise statement of the relationship between Jesus' escha-
tology or doctrine of God and Jesus' ethics, is areflection of
the same teaching which we have seen in the beatitudes (God

78See F.W. Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew, 161; W.D. Davies, The
Sermon on the Mount, 81-83, 146-47; David Hill, The Gospel of Matthew, | 29-30.
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belongs to the people), and is a programmatic statement of
Jesus' understanding of holiness and the renewal of Juda-
ism.79 It is asuccinct statement of Jesus ethics.

Chapter six of the sermon contains Jesus' instructions on
prayer and the "Our Father" which we have considered
previously. Chapter six contains further material from Q
-about storing up true treasure (Mt 6:19-21// Lk 12:33-
34); the eye as the lamp of the body (Mt 6:22-23// Lk
11:34-36); no one can serve both God and money (Mt 6:24
/1 Lk 16:13); and trust and providence (Mt 6:25-34// Lk
12:22-32).

Chapter seven likewise contains much material from Q:
Do not judge (Mt 7:1-5// Lk 6:37-42); Ask and you shall
receive (Mt 7:7-11// Lk 11:9-13); the golden rule (Mt 7:12
Il Lk 6:31); Enter by the narrow gate (Mt 7:13-14// Lk
13:24); Beware of false prophets (Mt 7:15-20/ / Lk 6:43-45);
and the one who hears my words and doesthem islike
someone building their house on rock (Mt 7:21, 24-27/ / Lk
6:46-49).

Jesus did not preach or teach the annulment of the Law.
He himself went to synagogue on the Sabbath, to Jerusalem
for feasts and was present in the Temple. He celebrated
Passover and respected the practices of fasting and prayer.
He was not an iconoclast. In the one point pertaining to
clean/ unclean food where he may have taught an abroga-
tion of the Law, there is great doubt concerning the Marcan
text. In general, Jesus upheld the Law. The antitheses which
make Jesus appear as superior to the Law are Matthean, yet
the authority with which Jesus ordinarily spoke of the Law
doesindicate he saw himself as avalid, authoritative, au-
thorized interpreter. And hisinterpretation both radicalized
uncompromisingly the heart of the Law while at the same
time relativizing some prescriptions within it. Not all pre-
scriptions were of the same significance. The heart of the

790n the point of compassion as Jesus' program of renewal, see Marcus Borg,
Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus, 73-143. Also see Monika
Hellwig, Jesus, the Compassion of God (Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier,
1 983).
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Law which isthe basis for interpreting the Law isthe
compassion of God. This "ethics of discipleship” is best
summarized as alove of neighbor which includes love of
enemy: Be compassionate.

Jesus' Teaching on Discipleship

Sometimes Jesusteaching pertained to alarger group or
crowd, asis probably the case with the first three Lucan
beatitudes (6:20-21). At other times Jesus teaching was
directed at a smaller group, those who regularly followed
after him and considered themselves his disciples, asis
probably the case in the fourth beatitude (Lk 6:22). Jesus
not only taught his disciples, however; he also at times
taught them about being disciples.

The nature of discipleship in the New Testament is a
much discussed question. Jesus' closer followers were
learners who acknowledged Jesus as rabbi and teacher,
which master-disciple relationship had its precedents within
the Judaism of Jesus' time.s Y et the call to discipleship
carried a unique authority and demand. Jesus' disciples
were called to a complete break with previoustiesin order to
be at the service of (the reign of) God. We cannot assume
that all of the discipleswere called by Jesus. In contrast to
the Synoptic tradition in which Jesus takes the initiative, the
tradition underlying John 1:35-49 presents Jesusin a more
passive role. The disciples cameto Jesus.st The earliest circle
of disciples seemsto have had an egalitarian character as
well; they were all disciples of Jesus with no rank existing
among them.s2 The disciples were not highly organized; they
had the character more of a movement than of a communi-

80Benedict Viviano, Study as Worship, 158-71.

81J. Louis Martyn, The Gospel of John in Christian History (New Y ork: Paulist
Press, 1978), 93-98, 9-54, esp. 29-42.

82Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza, "The Biblical Roots for the Discipleship of
Equals,” Journal of Pastoral Counselling 14 (1979), 7-15.
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ty.e3 But what isit that Jesus taught this group about
following after him?

Following after Jesus was a challenging and demanding
reality. It required complete commitment. Among the
authentic sayings of Jesus are the following:

No one who puts their hand to the plow and looks back is
fit for the kingdom of God. (Lk 9:62)

How hard it will be for those who have riches to enter the
kingdom of God ... It iseasier for a camel to go through
the eye of a needle than for arich person to enter the
kingdom of God. (Mk 10:23,25)

L eave the dead to bury their own dead. (Lk 9:60a)

Enter by the narrow gate; for the gate is wide and the way
is easy that leads to destruction, and those who enter it
are many. For the gate is narrow and the way is hard that
leadsto life, and those who find it are few. (Mt 8:13-14)

But many that are first will be last, and the last first. (Mk
10:31)

For those who exalt themselves will be humbled, and
those who humble themselves will be exalted. (Lk 14:11)

These six sayings show the radical character of following
after Jesus.

Not only was discipleship challenging, requiring com-
plete commitment, entailing a new way of life in which the
ordinary values of the world got reversed, it also entailed the
clear possibility of suffering and rejection. 8 Jesus not only

83Ge(d Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity, 8-23; James D.G.
Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament, 104-6.

84A significant modern treatment of the theme of discipleship is that of Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship (New Y ork: The Macmillan Co., [1937]
1963). A literary study of the theme of discipleship in Mark's Gospel is Augustine
Stock, Call to Discipleship (Wilmington, Delaware: Michael Glazier, 1982).
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taught about his own suffering and impending death, but in
so doing sought to illuminate his disciples about what wasin
store for them as well, as we saw in the fourth Lucan
beatitude. The disciples could expect to be treated in the
same fashion as Jesus himself would be treated.

Another saying from Q is open to application to the
hardships of discipleship aswell.

A disciple is not above his teacher, but everyone when he
isfully taught will belike histeacher. (Lk 6:40)

Matthean editing appliesit later as such:

If they have called the master of the house Beelzebul, how
much more will they malign those of his household. (Mt
10:24-25)

Jesus instructed his disciplesto be vigilant and unafraid in
the face of opposition (Lk 12:4-12, 22-34).

Not only did disciples gather around Jesus, but Jesus sent
some of them forth in order to carry his own mission and
ministry further. They were not only learners, they became
preachers and healers themselves. In the words of T.W.
Manson, "The mission of the disciplesis one of the best
attested factsin the life of Jesus. "8 Thereisamission charge
in Q (Lk 10:2-3, 8-16) and aso in Mark 6:6-13. Matthew
9:37-10:42 is a composite of material from Mark, Q, and
special Matthean material. L uke has two mission charges;
the first (9:1-6) is based on Mark, and the second (10:1-16)
comprises Q aswell as special Lucan material. The commis-
sioning of the disciples and accompanying instruction is
thus contained in all the sources of the Synoptic tradition.

Jesus' teaching about discipleship indicates its challeng-
ing, demanding character. It required a commitment, readi-
ness, and trust. His followers could expect opposition,
rejection, and persecution. Those who were ready were sent

85T.W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 73. See 73-78, 179-84.
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forth to proclaim (the nearness of ) God. They were able to
extend the ministry of Jesus further. However, discipleship
was not a burden but ajoy, for the disciple had been grasped
by (the reign of) God and was already living in the midst of
God. Discipleship was a privilege.

Blessed are the eyes which see what you see! For | tell you
that many prophets and kings desired to see what you see,
and did not see it, and to hear what you hear, and did not
hear it. (Lk 10:23-24)

Jesus' Teaching About Himself

Although Jesus did teach some things about himself, he
taught very little that was explicit. It was not a part of "The
Teaching." He spoke about hisfate, but in some ways this
was a development of what he had to say about discipleship.

Although | have distinguished four elements in the teach-
ing of Jesus (eschatology, ethics, discipleship, himself), one
can readily see how these are so closely related that they are
one. Jesus eschatological teaching pertained to (the reign
of) God. This eschatological reign, however, can so engage
us that once entered, the disciple is challenged to live a
certain way, in accord with the commandment of love. But
this "ethics of discipleship" led to further aspects of disciple-
ship and the fate of disciples who lived in accord with the
demands of the heavenly reign. This same fate was some-
thing that Jesus taught was in store for himself first. All of
these elements are aspects of the reign of God which had
begun to take over the earth.

The New Testament implies that Jesus taught four things
about his future: that he would suffer, die, be raised from the
dead, and return again. We have noted that the last element,
his return or future and second coming, is not found in the
teaching of Jesus himself. Rather it was formulated within
the expectations of the early Church as they were increas-
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ingly influenced by apocalyptic motifs and prophecies. The
other three elements, however, are all present in the teaching

of the historical Jesus. The latter, his resurrection from the
dead, was not strongly emphasized, however. Aswe noted

previously, the resurrection was not an overly prominent
part in his eschatology. Yet it is still something in which he
believed (Mk 12:18-27) and he had thisin common with the
Pharisees. It was not a universally held belief in Judaism but
was part of the later tradition. Jesus acknowledged his faith
in the resurrection of the dead, and thus there is little reason
to think that he did not look toward his own resurrection.

Jesus did not talk much about himself, and when he did,
he spoke primarily of the suffering to come. Y et he had firm
faith and hope in his own future vindication by God. How
this would be accomplished he did not say. Thereisreason
to believe that he himself did not know. Thislack of explicit
knowledge was the reason for hisfaith and trust in God. He
felt assured that God would vindicate him even if he did not
know precisely how. It was quite natural for him to assume
that his vindication would involve resurrection.

Jesus' teaching about himself pertained primarily to his
suffering and death. His own prophetic intuition, knowl-
edge of Jewish history, the fate of prophets, and an aware-
ness of the Maccabean martyrs told him he could die a
martyr's or prophet's death. The untimely death of John the
Baptist touched him personally as well. Jesus was well
aware that he and his mission had become a source of
conflict and tension. 8

8This teaching from Luke is at least partially from Q. There is general consensus
that Lk 12:51, 53 are Q. Manson considers the entire passage as Q, although he has
some reservations about | 2:49-50. Richard A. Edwards includes the passage in his
concordance of Q. Lk 12:51-53 has a parallel in Mt 10:34-36. Manson suggests a
parallel with Jeremiah as a prophet in similar circumstances. See the Sayings of
Jesus, 119-21. Manson writes, "The natural shrinking from a terrible necessity, and
the vision that the task must be carried out. Along with this goes the sense that the
fulfillment of the mission means extreme suffering for Himself" (120). The use of
"baptism" has a parallel in Mk | 0:38-39 and Mt 20:22. For comment on this text,
see Virgil Howard, "Did Jesus Speak About His Own Death?' Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 39 (1977), 515-27; aso Reginald Fuller, The Mission and Achievement
of Jesus (London: SCM, |954), 59-62.
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| came to cast fire upon the earth; and would that it were
aready kindled! | have a baptism to be baptized with;
and how | am constrained until it is accomplished! Do
you think that | have come to give peace on earth? No, |
tell you but rather division: for henceforth in one house
there will be five divided, three against two and two
against three; they will be divided, father against son and
son against father, mother against daughter and daughter
against mother, mother-in-law against her daughter-in-
law and daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law. (Lk
12:49-53)

Jesus was also aware of the fate of John, previous
prophets, and of the hostility of Jerusalem in particular.87

At that very hour some Pharisees came, and said to him,
"Get away from here, for Herod wantsto kill you." And
he said to them, " Go and tell that fox, "Behold, | cast out
demons and perform cures today and tomorrow, and the
third day | finish my course. Nevertheless | must go on
my way today and tomorrow and the day following; for it
cannot be that a prophet should perish away from Jerusa-
lem.' O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and
stoning those who are sent to you! How often would |
have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her
brood under her wings, and you would not! Behold, your
houseisforsaken. And | tell you, you will not see me until
you say, "Blessed is he who comes in the name of the
Lord™ (Lk 13:31-35)

Jesus was not "taken by surprise,” and there is no reason to
suspect that he had not so instructed his disciples.

The most explicit references to Jesus' teaching about his
fate are the suffering "son of humanity" sayings.88 Thereis

s7Luke 13:34-35 isfrom Q (Mt 23:37-39). See Manson, Sayings of Jesus, 126-28.
Another reference to Jesus' acute awareness of impending danger is the parable
about the man and his vineyard whose son, sent to retrieve his share of the crop, is
killed (Mk 12:1-11 // Mt 21:33-43// Lk 20:9-18).

8Mark 8:3l; 9:12; 9:3I; 10:33; 10:45; 14:21; 14:41; Luke 22:22; Luke 24:7,
Matthew 26:2.
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Nno reason to doubt an authenticity at the basis of these
sayings, and it isthat core which witnesses to Jesusteaching
about his suffering and death. The sayings reflect post-
resurrection elements as well. Their core represents authen-
tic teaching of Jesus, but teaching elaborated after the fact.
We find in the sayings different levels of elaboration.

And he said to them, "Elijah does come first to restore all
things; and how is it written of the Son of humanity, that
he should suffer many things and be treated with con-
tempt? (Mk 9:12)

But | tell you that Elijah has already come, and they did
not know him, but did to him whatever they pleased. So
also the Son of humanity will suffer at their hands. (Mt
17:12)

Thisisavery general reference on the part of Jesusto his
suffering, and particularly to the suffering of rejection.
Thereis no reason to doubt that it is based on the teaching of
Jesus.

The following sayings are more specific, however. They
teach both a violent death and the resurrection.

For he was teaching his disciples, saying to them, "The
Son of humanity will be delivered into the hands of men,
and they will kill him; and when he iskilled, after three
days he will rise." (Mk 9:31// Mt 17:22-23// Lk 9:44)

And he began to teach them that the Son of humanity
must suffer many things and be rejected by the elders and
the chief priests and the scribes, and be killed, and after
three daysrise again. (Mk 8:31// Mt 16:21// Lk 9:22)

We can nhote the tendency to provide more information. We
gradually begin to note details which reflect the after-the-
fact character in some of the sayings.

Behold, we are going up to Jerusalem; and the Son of
humanity will be delivered to the chief priests and the



266 The Compassionate Sage

scribes, and they will condemn him to death, and deliver
him to the Gentiles; and they will mock him, and spit
upon him, and scourge him, and kill him; and after three
days he will arise. (Mk 10:33-34// Mt 20:18-19// Lk
18:31-33)

The detail in the second verse (10:34) adds detail not known
to Jesus but included by the Church after the fact. Notice
similar specificsin Mark 14:21 (Mt 26:24; Lk 22:22) with its
reference to Judas' betrayal, or in Luke 24:7 and Matthew
26:2 with reference to death by crucifixion in particular.
These do not reflect the teaching of Jesus. It is the core of
these sayings that Jesus taught. Manson considers L uke
17:25 as an authentic saying of Jesus which is even more
basic than the passion predictions of Mark 8:31, 9:31, and
10:33-34.89

But first he must suffer many things and be rejected by
this generation. (Lk 17:25)

Jeremias considers the mashal, "God will deliver up the man
to men" (Mk 9:31 a) to be the ancient nucleus underlying the
passion predictions.90 Barnabas Lindars considers as
authentic three Aramaic sayings lying underneath the for-
mal passion predictions, namely, "the son of humanity may
be delivered up," "the son of humanity goes according to his
destiny," and "the son of humanity will give hislife for
many."9 Many scholars have called the authenticity of
these suffering "son of humanity" sayings into question;

others have seen insufficient reason to reject them in their
entirety. 92 Some accept Jesus' teaching about his death but

$9T. W. Manson, Sayings of Jesus, 141-43.

90Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 282.

91 See Barnabas Lindars, Jesus Son of Man (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B.
Eerdmans, | 983), 60-84.

92 For an acceptance of some authenticity within the suffering sayings, see:
Fuller, Mission and Achievement of Jesus, 55-58; M orna Hooker, The Son of Man

in Mark (Montreal: McGill University Press, 1967), 103-47; Jeremias, Parables of
Jesus, 219-21; New Testament Theology, 277-86. Casey, Son of Man (London:
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not about his resurrection. But Jesus believed in resurrec-
tion and there is no reason that his vindication would not
involve this. Even reference to resurrection after three days
could have been the teaching of Jesus. 93

Jesus and the Sapiential Tradition

Jesus, prophet and sage, is best understood not only in the
context of ancient prophecy but also in the context of the
sapiential tradition in ancient Israel and Judaism. From the
start we must make a distinction between Jesus as a teacher
in history influenced by the wisdom tradition, and what is
called awisdom Christology in the New Testament, namely,
an interpretation of the person and mission of Christin
terms of Hebrew wisdom or as an incarnation of a pre-
existent Wisdom. e2 Wisdom Christology is not our concern
here. Neither his disciples nor Jesus himself saw him as an
incarnation of such wisdom. Rather, Jesus as a teacher of
wisdom is our concern.

Israel's wisdom tradition is not an easily definable or
precise tradition. o5 The history of wisdom (hokmah) varies

SPCK, 1979), 232-37, isolates the predictions because of their extensive secondary
development and hence resists classification as either authentic Or inauthentic. He
does consider, however, Mark 9:12, 10:45, and 14:21 as authentic (236), and others
do have an authentic saying of Jesus in their background but a background which

may have been afairly general statement about how people will die and rise
(232-33). But that may be how Jesusin fact did predict his death (233).

93See Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 285-6. Also see, H.K. McArthur, "On
the Third Day," New Testament Studies 18 (1971-72), 81-86.

94For further discussion of wisdom Christology itself, see James D.G. Dunn,

Christology in the Making (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980), 163-209. Also
Aspects O Wisdom in Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. Robert Wilken (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975). William A. Beardslee, "The Wis-
dom Tradition and the Synoptic Gospels,” Journal Of the American Academy O
Religion 35 (1967), 231-40.

950ne  of the best collections of essays on this topic is Studiesin Ancient Israelite
Wisdom, selected by James L. Crenshaw (New Y ork: KTAV Publishing House,

1976), 46-60 for ample bibliography. For an introduction to the wisdom tradition,

see Walter Brueggemann, In Man We Trust (Atlanta; John Knox Press, 1972);
Dermot Cox, "Introduction to Sapiential Literature,” Proverbs (Wilmington,
Del.: Michael Glazier, 1982); JamesL. Crenshaw, Old Testament Wisdom
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inits post-exilic, pre-exilic, and pre-monarchic phases. One
must also distinguish between wisdom itself, the wisdom
movement, and the wisdom literature. % The literature (Pro-
verbs, Qoheleth, Job, Sirach, and Wisdom of Solomon) is
post-exilic and includes a variety of forms of wisdom. The
movement, however, has a much longer history, going back
through the monarchy, with its own distinctive relationship
to the prophetic movement, and possibly to the court and
king. Solomon and his court may have given a particular
impetus to the cultivation of wisdom in Israel, and yet
wisdom itself as away of thinking and mastering the world
had its roots not only in days prior to the monarchy but also
outside of Israel itself. Thus wisdom pre-dates even |srael,
manifests itself as a distinctive movement or tradition
within the history of Israel's monarchy, and becomes a
written literature after the exile and after the quenching of
the prophetic voice.

Israel's wisdom reflected the international character of
wisdom and yet was appropriated and particularized; it was
not only wisdom technically speaking, it was"lsraelite”
wisdom.97 Yet, of all Israel's traditions, none was more
under the influence of the nations, more representative of an
international movement, less capable of being studied apart
from its Near Eastern counterparts in Babylonia and espe-
cially Egypt. However, Israel's wisdom did not just manifest
an international flavor; it became more and more integrated

(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1981); or R.B.Y. Scott, The Way of Wisdom in the Old
Testament (New York: Macmillan Co., 1971). Specialized treatments include
Roland Murphy, "The Interpretation of Old Testament Wisdom L iterature,”
Interpretation 23 (1969), 289-301; Gerhard von Rad, Wisdom in Israel, trans.
James D. Masters (Nashville: Abingdon Press, | 978); J.C. Rylaarsdam, Revela-
tion in Jewish Wisdom Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, | 946);
R.N. Whybray, The Intellectual Tradition in the Old Testament (New Y ork: de
Gruyter, | 974).

%see especially, J.L. Crenshaw, "Method in Determining Wisdom Influence
Upon “Historical' Literature," Studiesin Ancient Israelite Wisdom, esp. 482-87.
97See  J.L. Crenshaw, "Prolegomenon,” Studiesin Ancient Israelite Wisdom,

4-9; R.B.Y. Scott, "Solomon and the Beginnings of Wisdom in Israel," Studiesin
Ancient Israelite Wisdom, 84-101.
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with Israel's faith and institutions. Late wisdom shows the
influence of Hellenism as well, yet wisdom at this period is
also seen as God's gift manifested in the Torah.

Both the literature and the tradition manifest different
kinds of wisdom: from the knowledge of nature to a popu-
lar, practical, proverbial understanding of life; from folk
wisdom to the monarchy'sjuridical, political, pragmatic
conduct of affairs of state; from the wisdom of family and
court to amore reflective, speculative, academic, intellec-
tual, and even critical or skeptical wisdom; from a purely
secular to profoundly religious and even theological wis-
dom; from home-taught wisdom to the wisdom of the
"schools," or a scribal wisdom, awisdom of the sage. 8 Most
wisdom tended to be, however, experiential and existential
in character.

A much disputed question is whether "the wise" in Israel's
history ever formed something like arecognizable or dis-
tinct social group. Whybray has argued that there is no
proof for "the existence of any class of personsin Israel
whose specific designation was the wise men; or any profes-
sion which was distinguished from others by the name
hokma 9 Although kings maintained a body of advisors
and administrators during the time of the monarchy, as a
social or professional group they were not identified as the
h&kamim. Nor were teachers as a profession so identified.
Even evidence for the existence of schools with professional
teachersis conclusive only for later post-exilic times. Like-
wise there is no evidence for a class of writersto whom the

980n different kinds of Wisdom, see Dermot Cox, Proverbs, 30-57; J.L. Cren-
shaw, "Prolegomenon,” 3-5, "Method in Determining Wisdom Influence Upon

‘Historical' Literature,” Studiesin Ancient Israelite Wisdom, 482-84; George
Fohrer, "Sophia,"” Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vii

(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1971), esp. 480-83; Berend Gemser, "The
Spiritual Structure of Biblical Aphoristic Wisdom," Studiesin Ancient Israelite
Wisdom, 208-19; Robert Gordis, "Quotations in Wisdom Literature,” Studiesin
Ancient Israelite Wisdom, esp. 220-22; von Rad, Wisdom in Israel, 3-150, 287-319.
Also see Whybray, The Intellectual Tradition in the Old Testament.

YR.N. Whybray, |3. Crenshaw, however, does speak of the wise as being a
professional class. See Old Testament Wisdom, 28-42.



270 The Compassionate Sage

expression "thewise" would refer, although there were
"scribes' with  varying functions throughout Israel's
history. 100

Although the wisdom tradition does not lead one to
identify a particular social or professional class, like priests
and kings, there were nevertheless "intellectuals' and an
"intellectual tradition." The sage was an identifiable person
and sages were distinguishable from the prophets, although
lessidentifiable as a group and less institutionalized than the
priests and kings. The prophets and sages are distinguisha-
ble, but not categorically so. Isaiah and also Amos have
been suggested as prophets who exemplify the tradition of
wisdom. And although prophecy and its classical expres-
sion had ceased, the book of Job manifests a new prophetic
spiritin itscritical wisdom. [0l The authority of both came
from God (Jer 8:8-9; Ex 7:7-26). Y et prophecy and wisdom
were distinguishable giftsin Israel's history, and the prophet
and sage distinguishable persons.

Prophecy was frequently critical of the political wisdom
of the court (Is 31:1-3; Jer 8:8-9). In aclassic example,
Jeremiah was the enemy of the priest, the sage, and the
other prophets. Each had, to some degree, their own
sphere of authority. 102

Then they said, "Come, let us make plots against Jere-
miah, for the law shall not perish from the priest, nor

100Whybray, 15-54.

101For  further consideration of the relation between wisdom and prophecy, see
Hengel, The Charismatic Leader, 47-48. Amos and |saiah have been studied from
the viewpoint of wisdom. Johannes Fichtner, "lsaiah among the Wise," Studiesin
Ancient Israelite Wisdom, 429-438. Samuel Terrien, "Amos and Wisdom," Stud-
iesin Ancient Israelite Wisdom, 448-455.

102Whybray, 24-3l, is hesitant to read too much into the text of Jeremiah 18:18.

Y et we must maintain a balance between seeing "the wise" as a specific, identifia-

ble, professional class and seeing them as not at all distinguishable. The reality

probably lies between; the term has a referent obviously, but not necessarily to a
particular class. Likewise we must keep in mind that the referent changes and
perhaps dramatically at different periodsin Israel's history. In Jeremiah 18:18 and

elsewhere Jeremiah is critical of the prophets as well. Thus there is a difference
between prophets and prophets, as there are between sage and sage. Cf. Alexander
Di Lella, "Conservative and Progressive Theology: Sirach and Wisdom," Studies
in Ancient Israelite Wisdom, 401-16.
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counsel from the wise, nor the word from the prophet.
Come, let us smite him with the tongue, and let us not
heed any of hiswords." (Jer 18:18)

So there did exist in Israel’s history a sapiential or intellec-
tual tradition alongside the prophetic and priestly tradi-
tions. All of these traditions were highly affected by the
leap from monarchy to post-exilic Judaism. Wisdom was
characterized by its own way of handing on the tradition,
of instructing the young, educating court advisors, teach-
ing the people, or raising critical questions about the tradi-
tion. Like the prophet, the sage could be an establishment
voice or acritical, "prophetic’ voice. Not all the prophets
or companies of prophets were prophetic voices in the
sense that Amos, Hosea, | saiah, and Micah had been. So
likewise the sage could represent the status quo, or political
shrewdness, or reform and the development of tradition.

To what degree was Jesus influenced by this wisdom
tradition? To what degree was he representative of it? A
significant aspect of the ministry of Jesus was his teaching.
He was a prophetic preacher, charismatic healer and exor-
cist. He was also ateacher, and as a teacher he was con-
cerned with instruction. His teaching had authority and it
was validated by his deeds. In what sense then can we say
that this teacher was a "teacher of wisdom"?

It iswell recognized today that the forms within which
Jesus taught were wisdom forms, such as the beatitude, the
parable, the proverb. We have distinguished most of Jesus
teaching according to form into parables and sayings. The
sayings often have a proverbial character. In that sense the
teachings of Jesus consist primarily of parables and prov-
erbs, the language and teaching forms of Israel's sages.

James Robinson has pointed out that the term Prover bis
the term used to describe sayings within the wisdom tradi-
tion.103 Sometimes the wisdom literature itself refersto its

13James M. Robinson, "Logoi Sophon: On the Gattung of Q," Trajectories
Through Early Christianity, ed. Robinson and Koester (Philadel phia: Fortress
Press, 1971), 71-113, esp. 103-13.
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proverbs as "sayings of thewise" (Eccl 12:11; Prv 22:17). In
fact, the literary genre of a"sayings collection" was asso-

ciated with the sages, the sophoi, the hakamim. Isit only
coincidence then that the earliest teachings of Jesus have
come to us from his disciples as a sayings collection, some-
thing of abook of proverbs, of wisdom, of instruction, both
eschatological and ethical in character? Robinson suggests
that the literary genre to which Q belongsisthat of logoi

sophon, "sayings of sages," or "words of the wise "> Thusit
appears that the very form in which Jesus taught would have
associated him with the wisdom tradition, an eschatological

teacher of truth, wisdom, righteousness.

In our efforts to understand Jesus as one of Judaism's
sages, we still have no better guide than the discussion by
Bultmann about Jesus as a teacher of wisdom in his History
of the Synoptic Tradition. 1% Bultmann divides the sayings
of Jesusin the Synopticsinto three main groups according
to the content: wisdom sayings, prophetic sayings, and legal
sayings. Thefirst of these three groups concerns us here.
Bultmann includes sixty-nine sayings from the Synoptic
material in his discussion of the wisdom logia. Using his
own critical principles, he concludes that sixteen of these
can be ascribed to Jesus. 16 Although some may argue for
other sayings as being genuine, we can at least accept Bult-
mann's suggestion as a minimum. These sayings are Mark
3:24-6; 3:27; 7:15; 8:35; 10:15; 10:23b; 10:25; 10:31; Luke
9:60a; 9:62; 14:11; 16:15; Matthew 5:39b; 5:44-48; 7:13-14;
22:14.

To observe the similarity in form between the teaching of
Jesus and the proverbial wisdom of the Hebrew Scriptures,
we can contrast the character of Jesus' teaching through
exhortation (Lk 9:60a; Mt 7:13-14) and exhortationsin the

1041bid., 71-75, 103-13.

105Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, trans. John Marsh
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963), 69-108.

1061 bid., 105. Theseconstitute Perrin'slist of proverbial sayings, Jesusand the
Language, 41. For Perrin‘sdiscussion of these sayings, see 48-54. Also see W.A.
Beardslee, " Uses of the Proverb in the Synoptic Gospels," Interpretation 24 (1970),
61-76.
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Hebrew Scriptures (e.g. Prv 1:8; 3:11), which exhortations
are in the imperative. Or we can contrast Jesus' teaching
using the declarative form (Mk 3:24-26; 7:15; Lk 9:62; 14:11,

Mt 22:14 - twelve of Bultmann's sixteen sayings are declar-

ative) and declarations in the Hebrew Scriptures (Sirach
6:15; 13:1; 28:17; Prv 3:13; 15:16; 15:17). Although the
history of the tradition usually combined originally separate
sayings (such as the three sayings of M k 8:34-37), or added a
new saying to one already in circulation (contrast Mk 9:43-
47 with Mt 5:29-30), or changed a saying for some linguistic

or dogmatic motive, we still have genuine material which

reflects proverbial wisdom. It is even possible that Jesus
took a popular proverb and used it for his own purposes.

The proverbs and parables of Jesus represent his most
genuine teaching. Sayings which come from the period of
the early Church simply fit into the teaching style of Jesus
himself.

Jesus wisdom was not only proverbial, it was expressed
in aconcrete, experiential, figurative, imaginative language.
The language of the parablesis also the language of wisdom.
The general principle in Matthew 5:39-41 is amplified by
concrete examples, and we notice this same concreteness in
Matthew 5:44-48. This concreteness may sometimes even be
hyperbole (Mt 5:39-41). The teaching of Jesus contains
paradox (Mk 8:35; 10:25; Lk 9:60a). Jesus' parables (and the
parable was a form of instruction developed in the wisdom
tradition) contain images, metaphors, and examples.

We ought also mention Jesus' sense of humor or appreci-
ation of the comical. ¥ Laughter was to be one of the
characteristics of lifein the reign of God. Jesus seems to
have enjoyed himself - think of the times heisfound at a
party or someone's house for dinner, or a number of para-
bles which use a wedding celebration as the setting or point
of comparison. Heaven is like a feast.

107For avaluable discussion of the humor of Jesus, see Jakob Jonsson, Humour
and Irony in the New Testament (Reykjavik: Bokautgafa Menningarsjods, 1965),
esp. 90-199 on the Synoptics and on Jesus.
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The first thing the father thought of doing for his return-
ing son was throw a feast, almost asif that is what Jesus
would have thought of doing. He must have been ajoy to be
with and fun to have around. He could be the utterly serious
prophet of the wilderness but also the master of the art of
teaching with wit.

Think of the "types" of whom Jesus spoke, for example
the Pharisee and publican at prayer (Lk 18:9-14). Thereis
humor in the story of the "widow who makes life intolerable
for the judge" (Lk 18:1-8). We see not only hislove of the
concrete and the use of hyperbole but also his appreciation
of the comic and incongruous as we try to picture the man
with abeamin hiseye (Mt 7:3// Lk 6:41), or people coming
to see an aristocrat in royal dressin the desert (Mt 11:7-8), or
the foolish virgins (Mt 25:1-12).

Jesus even described himself as agroom, and agroom at a
wedding feast or on the wedding night is hardly somber or
serious. Jesus was not"like amourner at awedding feast."108
His-sense of joy could not be contained; now is no time to
fast. Hissense of the comic enabled him to teach by using
the ordinary situations of life and making a point from
them. His prayer and ministry were complemented by a
sense of humor which often served an educational purpose.
People enjoyed Jesus company, and remembered his
stories.

Jesus' teaching and preaching exemplify both prophetic
and sapiential forms and content. Jesus was both preacher
and teacher, both prophet and sage. He respected both
traditions of Israel. We noted early, as we began our discus-
sion of Jesus as a teacher, that there need be no conflict
between being both prophet and teacher. We also noticed in
the traditions the difficulty of clearly delineating prophecy
and wisdom at every point. So in Jesus we see a prophet who
has taken to himself much from the tradition of the wise.
There is nothing incompatible about the blend. "Jesus as a
“teacher' using so-called "wisdom' forms, and Jesus as an
“eschatological charismatic' or “messianic' prophet, arein no

181bid., 144.
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sense contraries; the reverse is true: each conditions the
other, the unheard-of, revolutionary content of Jesus mes-
sage sought the stamp and polish of an established form. 109
Given the challenging and critical character of both proph-
ecy and later wisdom, both are suited to Jesus' charis-
matic ministry to Judaism. The beginning of wisdom isthe
fear of the Lord, and the mission of the prophet is the word
of the Lord: the Lord was and remained the starting point
for Jesusin his prayer, preaching, healing and teaching.
At the same time that we speak about the influence of
Israel’'s wisdom tradition on Jesus and of Jesus as a teach-
er of wisdom, we must be careful not to subsume him simply
under a category. As a prophet Jesus was a late prophet, yet
not like the latter day apocalypticists, more like the
prophets of old, though not simply arepeat of Isaiah or
Jeremiah. Jesus was an individual, a messenger of God who
combined in his own way or defined in his own way what it
was for him to be a prophet. He was not just "one of the
prophets." So likewise with respect to the varied and devel-
oping wisdom tradition. Jesus was not just a teacher or sage
like others. He individualized wisdom and exemplified it in
his own personal way. Thus he was not simply "ateacher of
wisdom" as a teacher who may have been associated with a
school, nor "one of the scribes” affiliated with the Pharisees,
nor yet one of the rabbis, in the sense that the word would
have before long in Judaism, nor an apocalyptic seer who
relied upon visions and whose authority was associated with
one of Israel's ancestors. In the end Jesus was Jesus. Wis-
dom like prophecy helps us to understand Jesus, but even
here he remains enigmatic. For many he was simply "The
Teacher," but a prophetic and itinerant teacher. Jesus was
known for hiswisdom as much as for his mighty deeds.

And when Jesus had finished these parables, he went

away from there, and coming to his own country he
taught them in their synagogue, so that they were aston-

"Hengel, The Charismatic Leader and His Followers, 48.
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ished, and said, "Where did this man get this wisdom and
these mighty works?' (Mt 13:53-54)

At Caesarea Philippi, when Jesus asked how people per-
ceived him the disciples responded with the fact that Jesus
was seen as a prophet (Mk 8:27-33). The Gospels reflect,
however, that Jesus was also seen in the tradition of Solo-
monic wisdom. WAhether historically accurate or not,
Solomon had long been associated with Israel's wisdom
tradition as its chief exemplification.' 10

And God gave Solomon wisdom and understanding
beyond measure, and largeness of mind like the sand on
the seashore, so that Solomon's wisdom surpassed the
wisdom of all the people of the east, and all the wisdom
of Egypt. For he was wiser than all other men, wiser
than Ethan the Ezrahite, and Heman, Calcol, and
Darda, the sons of Mahol; and hisfame wasin all the
nations round about. He also uttered three thousand
proverbs; and his songs were a thousand and five. He
spoke of trees, from the cedar that isin Lebanon to the
hyssop that grows out of the the wall; he spoke also of
beasts, and of birds, and of reptiles, and of fish. And
men came from all peoples to hear the wisdom of
Solomon, and from all the kings of the earth, who had
heard of hiswisdom. (1 Kings 4:29-34)

Y et the assessment of Jesus was that he was not only
greater than the prophets; he was also greater than
Solomon. He was seen by way of contrast to both tradi-
tions. Jesusis pictured in the New Testament as greater
than Jonah, greater than Elijah, and even greater than
Moses. Depending upon how one interprets this greater,
there is reason to believe that Jesus may himself have held

"°See James Crenshaw, Old Testament Wisdom, 42-65; R.B.Y. Scott,
"Solomon and the Beginnings of Wisdom in Israel,"” Studiesin Ancient Israelite
Wisdom, 84-101.
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this view. He may have referred to himself as greater than
Jonah. And he spoke with an authority equal to that of
Mosesin giving the Law. Jesusis also pictured as greater
than Solomon.

The men of Nineveh will arise at the judgment with this
generation and condemn it; for they repented at the
preaching of Jonah, and behold, something greater than
Jonah is here. The queen of the South will arise at the
judgment with this generation and condemn it; for she
came from the ends of the earth to hear the wisdom of
Solomon, and behold, something greater than Solomon
is here. (Mt 12:38-42/ / Lk 11:29-32)

The understanding of Jesusin the light of the tradition
of the wisdom of Solomon is early and shows, if not Jesus
self-understanding, certainly the impression he made on
others. Not only was Jesus seen as being like the prophets,
but aso like the sage, Solomon himself. Jesus, the prophet,
was also a compassionate sage, the Teacher from Galilee.



8
God Belongs to the People

The inseparability of God and the people is central to an
understanding of who Jesus was and what he was aboult.
Underlying Jesus' preaching was his very own experience of
God. With a prophetic and sapiential Spirit, Jesus defined
the character of true religion and proclaimed his under-
standing of the God of his ancestors. God is not
only YHWH, the One Who Is, but 'imman('el, the One
Who isWith Us. What is at stake in the mission and ministry
of \éesus isour very definition, image, and understanding of
God.

Orthopraxis was also central to who Jesus was and who
his discipleswere. What is at stake here is the possibility of
making Jesus God incarnate in our world by letting God's
love take on flesh. Thus atheology of Jesus underlinesthe
importance both of human reality and orthopraxis, the
gospel way of life. Religion isfor human beings, and follow-
ers of the God of Jesus must witness to the praxis of thisin
their lives. Edward Schillebeeckx writes; "Jesus messageis
passed on only where hislife-praxisisfollowed . . . Jesus
made what he spoke about a direct and practical reality in
the way he turned toward others. He did not, for example,
say to Zacchaeus, "God lovesyou,' . . . On the contrary, he
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went home with him and by praxis made God's love for
Zacchaeus aliving reality."

The time has come for us to pull together our picture of
the mission and ministry of the earthly Jesus. There are
some things about which we can be more certain than
others, and some things which are more suggestive than
definitive. Y et a picture does emerge.

Jesus was a Galilean Jew. The roots of his spirituality and
mission lay more amid Mosaic and wilderness motifs than
amid Davidic and messianic ones. In the beginning of his
ministry, he was associated with John, although his move-
ment became less ascetical, less focused on baptism, less
sectarian than John's. Jesus was a prophet in a period of
Jewish history when prophecy was no longer prevalent, a
prophet somewhat like John and not unlike the prophets of
old, radically God-conscious and socially conscious.

The starting point for understanding Jesus was God, his
darling Abba. Although one cannot historiographically
document the following statement, one of the more accurate
things to be said about Jesus is that he struggled to love his
God with his whole heart, his whole soul, and all his
strength: atrue and practicing Jew of the Shema who had
gone to the heart of the Torah which ever served asaguide
for hislife and a source of strength. God was like a father
and mother, an abba and imma to him, and he may have
experienced God in this personal fashion and learned to
pray in this provocative way during an ordeal in the wilder-
ness, although when and where can only be suggested, not
verified.

If the starting point for understanding Jesus is God, as
was true of the prophets of old, so likewiseisit faith.
Perhaps nothing more foundational can be said. He lived by
faith and trust in a God whom he personally knew as the one
who was with him. He did not seek after signs and wonders;

1Edward Schillebeeckx, "The Right of Every Christian to Speak in the Light of
Evangelical Experience 'In the Midst of Brothers and Sisters," in Preaching and
the Non-Ordained, ed. Nadine Foley (Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press,
1983), 34.



280 God Bel ongs to the People

he did not put God to the test. The foundation of his
preaching (and it would seem as if he saw preaching as his
primary ministry and responsibility, Mark 1:38) was (the
reign of) God.

Jesus was a man of God, a prophet, God's son. But he was
also aman for others. Prayer and ministry were like inhaling
and exhaling for him. One can not ask the question which
was more important. His social conscience was part and
parcel of his prophetic consciousness. Messianism was not
his concern (he may have seen it as adiabolical distraction
for his people!), nor the latter day apocalypticism (which
did have a negative effect on a generation that longed to live
more for signs than by faith). He healed, but did not seek
notoriety for his healings;, God's power and compassion
simply came out of him.

For Jesus was as much as anything a prophet of compas-
sion, compassionate as Abba/ | mma was compassionate. If
God was the foundation of Jesus' prophetic preaching,
God's compassion was the foundation of his experientially
based wisdom and teaching. God belongs to the people;
God isfor the people; God is the one who iswith the people.
And it isin accord with such an awareness and conviction
that Jesus attempted to conform his own life: the compas-
sionate one. This was the hallmark of hisvision and his hope
for Israel.

Jesus' "eschatology" was not so much a preoccupation
with the end times as it was a preoccupation with his times
and a preoccupation with his God. His "ethics' was not so
much anew Law asit was an understanding of the Law asa
gift of hisfaithful, compassionate, and generous God to the
people of Israel. Love of God and love of neighbor, includ-
ing enemies, were the whole of the Law.

Jesus was not self-preoccupied, and his message had very
little to say about himself. His image of God and hisinter-
pretations of the Law created opposition as well as gathered
crowds and more consciously committed disciples. But
Jesus at least gradually anticipated the danger that lay in
store for himself, aswell asacrisisthat lay ahead for his
people. How he loved his people! His heart went out to
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them. Yet their salvation did not lie in separation from the
unclean or in racia purity. It lay with being compassionate,
in an imitation of Abba/lmma.

Jesus was open to Gentile as well as to Jew, to Samari-
tans, to women, to wealthy and traitorous tax collectors,
to the poor, the hungry, the leprous, the Roman, the out-
cast without social status, to Pharisee as well as the unob-
servant and uneducated. Where there was faith, he could
bring healing. If there was no hope, he would preach God.
Where there was goodness and love, he would push his
people one step further and teach them from out of the
depths of a deeper Source.

Jesus belonged to the people. And he did so because he
belonged to God. The only sign he gave us was the sign of
Jonah, a sign of the compassion of our God.
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