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Neill Q. Hamilton was Robert S. Dollar Professor of New Testament, San Francisco Theological Seminary and
Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley. He graduated from Duke University, Princeton Theological Seminary
and the University of Basel, Switzerland (D. Th.). Jesus for a No-God World was published in 1969 by
Westminster Press. This material prepared for Religion Online by Richard and Sue Kendall.

Written at a time when demythologizing of the scriptures and the quest of the historical Jesus
made it difficult to state what it means to believe in God and serve him, the author undertakes a
new look at the Doctrine of Christ to help re-define God in away that can be helpful in our own
cultural situation. He feels that the primitive Jewish Christian Church had arich vein of
tradition which can give a"live and refreshing” Christology for the present day. Hamilton
writes three chapters about chief elements in the burial/resurrection story, which give clue to
this primitive Christology (Jesus as the "eschatological prophet.”) In the closing chapters, he
shows how this Christology emphasizes the ethical teaching of Jesus as the center of Christian
teaching, returns to the Jewish emphasis on God the Father as the center of Christian
experience. Finaly, heillustrates this emphasis in relation to some of the pressing issues of our
modern day calling for a Christian response. This points to the possibility of understanding
Christ in our time, without the traditional necessity of aworld beyond this one.

Chapter |: The Dawn of the World to Come

The author analyzes the tensions between Judaism and Hellenistic Culture.

Chapter I1: The Resurrection of Jesus, the Composition of the
Gogspels, and the World to Come

This chapter deals with the chief elementsin the burial/resurrection story. It discusses the way
Matthew, Mark and L uke each reworked the traditions of the resurrection in terms of the needs
of the community in their day, aswell as expressing their own theological bent. Hamilton gives
this as a clue to ways in which we can preserve the resurrection faith in our own time. We must
move in terms of the needs of the church in our world’s culture, just as the Gospel writersdid in
theirs.

Chapter I11: The Great Divorce

The separation of Christianity and Judaism forced Christianity to prefer Hellenistic culture over
Jewish culture. But Jesus' teaching about the future world was more of a Jewish way of coping
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in the world of that time. We need not repeat it in our day.

Chapter IV: The Eschatalogical Prophet

This chapter seeks to understand a Jewish Jesus without the interpretation of the Resurrection
placed upon Jesus after the resurrection by the New Testament (which was more at homein a
Hellenistic culture.) This Jewish view sees Jesus as an "Eschatal ogical Prophet.”

Chapter V: The Eschatological Prophet and the Dawn of the World to

Come

The author applies the christology of the Jewish "Eschatological Prophet" and his way of doing
ethics to show its relevance to the modern world -- aworld which has found it difficult to
believe in the doctrines of traditional Christianity.

31
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Chapter |: The Dawn of the World to Come

The major adventure in contemporary Christian theology has been the attempt to create a
theology for thisworld. From Bonhoeffer to Bishop Robinson’s Honest to God to Cox’s The
Secular City and the no-God theologians, the common conviction is: thisworld has achieved
such importance, maturity, and status that Christian thinkers must make it their primary
concern. Among some theologians the world is a more important theme than God in the sense
that if one hasto choosg, it is better to talk about the world and keep silent about God.

Thisisacurious but understandable twist of events. A careful regard for the empirical data of
nature and history has rewarded man with understanding, control, and enjoyment of his
situation in thisworld unparalleled in man’ s previous experi ence. But this has meant just as
studious a disregard of the future world where tradition says God will reign. Thisworld’ sgain
has been the other world’ sloss. And God has gotten lost along with that world to come because
tradition associates him primarily with the heavens. It isthistraditional heavenly—or
otherworldly—association of God that is the greatest obstacle to the creation of an adequate
theology for our time,

This chapter aims to take the first step necessary to overcome this obstacle; namely, to recall
how that world to come arose in the first place. Then we shall be in a better position to decide
what to do with it. We may even cometo realize in the light of its dawning that circumstances
have so changed that it istime simply to let that other world go.

The trouble with Christian tradition is that it never advertises the fact that the future world was
not always there. Thisisaway to shield us from doubt. But unless we are willing to test
Christian tradition’ s firmest convictions we shall never be able to save that tradition from the
prevailing doubt that the whole thing is becoming obsolete.

The next world is not the special property of Christianity. It was inherited from Judaism. It was
no sudden creation. It emerged as the result of along process that includes at |east

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=1&id=409.htm (1 of 23) [2/4/03 12:31:07 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World

* the periods when the Jewish people were Persian subjects and

» then subjects of Alexander the Great and his successors. The Persian period produced the
presuppositions that prepared Isragl for the doctrine of aworld to come. The Hcllenistic period
saw a situation in Judaism that made adoption of that doctrine seem imperative.

The Persian Empire lasted for roughly two centuries. In 539 B.C. it defeated Babylon and
replaced it as the dominant world power. Persian suzerainty in Palestine ended with the arrival
there of Alexander the Great in 331 B.C. In the time between these two events, Judaism
experienced the collapse of the prophetic interpretation of history. This failure of the prophetic
movement cleared the way for the emergence of the heavenly world.

The idea of the failure of the prophetic movement is difficult for Christiansto entertain. The
conventional Christian view is that the prophetic movement was the crowning achievement of
Israglite religion and that the "legalism” of Ezra and late Judaism was the result of Judaism’s
failure to appreciate what was best in its own heritage. But however difficult, history demands
that we recognize that prophetism simply did not provide an adequate basis for the continuation
of Judaism, fine as prophecy’ s contributions were. At the end of the prophetic period Isragl was
faced with the decision to find an aternative to the prophets or have its religion end with them!

We know that the absence of prophecy was a dogma of Maccabean times. (I Macc. 4.46; 9:27;
14:41) [1] This may even have been the view in the time of Nehemiah, if his priest of the future
with Urim and Thummim refers to areturn of the gift of prophecy. (Neh. 7:64-65). [2] When
did the demise come?

The time of the end of the prophetic movement is easy to mark. Malachi, the last of the literary
prophets, was written sometime in the first half of the fifth century B.C.[3] The author speaks of
adivine messenger to precede the coming of the Lord for Final Judgment. Later an editor of the
book equates the author with this messenger in the superscription he adds at Mal. 1:1. This
editor still considers the prophetic movement alive and its predictions capable of immediate
fulfillment. A later editor changes the identity of the messenger of ch. 3:1 to Elijah (ch. 4:5),
working from the assumption that prophecy will not be fulfilled in historical fashion. Instead of
a prophetic viewpoint he is using a late Jewish apocalyptic point of view which expects the
return of some ancient prophet as a substitute. This second editor no longer expectsthat Israel is
capable of producing prophetsin the usual way. Prophecy will return only when God intervenes
in history at the end. So it happened that the end of prophecy as alively option came between
the first and second editors of Malachi.

The prophetic movement collapsed because it failed to produce an adequate interpretation of
Israel’ s experience in history. Thingsjust did not work out the way the prophets of the Persian
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period claimed they should. The prophets in question are mainly Deutero-Isaiah, Trito-Isaiah,
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. A brief survey of their chief expectations will illustrate the
point. [4]

Deutero-Isaiah was heir to certain prophetic traditions. The cardinal feature of histheory of
history was that history isthe unfolding of a previous prophetic message. But the weakness of
this position was already being exposed in the necessity of Deutero-Isaiah to modify some of
the traditions he inherited. According to one tradition, sovereignty over all the peoples of the
earth wasto be given to Israel by the reestablishment of God’' s anointed on the throne of David.
He acknowledges this tradition in Isa. 55:3 but substitutes the whole people of Israel for David
inv. 4. Heisforced to some such modification be cause he sees that the throne will not come to
an Israglite, let aone to a descendant of David. The actual anointed sovereign will be the
Persian, Cyrus. By substituting Cyrus for David he repairs the prophecy that came to him. But
his own explanation of what God is doing in history has no more success than the Davidic
tradition.

For Deutero-1saiah the main event in God' s program of redemption was to be the return home
of Israelite refugees from Babylon made possible by the Persian conquest of Babylon. The
exiles were to be accompanied by Y ahweh himself. The event was to include the same kind of
miraculous signs that had attended the exodus, which is Deutero-Isaiah’s model for redemption.

Asamatter of historical fact this main event of the prophet’ s message did not come off. As
Olmstead somewhat cynically points out, it was scarcely to be expected that Jews already rich
would abandon fertile Babyloniafor the barren hills of Judah. [5] Whatever the reason, there
was no glorious return to Zion either of the exiles or of Y ahweh.

(This criticism of Deutero-1saiah does not do him full justice. It is beside the point of this
survey to enumerate the enduring contributions of each prophet to the Jewish and Christian
traditions. Thiswould include in Deutero-lsaiah’ s case elements such as the hopeful character
of hisvision of redemption, the scope of hisvision which included creation, and his penetrating
insights into the redemptive role of man suffering. Our purpose here isto show one thing: each
prophet failed to provide a viable explanation of the course of history for histime.)

Trito-1saiah inherited the disillusionment of his predecessor’ s unfulfilled hopes. He was unable
to make any comforting innovation. He ssimply but courageously repeated and reinforced the
promise of Y ahweh's advent to Jerusalem.[6]

Haggai and Zechariah carried forward the same promise but with an addition. They introduced
a condition upon which the return of Y ahweh depended. The Temple must first be rebuilt before
God will come to establish his Kingdom.

The Persian government actually did provide for the building of the Temple, but Haggai was
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careful to exclude any such outsider from receiving credit along with God no matter what he
contributed. Perhaps Haggai’ s exclusivistic attitude was partly based on hope of the breakup of
the Persian Empire. Writing in the second year of Darius (520), he may have been encouraged
by the widespread revolt going on at that time. In the process of Bardiya displacing Cambyses
as king only to be displaced himself by Darius, the empire became so unsettled that in the first
year of hisreign Darius recorded revoltsin Parsa, Elam, Media, Assyria, Egypt, Parthia,
Sattagydia, and Saka. [7] For whatever reason, so confident was Haggai of a new chance of
freedom for Judah that he took the unprecedented step of naming the promised anointed
occupant-to-be of David’' s throne. He designated Zerubbabel, the grandson of Jehoiachin.
Jeremiah had used a plucked-off ring to symbolize the rejection of Jehoiaehin. Haggai used the
same symbol for the divine appointment of the grandson: [8] "I will take you, 0 Zerubbabel my
servant....,says the Lord and make you like asignet ring" (Hag. 2:23).

Zechariah, Haggai’ s contemporary, supported the Temple project and the nomination of
Zerubbabel with an equally open announcement of him as the "shoot,” a play on the name
Zerubbabel, "seed of Babylon." In the context of Haggai’ s and Zechariah's prophecies and
disturbances actually existing in the empire, Zerubbabel’ s superior, Tattenai, governor of
Across the River, challenged the authority for the construction of the Temple. Fortunately for
the Temple project, the archives of Ecbatana produced the register roll of Cyrus' enabling
decree.

There was, of course, no authorization for the promotion of Zerubbabel from rank of athird-
class governor to the rank of an independent king, nor did that ever happen. Zerubbabel simply
disappears from the record. In the following year Darius himself passed through Palestine on
hisway to settle affairsin Egypt. In al probability he put down the incipient revolt in Judah and
executed Zerubbabel as an insurgent. Perhaps Zechariah referred to just such a suppression
when he wrote, "For before those days there was no wage for man or any wage for beast,
neither was there any safety from the foe for him who went out or came in; for | set every man
against hisfellow" (Zech. 8:10). [9]

The resulting loss of confidence in prophecy must have been enormous. Not only had Haggai
and Zechariah been mistaken in their reading of history but they had almost brought the
vengeance of the dominant world power upon the whole of the Jewish people. Perhaps the
opposition of Joshua, the high priest, to Zerubbabel had made it possible to dissociate Joshua
and the rest of the Jewish community from the rebellious faction. The memory of the
Zerubbabel fiasco would long have deterred anyone from placing his own political career or the
future of the Jerusalem community in the hands of prophets.

The author of Malachi represented the last brief spasm of the prophetic movement’s claim to
the religious leadership of the community. He mainly polemicized against abuses within the
community. He did, however, repeat the promise of Y ahweh's imminent coming but with his
own innovation. The sudden advent of the Lord to his Temple was to be preceded by a heavenly
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messenger. As we have noted above, alater editor turned this messenger into a shadowy figure
of late Jewish apocalyptic, who waitsin heaven until the end of history arrives. In this fashion
the prophetic movement was laid to rest with the comforting promise of itsrevival in some
indefinite, eschatological future.

Religious leadership in the Jewish community then passed to other types altogether. Priestly
lawyers like Ezra and Nehemiah undertook responsibility to preserve true religion and ensure
the destiny of the people of God. For an interpretation of history in the fourth century, the
prophets gave way to the Chronicler. [10] This new writer did not ook at history as a place of
potential upheaval where some great act of redemption would radically alter the circumstances
of the devotees of yahweh. His key to the understanding of Israel’ s history lay in the concept of
retribution. Whoever transgressed the will of God expressed in the Torah always suffered while
pious kings always enjoyed prosperity. The function of the prophets ac cording to the
Chronicler was to warn the wicked of the impending judgment of God. The culmination of
Israel’ s his tory was not the national independence and geopolitical superiority of prophecy but
rather the restoration of Temple and Law under Persian rule. Far from expecting arevival of the
prophetic movement, the whole conception of the Chronicler showed that he wrote asif Persian
rule was destined for eternity. The union between the altar in Jerusalem and the throne at Susa
seemed to be natural and indestructible. [11] However, before its end, the fourth century was to
bear witness to both the eclipse of the prophetic understanding of history aswell asits
replacement by the Chronicler’ s understanding of history.

It isimportant to reiterate, before pressing on, that the prophetic movement made other
contributions more lasting than its theory of history. Our theme requires that we emphasize the
failure of thistheory because this failure prepared the path for an alternate understanding of
history that called for the creation of a second, future world. Even when we do turn to the
teachings of the prophets which Christian scholars usually consider their chief and abiding
contribution, just these teachings merely further illustrate that the prophetic explanation of
history had reached the limit of its usefulness. We may take, for example, Gerhard von Rad's
suggestion that Jeremiah and Ezekiel came to the fullest expression of their genius with the
contention that 1srael was completely incapable of obeying God’ s will.[12] The bright side of
that judgment was a promise of aradically new operation of God upon men to give them new
hearts capable of obeying or, according to Ezekiel’ s metaphor, to raise dead, dry bones to new
life. To this, they and Deutero Isaiah added the promise of a new covenant. However
meaningful these ideas came to be to Christians in much later times, in the prophets’ own times
they were signs that the prophetic theory of history was approaching exhaustion. The main
factorsin their theory of history were God, historical environment, and man. If, in order to
explain their interrelation, they found it necessary to change the constitution of one of these
given factors (namely, man) before their theory would work, they are perilously close to
confessing that they ssmply had no viable solution for the actual problem.

It was just such visions of extraordinary capabilities for man and marvel ous events designed to
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replace the saving events of conventional history that anticipated the solution to history that
would follow the Chronicler. The time was ripe for another world in which the failures and
frustrations of ordinary history would be displaced by success and fulfillment.

Actually, thisidea of afuture world was already available to the Jewish people in Persian
culture. It was more than avail able. Certain religious aspects of Persian culture were so con
genia to Jewish culture that this new solution was in a position to commend itself.

The Persian Empire was a most impressive bearer of its culture. When Cyrus fulfilled the
prophecy of Deutero-lsaiah to the extent that he removed the yoke of Babylon, he was king of
the greatest empire yet known to history. It must have seemed no exaggeration in histime for
him to proclaim, "I am Cyrus, king of theworld . . . king of the four rims of the earth. [13] His
epitaph read, "king of kings." Following the model of Assyrian organization, Cyrus divided the
empire into twenty sections called satrapies, each larger than any previous king dom.
Submission to the central authority was ensured by excel lent communication, annual inspection
of each province by an agent of Cyrus. Also there was a secretary, finance officer, and
commanding general in each province responsible directly to the king of kings. Subject peoples
were encouraged to continue their native style of life. In return for loyalty and taxes paid, they
received efficient and just government.

It was as friendly aregime as it was impressive. We have already aluded to Cyrus decree
authorizing the construction of the Temple in Jerusalem at his own expense. It wasin the very
first year of hisreign, 538 B. C., that he decreed: "Concerning the house of God at Jerusalem,
let the house be rebuilt, the place where sacrifices are offered and burnt offerings are brought; . .
. let the cost be paid from the royal treasury. And aso let the gold and silver vessels of the
house of God, which Nebuchadnezzar took out of the temple that isin Jerusalem and brought to
Babylon, be restored and brought back to the temple which isin Jerusalem, each to its place;
you shall put them in the house of God." (Ezra 6:3—05.)

This confirmed Deutero-Isaiah’ s estimate of Cyrus as God' s "anointed” (Isa. 45:1) and
"shepherd” (Isa. 44:28). Interpreters of the Old Testament tend to underestimate the messianic
role of Cyrusfor Israel. In the light of what Cyrus accomplished for the community of
Jerusalem as well as the whole of Judaism dispersed throughout the Persian Empire, it would be
fair to say that he inaugurated an epoch in the history of Isragl more effective for their long-
term well-being than any epoch arranged by Israel’ s own political leaders before or since. This
is not intended to belittle the vitality and creativity of Israel. Albright is certainly correct in
rejecting the curious opinion that the Persian Empire created Judaism. [14] It would, | think, be
fair to say that the Persian Empire provided the supportive atmosphere in which Israel could
develop adurable style of life.

If Ezraisreckoned as the founder of Judaism, then the Persians must be given appropriate
credit for their role. The royal rescript of Artaxerxes|, the Persian king at the time, enabled
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Ezrato reform the religious organization of Jerusalem according to "the law of the God of
heaven."

The Persian central authority even provided akind of arbitration of religious disputes between
Jewish communities. The incident of the destruction of the Jewish temple at Elephantine on the
upper Nileisacase in point. Egyptian priests success fully bribed the Persian governor to have
the Jewish temple there destroyed in 411 B.C. In the process of attempting to arrange its
reconstruction, the Jews at Elephantine appealed to Jerusalem. But Jerusalem would not
welcome a competing temple. Next, an appeal was made to the Persian governors of Judea and
to the sons of the governor of Samaria. This resulted in a compromise recommendation to the
satrap of Egypt that the Elephantine temple be rebuilt but not for animal sacrifices. Thiswould
please the Egyptian priests who objected to animal sacrifices and would satisfy Jerusalem by
reducing the competitor to a status beneath the central sanctuary." [15]

The friendly relations between the Jews and Persian authority are illustrated in the Chronicler’s
theory of history. We have already noted that he was so satisfied with Persian rule that he never
expected any other situation for Judaism. Accordingly the Chronicler advocated a pacifist
dependence upon the Lord and an abhorrence of military power.

It may well be that The Book of Jonah belonged in the Persian period and had asits main
purpose the rebuttal of the particularistic attitude of most of the prophets of that time. If this
were the case, then Nineveh, the ancient capital of Assyria, would be an archaic symbol for the
Persian Empire. The Book of Jonah found these foreigners more than friendly. They were
capable of a positive response to the word of Y ahweh. This suggests that the religious side of
Persian culture may have been in some way congenial to thereligion of Israel. The possibility is
worth exploring.

We have already observed that Deutero-1saiah and the Chronicler considered Persian kings
God'’ s appointed guardians of Isragl. In fact there was an important monotheistic element
common to both the theologies of the Persian kings and the theology of Israel duein large part
to the religious creativity of Zoroaster.

Zoroaster, a prophet who lived about 628—551 B.C., [16] exercised his mission under the
protection of King Vishtaspa, whom he converted. Vishtaspa was king of Chorasmia until that
country was overthrown by Cyrus. Although Chorasmia was the place of his prophetic
activity—an area that today includes Persian Khorasan, Western Afghanistan, and the Turkmen
Republic of the Soviet Union—he may have been born in Media. Zoroaster is interesting not
only because of the possible influence hisreligion and its variations had upon the Jews of his
time but also because he isthe one great creative religious genius which the Aryan race has
produced.

Zoroaster proclaimed a single god, Ahura Mazdah, which means "the wise Lord." The religious
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tradition around him posited many gods in two classes, daevas and ahuras. He dethroned the
daevas, making them evil powers who refused to obey the wise Lord. Heignored all other
ahuras with the clear result that Ahura Mazdah alone was god.

It is easy to seein Zoroaster’ s doctrine of God themes common to Judaism. Like Yahweh heis
the one God who created the world and operates in the world by his Holy Spirit. Yah~veh, like
Ahura Mazdah, deserves to be king now but will rule as king in some eschatological future.
[17] What contact was there between this congenial doctrine and the Jews in the Persian
Empire?

Probably there was very little cultural exchange between Zoroaster or his followers and the
prophets of Y ahweh or their followers during Zoroaster’s lifetime. Chorasmia was situated far
from the center of Babylonian power and even farther from Palestine. It islikely that
Zoroaster’ s influence spread only during the time when Persian kings were representing that
influence to their empire in their own personal religion.

Vishtaspa' s conversion was theinitial link between Zoroastrian tradition and the line of Persian
kings. Subsequent to his conversion by Zoroaster, Vishtaspa had hisfirst sonin 550 B.C. We
know he had been converted because he gave the boy a Zoroastrian name which the Greeks
simplified to Darius. Five years later Cyrustook eastern Iran, and Vishtaspa exchanged his
minor kingship for the mor important post of satrap in the expanding Persian Empire. His son
became spear bearer to Emperor Cambysses. Thus Darius, the son of a Zoroastrian family, was
put in a position to claim kingship of the empire even though Vishtaspa belonged to only a
collateral branch of the Achaemenid family which had a claim to the Persian throne.

Darias went on to make the claim good by killing a certain Gaumata who had seized the throne
from Cambyses, even though his father and grandfather were still alive and by rights should
have preceded him to the throne. After the young boy had become king, he championed an
element of Persian culture that would have recommended itself to the Jewish people’ s respect
for law as the divinely appointed medium of order in history. Persian respect for truth and
abhorrence of lies had long been legendary in Heroditus' time [18]. But the great lawgiver
among the Persians was Darius. Thisiswhat Plato remembered him for and there is evidence
that hislaw still carried weight toward the end of the third century---more than a hundred years
after the breakup of the Persian Empire. [19]

After establishing the capital at Susain 521 B.C., Darius turned immediately to the compilation
and publication of alabook. It was modeled on the code of Hammurabi which accounts for its
similarity to Jewish law. And, like that code, Darius also that his god, Ahura Mazdah, was the
lawgiver. An inscription reads, "O man, what is the command of Ahura Mazdah, let this not
seem repugnant to you; do not depart from righteousness, do not revolt." [20] It is perhaps
significant that Darius uses dat for hislaw which is the equivalent of the Hebrew dath found in
in Esther and Ezra. [21] Thereis evidence that Darius lawbook was published almost
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immediately and that it quickly became obligatory throughout the empire. [22] Daniel and
Esther revea the atmosphere of awe and respect this law engendered among the Jews when
they refer to Darius' code as "the law of the Medes and the Persians, which cannot be revoked"
(Dan.6:8, 12, 15; Esth.1:19).

The point of the establishment of this congeniality of religious culturesisto posit the possibility
of acontribution of Persian to Jewish religious thought. Such a possibility exists wherever a
dominant cultureisin chronological and geographical proximity to a subject culture. We have
seen that Darius communicated his religious convictions throughout the empire in the very first
years of hisreign by means of his lawbook. This put Persian religious culture in the requisite
chronological and geographical proximity to Jewish culture. But we must be more precisein
our description of the religious culture the Persian kings represented. It was not the pure
doctrine of Zoroaster.

Darius must have had direct contact with Zoroaster in the court of his father, Vishtaspa, under
whose shelter Zoroaster worked. But Darius was not a pure Zoroastrian, although he probably
held the basic doctrines of Zoroaster. [23] He shows the influence of Zoroaster’s monotheistic
reform in his recognition of Ahura Mazdah as the supreme Lord. But he does not deny the
existence of other gods. Consequently he did not destroy any national cult which he found
among the subject peoples of his empire.

Xerxes, Darius’ son, also shows the influence of Zoroaster in his religious policy in the empire.
[24] Like hisfather, he worshiped Ahura Mazdéah as the creator of heaven and earth, but he
acknowledged other gods. His special connection with Zoroastrian tradition comesto the forein
a proclamation he issued forbidding the worship of daevasin the empire. We noted above that
this had been Zoroaster’ s way of reforming the polytheistic tradition that came to him.

But our primary interest in Zoroastrian religious culture is not its monotheistic strain. Judaism
certainly did not borrow that. We have mentioned that only to establish an important positive
relationship between the two cultures. Our main concern has to do with another doctrine of
Zoroaster that appearsin Xerxes daevainscription. The conclusion of that inscription reads:
"The man who has respect for the law which Ahura Mazdah has established and who worships
Ahura Mazdah in accordance with Trust and using the proper rite, may he be both happy when
alive and blessed when dead.” [25] The last phrase is the pivotal one. Zoroaster believed in a
life after death and Xerxes not only believed in it but depended upon it as the sanction to
enforce the law of the empire. Judaism has left no record of such abelief in life after death in
the Persian period. Thisinscription of Xerxes at Persepolisisthe first documentation in the
period under discussion when the dominant, friendly, and religiously congenial Persian culture
offered the doctrine of another world to the subject Jewish culture. But we need to return to
Zoroaster to appreciate the full connotation of Xerxes' offer to be "blessed when dead.”
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In Zoroaster’ s teaching, postmortem blessing for the individual was only one side of amore
inclusive doctrine of another world. The other side had to do with the renewal and continuation
of communal life worked out in terms of akingdom. In Zoroaster’ s doctrine of God we have
aready seen that Ahura Mazdah dwelt in akingdom that would be purified of evil in the last
days. In this purified kingdom there was no rejection of material existence asinferior to
spiritual. The future kingdom was a place where material blessings abound and where the
individual experienced these blessings in abody. Zoroaster embraced the material universe as
warmly as the Israglite.

Zaehner traces a probable development in Zoroaster’ s thought from a stage when he expected to
reform life on earth to a stage when it became necessary for him to posit another life and
another world for the blessing which Ahura Mazdah guaranteed. [26] In one of the earliest
portions of the Zoroastrian sacred texts, called the Gatha of the Seven Chapters, probably
composed not long after Zoroaster’ s death, there is a specific reference to two worlds. It occurs
in aprayer to "attain to thy good kingdom, O Ahura Mazdah, for ever and ever. May a good
ruler, whether man or woman, rule over the two worlds, 0 most wise among existent beings."

[27]

It will illumine Judaism’s eventual adoption of this future world if we note the occasions that
prompted Zoroastrians to develop the doctrine in the first place. Zoroaster originally had a
vision of purity and righteousness for this world which would be realized by the powers which
Ahura Mazdah gave his devotees. This vision took the form of a kingdom free of the lies and
darkness that oppose the spirit of truth and light. But Zoroaster came to see that this could not
be accomplished within one world so he put the victory and blessing off to another world. The
other world, therefore, first developed as a compensation for the frustrations of history. It
provided a new opportunity to realize hopes that had been dashed by history. Zoroaster’s
followers experienced a comparable frustration when they lost their official standing asthe
religion of the ruling power. This happened when Cyrus became king and the court of Vishtaspa
ceased to have a privileged position. Now Zoroastrianism became merely onereligion in avast
empire with amultiplicity of religious traditions. Just when Zoroastrianism lost its specia
status, Zaehner detects in the Gatha of the Seven Chapters the emergence of reliance on another
world.

Through the medium of afriendly and religiously congenial Persian Empire we have seen how
the idea of afuture world was made available to Judaism. So we may reasonably expect that
when the Jewish people met with a severe enough frustration of their own hopes for history,
they would follow the lead of the impressive culture under which they prospered for two
centuries.
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To complete the story of Zoroastrianism’s relation to the Persian Empire in the reign of
Artaxerxes |, which began in 465 B.C., Zoroastrianism became the official religion of the
Achaemenian kings. The name Artaxerxes, "kingdom of righteousness,”" shows that his father
intended that he should rule the empire under the guidance of Zoroastrian doctrine. The decisive
indication that Zoroastrianism became official under thisking is the new calendar adopted
about 441 B.C. This calendar named the months after the chief deities of popular
Zoroastrianism. [28] Zoroastrianism continued to be the official religion through the reign of
Darius 11 until the empire ended in defeat at the hands of Alexander the Great in 333 B.C. This
official Zoroastrianism of the Achaemenian kings no longer championed the strict monotheism
of the founding prophet, although a reforming community of his followers who retained
monothei sm probably always continued to have an influence in the empire.

Whatever the regressions of official Zoroastrianism to preZor oaster polytheism, the Magi, the
priests who administered the religion, always preserved the tradition of some other world where
an all-powerful, righteous Lord would repair the disappointments of common life. When the
Jews were under Persian hegemony the situation was pleasant enough not to need that option.
But the time was coming when the Jews would suffer such blasting of their own hopes that they
would be happy to follow the lead of their former masters.

With the coming of Alexander the Great, the cultural climate changed. If it was accurate to
describe Persian culture as friendly and congenial and therefore relatively permissive, it would
be equally accurate by contrast to describe Hellenistic culture as aggressive. Alexander’s
campaign was a crusade to bring civilized Greek culture to Orientals. [29] In the course of
Alexander’ s campaign and during its aftermath, the Jews of Palestine were ssimply at the mercy
of the ebb and flow of competing powers. The settled times were over. The persecution of Jews
for adherence to their religion no doubt had the effect of destroying the illusion of the adequacy
of the Chronicler’s view of history as the sphere of rewards or punishments for obedience or
disobedience of the law. The historical situation of the Jews was similar to the situation at the
time of the collapse of the prophetic view and the available Jewish theories of history had no
adequate explanation for the flood of world events that now engulfed them.

Alexander crossed the Hellespont in 334 B.C. Palestinian Syriaincluding Judea, submitted in
332 B.C. While preparing to a maritime route from Babylon to Egypt around Arabiain 323
B.C. Alexander died, and, no provision having been made for a successor, his empire soon
broke apart. It was not until 275 B.C. that the situation finally stabilized. At that time, three
dynasties, descended from three of Alexander’s generals, emerged: the Seleucids ruled most of
what had been Persian Asia, now called Syria; the Ptolemies ruled Egypt; the Antigonids ruled
Macedonia. A fourth European dynasty sponsored by Rome, the Attalids of Pergamum, gained
influencein AsiaMinor. In 212 B.C. Rome began to exercise what became a controlling
interest in Hellenistic affairs. As events worked themselves out, Ptolemaic Egypt acquired
Judeain 301 B.C. and held it until 200 B.C.
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Thefirst hundred years of Hellenistic rule were quiet enough not to precipitate the crisis toward
which Jewish history was steadily moving. The movement to homogenize the cultures of what
had been the Persian Empire under the banner of Greek civilization would soon reach its high
point. Then the indigenous cultures would react against the cultural imperialism of the crusade
Alexander had unleashed.

The ironic thing about the Jewish reaction was that Jews provoked it, not Hellenistic kings.
Certain elements within Judaism were willing to be more aggressive about assimilating Judaism
to Greek ways than any of their Hellenistic overlords. [30] This must have been felt as an
especially aggravating factor in the collapse of history for the Jews.

The familiar story of this collapse builds toward its climax under Jason. He purchased the high
priesthood from Antiochus Epiphanes, the king of Syria, by offering 140 talents in addition to
the usual tribute of 300. Revolutionary political reform followed the appointment of Jason. For
an additional 150 talents Jason received permission to convert Jerusalem into a Greek polis
named Antioch in honor of its patron, Antiochus. This enabled Jason to build a gymnasium and
ephebeum, which was the school system designed to prepare young men for citizenship in the
polis. He aso registered a portion of the people of Jerusalem as officia citizens. The council of
elders, which had been the ruling body before, probably became the boule of "the new city.

Now the devotees of Hellas had the institutions by which they could enjoy the advantages of
civilization in style. The gymnasium was built under the fortress on the Temple hill and young
men, including priests, flocked to it. They wore distinctive hats that marked them as patrons of
the gymnasium and of course exercised unclothed. Antioch of Jerusalem could now send
envoys to the athletic games held every fifth year at Tyre.

The most revolutionary aspect of Jason’s return was the change of constitution involved in
becoming acity. Under the prior political arrangement Jews were permitted to live according to
their ancestral laws, which included, of course, the conduct of life according to the Mosaic law.
[31] The "ancestral laws' had served as the constitution. Jason made a substitution. As reported
in 1 and |1 Maccabees. "He set aside the existing royal concessions to the Jews. ..; and he
destroyed the lawful ways of living and introduced new customs contrary to the law." (11 Macc.
4:11.) "And some of the people eagerly went to the king. He authorized them to observe the
ordinance of the Gentiles." (I Mace. 1:13.) Thisdid not mean that those Jews who preferred to
be observant were hindered from following the law of Moses. It did mean that it ceased to be
part of the law of the land in Judea. A Hellenistic way of life was now provided for
constitutionally. This was afundamental change. Not since Ezra had any other way of life been
legal for Jews in Jerusalem. Jason’ s reform was the undoing of Ezra s reform. This defeat of the
Jewish way of life, asked for and arranged for by Jewish leaders, must have inspired horror in
the eyes of traditional Jews. They would have had to wonder how the Lord of history could
permit such a development.
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Already before Jason’s reform there was aloss of confidence in the Chronicler’ s interpretation
of history asthe arenawhere justice, under law, is done. The "gentle cynic" who wrote
Ecclesiastes, perhaps in the third century B.C., had ceased to be able to believe the conventional
wisdom about history in hisfine. [32] He reduced to absurdity the traditional view that the wise
were rewarded appropriately by pointing out that life goes as badly for the wise as it does for
the foolish. Only aresidual confidence in the possibility of some modest enjoyment of life
preserved him from despair. If we ask where the blame lay for this pessimism, surely it cannot
be the author’s. He believed in God. But he was being asked to believe in atheory of God’'s
activity in history that could not be supported by the facts of experience. If the orthodox theory
of history failed in normal times, it is not difficult to imagine the threat that the developments
under Jason posed to that theory. The worst was not yet.

Jason had apparently been a compromise candidate for the Hellenizing faction. He was willing
to be the instrument of opening the doorslegally for aHellenized way of life, but belonging as
he did to the high-priestly family with its deeply ingrained respect for the Jewish way of life,
perhaps he could not be induced to act in contempt of the law. The Hellenizers found such a
Jew in Menelaus. Since the availahility of the high priesthood to the highest bidder had been
established when Jason took office, this precedent was now used against Jason. Menelaus took
the office away from Jason by offering the ldng three hundred talents more than Jason had paid.

This must have come as a shock to al who respected Jewish tradition, for this high priest had
no hereditary right to his office. Tcherikover conjectures that popular revolt broke out at this
point. Thereis no evidence of it in the records, but Menelaus soon provided the stimulus for
revolt that was recorded.

Menelaus had bid more for his post than he was able to pay at the time. When pressed for the
money he went to Antioch to placate the king. Antiochus was not in residence, but Menelaus
won over the king' s deputy by a present of several gold vessels confiscated from the Temple.
This disregard for the sanctity of the Temple produced two immediate reactions. A former high
priest, residing in Antioch, and learning of the gift, issued a public rebuke there. In Jerusalem,
Menelaus' brother and deputy, Lysimachus, who had removed the vessels from the Temple for
his brother, had to face popular unrest at his sacrilege. The author of 11 Maccabees used one of
the worst epithets available in the Hellenistic world when he called Lysimachus a"temple
robber” (I1 Macc. 4:42). Before the populace could act, Lysimachus armed about three thousand
men and attacked the people of Jerusalem. In the riot that ensued, the crowds overwhelmed the
soldiers and killed Lysimachus.

The Jews appealed to the king against the sacrilege of Menelaus but to no avail. The three
Jerusalem envoys who carried the protest to Antiochus were put to death. The frustration of this
appeal to the final court of justice left the Jews no recourse but revolt. Curiously enough, Jason,
the ex-high priest, was the leader of the first organized assault.
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Antiochus himself exacerbated the situation by appropriating Temple funds upon his return
from acampaign in Egypt in 169 B.C. From Antiochus' point of view this may have been
justified by his financial needs, but the removal of the furniture of the Temple used in
connection with the cult could only strike Jews as an outrageous act directed against their
deepest religious convictions. Under the circumstancesit is surprising that the first armed attack
on Jerusalem did not come then. A rumor that Antiochus had been killed on a second campaign
against Egypt brought it on. Jason gathered a force of about a thousand men and attacked
Jerusalem from Trangordan. He controlled the city for atime, forcing Menelaus into the
citadel, but his senseless killing of hisfellow Jews produced a popular reaction and he
withdrew.

This was enough to convince Antiochus that Jerusalem was out of control. He came personally
to put down the revolt. His soldiers killed thousands of inhabitants and sold thousands into
Savery.

As part of the punishment and security of the city, Jerusalem was settled with aliens—Syrian
soldiers who brought their own religious rites with them. With typical Hellenistic readiness to
eguate the god of one nation with the god of another, the Syrian soldiers probably
commandeered the Jerusalem Temple for their own worship. This would account for the
prostitution in the Temple—a horror to Jews and a perfectly natural adjunct to worship for
Syrians [33]

Thefina outrage of Antiochus was the outlawing of the Jewish way of life. (Il Macc. 6:1if.)
Under Jason the non-Jewish, Hellenistic way of life had become constitutional. Now it became
obligatory. Circumcision was prohibited upon pain of death as was the observance of Sabbaths
and annual feasts. Even confession of adherence to the Jewish religion was denied to Jews.
They were forced to participate in pagan festivals. The culmination was the erection in the
Temple of the famous "abomination of desolation" mentioned in Dan. 11:31; | Macc. 1:54; and
Mark 13:14. It was probably an idol or stone appropriate to the Syrian cult which, however, |1
Macc. 6:2 calls Zeus Olympus. Judaism was outlawed even in the Greek cities around Judea.

How could religious persecution such as this get started in a culture that was noted for its
religious tolerance? We can assume that events in Judea must have convinced Antiochus that
the religion of the Jews was the source of, or at least an important stimulus to, political unrest.
Most probably he concluded that this people could only become loyal subjectsif they were
denied their strange seditious religion. Although Antiochus' interest in the matter was strictly
political, this persecution touched Judaism at a much deeper level. It called for arevolution in
religious outlook.

The problem for Judaism was. How could the God of history permit something like the
persecution of Antiochus to happen? The prophets had promised the Jews some saving act
comparable to the exodus. Instead, God'’ s people were being destroyed. The Chronicler had
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promised blessing in return for obedience, instead true religion was being punished. The
persecution fell precisely upon the faithful. History rewarded faithfulness with death. Attempts
to preserve the Jewish reigion ended in defilement of its Temple and the destruction of all its
public institutions. The crisis thisinvolved for Jewish belief cannot be exaggerated. Jews had
been distinguished by their belief in a God who was the Lord of history. Now history had failed
them. Could they continue to believe in their God and the value of history that he represented?
They could if somewhere history’s frustrated promises might still be fulfilled. Such a place had
been available in Israel’ s cultural heritage since Cyrus.

Credit goes to the author of The Book of Daniel for bringing to life this other place for Judaism.
This other place was a future world where the faithful individual would rise from death to a new
life, and where God' s will would be the rule for a new worldwide order called the Kingdom of
God. It is perhapsindicative of the Persian influence that some of Daniel’ s stories took placein
the reigns of the Persian kings, Cyrus and Darius. Of course the idea of life after death was
current in Hellenislic culture, but their conception did not include either the body or history, as
did the life after death as it had been conceived in Persian culture. And since the Palestinian
Jewish community was suffering at the hands of Hellenistic culture, it isunlikely that it would
choose this culture as its source for the other world anyway. The process we have been
describing in this chapter seems the more likely explanation of this tremendous step into a
future world: Persian culture had made the idea of another world available in afriendly and
congenial setting. Once Isragl had exhausted the possibilities of history in some way similar to
Zoroaster’ s experience of the frustration of his hopes, it became ready for this new leap of faith.

The leap into the future world of personal and communal fulfillment was not asimple leap
away from history. It would be too cynical to describe what Daniel found as merely away to
escape history. In fact, the opposite was more the case. The future world made it possible for
Judaism to continue to stay with history by offering a new vantage point from which amore
adequate understanding of history could unfold. [34]

The persecution of Antiochus proved that the prophetic view o f history and the Chronicler’s
view of history both took inadequate account of the God-contrary and chaotic forces in history.
Judaism had been too optimistic about history and too trusting in what even omnipotence could
accomplish. The future world freed Judaism for a more realistic reading of history and renewed
its courage to participate in its affairs. The resultant view of history isusually called

apocalyptic.

The apocalyptic reading of history was the recovery of the prophetic vision of history with the
inclusion of afuture world for God' s decisive saving action. It also included alarger canvas
upon which to paint the history of this world, with room for the roles of the powerful nations
and their failure to serve God's plan. There was even scope for amythical head of the
opposition.
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It is curious how many Christian scholars are embarrassed by the development of apocalyptic
thought. They prefer to see the crown of Isragl’ s reflection on history in the prophets. Martin
Noth attempts to discredit the Daniel scheme of the successive world powers, culminating in the
collapse that heralded the end of this world and the beginning of God'’ s kingdom. Noth
maintains that Daniel’ s scheme was not a serious reading of history sinceit pointed finally to a
brief and calculated interval after which the future world would replace the present evil world.
[35] One can only ask what other viable reading of history was possible for Judaism under the
pressure of Antiochus' persecution and with a theological heritage that featured a powerful and
just God of history. Given the depths of godlessness to which history had sunk, if Y ahweh were
just and powerful, believers had to expect him to do something soon. It isimportant to realize
how complete the failure of history must have been for the victims of Antiochus' persecution.
There could be no point in continuing asimple faith in history. Its possibilities had been
exhausted.

The apocalyptic view of history was an extension of the prophetic view of history adjusted in
the light of the Antiochus experience. Here too we find that Christian scholars are embarrassed
with the apocalyptic solution and wish to dissociate it from the prophets. [36] Gerhard von
Rad’s main objection is that this literature neglects a prophetic recitation of Isragl’s saving
history for a concentration upon the last generation of Israel.” [37] But surely this misses the
point of the experience under Antiochus. This experience persuaded Judaism that history
offered no further possibility of aredemption in history like the exodus. Thisiswhat | mean by
what | have called the collapse of the prophetic view. Only aview that could explain the demise
of history was of any use at all. This was the contribution of Daniel and his later imitators. They
were courageous and imaginative enough to absorb the worst that history could do to them and
still make provision for the triumph of God and the salvation of his people.

Professor Muilenburg is fairer to apocalyptic than either Noth or von Rad. "Apocalyptic
actually represents a deepening of Israel’ s prophetic consciousness in the light of the
destruction of the nation and the somber years of suffering and tragedy which followed. [38]

Daniel’ s solution to history became the standard one for Judaism. His vision of the future world
with its everlasting life for the righteous individual and an everlasting kingdom of peace and
justice for the people of God was repeated with variations by the whole class of literature called
apocalyptic which stretched from Daniel, written sometime between 167 and 163 B.C., to the
book of Revelation, written toward the end of the first century AD. [39] This expectation of the
next world became one of the distinctive doctrines of the most influential party in Judaism. The
Pharisees came to prominence in the Maccabean period when the doctrine of afuture life was
the supportive companion to their main doctrine of obedience to the Law at all costs. No doubt
alarge part of their successin winning popular support was due to their adoption of the future
world which their political adversaries, the Sadducees, were unwilling to accept. [40] The other
great party in Judaism, the Essenes, shared the doctrine of the future world with the Pharisees.
Thisiswell documented in the literature of the Qumran community which drew from Daniel
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and other apocalyptics, and also created some of its own. And finally, the Jewish sect that
followed Jesus of Nazareth eventually gave a Platonic form to the future world and it became
part of the heritage of Western civilization.

How are we to evaluate this step into another world? First, we must insist that it happened
naturally enough. Until the crisis that culminated in the repressive measures of Antiochus
Epiphanes, the Jewish people had a grand but incomplete theology of history. They assumed
that history was directed by the irresistible power of the same just and saving God who had
brought Israel out of Egypt. It was incomplete as a theory because it did not take adequate
account of the ability of the world in which they lived to resist the just and saving purposes
even of the God of the exodus. But under the Persians the Jewish people were exposed to a
more compl ete theology—one that took the recal citrance of history fully into account without
giving way to despair. This theory of history was worked out by Zoroaster in terms of adualism
that explained the recal citrance by attributing it to an evil mythical opponent of the supreme
God. Then, resultant conflict was resolved by the evolution of afuture world where effortsin
behalf of the supreme God would be rewarded by life after death and dualistic history would be
replaced by an everlasting kingdom of good.

It was natural for Judaism to adopt this Persian solution as its own once the resistance of history
to the purposes of God became strong enough. What made the Persian solution even more
natural was its own parallels to Jewish monotheism.

Until now | have avoided one aspect of the question of Jewish dependence upon Persian culture
for its doctrine of another world; namely, itsrelation to a theory of revelation. In the theological
opinion of some, the people of God can never learn anything substantial from another culture.
Their only source of doctrine must be direct communication from God and these doctrines so
revealed must be distinguished by being quite unique compared to similar doctrines in other
cultures. | do not share that theory of revelation. My assumption is that the experiences the
Jewish religious community had in common with its surrounding culture formed the basis of
many of its own doctrines. Further, when the surrounding culture had formul ated some
conviction about the nature of reality on the basis of a more mature experience than the Jewish
religious community possessed, that community was wise to enlarge the scope of its
"revelation” to include such aformulation. [41]

The step into the other world was a natural one. It was also awise one. It was wise because,
given the world of the time, there was no feasible way to preserve the values for human lifein a
history enshrined in Jewish religion without banking them in the safety of another world. The
other world was a safe bank because it was not open to moth and rust and thievery—the
corroding effects of unfortunate historical experience.

Historical experience was amost bound to be unfortunate for the vast majority of people who
lived in Hellenistic times. The Hellenistic world was not open to much improvement from
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within. Slave labor was the basis of civilized accomplishment and would continue until some
substitute came along to make it dispensable. The economic organization was a kind of |aissez-
faire capitalism with little protection for the poor and indebted. Its effect was to confine
affluence to an ever-smaller number of wealthy men while it tended to strip the poor of what
means they had. The theory of Hellenistic kingship made the political system unresponsive to
the needs of the common man. International relations were so unstable that constant wars
robbed most men of even the modest security and economic and political arrangements
permitted. With such instability and want, it is no wonder that the Kingdom of God often came
to be envisioned as a peaceful feast. Far from being merely aflight from the world in which
they lived, the next world of the Jews in mid-second century B.C. made it possible for them to
continue to live humanely. It will, | think, be no exaggeration to say that until recently the
Western world has only remained as civilized as it has because it has lived off the interest
deposited in the future world. But whether this happy influence upon history can maintain itself
now is the question that prompts my third evaluation.

The Danielic step into another world was so timely that it was aso probably temporary. Any
step that was so in tune with its particular times, so much a product of its own times, will
probably need to be replaced with choreography more apt for our times. Our times are
fundamentally different from Hellenistic times in that now there are the technological means
and political theories that make possible along, affluent, and highly civilized life on earth for
most of its inhabitants. By technological means, | refer to birth control, scientific agriculture,
the automated production of goods and services, together with modern scientific medical care.
By political theories, | refer to those which aim at a political process that enlists the
involvement of all those affected by political decisions. By highly civilized life, | mean the
possibility of exploring meaning and fulfillment in life free from material needs, physical needs,
and organized threats to individuals and communities. Given that the world around us now does
offer these new possibilitiesfor life, it must be reevaluated. Perhaps now there is areal prospect
of achieving on earth what the Jews in the Hellenistic age could only hope for in heaven.

An equally weighty argument for phasing out the next world is the growing, spreading
conviction in our time that thereislittle credible evidence that it exists. Thisis not just a matter
of religious conviction. Dreams, visions, appearances, heavenly messengers ascending and
descending, ssmply do not count now in the way they did in the Hellenistic age. Therefore large
numbers of men have very little reason now, compared to then, to need a second world, let
alone bank our most precious valuesin it. Christianity without another world, does not seem so
unnatural as it may have before we review the story of that world’'s dawning. If our fathersin
the second century B.C. had the opportunity to usher in an extraworld, their sonsin the
twentieth century A.D. should have the opportunity to usher it out. That generation lived to see
it rise. This generation may liveto seeit set.

If the next world were to be phased out in our time, it would have momentous ramifications.
But this happening need not destroy or impoverish true religion. Any decision against the future
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world should be with the same intention that prompted Daniel, namely, to preserve, enrich, and
implement the redeeming purpose of God for his people as this has been declared all along in
the tradition. The step back from another world should be as logical for respecters of tradition
now as the step into it was for traditionalists then.

Just as naturally, there will be dissent from the new step we are exploring now—as there was
then. The Sadducees refused to step into another world because tradition up until that time did
not prescribe it and their experience of history did not dispose them to want it. They were
certainly correct about the tradition. They were equally correct about their own experience of
history. The Sadducees belonged largely to the rising bourgeoisie class of the Hellenistic age
who shared whatever achievements of civilization and political power their age made available
in the cities. For such people, also among the Jews, thisworld still offered means of providing
for their own well-being. Their experience of history was not so frustrating as their poorer, less
powerful, compatriots, whose religion brought them into collision with Hellenistic ways.

There are those today who will point out that tradition does not prescribe withdrawal from the
other world. They will certainly be correct. They will also appeal to their experience of
frustration in history, which cannot be denied them. Room must be allowed for this dissent. The
conversation it provokes should be illuminating. For example, the this-worldly man might ask
the otherworldly man if he has taken adequate account of the new means available to advance
mankind’ s well-being. The otherworldly man might ask the this-worldly man if he has not
noticed the unprecedented tragedy these new means make possible. The discussion is already
well under way. This book wishes to be part of it.

But insofar as the conversation involves Christians, it assumes a special complication. When
Judaism added its doctrine of the other world, massive as this addition was, no special saving
act of God accompanied it to stamp it with specia divine authority. This leaves the Jew freer to
discuss the doctrine because to question it is not tantamount to questioning something like the
exodus. For Christians the doctrine of another world is complicated by its connection with the
resurrection of Christ. Thisisthe definitive saving act of God for Christian tradition. It is often
taken as the basis for belief in the other world to which Christ rose and to which Christians are
to rise. To deny the other world seems to involve denial of the resurrection. Thisis taken to
mean the denial of Christianity, of Christ. To this supposed complication we now turn to see
that it is neither so necessary nor so complicated as it may seem.

NOTES:
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3. Otto Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction (Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1965),
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17. Zaehner, op. cit., p. 60.
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36. Cf. von Rad’ s opinion: "It might seem appropriate to understand apocalyptic literature as a
child of prophecy. To my mind, however, thisis completely out of the question." (Old
Testament Theology, Vol. I, p. 303.)

37. Ibid., p. 304.

38. James Muilenburg, in The Interpreter’ s Bible (Abingdon Press, 1952), Vol. 1, p. 340. Cf. R.
H. Charles. "Prophecy and Apocalyptic are not opposed to each other, essentially; for
fundamentally they have a common basis, they use for the most part the same methods, and are
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each apocalyptic work.

40. Louis Finkeistein, The Pharisees (The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1962), Vol. I,
p. 157.

41. Thereisavast and inconclusive literature on the relation of Persian religion to Jewish
doctrine. Mostly it reflects the theory of revelation each author assumes but seldom states. The
possibility of Judaism’s borrowing from Persian religious tradition in the second century B.C. is
established even for those most opposed to such borrowing by the ease of the obviously Persian
doctrine of the two spirits which appears in the Qumran Manual of Discipline, 111.13 to IV.26.
Cf. Bo Reicke: "Hier konnte eine direkte Ubernahme iraniseher Traditionen vorliegen”
("lranische Religion, Judentum und Urchristentum," Die Religion in Geschichte und
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Stifterreligion, die im Gegensatz zu den aten Kultreligionen steht. Ihr Einfluss auf die
spatjudische Religion, der oben beruhrt wurde. ist im emzelnen schwer festzustellen”
(Theologie des Alten Testaments, Teil |, p. 338, n. 124). A. von Gall, in Basileia tou Theou
(Heidelberg: Winters Universitdtsbuchhandlung, 1926), makes the most detailed case for Jewish
use of Persian eschatology. For literature on Zoroastrianism, cf. Zaehner, op. cit., pp. 339—348.
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Chapter Il: The Resurrection of Jesus, the
Composition of the Gospels, and the World to Come

In order to be able to define the relation between the other world that dawned under the

M accabees and the resurrection of Jesus, we must examine the New Testament records, first to
see precisely how that resurrection was experienced and then how it stimulated the composition
of the Gospels which provide us with official interpretations of Jesusin the church.

Whatever impression Jesus made upon those he met, it was forty to one hundred years before
the community that eventually worshipped him deemed these impressions worth gathering into
the connected accounts we call our Gospels. [1] According to our records, the role of Jesus' life
within the life of the church was negligible for amost forty years.

Paul isour chief witnessto this period. [2] It is striking how seldom he made any use of material
from Jesus' life. Paul knew that the church traced Jesus' lineage to David (Ram. 1:3). Apart
from the crucifixion, Paul apparently had knowledge of only one other incident in Jesus
career—he recounted the last supper with the disciples on the night of his betrayal (I Cor. 11:23-
25). And even thisinformation he claimed to have gotten not from current church tradition but
directly from therisen Lord ("l received fromtheLord. .. " v. 23).

There are only three cases where Paul seemed to use a particular tradition of the teaching of
Jesus. Once he assured the faltering Thessalonians by "the word of the Lord," that, at Christ’s
return, dead Christians would be raised and translated to heaven ahead of surviving Christians (I
Thess. 4:15). On another occasion he based his own position against divorce upon a charge of
the Lord (I Cor. 7:10). Presumably he was following a tradition of Jesus teaching. Finally, Paul
justified financial support of the preachers in the church by a command of the Lord (I Cor.
9:14).

That is all the use Paul makes of Jesus. And in one of these cases he went out of hisway to
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distinguish his source as the risen Lord in distinction from the church’s tradition about Jesus.

Claims have been made that there was much more of Jesus' teaching in Paul than Paul would
admit. These claims are based on parallels between Paul’ s ethical exhortations and sayings of
Jesus. Such parallels are surely no proof of more than the fact that Jesus and Paul belonged to
some extent to a common heritage of Jewish ethical instruction.

If Jesus' ministry was available to the church Paul represents, it would seem that Paul was
avoiding it on principle, which may be the point of Il Cor. 5:16. Thisisthe usua way of
explaining the absence of Jesus in Paul’ s writings. The supposition is that abundant material
about Jesus' teaching and activity was current in Paul’ s church but Paul avoided using it to
protect his apostolic office from dependence upon the other apostles who had been companions
of Jesus (Gal., chs. 1, 2).

| am not convinced. Material about Jesus ministry isjust as scarce in the non-Pauline | etters.
Moreover, if words and actions of Jesus had been available to settle the disputes in which Paul
was almost continuously embroiled, it is difficult to imagine how such material could have been
so consistently and successfully suppressed. When Paul appealed to Jesus in argument, it was
always, with the few exceptions noted, to the risen glorified Lord who communicated his will
directly to Paul. This risen Jesus and not the Jesus of the earthly ministry must, | conclude, have
been the canon for churchly conversation in Pauline circles.

But suppose for the sake of argument that the lack of Jesus-tradition in Paul was the result of his
bias against it. Suppose the church of Paul was full of such tradition and that it was so well
known to everyone that it required no mention. If these suppositions are true, it follows that the
church of Paul must not have valued this Jesus tradition highly or considered it essential. For
Paul’ s claim to apostolic authority in the church was based solely on contact with the risen Lord
apart from any knowledge of Jesus' earthly life except that he lived and was crucified. The
church accepted Paul as an apostle. In accepting him as an apostle, it accepted his evaluation of
Jesus’ earthly life. By implication, the church that recognized Paul by that act declared the
knowledge of Jesus' ministry to have been peripheral and accidental to its gospel.

Even after our Gospels were composed, they did not immediately establish themselves as
authoritative. The whole Jesus-tradition remained in flux until the middle of the second century.
Prof. Helmut Koster has shown that, prior to Justin, the apostolic fathers were quite independent
of our written Gospel. [3] When they had occasion to allude to Jesus ministry, it was to the
same floating, amorphous tradition that each Gospel author pressed into his own mold. Even
after authors of the second-century church accustomed themselves to citing our written Gospels
as canon, they still molded words of Jesus to suit their needs. [4]

It appears that the earliest church got along well enough for an extended period without a life of
Jesus. If we can discover what suddenly triggered the composition of Mark and shaped it and
the other Gospels, we shall be in a position to evaluate the way the church of the New
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Testament came to itsinterpretation of Jesus of Nazareth.

There are various ways of approaching what motivated Mark, Matthew, and Luke to write. |
have chosen the witness to the resurrection of Jesus as the most fruitful starting point for
understanding the composition of the Gospels. If this choice seems arbitrary, | hope it will
vindicate itself in the course of the investigation. But even before we know how and where it
might lead, resurrection witness does seem alikely starting point. There could hardly be a
conviction more fundamental to the early church than its conviction that God had raised Jesus to
life after his death. As we have seen, Paul’ s faith centered upon the risen Lord. In this he was
typical of the whole church. One very good reflection of the faith of the whole church may be
found in the short confessions that large segments of the church used. One such confession is
cited in Rom. 1:3—4. According to this confessional statement the resurrection was the source
of the church’s conviction that Jesus was the Son of God. For in this resurrection his divine
Sonship first came to light ("designated Son of God . . . by his resurrection from the dead").
Philippians 2:5-11 connects the conclusion, "Jesus Christ is Lord," to the center of the actionin
the hymn (" Therefore God has highly exalted him™). Jesus' resurrection took an equally central
place in confessions found in | Peter 3-18; | Tim. 3:16; and Col. 1:15f.

The primacy of resurrection over ministry in the faith of the early church is borne out in the
records we have of the experience of the disciples. The writers of Matthew, Mark, and Luke
were careful to limit whatever tentative appreciation of Jesus his followers may have had before
his resurrection. As spokesman and leader of the disciples, Peter illustrates this best. In
Matthew’s story of Jesus walking on the water, only Peter had faith enough to ask to walk too.
So far so good until his doubt sinks him and he receives the rebuke, "0 man of little faith" (Matt.
14:31). Peter recognized Jesus' Messiahship at Caesarea Philippi but could not accept that this
included crucifixion. So again, his defective faith earned arebuke, "Get behind me, Satan!"
(Mark 8:33). The same pattern unfolded on the Mount of Transfiguration. Peter honored the
transfigured Jesus along with Moses and Elijah, but hisfailure to appreciate the superiority of
Jesus had to be corrected by avoice from heaven (ch. 9:2 if.). The limitation of Peter’ sinsight
was matched finally by failure to perform faithfully. Peter promised to be loyal in the face of
Jesus' death (ch. 14:29). Still when the shepherd was struck down, the sheep fled as Jesus had
predicted (v. 27). Peter capped the flight by his own denial of Jesus outside in the courtyard
while Jesus was being examined inside. But then the resurrection occurred and the doubt and
disloyalty of Peter and al the disciples was repaired. So far as we know they became
distinguished apostles and martyrs.

Given this central role of resurrection to faith, it is surprising that it has not had more effect
upon our understanding of the Gospels. Agreeing that all of Jesus' ministry isviewed from a
resurrection perspective, it has been customary ever since Martin Kahler and early form
criticism to account for our Gospels by reference to the passion narratives rather than to the
resurrection stories. [5] It would certainly be more in keeping with the confessional posture of
the church in the earliest records we have to give priority to the hypothesis that the Gospels are
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extended resurrection stories instead of the usual hypothesis that they are extended passion
narratives.

When form criticism began to see that the tradition about Jesus circulated in isolated fragments
before it was edited into some connected narrative by our Gospel writers, the question arose:
What first prompted putting the fragments together? The initial answer is that the church needed
to explain the crucifixion. Martin Dibelius, the famous Heldel berg professor of New Testament,
typified this solution when he conjectured that the church was struck with embarrassment at
believing a condemned and executed criminal was its Messiah. Consequently, it was forced
immediately to develop an account of the crucifixion that explained the incongruity. This
account was called the passion narrative. Then, the argument proceeded, the story of the rest of
Jesus' career was added as prelude. Thistheory of the origin of the Gospels gaveriseto the
description of the Gospels as "extended passion narratives." | wish to challenge this theory of
the origin of Gospel composition. It failsto explain why the Gospels were not composed until
forty years or more after the church began to reflect on the crucifixion. In place of "extended
passion narratives' | should like to propose that the Gospels are more accurately described as
"extended resurrection stories." If we follow the story of the church’s doctrine of the
resurrection of Jesus, we shall discover that embarrassment over resurrection was what
triggered the writing of the Gospels and not embarrassment over crucifixion.

When we scan the earliest materials outside the Gospels that witness to the resurrection, we
discover that very little was said about the beginning of faith in the resurrection and what
induced the conviction that Jesus had been raised. Information about the resurrection was not
supplied; it was ssimply assumed and made the basis for other articles of faith. In fact only one
passage deals directly with the resurrection and gives promise of revealing how the early church
viewed it. That passageis| Cor., ch. 15.

Paul wrote | Cor., ch. 15, probably in AD. 55 or 56, [6] but the chapter contains earlier material.
Itis, in effect, acommentary on a primitive confessional statement at the beginning of the
chapter, invs. 3—5:

For | delivered to you as of first importance what | also received, that Christ died
for our sinsin accordance with the scriptures, that he was buried, that he was
raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures and that he appeared to
Cephas, then to the twelve.

Several things about this statement alert us to its character and antiquity. The first line shows
that the next four lines are tradition. The words "receive" and "deliver” correspond to the
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technical terms, gibbel and nasar, which describe the passing on of tradition in Judaism. This
admission by Paul that he isusing tradition is very exceptional. It isthe only timein all his
writings that Paul admitted dependence upon church tradition. His more typical use of those
technical termsis exemplified in | Cor. 11:23, where the subject isthe Lord’s Supper tradition.
Here Paul was not willing to admit that this was common churchly tradition. Instead he claimed
it was private property revealed directly to him by the risen Lord ("For | received from the Lord
what | also delivered to you"). "From the Lord" is omitted in ch. 15:3. Thisomissionis Paul’s
way of claiming he would deal with the question of resurrection the way the church at large
understood it and not merely’ as a piece of Pauline theology. The same claim was reiterated in
v. 11:

"Whether then it was | or they, so we preach and so you believed." Paul considered the problem
the Corinthians were having so serious that he brought a churchly answer to bear. Thus thisfirst
line provides precisely what our investigation needs— a window upon the church’s
understanding of the resurrection of Jesus prior to the composition of the Gospels.

The style of the four lines that follow confirm what the introduction promised. Each line begins
with the same Greek word for “that," showing that together they made up afixed confessional
formula.

The traditional character of the passageis further confirmed by the non-Pauline words and
phrases it contains. [7] The phrase "for our sins' was not Paul’ s way of speaking of sin; that is
to say, the six uses of the word for "sin" in the plural, with the genitive case or with an article,
al of which occur together here, were not typical of Paul but reflect the influence of early
Christian usage. In the fifty-six cases where Paul used the word himself not as a quotation, it
was usually’ in the singular and never with a genitive. "In accordance with the scriptures’ is
found nowhere else in Paul. The word for "appeared” occurs only here in genuine Pauline
letters. The word for "he was raised" isfound only in this chapter. "The twelve" is unique to this
passage. All these exceptional uses of language show that Paul did not write this confession.
Indeed the style is not even from the same language Paul wrote. Joachim Jercmias finds four
stylistic features that suggest Aramaic rather than Greek origin. This plus the double reference
to the Old Testament makes plausible an original Palestinian Jewish context, for Palestinian
Jews naturally used their native language, Aramaie, for their confessional statements and
depended heavily on their Bible, the Old Testament.

It isinteresting to speculate when this piece of tradition may have come to Paul. If the
confession is early Jewish Christian, then it would be most at home in Jerusalem. Paul admitted
two visitsto Jerusalem early in his career—one three years after his conversion and another
fourteen years afterward (Gal. 1:18; 2:1). On thefirst visit he saw only Peter and James, the two
individuals whom Paul’ s tradition credits with private appearances (I Cor. 15:5, 7). James was
not included in the confessional formula, but he was included in the six appearances Paul
considered official for the church’s belief in the resurrection of Jesus. This meansit is probable
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that these appearances were already the officially recognized testimony to the resurrection in the
thirties! Here then might be the starting point of primitive resurrection faith. After examining
this starting point, we shall be in a position to make comparisons between resurrection
appearance stories in the Gospels and the earliest record of appearances and to detect whether or
not the church felt forced to make modifications to its basic conviction with the passage of time.

It is not necessary to attempt to explain each word and phrase of this earliest resurrection
confession. However, certain elements are important for our investigations. The first and third
lines of the last four show that the church explained Jesus death and resurrection as the
fulfillment of a predetermined plan of God revealed in the Old Testament. This attempt to
explain these surprising events from Scripture probably explains the period of time between the
death and resurrection—"on the third day." [8] This phrase most likely was taken from Hos. 6:2.
It also may mean merely a period of indeterminate duration. The most important inference from
"on the third day" relates to the second line of the confession—"he was buried." The point is
that the church was convinced that Jesus was actually dead and that his resurrection was nothing
less than a "resurrection from the dead.”

In connection with this burial, it isimportant to note that there was no suggestion that an empty
tomb was the first indication of resurrection. The initial indication of Jesus’ resurrection
according to this earliest witness was the appearance to Peter "and that he appeared to Cephas,"
which was then confirmed by an appearance to the Twelve. This primacy of Peter’s witness and
of the witness of the Twelve will provide afair test of the age of other resurrection appearance
accounts.

What happened in these "appearances'? What "was seen” by Peter and the Twelve? The Greek
word here for "appeared,” or "was seen," gives some indication of the kind of phenomenon the
confession intended to describe. [9] The Greek word, especially with the dative for Cephas,
emphasized the activity of the risen Jesus, who showed himself to the withess or was shown
alive to them by God. That is a privilege of revelation experience and not the smple
observation available to anyone who wishes to take notice of an object. All resurrection
witnesses were believers. At the same time the witness really saw something. He was not
dreaming and projecting his faith experience into visual form. Paul emphasized thisin | Cor.
9:1, by using the active form of the verb to see not the passive, which is the usual form for
revelations: "Have | not seen Jesus our Lord?"

Two things tend to encumber our understanding of the "seeing” in this confession. Thefirst is
the tendency of those who know the Gospel accounts of the appearances to read the Jesus of
those appearancesinto | Cor., ch. 15. The Jesus of this earliest confession must not be presumed
to be ssmply modeled after the earthly Jesus whom one could touch and to whom a meal might
be served. The presumption is that Jesus was revealed or made his appearance from heaven.

Paul was not met on the road to Damascus by one more traveler, Rather, the revelation came to
him from heaven, as the light and voice from Luke's account indicates (Acts 9:3 ff.). Hans
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Grass gathers together al the revelational experiences in the New Testament outside the
Gospels. These experiences have as their objects beings who are in heaven. In order to have
these experiences, the seer must be caught up like the "man in Christ" who "was caught up to
the third heaven” (Il Cor. 12:2) and the author of Revelation who "in the Spirit on the Lord’s
day" beheld the furniture and personae in heaven (Rev. 1:10 ff.), or he must look into heaven
like Stephen, who at the moment of his death saw "the heavens opened, and the Son of Man
standing at the right hand of God" (Acts 7:56). This experience of occupants of heaven isthe
appropriate context for a correct understanding of the phenomenon of resurrection appearances
in| Cor., ch. 15. The Jesus they saw was most probably in heaven and they saw him as a
heavenly being. Still these heavenly circumstances did not obscure his identity as the Jesus from
Nazareth whose career ended in crucifixion.

The second thing that tends to encumber our understanding of these primitive resurrection
appearances is the difficulty moderns have with conceiving that such visionary experiences
could have any more reality than a dream. We must recognize that thisis our problem and that it
was not a problem for the New Testament church at the time of Jesus’ resurrection. Because an
experience belonged to the category of visions of heavenly beings, it did not make that
experience or the heavenly beingsin it any less real to inhabitants of the Greco-Roman world.
The words for "see" and "was seen” or "appeared” were not distinguishable from each other on
the scale of objective reality. The beingsin the heavenly visions were asreal to first-century
authors and readers of the New Testament as anyone they met in "common" life. The question
was not whether such things could be, but only whether the wituess was telling the truth.” [10]
Once belief in afuture heavenly world was established, heavenly appearances followed
naturally.

The first-generation New Testament church was content, then, to base its faith on the
appearances of arisen Jesus to Peter, the Twelve, and the others whom Paul added to the
earliest tradition. These others were more than five hundred brethren, James, all the apostles,
and Paul himself (1 Cor. 15:6-8). It isdifficult to specify the chronology of these official
appearances except to say that Peter was the first witness and Paul the last. The confession gives
no clear identification of the "five hundred brethren” or of "the apostles." Nor can we tell,
except in the case of Paul, when or where the appearances took place. There is not enough
evidence to equate the appearance to the five hundred with the experience of Pentecost recorded
in Acts. All that is clear in thisregard is that Paul expected his readers to know whom he meant.
So it is reasonable to suppose that these appearances were familiar to the church, and that Paul’s
list was accepted as the complete official withessto Jesus' resurrection.

Though obviously known and accepted as complete, it is another question whether the early
church found this witness entirely satisfying. One allusion to the list of appearances exposes the
first anxiety we find connected with early belief in Jesus' resurrection. Paul felt compelled to
observe about the more than five hundred brethren that most of them were still alive though
some had died (I Cor. 15:6). Thisis atelltale indication that the church was already becoming
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anxious over the disappearance of the official witnesses to the ground of its faith. The church
was beginning to wonder where it would stand when all the witnesses died. The matter was not
yet serious enough for direct consideration. Presumably the return of Christ would remedy this
situation before it overtook the church. But we know the Parousia did not provide the remedy.
L ooking back, we can recognize in this dight fissure the surface manifestation of a deep fault
that will eventually so disturb the ground of resurrection faith that it will force the church to
seek more solid footing.

However, all problems were not that far away. In the course of following Paul’ s attempt to solve
the difficulty that the Corinthian church was having with the resurrection, we shall find
confirmation of our preliminary understanding of the nature of the resurrection appearance as a
heavenly phenomenon.

The Corinthians' difficulty was complex. Paul’ s side of the conversation assumed a curious
combination of denials and admissions on the side of the Corinthian church. They believed that
Jesus was raised from the dead—"so we preach and so you believed" (I Cor., 15:11)—but some
said there was no general resurrection from the dead (v. 12b). At the same time they believed
that there was some kind of life after death because they practiced substitute baptism on behal f
of deceased members of the community (v. 29). Schmithals makes the most helpful suggestion
for a coherent pattern of conviction that combines these three apparently mutually exclusive
beliefs. [11] The Corinthian opponents were Gnostics or Proto-gnostics who believed in the
resurrection of Jesus as the redeemer, but who anticipated for themselves a spiritual,
disembodied afterlife on the basis of a regenerating union with the (mythically?) dying and
rising Savior. In typical Gnostic fashion, they deplored fleshly, bodily existence and hoped to
escape from it in the next life. They had heard Paul speak disparagingly of flesh and assumed
their view of bodily existence was the same as Paul’ s view. "| tell you this, brethren: flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God." (V. 50.) But Paul disappointed them by teaching a
genera bodily resurrection that seemed to perpetuate the very fleshly existence they hoped by
redemption finally to escape. In the mind of the Corinthians, bodily existence and fleshly
existence were bound together.

Paul hoped to convince them of the plausibility of his own view by separating bodily existence
and fleshly existence, and by maintaining that Christ’s resurrection was not just a pattern for
redemption but also a pattern for the future bodily’ afterlife of believers. He argued for this
latter point in | Cor. 15:12—28. In Paul’ s mind, the general future resurrection and the
resurrection of Jesus were so intimately bound together that to deny the general resurrection was
to deny both the resurrection of Jesus and any hope of futurelife. [12] Any other form of
afterlife than aresurrection one was unthinkable to Paul, the ex-Pharisee. To believein life after
death wasto believe in aresurrected life and aresurrected life was based on the bodily
resurrection of Jesus.

In | Cor. 15:20ff. Paul advanced his argument in a positive way. Christ’s resurrection and the
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resurrection of believers were as related as the "first fruits' areto afull crop (vs. 23 ff.). The
produceis all of one kind, and the firstfruits tell what the kind is.

In| Cor. 15:35 ff. Paul argued for the separation of the idea of bodily resurrection existence
from fleshly existence. Using analogies, he pointed out that God provided two different kinds of
bodies for each plant, the seed and the flower. So also in man there are two bodies, the seed
body of earthly life and the flower body in resurrection.

| Corinthians 15:42—49 describe the two kinds of bodies. It is here that we find the most
precise description in the New Testament of the resurrection mode of existence and, by
implication, of the content of resurrection appearances. \V e must keep in mind that Paul’ s whole
discussion was based upon the original official appearances of the resurrected Christ.

Paul compared the preresurrection body with the resurrection body by means of four pairs of
opposing terms. The first term in each pair described the preresurrection body, the second term
applied to the resurrection body. The pairs were: perishable/ imperishable; dishonor/ glory;
weakness/power; physical/spiritual. Paul summed up the argument in | Cor. 15:44b: "If thereis
aphysical body, thereisalso a spiritual body."

Paul’ s commentary confirms what we deduced from the resurrection confession itself.
According to the pairs of descriptive terms, the resurrected Jesus was from heaven not from
earth (I Cor. 15:48-49).

In the light of the Corinthians' difficulty understanding Paul, one final evaluation of the earliest
church’sview of Jesus' resurrection prepares us to move to the Gospels. Among people who
were not protected by a Jewish heritage, the resurrection of Jesus confirmed the dualistic
pessimism prevelant in Hellenistic culture. It must have seemed to the Corinthians that the
message of the church was encouraging them in their opposition to life in the flesh. How could
it be sinful to indulge bodily appetites when the body was not really important, having been
declared obsolete by the resurrection of the Spirit? It is easy to see how any faith based on
resurrection would confirm such anti-historical leanings. And by the same token, if the early
church hoped to check the drift away from history that was natural to al its Hellenistic converts,
it would need amore historical object of faith than the risen spiritual Lord of the earliest
resurrection confession.

M ark
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When we turn from the confession in | Cor., ch. 15, to Mark, we suddenly vault over thirty
years or more of thefirst crucia years of the church. In Roman history it is the jump from
Caligulato Vespasian. The change we observe in the form of resurrection witnessis almost as
striking as the difference between the characters of the two emperors—the one megalomaniac,
the other restrained. We have dated Mark sometime shortly after A.D. 70. Thisresults from the
appropriate procedure that dates all apocalyptic literature by the last historical event discernible
initslists of predictions for the future. In Mark this event was the destruction of Jerusalem in
the war with Romein A.D. 70. Referring to the buildings of Jerusalem, Mark had Jesus say,
"There will not be left here one stone upon another, that will not be thrown down."

The abrupt change in the nature of the material when we compare the earliest resurrection
confession and the appearance stories of the first three Gospels can hardly be exaggerated.

There are two stages in the resurrection witness material: a suprahistorical stage and a historical
one, In the letters, the risen Jesus appeared as a suprahistorical figure and the resurrection
witnesses recorded a suprahistorical experience. The witness himself provided whatever history
thereisin the revelatory vision. In the historical stage, the risen Jesus shared at |east some
conditions of historical existence with the witnesses.

The suprahistorical stage isthe earlier. Aswe have noted, most of the material in this period
was confessional; e.g., Rom. 1.3—4; | Peter 3:18; | Tim. 3:16. Each of these confessions had
"flesh” before resurrection and "spirit" afterward, so that any witness to Jesus as the resurrected
one would need to be according to the Spirit; that isto say, it would need to be a suprahistorical
perception.

On the other hand, Mark, Matthew, and Luke all begin with ahistorical incident—the empty
tomb. When the resurrected one does appear we are suddenly confronted with a flesh and blood
Jesus who even in his resurrected state belonged to the realm of material history. The empty
tomb seems to be clearly intended as evidence of aresurrected Jesus that could stand the tests of
historical criteria because in his resurrection he took his earthly body with him.

Thisis certainly an accurate estimate of the function of the empty tomb story in Matthew and
Luke. | think, however, we must be more cautious when we deal with Mark. | shall attempt to
show first that the empty tomb was not a piece of tradition that reflected pre-Marcan views but
was rather Mark’s own creation. Secondly, | shall attempt to show that it was not primarily a
resurrection story that prepared the way for appearances of the risen Lord in aphysical body.
Instead | wish to contend that it was atranglation story in resurrection guise. Readers tend to
miss Mark’s original point only because he was more subtle than we suppose and because it is
difficult to refrain from supplying Mark with appearances from Matthew and L uke.

Martin Dibelius was typical of exegetes who judge that the story of the empty tomb rests upon
tradition. [13] Thiswas apparent in his classifying it as legend—"religious narrative of a saintly
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man in whose words and fate interest is taken." This takes into account certain suprahistorical
embel lishments but does not adequately challenge the historical core of the story. Moreover,
Dibelius made the empty tomb story part of the larger passion-story cultus-legend which
obviously reflects events that really took place. This has the effect of allowing the passion
narrative to lend the empty tomb story an aura of historicity.

Dibelius advanced three arguments to show that the pericope of the empty tomb had alife of its
own beforeits use by Mark. First, he said, "The fact that the women are mentioned at the
beginning, superfluously after 15:47, seems to prove that it was originally independent of its
connection in Mark." [14] Secondly, the command in ch. 16:7, "But go, tell his disciples and
Peter that he is going before you into Galilee; there you will see him, as he told you," does not
belong to the old legend, for here the Evangelist appeared to have joined the legend of the grave
with the traditions already at hand in the church. Thirdly, the concluding words, "They [the
women] said nothing to any one, for they were afraid,” meant that the narrative of the empty
tomb was still unknown in wide areas. Dibelius concluded that Mark did not create the story of
the empty grave.

Taken one at atime and in reverse order, these arguments seem to me to indicate creation by
Mark rather than his use of tradition.

Thefina statement that the women did not tell anyone suggests that Mark was apologizing for a
story no one knew until he created it and published it to the church. The command to tell the
disciples and Peter in Mark 16:7 shows that he was aware of the tradition of | Cor. 15:3—5 and
that he ought to make Peter the first witnessto Jesus' resurrection. To justify putting the women
ahead of Peter, he then disregarded the command to the women to report their experience to the
disciples. The common tradition could have had no way of knowing that the women witnessed
the resurrection before Peter because "they said nothing to any one."

Thereis no way to judge from aformal analysis whether the command to tell Peter and the
disciplesto go to Galilee to see Jesus was an addition or an integral part of atraditional pen-
cope. We shall defer judgment until other considerations lead more definitely to a conclusion.
The story would make sense without the command, but then it would not fulfill the prediction of
Mark 14:28, "But after | am raised up, | will go before you to Galilee."

To turn to Dibelius’ second argument, the list of three women at the beginning of the story is
redundant since they are already named in Mark 15:40 and v. 47. The repetition is not
redundant. The point isthat Mark named them three timesin order for them to function as
witnessesin a specia way. Inv. 40 they were looking on at the crucifixion. Inv. 47 two of the
three witnessed the burial. When they were named the third time, they witnessed the empty
tomb. What was Mark doing? He placed the women at each of the decisive points of the
traditional confession—crucified, buried, raised—to qualify them as witnesses comparable to
Peter and the disciplesin the usual tradition. According to Mark, the disciples disqualified
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themselves by fleeing (ch. 14:50) or denying him (vs. 66 ff.) [15]

Dibelius overlooked one other figure in the pericope Mark mentioned before. | am indebted to
my colleague, Professor Waetjen, for this point. The young man inside the tomb who informed
the women is the same young man who flees naked in Mark 14:51—52. Like the women he also
functions as a witness to tie together the arrest and the empty tomb.

What we have observed so far from the evidence of editorial activity isnot invalidated by the
Greek of thelast phrase, "for they were afraid." In Greek the order of words s the reverse of the
English trandation leaving the conjunction "for" as the final word of the story. Examples from
classical authors, church fathers, and the papyri all point to the possibility of thisword order.
[16]

Lightfoot noted that it was customary for Mark to climax an incident with the impression it
makes upon the observer. The empty tomb and the young man’s announcement left the women
In an appropriate state of awe at adivine revelation. [17]

A reinterpretation of the supposed evidence for tradition behind the story of the empty tomb has
led usto the possibility at least that this was Mark’s creation. Once we are open for that
possibility, we can move on to ask why Mark might have composed it. As we seek to answer
this question, Mark’s unique posture toward the resurrection of Jesus beginsto unfold and
becomes a key to the theology of his Gospel.

Why did Mark compose the story of the empty tomb? It was not because his conception of
resurrection bodies demanded this kind of evidence. Mark already explained his view of the
ground of resurrection and of the nature of resurrection bodiesin the controversy (Mark 12:18
if. with Sadducees over the hypothetical case of the woman who survived seven husbands posed
the problem of whose wife she would be in the resurrection. Jesus answered, "They neither
marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven." This shows that Mark did not
have a materialistic view of the resurrection body which would require the use of the corpse
from the tomb.

In the same pericope, Mark grounds belief in resurrection not on Jesus' resurrection but on
scriptures and the power of God who isthe God not of the dead but of the living. This
controversy, not the empty tomb, was Mark’s equivaent of | Cor,, ch. 15. We must seek another
content for the empty tomb than the doctrine of resurrection. What might it be?

Bickerman came closest to the truth in his article "Das leere Grab." [18] He classified the story’
as an Entruckung, or removal story, rather than aresurrection. His article provided ample
instances in Hellenistic culture when a hero has been declared a hero by evidence of an empty
grave. Rohde made it unavoidably plain that Hellenistic culture reserved a special fate for those
considered more than mortal. "A grave is always necessary to fix the Hero at a definite place,
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or, at least, an ‘empty tomb,” which sometimes had to do duty for agrave." [19]

The story of the boxer Kleomedes of Astypalaiais a pertinent illustration. [20] He killed his
opponent in the 71st Olympic festival (486 B.C.) and, furious at being disqualified, returned
home where in afit of pique he collapsed the roof of a school upon the boys within. Seeking
sanctuary in atemple of Athena, he hid in achest. His pursuers broke open the chest and found
it empty. An oracle explained that Kleomedes had become a hero. This carrying away of the
hero fits Plato’ s theory that the peculiar property of divinity wasto live forever inthe indivisible
unity of body and soul .2’

Hellenistic stories like the one about Kleomedes probably explain one motive Mark had in
composing the empty tomb story. Greco-Roman readers of Mark, for whose sake Mark has the
centurion make the confession, Son of God (Mark 15:39), would have their expectations
satisfied. A Son of God would be expected to be carried away at his burial as was claimed for
some emperors. [22] Hellenistic removal stories aso throw light on the command at the empty
tomb to go see Jesus in Galilee. The spirits of heroes "were confined within the boundaries of
their native country, the neighborhood of their graves or the site of their cult." The angel at the
tomb made a point of relating Jesus to Galilee by calling him Jesus of Nazareth. From a
Hellenistic point of view, Jesus should return to his native territory Upon "removal."

Mark may have composed the empty tomb story in part to satisfy Greco-Roman expectations
aroused by his Son of God Christology. | doubt, however, that this was his main purpose. His
main purpose, in my opinion, relates to his other more dominant Christological theme, the Son
of Man.

Mark expected the coming of the Son of Man before the end of his generation (Mark 9:1). The
juxtaposition of the coming of the Son of Man in ch. 8:38 with the coming of the Kingdom in
ch. 9:1 was Mark’ sway of showing that they would occur together. And the coming of the
Kingdom is the principal context for the whole of Mark which was why Mark opened Jesus
ministry with a summary to the effect that the Kingdom is at hand (ch. 1:15). There is more here
than an attempt to report Jesus to us. In the opening summary of the ministry the nearness of the
Kingdom was made equivalent to "believe in the gospel ."

The nearness of the Kingdom was a possibly obsolete element in Jesus' preaching that Mark
reaffirmsin hisreader’s day. This would match the most probable historical setting of Mark.
We have already noted that Mark wrote after the destruction of Jerusalem: "There will not be
left one stone upon another, that will not be thrown down" (Mark 13:2). We know from the
antiapocalyptic emphasis among Jews at Jamniathat the destruction of Jerusalem greatly
excited apocalyptic expectation. If God had allowed the destruction of his Temple, it would
have been asign that hisfinal intervention was near. Christians, who perhaps had begun to
make some adjustments to a delay of the Parousia, would then recover their original intense
expectation. Since Mark shared in this expectation and indeed encouraged it, we may
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reasonably expect that he wrote because he had some special light to throw on it. This special
conviction about the immediate coming of the Kingdom and the Son of Man prompted the
composition of the first Gospel and dictated its structure.

We are on theright track to this special conviction if we follow Bickerman's lead but placeit in
the setting of Mark’ s theology instead of some general framework of Hellenistic culture. The
empty tomb story was most probably atranslation story. In fact it may be most accurate to call
it an antiresurrection story. Assuming that Mark ends at ch. 16:8, the most obvious thing about
the empty tomb story compared to resurrection tradition is that it avoided the resurrected Jesus.
It is asthough Mark felt that Jesus appearances to the church distracted the church from
something more important; i.e., the Parousia. As we see in Paul, the presence of therisen Lord
in some measure compensated for and made tolerable a delay in hisreturn. Mark wished to
eliminate that substitute for the Parousia.

Mark gave believers little encouragement for spiritual experiences of any kind. In place of the
presence of the risen Jesus, Mark simply and strikingly affirmed his abbsence.

What did translation mean positively in Mark’ s thought? The transfiguration story’ suggests the
answer (Mark 9:2—38). On a high mountain Moses and Elijah "appeared” to Jesus, Peter, James,
and John. Mark’ sword for "appeared” isthe same one used in | Cor., ch. 15, and it is used the
same way to describe avision of heavenly beings. Since the conversation between Jesus and
Moses and Elijah was not reported, we are left to deduce the meaning of this group. The one
thing Elijah and Moses had in common with Jesus was that they too were translated. Though the
Biblical account had Moses die, this does not prevent legend honoring him with translation and
no grave. Deuteronomy had already set the stage. “So Moses died there in the land of Moab . . .

; but no man knows the place of hisburial to thisday." (Deut. 34:5—6.) Josephus’ account was
typical of the way the mystery of burial developed into atranglation.

And while he (Moses) bade farewell to Eleazar and Joshua and was yet
communing with them, a cloud of a sudden descended upon him and he
disappeared in aravine. But he has written of himself in the sacred books that he
died, for fear lest they should venture to say that by reason of his surpassing
virtue he had gone back to the Deity. [24]

The trandation of Elijah isfamiliar (11 Kings 2:11—12). On the mountain, Mark offered both
Moses and Elijah as models for understanding Jesus' career; however, he actually developed
only one of these models—Elijah. Elijah provided the framework in which Mark asked his
readers to understand Jesus.
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Elijah had two earthly careers. Hisfirst career was as the Old Testament

prophet. His second career according to Mark was as John the Baptist. Thisisimplied in Mark
9:13: "Elijah has come, and they did to him whatever they pleased.” Mark described John's
clothing to match Elijah’s (ch. 1:6). John appeared by the Jordan because this was where Elijah
disappeared. Elijah’s second career as John was the sign that the eschatological time was at
hand. Following the model of Elijah, Mark created a double career for the Son of Man. The first
career was the ministry of Jesus—he forgave sin as the Son of Man (ch. 2:10), set aside the
Sabbath as the Son of Man (v. 28), and died as Son of Man (cli. 9:12). The second career would
be as the traditional Son of Man come in power and glory (chs. 9:1; 13:26; 14:62). The
appropriate transition between careers must be atrandation, Thisis what Mark made out of the
resurrection tradition (chs. 9:9, 31; 10:33). Even the three days between crucifixion and the
futile search for Jesus by the women now took on new meaning. Not satisfied that Elijah was
gone, men from his school of prophets prevailed upon his successor Elishato let them search
for him. "They sent therefore fifty men; and for three days they sought him but did not find
him." (Il Kings 2:17.)

If thisisacorrect analysis, Mark’s special contribution to the eschatological crisis after A.D. 70
was his conviction that the resurrected Messiah should be replaced by atranslated and returning
Son of Man who would have an earthly career analogous to hisfirst career as Jesus of Nazareth,
only this time with the power and glory of the Kingdom of God. In contrast to the movement of
the interest of the church toward heaven, Mark wished to refocus attention to earth.

Herod' s fear that Jesus was John returned after his death showed that reappearance was a
comfortable ideafor Mark’s cultural milieu (Mark 6:6). Alexander the Great and Nero were
both expected to enjoy second careers. [25]

Mark’s interest in working out eschatology on earth was so strong that he even had atheory
about the geography of fulfillment. [26] Thisisthe meaning of Mark 16:7, "But go tell his
disciples and Peter that heis going before you to Galilee; there you will see him, as he told
you." These directions were intended for Mark’ s readers, not the women or the disciples who
never got this message. In keeping with the setting of Mark this word was for the church that
had fled Jerusalem after the year 70 and was wondering whether or not to return. In the story of
the empty tomb Mark was saying, "Do not return to Jerusalem, but go to Galilee where the Son
of Man will soon begin his second career."

How did Mark arrive at Galilee as the place? Probably he interpreted the destruction of
Jerusalem as a providential sign that God had abandoned the traditional site of the
eschatological drama. Instead of Judaism and its homeland, Judea, God chose the land of the
Son of Man as the focus of the end. What |ocation was especially appropriate to him? Jesus was
from Nazareth in Galilee. The new holy place must be Galilee. Mark followed this same kind of
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geographical consideration in the beginning of his Gospel. [27] John appears at the Jordan
because Elijah was translated near the Jordan. The geography of the first career dictated the
location of the second.

If we have understood Mark correctly, it is a serious misunderstanding of Matthew and Luke to
suppose they moved in the same direction as Mark. Matthew and Luke used Mark’ s story of the
empty tomb as though he offered it as the ground for belief in the resurrected Jesus. Following
thisfalse lead, they wrote Gospels that took the historicity of Jesus and injected it into his
resurrection in order to give resurrection enough rigidity to support the faith of the church. By
contrast, Mark wished to reinterpret the traditional resurrection. Rather than present it as quasi-
history, he saw it as atransition from the real history of Jesus' first career to an equally
historical second career, And Mark’ s conviction about this second career compelled him to
create afitting first career.

Our investigation of Mark’s supposed resurrection story has led us to confirm the interpretation
of Lohmeyer, Lightfoot, and others.....Mark intended to end his Gospel with ch. 16:8 and that
the Gospel finally points to the return of the Son of Man and not to resurrection appearances.
Mark was a more subtle, creative theologian than has yet been realized. He was so subtle that
his imitation of certain traditional elements of early church resurrection conviction mislead us
into supposing he represented no departure from earliest tradition. He took the traditional word
for "hewasraised" (I Cor. 15:4) and used it not as an equivalent of the precise word for
"resurrection” (v. 12) but, following another connotation, used it for the "raising up" or "lifting
up" of trandlation. Each time Jesus predicted his "resurrection” from Mark’ s point of view, he
was actually predicting his trandation.

Our primary interest is not, however, the subtlety of Mark or even the structure of his theol ogy.
We finally want to know which early church attitude toward Jesus' resurrection Mark
represented. Thefirst significance of Mark is that he represented a general recovery of
confidence in the initial posture of the primitive church. The earliest church believed in the
immediate return of Christ or at least within the lifetime of the first generation of Christians. By
A.D. 70 that first generation had practically disappeared. Its passing worried the Thessalonian
Christians. Paul betrayed his consciousness of time running out with his notice that some of the
more than five hundred resurrection witnesses had died. By the year 70, James, Peter, Paul, and
presumably most of the original church leaders had died. The realization of a delay of the return
of Christ must have been pressing itself upon this rising second-generation church. Mark
temporarily saved that church from facing up to the crisis. The destruction of Jerusalem was
distracting enough to permit a persuasive case to lie made by Mark.

By meeting the crisis at the delay of the Parousia, we may reasonably suppose he had also
fended off an accompanying crisisin resurrection belief. Now that al the original, official
witnesses to Jesus' resurrection have died, how will the rising church ground its inherited
resurrection conviction? This particular frustration from lack of firsthand visual contact with the
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risen Lord would soon be repaired by his full manifestation upon earth as Son of Man. Because
the church could be sure of meeting its risen Lord soon, it could bear the anxiety of not seeing
him now.

But the ground for reassurance that Jesus would return had shifted. As we have noted, the return
of Jesus was originally grounded in the resurrection visions that identified the risen Jesus as the
Son of Man. When that was not a privilege open to the church, Mark showed that the church
preferred something historically more secure than the tradition of the heavenly visions. It is at
this point that the ministry of Jesus first took on decisive importance to the church. What used
to be proved by heavenly visions of a spiritual Lord must now be shown to have firmer
undergirding in the ministry of Jesus. Mark substituted the appearances of the ministry for the
appearances of the resurrection.

But in order to use Jesus for this new purpose, his earthly career must be given definite content.
It must now, for the first time, become a"life" with enough thematic direction to point the way
to aparousia and to make it believable in spite of disappointing delay. The genius of Mark is
that he molded such alife. It isamonument to the credibility of hiswork that Matthew and

L uke were compelled to take his mold into account. And although we must be careful not to
claim too much for Mark (someone may have pioneered the molding of a"life" of Jesus that
Mark used). Mark was the one that survived as the model.

His empty tomb story is the surest proof we have that Mark did hiswork in an atmosphere of

uncertainty about the resurrection of Jesus. He arranged a witness to the resurrection of Jesus
without finding it necessary to exhibit the risen one. Comparison with the earliest resurrection
witness that depended upon appearance highlights how great areversal this was.

This, of course, does not mean that resurrection conviction played little or no part in Mark’s
creation of the career of Jesus, the coming Son of Man. Without the experience of the
appearances to the church, Mark would never have been able to identify Jesus as the Son of
Man. Mark was able to accept the fruit of his heritage as apart from ground that heritage
brought with it.

Thisis of supreme significance to the evaluation of the roles which the Gospels assigned to
Jesus. In Mark, and as we shall see in Matthew and L uke, the role assigned to Jesus did not arise
out of his ministry. The role grew out of a prior convictional posture toward Jesus which each
Gospel author received from a resurrection-centered church but which he had then to shape and
ground according to the new situation in which he lived.

The pictures we have of Jesus' career are conditional and timely. They are products of a
particular situation. As the situation changes, the picture of Jesus necessarily changes.
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M atthew

With Matthew the situation changed. He was willing to return to the traditional center of the
earliest church and make the resurrection of Jesus, and more especially appearances of the risen
Lord, the ground of his solution to his situation. Like Mark’ s situation, it was new—new
compared to the earliest church and new compared to Mark. The new situation forced a new
form of resurrection conviction and with it a new form for the ministry of Jesus. The newness of
Matthew shows best if we take the same route with him we have with Mark, that is, if we follow
the development of the way resurrection appearances were treated.

With Matthew we meet resurrection appearances once again after Mark’ s studious avoidance of
them. But Matthew also disturbed the traditional order of appearancesin| Cor. 15:3—5. The
first persons to see Jesus were the women coming from the empty tomb. "And behold, Jesus met
them and said, ‘Hail!” And they came up and took hold of his feet and worshipped him." (Matt.
28:9.) Thereisno individual appearanceto Peter at all. Equally interesting is that Peter is even
eliminated from the angel’ s charge to the women. Where Mark reads, "Go, tell his disciples and
Peter,” Matthew has the angel say, "Go quickly and tell hisdisciples' (Mark 16:7; Matt. 28:7).
This does not mean that Matthew intended to detract from Peter’ s traditional primacy within the
resurrection appearances. Actually he wished to establish Peter’ s primacy. But in Matthew’s
opinion there was a more important ground for Peter’ s primacy than could be trusted to
appearances of the resurrected Jesus. Instead, the earthly Jesus guaranteed Peter’ s primacy by
appointing him the rock and final arbiter in matters of church discipline (Matt. 16:18—20).

We see here the same movement away from resurrection to Jesus that we noticed in Mark. This
movement is especially obvious in Matthew because it concerns a subject of special interest to
M atthew—church order—and also because it is probable that M atthew composed the section on
Peter’ s primacy rather than using a resurrection tradition that was already at hand. [28] This
shows how determined Matthew was to retain the resurrection tradition without being too
exclusively at its mercy.

We can only guess why Mark found resurrection appearances troublesome and preferred to
avoid them. In Matthew, it is clearer why conviction about Jesus’' resurrection is problematic. A
special attack had been mounted directly’ against the church’s witness to the resurrection and
Matthew was on the defensive. Far from being a simple statement of conviction, Matthew’s
resurrection story islargely an apology.

The antagonists in this matter were the chief priests and Pharisees who prevailed on Pilate to set
aguard at the tomb lest the disciples steal Jesus' body and stage a fraudulent resurrection (Matt.
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27:62—66). Then according to Matthew, the chief priests and elders bribed the soldiers who
witnessed the resurrection to say the disciples stole the body, "and this story has been spread
among the Jews to thisday.” The same leaders of the Jews who were made responsible for the
unjust crucifixion of Jesus were also made responsible for attacking the doctrine of Jesus
resurrection. Matthew held the leaders primarily responsible, but the situation had deteriorated
farther than that. Not only had the leaders erred, but Matthew’ s church was conscious of
existing over against "the Jews." The separation between Judaism and Christianity had taken
place. Aswe shall describe in some detail in the next chapter, Judaism had begun now to attack
the distinctive doctrines of Christianity including the resurrection of Jesus.

The guards were symptomatic of this new Jewish opposition to Christianity. To combat the
empty tomb, Judaism had brought the guards as counterwitness. In some fashion they were used
to witness to the theft of Jesus' corpse. Perhaps Matthew reported the countertestimony
accurately: "His disciples came by night and stole him away while we were asleep.” If so, he
found what he considered atelling flaw in the witness of the soldiers; namely, they would not
Incriminate themselves by an admission that they fell asleep on duty without being bribed. And
furthermore, soldiers would have been punished for such an admission unless the Jews had
intervened with the authorities. Matthew countered with the bribe by "the chief priests' (Matt.
28:11—12) and the promise of intervention by them in case word got to Filate, "the governor”
(ch. 27:2).

A second polemic note is the repetition of Mark’ s emphasis on Galilee. Matthew had both the
angel and the risen Jesus instruct the women to tell the disciples that the resurrection appearance
would bein Galilee. This ssmple following of Mark’s geography did not match Mark’s
intention. Mark meant the return of the Son of Man. Matthew thought of traditional
appearances. But Matthew no doubt had at |east the negative purpose in common with Mark,
namely, to shift the scene of revelation from Jerusalem. Jerusalem had forfeited any right to
importance because it had always rejected the prophets and messengers whom God had sent to
it (Matt. 23:37—39). Matthew had Jesus predict specifically that Jerusalem might not be the
scene of the appearances. "For | tell you [Jerusalem], you will not see me again, until you say,
‘Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord.”" (V. 39.) The saying parallels the saying of
the risen Jesus to the women, "Tell my brethren to go to Galilee, and there they will see me."
Matthew did not understand Mark’ s reason for directing attention to Galilee as the homeland of
Jesus' first career which dictated the location of his second career as Son of Man. Accordingly,
Matthew dropped "Nazareth" in the angel’ s word to the women at the tomb. Instead of, "Y ou
seek Jesus of Nazareth," Matthew had, "Y ou seek Jesus."

The third evidence of a polemic purpose is Matthew’s modification of the role of the women.
Unless they saw the risen Jesus, they were no help against the eountercharge that the disciples
stole the body. Matthew granted them an appearance in spite of the fact that there it contradicted
both the traditional primacy of Peter’s and Matthew’ s regjection of Jerusalem as a site for
"seeing" Jesus. From our observations so far, we can see that Matthew had asserted his editorial

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=2&id=409.htm (19 of 31) [2/4/03 12:31:33 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World
role as he felt necessary.

These polemic thrusts amount to mere embellishments compared with the new thrust which
Matthew imparted to resurrection witness. We have seen that Mark did not intend to set the
stage for a physical resurrection with the empty tomb, or even to use it to buttress the reliability
of Jesus' resurrection. Now we are in a position to see that Matthew, contrary to Mark, intended
to prove the resurrection of a material-bodily Jesus by the empty tomb. This necessity of a
material resurrection was laid on Matthew for two reasons: Matthew’ s view of resurrection
called for it and the situation within the church required it.

Matthew reproduced Mark’ s controversy over the woman who had seven husbands in
succession. He agreed that "in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but
are like angels in heaven. But since this contains no material special to Matthew, it gives us no
clue to Matthew’ s particular view. For this we must turn to Matthew’ s stories of the
resurrections of the saints at the time of the crucifixion and the saying about Jonah. In these we
have an indication of the perspective with which Matthew approaches Jesus' resurrection.

In the story of therising of the saints at the crucifixion, Matthew drew attention to the bodies of
the saints so that a physical entity was almost required to carry out the action. The "saints* were
not the subject of resurrection but, rather, their bodies—'many bodies of the saints. . . were
raised" (Matt. 27:52). To accommodate these apparently physical bodies, the tombs "were
opened” (v. 52) and they "went out” (v. 53) as any historical person might. They "appeared” to
many in the city. Matthew used a different word for "appeared" than the tradition of the
confession in | Cor., ch. 15. Perhaps Matthew chose his word to emphasize the historical
character of the appearances in contrast to the traditional word with its vision associations.
Matthew was setting the stage for a physical resurrection of Jesus.

Matthew’ s use of the Jonah story moved in the same direction. "For as Jonah was three days and
three nights in the belly of the whale, so will the Son of man be three days and three nightsin
the heart of the earth." (Matt. 12:40.) The main point was to predict the three-day period
between crucifixion and resurrection. But this comparison with Jonah clearly implied a body
that was the same after resurrection as before, and that would not come from heaven but out of
the earth where it was buried.

So when Matthew described Jesus’ resurrection, he followed through with his conception. The
angel pointed to the place in the tomb not where Jesus was placed but where he lay—where he
resided until raised as Matt. 12:40 specified. The climax of his physical resurrection wasin the
appearance to the women:

"And they came up and took hold of his feet" (italics added).

This text marks the watershed between the church’s traditional witness to a resurrection of Jesus
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in a heavenly, spiritual body and its new attempt to historicize the resurrection with an earthly,
material body.

Matthew’ s history-making shift in the form of resurrection witness was most likely not merely
his preference for the physical over the spiritual. He was content enough to use Mark in
comparing resurrected believers to angelsin the story of the woman with seven husbands. His
shift to a physical resurrection was in response to an inner-churchly situation of resurrection
doubt. Thiswas serious doubt—doubt in the face of the appearance of the risen Jesus; doubt
among the eleven disciples. "And when they saw him they worshipped him; but some doubted."
What is most remarkable, Matthew closed his Gospel with the doubt among the Eleven
unresolved! What could Matthew be saying but that some people in the church found the
resurrection of Jesus unconvincing or at least that it was no longer the ground of faith for some?
[29]

This doubt motif was the symbol of the new situation in which Matthew composed his Gospel.
It symbolized the need to seek afirmer ground for belief. Mark found this new ground in the
nearness of the Parousia buttressed by a career of Jesus that called for a second career asthe
Son of Man. Matthew moved in a different direction. Mark’s option was not really available to
Matthew since Mark’s prediction of the Parousia failed to come true. [30] Matthew showed his
new ground for faith in the first resurrection incident he portrayed. That incident was the going
forth of the saints from their tombs. The death of Jesus occasioned this event. It was also the
occasion for the tearing of the Temple curtain that symbolized the end of the Temple. It was
also the occasion of the earthquake as a sign of eschatological significance. The death of Jesus
was the new saving event to which Matthew moved as aresult of the doubt cast upon Jesus
resurrection outside the church and within.

Matthew was moving toward a history that would steady the church in its new existence
independent of Judaism and allay its anxiety over the resurrection appearances. Matthew
buttressed the empty tomb evidence as best he could by injecting as much material-bodily
historicity into it as possible. But if this was not satisfying to everyone in the church, there was
an alternative. The aternative was the death of Jesus.

This death called for alife in which death itself had particular redemptive significance.
Consequently Matthew committed himself to constructing a"life" for Jesus. He had to show
that Jesus' teaching and miracles established him as the righteous one who, in hisfinal, God-
ordained act of obedience, fulfilled the way to salvation. [31] In Matthew for the first time Jesus
provided the context of individual and communal life which had to reckon on continuing in
history. Mark revealed Jesus as the Son of Man with his prescriptions for repentancein
preparation for the return. He did not address himself to the problems of an enduring church.
But Matthew portrayed Jesus as teacher and rabbi who defined the will of God in terms of law
with such authority that he became Lord to the believing disciple. [32] He was ministering to a
community that was decisively Jewish and its need for away of life could only be satisfied by

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=2&id=409.htm (21 of 31) [2/4/03 12:31:33 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World

some interpretation of law. But more than that, there were constrictionsin this cultural model
that had to be transcended. It isin this connection that Matthew put Jesus' resurrection to
positive use.

The commission on the mountain in Galilee was Matthew’ s way of escaping the bonds of
Jewish culture. If Jesus had been called "teacher” and "rabbi," the danger existed of classifying
his teaching as just one more element in the accumulating body of rabbinic tradition. At most,
such a specia tradition might have gained the dignity of a school, like Hillel or Schammai, at
least it might have been cited as the peculiar teaching of a splinter sect. But, as Matthew
obviously intended in the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus' teaching was the definitive
interpretation of God's law superseding all past and future interpretations. Unlike any rabbi,
Jesus had the all-encompassing authority of the exalted Son of Man. "All authority in heaven
and on earth has been given to me." (Matt. 28:18.)"

Furthermore, Jesus' teaching transcended all other interpretations of the will of God because
Jesus was continually present in the obedient community through the teaching and observance
of his commandments until the end of the age. This was Matthew’ s solution to the absence of
Jesus. It served as a substitute for resurrection appearances.” Matthew was employing the
traditional Jewish concept of the Shekinah of God present in the Torah, but now adapted it to
Jesus and his teaching."

Not only did the teaching of Jesus transcend the limits of the rabbinic traditions, according to
Matthew it aso transcended the Jewish community. The will of God in Jesus' teaching was
designed for all mankind. Through baptism and obedience to Jesus commandments, all men
could now become members of God's people; that is, disciples.

Finaly, the concluding appearance story in Matthew granted to Jesus, the exalted Son, a dignity
peculiar to the church’s understanding of him, "baptizing them in the name of the Father and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit." Placing Jesus between the Father and the Spirit and
worshipping him ("and when they saw him they worshipped him") raised Jesus above any
competitive figure in Jewish tradition. [36]

This scene of the appearance of the risen Jesus and the commission to the nations was the
climax of Matthew’ s theological creation. Surely that iswhat it was—his creation. [37] Like
Mark, Matthew accepted the tradition of the resurrection only to rework it in accordance with
his community’ s needs and his own theological bent. Mark moved on to the Parousia. Matthew
moved back to the crucifixion. But Matthew also moved into the future of the congregation. In
the teaching and accepting of Jesus commands as the finally authoritative will of God, the
congregation experienced the continuing presence of Jesus. What form would this authoritative
teaching have in the continuing life of the congregation? Matthew created alife of Jesusto
provide the answer. Matthew was the first New Testament author to create aform of
Christianity in which Jesus of Nazareth functions as the continuing norm for the life of a church
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that reckons on a continuing world. Considering that this form of Christianity has dominated the
history of Christianity, Matthew deserves recognition as the church’s most influential
theologian.

Luke

The development of the earliest church finds its completion in Luke. He is the theologian in the
early church who was able to place Jesus in the center of the church’s understanding of God's
saving authority and at the same time nd4anage to arrange all other theological and historical
considerations accordingly. But because this center of Luke's theology belonged to a classical
past, the danger loomed of Jesus becoming remote. Luke' s handling of the resurrection tradition
shows how his theology devel oped.

After Mark and Matthew, the empty tomb had almost supplanted the earliest confessional
witness to the resurrection appearances. The story had found a firm place in churchly tradition.
In Mark the women told no one, in Matthew they told the disciples, in Luke they told not only
the Eleven but all the rest. Luke dealt with the empty tomb asif the incident was embarrassing
to him.

The record of the disciples’ reaction to the women’s report conveyed Luke' s estimate of its
worth: "These words seemed to them an idle tale, and they did not believe them” (Luke 24:11).
L uke was saying that the empty tomb no longer carried enough weight to convince the church
that Jesus was raised from the dead.

One element in the story conflicted with Luke' s theological interest in preserving the continuity
between Judaism and Christianity. In Mark and Matthew, the story diverted attention from
Jerusalem by directing the disciplesto go to Galilee for the appearances. This was a judgment
against Jerusalem. In order to reinstate Jerusalem as the center of the Christian revelation, Luke
kept the reference to Galilee, but changed its meaning. Instead of "He is going before you to
Galilee," Luke put, "While he was still in Galilee" (Luke 24:6), and retained Jerusalem as the
place of the resurrection appearances. Thisisimportant in Luke' s scheme of holy geography
which beginsin Jerusalem and moves through Samariato the end of the earth (Luke 24:47; Acts
1:8).

Another aspect of Luke's account of the empty tomb expressing atheme of his theology was the
connection the story made with arrest, crucifixion, and resurrection. "Remember how he told
you . . . that the Son of man must be delivered into the hands of sinful men, and be crucified,
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and on the third day rise." (Luke 24:6—7.) All these events were foreknown by the Son of Man
so that they unfold as the fulfillment of his promise. This promise and fulfillment scheme was
basic to Luke' s theology, especially in connection with the promises of scripture. Here Jesus
stood in place of scripture. Later we shall see that the disciples should have expected all this
from reading scripture. It is a'so important to note that L uke tied the crucifixion and resurrection
together. They were practically one event for Luke.

L uke made a modification to Mark and Matthew that showed he was shy of using the empty
tomb as evidence for Jesus' resurrection. When Mark and Matthew have the messengers
announce the resurrection of Jesus, they called attention to the place where his body had been
placed, " See the place where they laid him" (Mark 16:6); "Come, see the place where he lay"
(Matt. 28:6). Luke has the simple announcement that Jesus is alive coupled with arebuke for
looking for him at the tomb: "Why do you seek the living among the dead?' (Luke 24:5).
Having exposed the limitations of the empty tomb as a ground for belief in the resurrection of
Jesus, L uke hastened to present what he thought was the appropriate ground in the very next
story’.

The story of the two apostles on the road to Emmaus was an exposition of Luke' s solution to his
church’s problem with resurrection, We can gather by implication what the problem was. His
church, represented by Cleopas and his companion, could not find assurance of Jesus
resurrection either from the empty tomb or from the tradition of the appearance to Peter. They
could not believe the women’ s witness to the empty tomb even when confirmed by the disciples
because, as they explain, there was no appearance: "But him they did not see" (Luke 24:24).
The traditional appearance to Peter had no more effect upon "the eleven . . . and those who were
with them" than the confirmed report of the empty tomb. "And they rose that same hour and
returned to Jerusalem; and they found the eleven gathered together and those who were with
them, who said, ‘ The Lord has risen indeed, and has appeared to Simon!’" "The eleven" and
their companions must represent the unconvinced church of Luke. It would be a complete
contradiction of logic and the tradition we have reviewed to suppose that the confirmed empty
tomb and Peter’ s testimony could have had no effect in the church. The more reasonable
explanation is that they had no decisive effect in Luke's church. In Luke' s opinion, some other
kind of testimony must confirm tradition before the church could be securein its inherited
confession that Jesus was rai sed.

The concluding verse of the section summarizes the decisive points of testimony for Luke.
"Then they told what had happened on the road, and how he was known to them in the breaking
of the bread." (Luke 24:35.) The first decisive point of testimony was the happening on the
road. The climax of thislegendary narrative was the rebuke given Cleopas and his friend. They
were not rebuked for not believing the women from the empty tomb and the angel’ s message,
nor for not believing the others who confirmed the women’ s report. They were rebuked for not
believing the prophets. For the prophets, including Moses, according to Luke' s theology,
anticipated the death and resurrection of Jesus and, if they had believed the prophets, they
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would easily have believed the report of the traditional witnesses. "0 foolish men, and slow of
heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken! Was it not necessary that the Christ should
suffer these things and enter into his glory?* (Luke 24:25—26.) Then followed Jesus
interpretation from "all the scriptures' of those necessary events.

Luke' s point was obvious. At the time of hiswriting, the church had developed a detailed
exposition of the Old Testament that found texts for each of the signal eventsin Jesus career.
The church had taken possession of the Old Testament. It argued that Judaism does not really
understand it. This attitude ~s as familiar in the church fathers, for instance, Justin Martyr with
\vhom Luke shows special affinity. [38]

For an understanding of the relation between Jesus’ resurrection and the composition of Luke, it
is important to note who explained the Old Testament. It was Jesus, before he was recognized in
his risen glory. The implication was obvious. Luke had written alife of Jesus for the express
purpose of showing the connection between the scriptures and Jesus' life, and Jesus himself was
the one throughout the Gospel who provided the Old Testament reference. Thefirst incident in
Luke' s Gospel was a perfect illustration. Instead of beginning his ministry with the traditional
message which Mark and Matthew attributed to him, Luke hadl Jesus, in his home synagogue,
read a passage from Isaiah that amounted to a summary of Jesus’ whole ministry. Hans
Conzelmann and Paul Schubert both document this major motif in Luke’ s theology. [39]

The second decisive testimony that finally confirmed the traditional witness to Jesus
resurrection was symbolized by the meal experience of Cleopas and his companion. They
received the revelation that this was Jesus alive after his death at a special moment. "When he
was at table with them, he took the bread and blessed, and broke it, and gave it to them. And
their eyes were opened and they recognized him." (Luke 24:30—31.) A comparison of this meal
with Luke' s account of the institution of the Lord’s Supper in Luke, eh. 22, makes clear that

L uke intended this meal to stand for the sacrament. In Luke only the bread had the sacramental
word attached to it, which explains why the bread had the power to reveal Jesus apart from a
cup. Luke was offering his unbelieving church an experience of the presence of the risen Jesus
in the celebration of the Lord's Supper, an experience that had the power to confirm the
traditional reports of the empty tomb and of the appearances—at |east of the appearance to
Peter.

Now Luke was ready to repeat the traditional appearance to the disciples, but in the context of
his own theological situation. Just as Matthew countered an attack upon the empty tomb, Luke
met an objection to the content of the resurrection vision. When Jesus appeared he seemed to be
aspirit and not fully real (Luke 24:37,39). The troubled, questioning disciples must have
represented Luke’' s community. He settled the question of the reality of the risen Jesus by
presenting a physical body—the logical extension of Matthew’ s graspable Lord. An exhibition
of flesh and bones and the eating of a piece of fish met all possible objections of a Docetic or
Gnostic heresy (vs. 36—43).
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L uke presented a complete reversal of the direction of the original resurrection witness recorded
and explained by Paul. Paul’ s readers found a physical resurrection body unthinkable. By this
time, Luke' s community had found a spiritual body unreal.

L uke completed the physical appearance with three themes important to his theology. First he
repeated the fulfillment-of-scripture theme enlarging the scriptural base to include not only the
law of Moses and the prophets but also the psalms (L uke 24:44). Then he corrected the anti-
Jerusalem element in Mark and Matthew by making Jerusalem the beginning point for the
mission (v. 47), and by placing the disciplesin the Temple (v. 53). The third theme was the
anticipation of the "power from on high" which would equip the church for its mission once
Jesus had ascended (v. 49).

Luke' s handling of the resurrection was, of course, different from Mark’s and Matthew’ s
because it was continued in a second volume. The risen Jesus provided the transition from the
Gospel to Acts. In Acts, the resurrection period was sharply terminated by an ascension. The
meaning of the well-defined resurrection period was to qualify those who would be official
apostles by virtue of belonging to the classic period that encompassed Jesus’ preresurrection and
postresurrection career on earth. [40] Those who were with Jesus until his death and whom he
commissioned after the resurrection would provide the unrepeatable foundation period for the
church that followed. The resurrection and ascension marked the climax of the central periodin
the scheme of redemptive history so carefully worked out by Luke. [41] The career of Jesus
became the midpoint of redemptive history.

By the time we reach Luke, the career of Jesus that L uke' s theology required was less directly
related to Jesus' resurrection than was the case with Mark and Matthew. Thisis so because a
life of Jesus had already been worked out and become the common possession of the church. Of
course Luke made his own creative modification of it, but Jesus career and ministry was part of
Luke's heritage. So integral was the resurrection to the ministry that Jesus became an agent in
his own resurrection—as he suffered so he rose (Luke 24:46). [42] But also, the ministry of
Jesus had been so heavily employed by Mark and Matthew to buttress resurrection that Luke
had to develop new ground to support both the redemptive claims for Jesus' ministry and the
reliability of hisresurrection. Aswe have seen, Luke found this final unassailable ground in part
in the scriptures of the Old Testament. This was relatively unassailable ground because the
church had so completely separated from Judaism that the only other community that
understood the Old Testament and might object was effectively silenced by ostracism. As Luke,
ch. 24, made clear, the Old Testament could only be understood from the churchly perspective
of resurrection. [43]

Luke’ s other ground for resurrection conviction, the Lord’ s Supper, was aso relatively safe. It
was a self-authenticating experience that belonged to the church even more exclusively than the
Old Testament. Luke found away to ground the church’sfaith in Jesus as the resurrected one in
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ways that were

external enough to the church to provide security and private enough to the church to be safe
from outside attack.

But in the process something happened to both the resurrection and the ministry of Jesus. They
were both relegated to the past. The resurrected, exalted Jesus was replaced in Luke' s second
volume by the activity of the Spirit. [44] The transfer is made when the exalted Lord pours out
the gift of the Spirit in the church at Pentecost, In this way, L uke recognized the foundational
importance of Jesus for the church and at the same time allowed the church to move beyond
him.

Conclusion

We began with the question of the relation of the resurrection and the other world. It seemed
that Christians were bound to the other world by the figure of alord risen to that other world
and fixed in it. Certainly this was the case in the earliest stage of resurrection witness. But
Mark, Matthew, and L uke have shown that the risen Jesus could not remain fixed in the other
world if the church was to continue to believe in the resurrection. It became necessary to create
a Jesus with a historical career and to use the solidity of that history to give solidity to the
resurrected Christ, In other words, to continue to believe in resurrection, the church moved its
point of focus from the other world back into this world.

If we are to preserve resurrection faith in our time, we must follow the way pioneered by Mark,
Matthew, and Luke. We must move in terms of the needs of the church in our culture, out of the
other world back to thisworld. We must recover a historical Jesus.

Now we are clear that thisis the path to follow. But before we begin to follow it, we must take
fully into account the cultural factors that influenced the early church when it returned to the
historical Jesus. Once we are aware of these cultural factors, we shall be able to escape captivity
to them when we develop our own quest for a Jesus at home in this world.

NOTES

1. This assumes that the Gospels in the New Testament were composed during the period

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=2&id=409.htm (27 of 31) [2/4/03 12:31:33 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World

beginning with Mark after the destruction of the Temple and closing with Luke around 100. The
evidence for the dating of each Gospel will appear as the setting of each Gospel unfolds. Much
of the material that follows appeared in Neill Hamilton, "Resurrection Tradition and the
Composition of Mark," Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 84, Part IV (1965), pp. 415 ff., and
Is used by permission of that journal.

2. A convenient summary of Paul’s use of Jesus may be found in Rudolf Bultmann, "Die
Bedeutung des gesehichtlichen Jesus fir die Thcologie des Paulus,” Glaubcn und Verstehen
(Tubingen, 1954), Vol. |, pp. 188—213.

3. Helmut Koster, Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den apostolischen Vatern (Berlin, 1957), pp.
266—267.

4. L. E. Wright, Alterations of the Words of Jesus as Quoted in the Literature of the Second
Century (Harvard University Press, 1952).

5. Martin Kahler, The So-called Historical Jesus and the Historic, Biblical Chrigt, tr. and ed. by
Carl E. Braaten (Fortress Press, 1964), p. 80, n. 11.

6. Paul Feine and Johannes Behm, Einleitung in das neue Testament, 12th ed., completely
reworked by Werner C. Kimmel (Heidlelberg, 1963), p. 206.

7. Joachim Jeremias, The Eucharistic \Vords of Jesus, tr. by Arnold Ehrhardt (The Macmillan
Company, 1955), pp. 129—130.

8. Hans Grass, Oster geschehen und Oster berichte (Gottingen, 1962), pp. 127 ff. Grassisthe
best and most recent treatment of the whole range of questions relating to resurrection witness
in the New Testament. C. Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi (Tubingen, 1959), attemptsto
deal with the theological side of the question. Hans Conzelmann, "Auferstehung Christi in NT.,"
Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (Tubingen, 1957), |, 698—700, is an excellent brief
summary of the present situation in New Testament Studies, Maurice Goguel, La foi ala
resurrection de Jesus (1933), often contains the best historicocritical judgments.

9. Cf. Grass, op. cit., pp. 186—232, and W. Michaglis, "6rad," Gerhard Kittel, Theologisches
Wo0rter buch zum Neuen Testament, V, pp. 355 ff.

10. In the final chapter we shall attempt some evaluation of the witness to the resurrection
appearances that will take into account the reservations many moderns have about heavenly
visions. Suffice to observe now that the New Testament does not provide any direct help for
problems its writers did not fedl.
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11. Walther Schmithals, Die Gnosisin Korinth (Gottingen,1956), pp. 70ff.

12. Paul may not have fully understood that for the Corinthians to deny the general resurrection
was not to deny hope of life after death but to fend off the hated bodily existence in the flesh.
Cf. Schmithals, op. cit., p. 72.

13. Martin Dibehius, From Tradition to Gospel, tr. by B. L. Wolff (Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1933), pp. 190ff.

14. 1bid., p. 190.

15. H. R. Lightfoot, Locality and Doctrine (New Y ork, n.d.), pp. 26—27.
16. Ibid., pp. 11—15.

17. Ibid., p. 23, n. 1.

18. ElIms Bickerman, "Das leere Grab," Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 23
(1924), pp. 281—291.

19. Erwin Rohde, Psyche (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1925), p. 122.
20. Ibid., p. 129.

21. Ibid., p. 538.

22. Ibid., p. 568. n. 107.

23. Ibid., p. 134.

24. Josephus, Antiquitiesiv. 326; cf. iii, 97, and Philo, Moses 11(291).

25. Rohde, op. cit., p. 538.

26. Marxsen is prevented from detecting Mark’ s fundamental structure by beginning with
opening incidents of the Gospel rather than the final and key story.

27. When in the discussion that follows, Matthew is spoken of as though he had been an
individual, it may be more correct to think of him instead as a community expressing itself,
more particularly perhaps a school, as has been suggested by a comparison of the way Matthew
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uses the Old Testament with the way the Qumran community used Habakkuk. Cf. Krister
Stendahl, The School of &. Matthew and Its Use of the Old Testament (Uppsala, 1954), pp.
30—3L.

28. George D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel According to Saint Matthew, (Oxford
University Press, 1946), p. 39, though he softens his judgment on p. 40. One might expect more
decisiveness in the light of Kilpatrick’s appreciation of the relation of Matthew to the break
with Judaism (pp. 101ff.). The appointment of Peter, like the tirade against the scribes and
Phariscesin Matt., ch. 23, stems from this break. Cf Gunther Bornkamm, in Gunther
Bornkamm, Gerhard Barth, and Heinz Joachim Held, Tradition and interpretation in Matthew
(The Westminster Press, 1963), pp. 45ff.

29. Only Barth, loc. cit., p. 132, and 0. Michel, "Der Abschiuss des Matthausevangelium,”
Evangelische Theologie, 10 (1950/51), pp. 20 f., come close to granting enough weight to this
doubt motif in Matthew. They both recognize it as Matthew’ s own creation. But Barth resolves
the doubt too easily by suggesting that the Great Commission to the Gentiles is the way to
overcome it. The doubt is not reported as overcome. Matthew accepted the doubt. This
interpretation does not occur to commentators ssimply because it is unthinkable in a sacred book.
For doubt’ srelation to faith and "little faith,” cf. Held, loc. cit., pp. 294—296.

30. Bornkamm, loc. cit., p. 23 and p. 42, n. 3.
31. Cf. Barth, loc. cit., pp. 143 ff.

32. Cf. Bornkamm, loc. cit., pp. 41—42 where the relationships among "teacher," "rabbi," and
"Lord" are explored.

33. Barth, loc. cit., p. 133.

34. lbid., p. 135.

35. It would be clear from this alone that Matthew’s community iswilling to break with
Judaism contra Bornkamm (loc. cit., p. 39): "Matthew’ s Gospel confirms throughout that the
congregation which he represented had not yet separated from Judaism."

36. Barth, loc. cit., p. 131, n. 1; p. 133, n. 2.

37. We are at an advantage when dealing with Luke. Conzelmann has given such a penetrating
analysis of the third Evangelist’s thought that it has commanded a consensus among scholars.

Thereis as yet no such generally accepted interpretation of Mark and Matthew. (Hans
Conzelmann, The Theology of S. Luke, tr. by Geoffrey Buswell; Harper & Row’, Publishers,

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=2&id=409.htm (30 of 31) [2/4/03 12:31:33 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World
Inc., 1961.)

38. J. C. O'Neill, The Theology of Actsin Its Historical Setting (London: S.P.C.K., 1961), pp.
10—15.

39. Paul Schubert, "The Structure and Significance of Luke

24," in Neutestamentliche Sudien fur Rudolf Bultmann, ed., Eltester (Berlin, 1957), pp.
178—185.

40. Conzelmann, op. cit., p. 204.
41. 1bid., pp. 175—176.

42. 1bid., p. 162.

43. 1bid., p. 176.

44. 1bid., p. 190.
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Chapter Il1: The Great Divorce

We have seen the Jewish tradition taking shape in response to doubts about the adequacy of its
own view of history. And we have seen Christian tradition taking shape in response to doubts
about Jesus’' resurrection. A resurrection faith that began with a minor role for the historical
Jesus devel oped this history into a major basis for the thinking of the second-generation church.

While it was choosing the shape for Jesus’ history, the church was also choosing its culture.
There were two dominant cultures operative—Judaism and Hellenism. The early church at this
point chose to reject its Jewish mother culture in favor of the culture of Rome. This choice of a
new culture was a part of the development of Christianity into areligion distinct from Judaism.
In the process, Judaism and Christianity became bitter enemies. This chapter will trace the
separation of the two faiths and attempt to demonstrate how that separation became a decisive
factor in shaping the church’s view of Jesus’ career.

However necessary this divorce may seem in retrospect, there is no way to soften the tragic
consequences suffered by both communities. It is central to our whole investigation to note how
that rift smothered one vigorous way of thinking about Jesus. And our purpose exactly isto
revive that particular way.

The Crucifixion and the Political Situation of Judaism

Contrary to ancient assumptions within Christendom, the crucifixion of Jesus was not a hostile
act of Judaism against Christianity. Aswe have observed in the preceding chapter, there was no
distinctive Christian conviction prior to the resurrection witness. If some of our Gospel accounts
seem at times to interpret the death of Jesus as a hostile act against Christianity, it is because
these accounts were written while the divorce between the communities was taking place. It is
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important to clear away this obstacle to an understanding of the relation of Jesus' death to
Judaism and then to take a good look at what really separated Judaism and Christianity.

The Romans executed Jesus as a political subversive. Thisisthe point of the superscription they
put upon his cross. If we can find some act of Jesus that could have been mistaken by Romans
for political agitation, we can then lay the ghost of Jewish responsibility.

This act was the cleansing of the Temple. As | have argued elsewhere, the Temple contained the
equivalent of a Jewish National Bank. [1] When Jesus upset the tables of the tellers of that

bank, he seemed to be attacking the financial center of Roman Judea. Pilate could not ignore
this threat to his position since he was especially responsible for the moniesin his province.
When Jesus superseded the economic function of the Temple, he must have appeared to the
Romans to be taking upon himself the prerogatives of a new king of the Jews. Pilate could not
ignore this seeming challenge.

Why did Jesus oppose this ancient and accepted economic function of the Temple? The answer
follows from the main theme of his teaching—the nearness of the Kingdom. The approaching
Kingdom suspended all competitive concern for the economic things of thisworld. But why
bring this specifically to bear upon the Temple? Perhaps Jesus read Zech. 14:21.

"And there shall no longer be atrader [Canaanite] in the house of the Lord of hosts on that day."
In that case, this action could have been Jesus' way of preparing for or witnessing to the
conditions of "that day" with respect to the Temple. He was acting in fulfillment of the
obligation laid on him by Zechariah. And so it seems the death of Jesus of Nazareth had little to
do with messianic claims or lack of messianic recognition. Rather, it was the pure tragedy of an
eschatological prophet acting out his message and coming into collision with authorities who
also had their obligations. [2]

This tragedy highlights the political situation of Judaism in Palestine. Due to the fact that
Judaism belonged to two political communities—its own and Rome—it had constantly to
protect itself from political disorder on two levels. At the time of the rise of the early church,
the political situation within Judaism was in especially delicate balance. This balance was
constantly threatened by a party within Judaism called the Zealots. They arose as a distinct
group among the Pharisees about A.D. 6 or A.D. 7 when Quirinius, the legate of Syria,
proceeded to take a census. Their basic conviction was exclusive allegiance to the dominion of
God and rejection of all other political hegemony, especially that of Rome. Their program was
revolution by force against Rome in order to usher in the end of history at which time God
would then act on behalf of his people. The Zealot party stood for strict observance of the law
and absolute separation from the whole Hellenistic, Gentile world. Its founder was Judas, the
Galilean, and Galilee enjoyed the reputation of being the center of Zealot agitation. [3]

Thereislittle doubt that Jesus and his Galilean followers were at least suspected of being
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Zealots. The Jewish accusation against Jesus amounted to identification as a Zealot in Roman
eyes. Further, one of Jesus followers, Simon, the Canaanite or Zealot, was or had been a
Zealot. And it is probable that Judas was a Zeal ot (which would explain his disappoi ntment
with Jesus) . [4] Jesus’ concentration upon the imminent Kingdom of God coupled with the
Galilean origin of his movement would lead many to associate it with insurrection, however
mistaken this as a matter of fact was.

The whole period of the rise of the early church was set in this context of Zealot suspicion.
Barabbas, for example, appears in the passion narrative as a rebel who was imprisoned in
connection with an insurrection (Mark 15:7). Regardless of the historicity of Barabbas' rolein
the actual trial of Jesus, aZealot connection for Barabbas fits the times for Mark’ s readers. In

L uke, Jesus uses the suppression of what was probably a Zealot incident as an illustration in his
teaching: [5] "There were some present at that very time who told him of the Galileans whose
blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices' (Luke 13:1). Zealot activity was as distasteful to
Pharisee, Sadduee, and Essene as it was to Rome, since all such strategy threatened to replace
the privileges which Rome bestowed upon the Jews with punishment and vengeance. This fear
was confirmed by the consequences of the Jewish rebellions in Palestine that occurred around
AD.70and A.D.134

Paul, the Jewish Theologian

If we hold the Zealot agitation in mind, it can explain the suspicion the early church aroused
among some of their Jewish brethren. It does not mean that the early Christians were not Jews.

Paul isaease in point. Although his doctrine and the results of his mission eventually became
the occasion for a Christian religion distinct from Judaism, his whole career unfolded inside
Judaism and the background of his thinking was Jewish. Before Paul’ s conversion he was
commissioned by Jewish authorities to apprehend Jews of Christian persuasion for discipline by
the Jewish community. This showed that "Christians" were a party within Judaism subject to the
police powers Jews had over other Jews by Roman permission (Gal. 1:13; Acts 8:3). Likewise,
when Paul became a Christian Jew, he was subject to the discipline that Jewish laws specified
for Jews. "Five times | have received at the hands of the Jewsthe forty lasheslessone. . . . Once
| was stoned.” (11 Cor. 11:24—25). In the same passage he insisted not only that he was a Jew
but a Palestinian Jew (v. 22). [6] Paul’ s understanding of himself as a Christian "apostle”" was
probably a carry-over of the Jewish office of the same name. Men with this office held a
commission to act for the high priest in the Diaspora

It istrue that Paul considered himself responsible to bring the gospel to the "uncircumcised" and
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"Gentiles' (Gal. 2:7—10). But the overwhelming evidence of the genuine letters of Paul shows
that if Paul’ s converts were not circumcised Jews, they were Jews by persuasion who lived on
the fringe of the Jewish community as "God-fearers' and had not yet taken the ritual steps
necessary to become a convert, or who had entered the Jewish community of faith by baptism
without circumcision. [7] Many of Paul’ s readers may have been so Hellenized and assimilated
from astrict, conservative, Palestinian Pharisaic point of view—that is, from the point of view
of the wing of the Pharisaic party to which Paul had belonged—that their orthodoxy was
guestionable. This did not, however, make them "Gentile" in the sense that their religious
convictions were basically non-Jewish.

This argument must not be overdrawn. There was room in the Pauline church for converts who
had little relation to Judaism and who began to share Jewish convictions for the first time
through Paul’ s missionary activities. No doubt there were such in the Corinthian congregation.
[8] The point is that Paul did not create a non-Jewish church. The " Christians® of Paul’ s time
were a party within Judaism. In this Jewish party, which we call the early church, there were
only Jews—some more Hellenized than others. [9] If this had not been the case, Paul would
have been completely incomprehensible to his readers since the basis of each of his doctrines
was a specifically Jewish conviction. Thisis perfectly obvious even in the case of the Pauline
doctrine supposed to be most antithetical to Judaism—justification by faith.

As Paul developed the doctrine in hisletter to the Romans, its whole context depended upon
accepting the Jewish law as

the definitive expression of the will of God. Without the law, sin would not be recognized as
sin. And a consciousness of sin isthe prerequisite of alonging for and understanding of
redemption as Paul preached it. "If it had not been for the law, | should not have known sin. |
should not have known what it isto covet if the law had not said, ‘Y ou shall not covet.’

Sin, finding opportunity in the commandment, deceived me and by it killed me. So the law is
holy, and the commandment is holy and just and good." (Rom. 7:7—12.) Finally, to protect law
from any derogation, he fixed upon sin as the cause of man’s ethical failure, not law. Law was
merely the occasion for exposing man’s predicament before God. (Vs. 13—20.) Paul’ s doctrine
of justification by faith cannot be relevant without a prior conviction about the sanctity of the
law.

But the question immediately arises: Does not this doctrine of law destroy orthodox Judaism’s
respect for the saving role of law? The answer to this question is that there was no such thing as
Orthodox Judaism with a saving role for law. Orthodox Judaism did not exist in Paul’s day.
That was established at Jamnia, as we shall see. To classify Paul’ s thought as nonJewish
according to this criterion is to judge a pre-Jamnian situation by post-Jamnian standards. Thisis
historically unfair.
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The necessity to substitute faith for law in Paul’ s doctrine of redemption is the same
phenomenon we find in other admittedly Jewish literature such as 1V Ezra. In this Jewish
apocalypse, law was God'’ s gift but condemned all mankind in a sinfulness law could not
remedy. (IV Ezra 3:19ff.; 9:31ff.; 7:116—131.) [10] Just as Paul took his cue to man's
predicament from apocalyptic thought, he worked out the solution to that predicament in the
same context.

Paul’ s eschatology provides the key to his creativity and to the elementsin his thought which
eventually were declared non-Jewish. Paul believed in the doctrine of two ages. This present
evil age would be ended by an act of God involving resurrection and judgment. This
resurrection-judgment would usher in a new age and a new world. But as aresult of the

resurrection of Jesus, Paul was thrown into a situation not anticipated in any Jewish literature.
The Messiah, or Son of Man, was raised separately from the general resurrection which
traditionally was to begin the new age. The new age had already come in some sense, but the
completion was still in the future. What was the believer’ s situation in this limbo between the
times? It was here that Paul’ s Hellenistic background provided the elements of a solution not
available in Jewish thought. He adopted the Hellenistic pattern of adying and rising god to
whom the devotee was bound in mystical union. This mystical union provided a spiritual power
that enabled the believer to transcend the ethical limitations of ordinary worldly existence. The
result was a Son of God Christology and a Spirit ethic that replaced law.

If Paul’s doctrine of the Messiah and his ethics did not seem Jewish, it was not because he
intended them to be otherwise, It was because the conviction that God had raised Jesus
catapulted this Jew into a conceptual situation no Jew had imagined. [11] If, as a consequence,
this Jew thought new thoughts with the aid of concepts from Hellenistic culture, they were still
Jewish thoughts as far as Paul was concerned, for he continued to think of himself as a Jew.

What Paul did with Jesusis not completely without parallel in Jewish thought. Moses was
elevated to comparable rank by other Jewish authors like Josephus and Philo, who were writing
for Hellenistic audiences. We have already noted in Chapter |1 how the translation of Mosesin
Josephus implied superhuman status. [12] Thisis even more pronounced in Philo. He made
Moses into a"divine man" and related mystical experience to ethical achievement so that in the
mystical experience the law was necessarily fulfilled. [13] Paul’ s claims for the risen Jesus were
no more extravagant than Philo’s claims for Moses and the patriarchs. And Philo was certainly
aJew.

This, in my opinion, is adequate evidence that Paul’ s Christology stood well within the bounds
of Hellenistic Judaism prior to Jamnia. And it is sSimply not accurate to say that Christian
sources confirm the rejection of Paul’s Christ soteriology by Hellenistic Jews. [14] All the
Christian sources that record Jewish rgjection of Paul’s Christology are after Jamnia. Paul’s
correspondence shows that the trouble with fellow Jews came not from his doctrine of Christ
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but from his use of the law. We have already shown a Jewish parallel in 1V Ezraof his attitude
toward law. This means that only after Jamnia did Paul’ s way of thinking about Jesus become
officially nonJewish. Thiswas, as we shall see, because "official" Judaism became anti-
Hellenistic after Jamnia, just as "official” Christianity became anti-Jewish after Jamnia.

Certainly Paul considered himself Jewish and identified himself with the fate of his people,
even to the extent of creating a special eschatological dispensation that would finally include all
Israel in the mercy of God though they could not all respond to his message (Rom., chs. 9 to
11). And to the extent that he despaired of Israel, it was never directed against Isragl as such but
was a despair over a plight that the people of Israel shared with al mankind. Although his
eschatology freed him from the law as away of life, he still respected his Christian Jewish
brethren who differed with him. He was willing to observe the law when he was with those
whose consciences would be wounded by transgressing it. His position on law was not
authoritarian but depended upon persuasion and consent (ch. 9:15). Paul went so far asto
recognize that keeping all the provisions of the law was the way his more observant Christian
Jewish brethren were expressing their faith in Jesus as Lord "He who observes the day, observes
it in honor of the Lord. . . . He who abstains, abstains in honor of the Lord and gives thanks to
God" (ch. 14:6). It isthis more observant \ving of Christian Judaism that is of special concern
for our investigation because in it the Jewish appreciation of Jesusis best preserved.

But, before we turn to the less Hellenized Jewish wing of the earliest church, the points
established so far need to be restated. Jesus was not put to death as a Jewish act directed

against Christian convictions. His death was the death of a prophet caught in the political
instability of Roman Judea. Jesus was a Jew at home with Jews.

The second point is that Paul was not a Christian instead of a Jew. He was a Jewish theologian
exploring new ways of thinking about the Messiah.

The conclusion to be drawn from both these pointsis that we must cease to think of Jesus and
Paul as exponents of anything but a Jewish way of believing and acting. Christianity ceased
being Jewish only after Jesus and Paul.

These contentions are confirmed by the existence of an obviously proto-orthodox wing of the
early church under the leadership of James.

James, the brother of Jesus, was the leader of observant Christian Judaism. He has his fixed
place in the early resurrection tradition as the only one besides Peter to whom the risen Jesus
appeared personally (I Cor. 15:7). Paul called him one of the "pillars" of the early church along
with Peter and John; that isto say, first among the influential and recognized leaders (Gal. 2:9).
Thiswas his status seventeen years after Paul’ s conversion or about A.D. 50—52. Three years
after Paul’ s conversion, James and Peter were the two apostles whom Paul met during his first
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visit to Jerusalem (ch. 1:18—19). James had, therefore, an initial and continuing role as leader
in the early church. At each notice of him heislocated in Jerusalem. Since Paul had to go to
Jerusalem to authenticate his gospel with leaders there, this meant James was leader of
Christian Judaism at its headquarters. The church was most at home among Jerusalem Jews and
not in the Diaspora where Paul spent most of histime. All this supports the view that early
Christian Judaism was predominantly observant or proto-orthodox.

Another notice of James shows how he exercised his |eadership and to what ends: "Before
certain men came from James, he [Peter] ate with the Gentiles; but when they came he drew
back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision party” (Gal. 2:12). In the undoubtedly pre-
Jamnian literature of the New Testament thisis the final notice we have of James, but it is
especially rich with information.

The place of this encounter was Antioch—probably the nearest to Jerusalem of the large centers
of Diaspora Judaism. The men who caused the stir between Peter and Paul "came from James."
Jerusalem obviously had the same controlling authority for Christian Jews in the Diaspora as it
had for all Diaspora Jews. But instead of the high priest exercising control, James was the
comparable official for the church. He exercised his control, like the high priest, by sending his
own "apostles’ into the Diasporato enforce the rulings of Jerusalem. [15] Paul had been
exercising such an office for the Pharisaic wing of Judaism in pursuit of Christians on his way
to Damascus (Acts 9:1ff.).

Apparently word had come to Jerusalem that observant Christian Jews were giving up dietary
provisions of the law to please Gentile converts. This had not been alowed by the Jerusalem
meeting between James, Peter, and John on the one hand and Paul, Barnabas, and Titus on the
other. The only concession the observant church had made was with regard to circumcision.
Presumably the Gentile converts would become observant Jews in other respects. James sent his
men probably to enforce this observance in accordance with the agreement. This matches Paul’s
interpretation of their action, for the charge he made against Peter was that, by compelling the
return of the observance of dietary laws, he was compelling Gentiles to live like Jews (Gal.
2:14). And we must assume that because this was the understanding reached, or at least implied,
in Jerusalem, the other two besides Paul who had been at the Jerusalem meeting—Peter and
Barnabas—complied with the instructions from James. Judaism made provision for
uncircumcised proselytes but not for completely nonobservant ones. [16]

It appears that Paul took advantage of the situation of the Diaspora where observance was
comparatively lax and interpreted the Jerusalem agreement to include suspension of dietary
laws. Paul’ s report shows that on his home ground, the Diaspora, he was willing to draw
implications which would not have been acceptable in Jerusalem. In fairness to Paul, his
contention was logical. In fairness to Peter, there is no indication that he finally agreed to Paul’s
demands. Asthe balance of Gal., ch. 2, shows, Paul’s position was not based upon an
agreement reached in Jerusalem but upon his own special doctrine of justification by faith
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which excluded observance of dietary laws. Certainly Jerusalem had not agreed to Paul’s
distinctive theology.

We must suppose that a personal issue was at stake for Paul to oppose Jerusalem so sharply.
Thiswas his apostleship. What Paul wanted most to demonstrate was his independence. Thisis
the point of reporting his outburst against Peter. WWhen not under this kind of pressure, Paul was
wise enough, Jewish enough, to advise his converts to accommodate themselves to the
consciences of the observant brethren in the church (Rom., chs. 14; 15).

James emerges from the sparse pre-Jamnia material about him as the effective head of the
church both in Palestine and in the Diaspora. He enforced an observant Christian Judaism. Peter
and Paul were both subject to that leadership, but the areas of their activity were divided. Peter
was mainly responsible for the circumcised and Paul was to labor among the Gentiles (Gal.
2:7). This means that Peter’ s territory was Palestine, and Paul’ s was the Diaspora. [17] Both
were equally concerned with Jews. Paul’ s ultimate allegiance to Jerusalem was symbolized in
his agreement to gather money in the Diaspora for the brethren in Palestine (v. 10). During the
lifetime of James, Christians were Jews.

It isimpossible to date the book of Jamesin the New Testament or to guessits author. We are
dependent for the most part upon post-Jamnial literature for information about James and about
the early church during the time of the separation of the church and Judaism. It will be
necessary, therefore, to recognize in these sources the bitterness and prejudice this separation
engendered.

The death of Jamesis an event that isimportant to the story of the early church, even if only
negative inferences can be drawn from it. Eusebius provides the Christian account of James's
death from the Hypotyposes of Clement of Alexandria and from the Memoirs of Hegesippus.
But these are as much in the style of the accounts of martyrdom that they have only legendary
relation to the event. Eusebius uses the story to express the Christian view that the destruction
of Jerusalem was a providential judgment upon the Jewish people. In this case, the Roman siege
was the direct result of the execution of James. "At once Vespasian began to besiege them.”

[18] We can draw no conclusions from this account. [19]

Josephus gives a Jewish account of the death of James, not, however, without bias. The story in
Josephus illustrates the cruelty of Sadducean judgments that outraged the sensibilities of the
Pharisees and the public. The incident is necessary to Josephus account since this execution
was the occasion for the deposition of Annas from high-priestly office. Taking these functions
of the story into account, the most we can conclude from Josephus is that James was a good Jew
from a Pharisaic point of view and that his execution along with some others was not justified
on grounds of breaking the law. This shows that the Christian Jews whom James represented
were observant Jews and that the death of James was not evidence of their having been rejected
by Judaism.
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Josephus provides the date of the death by placing it between Festus and Albinus—A.D. 62. We
may conclude then that, shortly before the rebellion against Rome, the Jerusalem church was an
integral part of Judaism. [20] The next notice of the activity of the Jerusalem church was
intended by its anthor to indicate that separation had begun.

Thisevent isthe flight of the Jerusalem church to Pella reported by Eusebius in connection with
the rebellion against Rome that began in AD. 66. Thetext is asfollows:. [21]

The people of the church in Jerusalem were commanded by an oracle given by
revelation before the war to those in the city who were worthy of it to depart and
dwell in one of the cities of Perea which they called Pella. To it those who believe
in Christ migrated from Jerusalem, that when holy men had altogether deserted
theroyal capital of the Jews and the whole land of Judea, the judgment of God
might at last overtake them for all their crimes against the Christ and his
Apostles, and al that generation of the wicked be utterly blotted out from among
men.

Thisisobviously a climactic moment in Eusebius’ historiography of vengeance. As such it
assumes the complete separation of Christians from Jews. In Eusebius’ mind, the providential
function of the action of the Roman forces was to blot out all the non-Christian Jews of Judea,
and, since Roman soldiers could not be expected to know the difference, Christian Jews had
logically to be separated before the Romans came. There was precedent for Eusebiusin
Josephus' account of an oracular warning to Jews of the coming destruction. A certain Jesus,
the son of Ananias, had predicted the destruction of the city throughout the four years preceding
it. [22]

What is historically probable in Eusebiusis that Christian Jews fled the city in AD. 67 or 68
along with other Jewish moderates. Further, we have the famous account of the escapein a
coffin by Johanan ben Zakkai, the founder of the Jamnia reconstruction, which indicates that
many |eading Pharisees must have |eft at the same time. Pharisees had generally followed a
policy of peace with Rome, remembering the unfortunate experience in the Maccabean
experiment. Christian Jews, who were Phariasaic in temperament anyway, would have had an
additional reason for avoiding armed conflict. They believed that Jesus would return as the
powerful Son of Man to do in the world what no human effort could accomplish. It was no
mark against one’s loyalty to Judaism to have escaped the destruction of the city.

It is, however, improbable that all Jewish Christians left the city. This conjecture ssimply reflects
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the vengeance motif in Eusebius’ account. Nor isit probable that al Christian Jews went to
Pella. There was no doubt that Christians had taken refuge in the church at Pella at the time of
the destruction. Eusebius shows familiarity with the Pellatradition by his use of Ariston of Pella
as asource for the story ~if the final destruction of Jerusalem under Hadrian. We know, also,
that there were refugees already in Jamnia before Johanan ben Zakkai established the new
center of Judaism there. [23] Eusebius had Christian Jews function as a single, distinct
community since he had as much difficulty as many modern authors do in remembering that
these refugees were after all Jews who would be at home wherever there were Jews.

Most Christian historians suppose that this was the end of the Jewish church. Thisignores the
evidence of its continued existence.

The destruction of Jerusalem was not the end of the Jewish church, but it was the beginning of
very real difficulty for it. A church that hoped to convert people from Roman society would
certainly find any identification with Judaism a handicap. There had been some occasionsin the
Hellenistic period when hostility to Jews found local expression. But the period of unrest in
Palestine climaxed by the revolt of AD. 66 was enough to convince the whole Roman world
that Jews were afanatical and incorrigible people. Palestinian Jews were subjected to all the
suspicion and indignities of the conquered enemies of Rome and perhaps a third of the Jewish
population in Palestine was destroyed. [24] Repercussions of the defeat were felt in Egypt
where some Zealots fled to continue their opposition, resulting in the destruction of the temple
of Onias at Leontopolis. [25] Thisflight to Egypt further confirmed the possibility for Christian
Jews, like any other Jews, of escaping from Palestine into the Diaspora.

The customary victory parade was held in Rome to glorify Titus and humiliate the defeated
Jews. The Arch of Titusin Rome shows sacred Temple furniture being carried in the triumphal
procession. Thousands of Palestinian Jews were taken to Rome as laves. The universal two-
drachmatax for Jews on their temple was now levied on the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus.
Judea was made an independent province whose wealth belonged to the emperor. The
countryside was so ravaged by war and so much wealth was destroyed that priest and Sadducee
disappeared, for Judea had been the source of their political and economic power. In summary,
Judaism was deprived of its cultic center and any semblance of political autonomy. Its survival
under the circumstances could only be attributed to its singular inner strength.

One of the most immediate effects of this embarrassment of Judaism in Rome was a new
prominence for the nonobservant Gentile church. Paul’ s letters indicate that prior to thistime
the Gentile mission was peripheral to the main mission of the church which had been among the
Jews. Paul had to fight for recognition of his mission. The central church at Jerusalem was an
observant church under James; and Peter, the leader of the Twelve, was specifically responsible
to the circumcised (Gal., ch. 2). The destruction of Jerusalem opened the way for areversal of
this order so that the originally secondary Gentile mission became primary. [26]
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Granting this new primacy, the next step was to modify the Jewish origins of this Gentile
mission in order to secure its future in Roman society. That isto say, having been established in
this new position of prominence (by default, if you will) the survival of the Gentile church then
depended upon making this originally Jewish faith more palatable to Roman culture.

Mark was the first New Testament book to attempt this modification of origins. He did it by his
treatment of Jesus’ ministry. We have already noticed how he changed the resurrection tradition
into the trandlation of a Hellenistic Son of God. In the same story, the Judea that became
infamous in the revolt was replaced by Galilee. We have also noted how Mark made Jesus
antitemple by having him cleanse the Temple because it ought to be used by Gentiles for prayer
rather than by Jews for sacrifice (Mark 11:17).

In keeping with this anticultic theme, Mark made Jesus the source of the freedom from the law
enjoyed in the Gentile church. Mark carefully avoided any mention whatsoever of circumcision,
for example; instead, he associated Christian faith with baptism which was relatively
inoffensive to non-Jewish culture. And, what is more, Jesus was made to stand not for a
continuance of the rite of water baptism but for a baptism of the Spirit which again would be
more congenia to Roman culture (Mark 1:8). Sabbath observance, which was distinctly Jewish,
was subjected to interpretation in the name of Jesus, the Son of Man (ch. 2:27). Jesus declared
the laws of cleanness meaningless (ch. 7:19). He commended the substitution of the double
commandment of love for the sacrificial system (ch. 12:33). When it appeared Jesus would
observe the feast of the Passover (ch. 14:12, 14), he inaugurated instead a Hellenistic sacrament
that disregarded the Jewish prohibition of blood (v.24).

Mark was also sensitive to the revolutionary associations of Judaism that needed to be avoided.
Contrary to the doctrine of the Zealots, Jesus found no conflict between the claims of Caesar
and the claims of God (Mark 12:17). Mark was careful, in contrast to Matthew and Luke, to
avoid a Jewish lineage for Jesus that would link him to the Davidic pretenders to a throne that
opposed Roman sovereignty in Palestine. In fact, Mark had Jesus oppose any relationship
between messiahship and the insurrectionist Davidic line by countering this connection with a
guotation from Psalm 110 (Mark 12:35—37). Jesus' repudiation of hisfamily (ch, 3:33) would
have the same effect. According to Eusebius, citing Hegesippus, V espasian ordered the
elimination of the family of David after the capture of Jerusalem.

This repudiation of family may also have been intended to serve another Marcan theme: the
primacy of the mission to the Gentiles. When in Mark, Jesus taught that discipleship could
mean separation from one' s brother, Mark may have intended to eliminate James as an
authority for the primacy of the Jewish mission. The other champion of the mission to the
circumcised, Peter, was cast in the role of a misunderstanding leader of the disciples who ended
by denying Jesus altogether. Having thus neutralized the traditional sponsors of the mission to
the Jews, Mark then made the mission to the Gentiles a necessary prerequisite for the coming of
the Son of Man (Mark 13:10). There is a marked advance here over Paul’ s understanding of the
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mission to the Gentiles. Paul had made the mission to the Gentiles a condition for the final
salvation of the Jews (Rom. 11:25). Mark simply eliminated any specia place for Jews by
making the mission to the Gentiles the final opportunity for response to God’ s grace. In fact, he
implied that Jewish failure to respond to the gospel had been destined by God (Mark 4:12).

Mark climaxed his separation of the church from its Jewish roots by the role he assigned the
Jews of Jerusalem in the crucifixion of Jesus. Pilate, the Roman, recognized Jesus innocence
(Mark 15:14), and only agreed to crucify Jesus because of pressure from the Jewish crowd (v.
15). Jewish leaders were opposing Jesus out of sheer envy which Pilate, the Roman, perceived
(v. 10). The hearing before the chief priests and council was intended to expose the injustice of
Jewish legal proceedings and to provide grounds for ending the legal independence Judaism
enjoyed under Rome. And finally Mark had the Palestinian Jews do exactly what Romans
would expect who remembered the recent Jewish revolt. They preferred the release of Barabbas,
a convicted rebel who had committed murder while participating in an insurrection, to Jesus,
whose Kingship was patently nonpolitical. The centurion provided the final touch: although a
Roman was responsible for succumbing to Jewish pressure to condemn an innocent man, he
was compensated for by another Roman, the centurion, who was the only one in the Gospel,
outside the demons, who really recognized Jesus for what he was, the Son of God (v. 39).

The scope of the present investigation precludes a more detailed exposition of Mark’s cultural
bias. Thisis enough perhaps to show that Mark represented the beginning of a massive attempt
by the Gentile church to extricate Christianity from its Jewish origins in order to accommodate
it to the Roman world. Meanwhile, Judaism was about the business of survival and in the
process gave the church further reason to move in the direction Mark had already pioneered.

Aswe have already noted, the Christian Jews fled to Pella and other placesin the Diaspora at
the same time that other Jewish moderates were leaving Jerusalem. The most distinguished of
these refugees was Rabban Johanan ben Zakkai, the founder of what became official Judaism.
The accounts of his escape do not all agree. [27] They give essentially two versions. According
to one account, he opposed the war altogether. He was known to be loyal and, upon escape,
Vespasian offered him help; whereupon Johanan asked for permission to establish an academy
in Jamnia. When this was granted, Johanan predicted Vespasian’s elevation to emperor. [ 28]
According to the second version, Johanan opposed the conduct of the war, favoring defensive
action instead of the aggressiveness of the Zealots. When he met V espasian he was unknown
and had to justify himself. Then when he had made the flattering prediction of Vespasian's
elevation and it had come to pass, Johanan was given permission to set up the academy in
Jamnia. [29]

Although both accounts have legendary traits (Vespasian’ s election to emperor did not occur
until ayear later), the second is more legendary and is obvioudly later. It also showed interest in
protecting Johanan from the reputation of having been a defector. In the first account, the
loyalist sympathies of Johanan provided the ground for permission to go to Jamnia.
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Thisis historically more probable than Vespasian’' s agreeing to Johanan’ s request because
Johanan was such an impressive prophet. Then Johanan ben Zakkai was granted amnesty
because Rome banked on his kind of Pharisee to be the new foundation of a Palestinian Judaism
that could reconcile itself to existence under the regency of Rome. Rome' s faith in Johanan was
well placed because he lent his considerable powers to the elimination of all competing kinds of
Judaism. And Judaism’ s survival of thisrevolt and of the one under Bar-Cochbais atribute to
his wisdom. The circumstances of Johanan’s escape point to the spring of AD. 68. [30]

The situation was fantastically difficult for anyone who wished to begin to reconstitute
legitimate Jewish authority. In Jamnia there was the atmosphere of bitterness and defeat even
before Jerusalem fell. Some of the last acts of official Judaism in Jerusalem had been to sever
all connections between Jews and Gentiles. When Johanan arrived there, Jamnia had already
been subdued by these very Gentiles and resettled with loyalist refugees. [31] When Jerusalem
fell, and with it the Temple, Jews were bound to wonder whether they had been rejected by God
and their religion destroyed. They reacted with despair and an intensified longing for a utopian
solution to their problems in some realm beyond history.

The situation required decisive action. The way Johanan symbolized the transfer of authority
from Jerusalem to Jamniaillustrated his ability to operate where no precedent existed to guide
him. According to tradition, when New Y ear fell on a Sabbath the shofar could only be blown
in the Temple of Jerusalem and it could not be blown anywhere else. The Talmud shows how
Johanan dealt with this occasion.

Our Rabbis taught: Once New Y ear fell on a Sabbath [and all the towns
assembled], and Rabban Johanan said to the Bene Bothgra, Let us blow the
shofar. They said to him, Let us discuss the matter. He said to them, Let us blow
and afterwards discuss. After they had blown they said to him, Let us now discuss
the question. He replied: The horn has already been heard in Jabneh, and what
has been done is no longer open to discussion. [32]

The effect was to claim for Jamnia, and eventually for all rabbinical courts, the authority of the
Temple and the Sanhedrin. [33] Johanan carried out the displacing of the Temple with a series

of enactments that either suspended ritual and liturgy that depended on the Temple or provided
for their continuance until the Temple might be rebuilt.

This amounted to an elimination of the influence of one group in Israel that had competed with
Pharisees for dominance in Judaism—the priests. Replacement of the Temple by the rabbinical
court also meant replacement of former Temple officials, of course. In particular, the president
of the court assumed the authority which had traditionally belonged to the high priest. The
president, or Nasi, was now in a position from which he could attempt to make his brand of
Judaism normative not only in Palestine but in the Diaspora as well.
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What was needed now was a definite substitution of some aspects of Pharisaic piety for what
the Temple had provided. Johanan also offered this. When Rabbi Joshua lamented the ruined
Temple because with it had disappeared the means of atoning for Israel’ s iniquities, Johanan
replied: "We have another atonement as effective asthis. . . . It isacts of loving kindness, asit is
said, For | desire mercy and not sacrifice" (Hos. 6:6). [34]

But the priestly party was not the only competition. To neutralize the widespread expectation of
an apocalyptic solution to Judaism’s problems, Johanan tried to maintain a balance with the
requirements of ongoing common life. "If you have a sapling in your hand, and it is said to you,
Behold there is the Messiah, go on with your planting and afterward go out and receive him."
[33]

The greatest threat to Johanan came of course from the Zeal ots. Johanan was himself convinced
that peace was the only way but, as the next revolt would show sixty years later, Judaism was
not yet completely convinced. Zealotism was still vigorous enough in Johanan’s day for Zealot
refugees from Palestine to cause disturbances in Egypt at Alexandriaand Cyrene.

With the disappearance of the Temple and Sanhedrin, the Sadducees lost the basis for their
influence upon Judaism. The Essenes suffered asimilar fate. The remains of the destruction of
the Essene community at Qumran and the absence of records of subsequent Essene influence
lead to the conclusion that this party had come to its end with the rise of Jamnian Judaism. One
other aberration had still to be singled out and eliminated: Christian Judaism. This was done
under Johanan’s successor, Gamaliel I1.

Not only did Johanan put Pharisaism well on its way to becoming the dominant expression of
Judaism, he also gave the Pharisaic sage anew status in Israel. He inaugurated the ordination of
his disciplesinto the office of rabbi. This made "rabbi" an official title and gave the sage for the
first time aplace in the polity of Judaism. [36]

Johanan had the personal gifts and the initiative to pioneer the new direction, but Gamaliel |1
had better credentials for continuing leadership that could develop broader support for Jamnia
throughout Judaism. Gamaliel had remained in Jerusalem until the end of the fighting so that he
was not liable to the suspicion of being a Roman sympathizer while Jerusalem was still fighting
for itslife. Gamaliel was also further qualified as heir to the prestige of the house of Hillel and
of the family of David. [37] Thereis no information about the transfer of leadership from
Johanan to Gamaliel, except that it happened while Johanan was alive. He continued his own
career at Beror Hell in opposition to Gamaliel. [38] The transfer probably took place after the
end of fightingin A.D. 73.

Garnaliel carried out his program with greater consistency and success than had Johanan. The
objectives of his program were to establish unity by curbing dispute and individual practice.
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[39] He was so determined in the elimination of variant opinions that the sages revolted and
deposed him from the presidency until the practice was established of including individual
opinionsin the tradition and especially of recording the minority opinion in a case. Gamaliel
was so determined to eliminate dissent that he did not hesitate to excommunicate his brother-in-
law, Rabbi Eliezer. In such an atmosphere it was perhaps inevitable, though nonetheless tragic,
that Christian Jews would be banned.

As a Galilean movement, the Christian Jews were already suspect by the sages. According to
tradition, Johanan had lived in Galilee sometime between A.D. 20 and 40 for eighteen years.
[40] Hisfinal impression after having had only two cases referred to him during his whole
sojourn was, "0 Galilee, Galilee! Thou hatest the Torah!" [41] Johanan deplored the Galilean
lack of learning as over and against Galilean enthusiasm. Christian Jews could hardly escape
association with the Zeal ot movement which had been Galilean. The continued apocalyptic
expectation of the Christian Jews only confirmed the suspicion of instability that arose from
their Galilean associations. The primary attention of Jamnia, however, focused upon the
nonobservant, apparently anti-Pharisaic, wing of the church in the Diaspora. This direction must
have seemed especially insidious to the leaders of Jamnia sinceit, in effect, reinforced the
natural tendency of the Diasporatoward laxity—all in the name of atruer Palestinian Judaism.

We have already noted Johanan’s skepticism toward popular messianic movements. The
church’s claim that the Messiah had come and would come again soon could only complicate
relations with Rome when Judaism was seeking to relieve itself of association with revolution.
The same political concern which probably led to the crucifixion of Jesus would continue at
Jamniato provide reason to avoid hisfollowers.

The specific measure Gamaliel took to exclude Christian Judaism from emerging normative
Judaism was so drastic that it betrays what a formidable force Christian Judaism had become. It,
along with Zealotism, was probably Pharisaism’s chief competitor. To tie Judaism together by
worship, Gamaliel arranged the order of the Prayer of Eighteen Petitions and made it obligatory
upon al Jewsin private daily devotion. [42] It was also aregular part of the liturgy of the
synagogue. This common liturgical thread binding all Judaism together became the medium for
the ban against Christian Judaism. The ban became petition number twelve. Its oldest known
formis: "For apostates may there be no hope, and may the Nazarenes and heretics (minim)
suddenly perish." [43] The benediction takes its name from the word for heretic (min)—Birkat
Haminim. It was composed by Samuel the Little for Gamaliel. [44] Samuel died about a decade
after the destruction of the Temple. [45] This dates the birkat in the |ate seventies or early
eighties when we must assume the enmity between Jamnia Jews and Jews with Christian
convictions came to a climax.

Thereislittle doubt that the Benediction as Gamaliel took it from Samuel was directed
especially against Christian Jews, although there was an earlier form with another target. [46]
The Jamnia Benediction was designed to root Christian Jews out of the synagogue where we
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must suppose they were at home until this time. During worship, a suspected Christian Jew
could be asked to lead the prayer. If he would not include the twelfth benediction, he revealed
himself as a mm and was removed. In order that it might function effectively as atest, thiswas
the only benediction among the eighteen that had to be recited exactly according to the
prescribed text. [47] It would be difficult to overexaggerate the import of this step against
Christian Judaism. First it provesthat Christian Judaism was an important force within Judaism.
Secondly, it shows that Christian Jews were to be deprived of their spiritual and cultural home.
One must expect a bitterness to develop within the emerging new religion.

This enactment of Jamniawas not intended only for Palestine. Once the decision had been
made, the new posture toward Christians was undoubtedly communicated immediately
throughout the Diaspora for universal Jewish enforcement.

From now on there could be no important community of Jews anywhere in the world in which
the Christian message could be heard in a neutral atmosphere as L uke says was once the case in
Rome (Acts 28:21).

The president of the academy at Jamnia had apostles at his disposal precisely for the purpose of
communicating the judgments of the court to the Diaspora and to help enforce the decrees as
well as to report whether they were being obeyed. This apostolic system of communication was
necessary to the publication of the annual calendar upon which observance the festivals
depended. It was also necessary to maintain the presidency since on their missions the apostles
collected atax imposed for the support of the president.

Acts 28:21 has the leader of the Jews in Rome mention letters from Judea which might have
given information about Paul. This accurately reflects later practice under Jamnia. Rabbinic
sources contain mention of the letters from Gamaliel to Jews in the Diaspora which announced
the adjustment of the calendar by a thirteenth month [48] aswell as other |etters to the Diaspora
from Simeon ben Gamaliel and Johanan ben Zakkai. [49] Eusebius also recorded delivery of
such letters. [50]

The letters of most interest to our study are ones that announced the exclusion of Christians
from Judaism by means of the special "Benediction Against Heretics." It would be natural for
Gamaliel to dispatch letters on this subject to the Diasporaimmediately upon the official
adoption of this benediction. [51] We have what is most probably a description of just these
letters in the writings of Justin, Eusebius, and Jerome. 52] According to Justin these letters were
carried by Jamnian apostles. The connection of the letters with the "Benediction Against
Heretics' is established by the allusion to the cursing of Christians. [53]

It is possible to reconstruct what was probably a summary of their contents from Justin,
although he is admittedly a prejudiced witness. In the nature of the case, no other kind is
available. Of all the teachings of Christians the resurrection of Jesus seems to have received
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most attention. In rebuttal of the church’s claim Jamnia accused the disciples of stealing the
body in order to support the fraud of hisresurrection. The rest of the polemic was aimed at the
lawless teaching of Jesus and at the church’s claim he was Messiah, a teacher from God, and
the Son of God. All witnesses agree the letters had wide distribution.

This attack upon Christians represented a new epoch in the relations between Judaism and Jews
with Christian convictions. Before Jamnia, the controversy seemed to be primarily and almost
solely over the observance of the law. The Christian convictions that Jesus was the Messiah and
had risen from the dead seemed to have been permissible within Judaism. Heavenly visions and
eschatological convictions about various figures who commanded a following were common
within Judaism. Only after the destruction of Jerusalem, when Judaism was fighting for its very
existence, did those convictions become dangerous heresies that threatened the existence of the
parent religious community. Luke' s report of the advice of Gamaliel | is an accurate reflection
of the permissive attitude possible before the destruction. "Keep away from these men and let
them alone; for if this plan or this undertaking is of men, it will fail; but if it is of God, you will
not be able to overthrow them. Y ou might even be found opposing God!" (Acts 5:38—39.) The
problem of survival did not permit the sages at Jamniato be so tolerant.

This direct attack upon the central doctrines of primitive Christianity must reflect the influence
of nonobservant Christians among Jews of the Diaspora after the destruction. Any drift away
from the law had to be opposed, for Pharisaism was convinced that only by unqualified respect
for law could Judaism survive.

Nonobservant Christianity was busy qualifying just this respect for law. Thiswas being donein
the name of Jesus the risen Messiah and Son of God. His teaching was being used to determine
the will of God instead of Pharisaic tradition. Since "Jesus was being used as the foundation for
anon-Pharisaic attitude toward law, the person of Jesus must now be attacked. This was a new
element in the conversation between Jews with Christian convictions and other Jews.

Other reactionsto Christian teaching confirm the atmosphere of radical rejection. The Talmud
explained later that the first-century prohibition against fasting on Sunday was to prevent the
appearance that Jews might be observing the day Christians set apart to mark the resurrection of
Jesus. [54] Therift with Christians affected the attitude toward proselytizing. Judaism had been
active and effective in this. However, Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, a pupil of Johanan ben Zakkai,
began a tradition of opposition to converts. [55] This was connected with the fact that Christian
converts no doubt came largely from the proselytes on the fringes of the synagogue. Gamaliel
[1’s denial that children of Gentiles had any place in the world to come [56] belonged to the
same pattern of reaction. Jamnia' s program to eliminate Christians and other dissenters was no
doubt advanced by Camaliel’ s tour of the Diaspora on hisvisit to Romein 95. [57] While there
he definitely argued against Christians who interpreted Hos. 5:6 as the rejection of Israel by the
God of Israel. [58]
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The effect of this separation of the two religious communities was not only to purify Jamnian
Judaism of a powerful dissenting movement but also to expose Christians before Rome as
atheists without alegal standing for their religion.

Christians reacted sharply to the rgection by Judaism. It reinforced the direction we have seen
nonobservant Christians were aready taking and accommodated Christianity to Roman culture,
Matthew and L uke each in his own way reflected the church’ s reaction to this rejection by
Judaism.

Matthew’ s passion narrative showed a new bitterness toward Judaism. Whereas Mark portrayed
the Jews as jealous revolutionaries, Matthew charged them with full awareness of the crime of
crucifying the Messiah. The consequence of this crime in Matthew was the perpetual guilt of
the Jews. Matthew had all the Jews in attendance upon the crucifixion respond, "His blood be
on us and on our children!" (Matt. 27:25). It was the "children"—the Jews who were the
author’ s contemporaries— who were the main concern of this Gospel. The author of Matthew
wished to establish the guilt of the Jews who were his contemporaries and not merely the guilt
of the generation in which the crucifixion took place.

A comparison of Matthew’ s resurrection story with the content of the letters against Christians
issued at Jamnia confirmed the anti-Jamnia setting of this Gospel. The letters against Christians
issued by Gamaliel Il contained the same polemic against the resurrection which Matthew
undertook to answer by his modification of Mark’s empty tomb story. Mark showed no
awareness of the vulnerability of his story. The implication was that this polemic developed at
Jamniain response to the new form of resurrection invented by Mark, and that Matthew wrote,
at least in part, to counter the attacks of Jamnia. If Matthew came from Antioch or some similar
center of Jewish culture, his Christian Jewish community may well have learned of this counter
to the empty tomb story in the letters of Gamaliel |1 from Jamnia. Matthew revealed in aside
comment that the Jewish answer to the empty tomb was being propagated in his own time.
"This story has been spread among the Jewsto thisday." (Matt. 28:15.) Thisis an apt
description of the publication from Jamnia of the official Jewish rebuttal.

The Sermon on the Mount also illustrated the Jamnia setting of Matthew. [59] The "massive
elevation of the teaching of Jesus" in the Sermon and the desire to define a new way for a
community that was emerging as the new Isragl to parallel the way the rabbis were defining the
way at Jamniafor old Isragl are best explained by juxtaposition with Jamnia. The parallels
between the Lord’ s Prayer and the Shemoneh Esreh provide a striking illustration of the point.
[60]

Matthew 23:5—10 probably reflected Matthew’ s reaction to Jamnia s elevation of "rabbi" to a
title for officially ordained sages. [61] Prior to the creation of ordination at Jamnia, arabbi had
no official statusin Judaism. Now "rabbi" became a mark of educational achievement and
community status.
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This passage introduced the bitter invective against the "scribes and Pharisees’ that was the
most startling feature of this Gospel. The tirade culminated in fixing guilt for the death of all
righteous Jews who were rejected by other Jews upon the current generation. Thisisthe same
bloodguilt we had aready noticed in the passion narrative. The intensity of the bitterness and its
exclusive direction against "scribes and Pharisees' can best be accounted for as the reaction of
Christian Jews who had been banned from Judaism by the Pharisaic leaders of Jamnia. The
persecution mentioned in vs. 34 and 35 probably reflected the rejection of Matthew’s
community that resulted from the ban.

We have noted the evidence for a change of attitude at Jamniatoward proselytizing and the
complementary doctrine that Gentiles have a place in the world to come. Matthew could hardly
take a more contrary view than the one he expressed in hisfinal pericope. He had the risen Lord
declare that the main function of the church wasto go to the Gentiles, just when official
Judaism was rejecting all conversation with the nonJewish world. [62] Matthew had prepared
the way for this move toward the Gentiles by having Jesus predict that the Kingdom would be
taken away from the Jews who rejected Jesus and "given to a nation producing the fruits of it"
(Matt. 21:43). [63]

The reaction of Matthew’s community to the measures being taken at Jamnia of course
contributed to the great schism. But Matthew was no doubt unaware that he was founding what
was to become another religion, athird race, an alternative to Judaism. He and his community
were convinced that the right future of Israel lay in their direction. They felt that they were the
true Jews. This accounts for the apparent ambiguity in Matthew’ s attitude toward Judaism. He
accepted the heritage of Judaism but disputed the direction it was officially taking. Respect for
heritage isillustrated by his recognition of the authority of "Moses seat" (Matt. 23:2) and in his
Insistence that the Sermon on the Mount was a fulfillment of law and not another law (ch. 5:17,
20). Hisinsistence on another direction was just as evident in his rgjection of the Pharisaic
understanding of heritage at each decisive point. No doubt the direction Matthew’ s community
was taking was newer than they themselves knew or could admit. Thisis nowhere more obvious
than in Matthew’ s acceptance of the Son of God Christology and of the sacramentalism of the
nonobservant church. When such religious symbols became decisive for his community,
Matthew was well on hisway to offering an option that was impossible for a Judaism that was
in the process of rejecting all Gentile culture. By adopting the position of the Gentile church in
Christology and sacrament, Matthew was just as effectively, if unwittingly, eliminating space
for a consistently Jewish Christian. In so doing, he documented the beginning of the transition
from Judaism to Christianity. It will now become possible to speak of Christianity as an entity
distinct from Judaism. This would have been a startling innovation for both Matthew and Paul.

It isatribute to Luke' s originality that he went on to make this conceptually possible while il
claiming a Jewish heritage for Christianity. The definitive work of Conzelmann has made this
theological achievement of Luke afamiliar story. What is not so familiar isthe evidencein
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Luke swork for the persistence of Christian Judaism. It is commonly assumed that Christian
Judaism promptly atrophied and withered away when rejected both by its parent community
and by its only possible alternate sponsor, Gentile Christianity. To see that this was not the ease
will help to establish the original vigor and continuing importance of Christian Judaism after
AD. 70, in spite of the prevailing prejudice against the idea of a continuing important Jewish
Christian community.

L uke cannot be adequately understood and evaluated apart from an appreciation of his
particular historical setting. His most probable date is around A.D. 90 to 100, but one attempt to
date Luke put him as late as the middle of the second century. [64] This date was based upon a
comparison of Luke with Justin Martyr. This attempt did not establish that they were
contemporaries. The comparison did show that L uke shared an anti-Jewish bias with the church
fathers of the second quarter of the second century. [65] This comparison helps us appreciate
how far from Judaism Luke's church had traveled.

Toward the middle of the second century the church had become conscious of itself asthe
ordained replacement for Judaism. [66] In fact, it contended, Judaism had had little real placein
God'’ s plan except as afoil for the supplanting role of the church. According to Justin (who died
about AD. 165) there never had been a Christian Jewish church in the sense that Christianity
had been merely a party within Judaism. The church of histime claimed the Jews rejected the
gospel from the beginning and, following this rejection, God’ s grace and purpose passed to the
Gentile church. The Old Testament predicted all this, but only the church was capable of the
correct interpretation. This proved that the Old Testament belonged to the church and not to
Jews who could not understand it.

Luke reflects a similar attitude toward Judaism in his treatment of the roles of James, Peter, and
Paul in Acts. James barely appeared except to legitimize Paul’ s mission. What became of bins
and the Christian Jewish Palestinian church is unimportant. Peter was freed from association
with that church and became the first apostle to the Gentiles. Thiswas in order to introduce the
main story of God’s action by the Spirit in the missionary career of Paul. The geographical
movement was symbolic of God' s favor. The gospel was finally for Rome, not Palestine. The
climax was Paul’ s speech to the Jews in Rome (Acts 28:25—28). | saiah predicted their
unbelief. Only one course was left open to Paul: the symbol of the true nsission of the church.
"Let it be known to you then that this salvation of God has been sent to the Gentiles; they will
listen." (V. 28.)

The anti-Jewish bias is manifest. Actually James had led the whole church in his day. Peter was
probably one of hislieu-tenants. Paul and the Gentile church were a subordinate dissenting
element who never did achieve full acceptance by the mother church in Jerusalem. Peter was
primarily related to the circumcised and not the uncircumcised, as we learned from Galatians.
Luke' s bias against Jewish Christians helps document the fact that his church was as separated
from Judaism as was the church of the fathers. On the other hand, Luke also showed that there
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were still Jewish Christiansin his church who had to be taken into account. Luke' s Gentile
church made concessions over sacraments, law, and Christology for the sake of these Christian
Jews. These concessions to a Jewish point of view are the evidence for the continued vigor of
Christian Judaism within the very movement that purposed to eliminate it. Given Luke's
probable dating, this points to Jewish Christians who were still strong in the Western church
toward the end of the first century. [67]

Although the Jewish Christiansin Luke’ s church attended the celebration of the Lord’ s Supper,
they could not accept the theological implications of the form we encountered in Mark,
Matthew, and Paul. These forms demanded the interpretation of Jesus death as the institution
of anew covenant implying, of course, that the old covenant was defective and obsolete. This
would be equivalent to adenial of the finality of the original covenant and of the validity of the
Jewish religion. Christians who considered themselves prinsarily Jews could not lend their
support to this belittling of their native convictions. For their sake, most probably, Luke
eliminated the symbol of a cup of blood with its accompanying mention of another covenant.
Instead the cup became an occasion for hope of reunion in the future Kingdom of God—a hope
al Jews could share.

L uke put the cup before the bread, reversing the traditional order in the Gentile church. This
was an accommodation to Jewish custom because, according to Marcan and Matthean accounts,
the Lord’'s Supper resulted from Jesus' desire to celebrate Passover (Mark 14: 12—16; Maitt.
26: 17—19). Then each substituted a Hellenistic sacrament instead. Only Luke, presumably
under pressure of a Jewish group in his church, carried this Passover context into the Supper
story: "I have earnestly desired to eat this passover with you before | suffer" (Luke 22:15). The
cup came first because the cup initiated the Passover liturgy. [68] The bread assumed the
function we have observed in the Emmaus story. It was the sacramental means by which the
risen Lord was bodily present. Both cup and bread in this order with these meanings attached
could very well accompany a Passover celebration without intruding a substitute redemption
based on the death of Jesus as do the forms of Mark, Matthew, and Paul. Hans Lietzmann
showed that there was a Jewish Christian community that celebrated both the Lord' s Supper and
Passover. [69] This helps to confirm our explanation of Luke.

Luke did not include in his account of the Lord’s Supper the saying that the cup of wineisthe
blood of the new covenant. This form of the supper was partially aresult of the agreement
reached at the Jerusalem Council not to partake of blood (Acts 15:29). (The restrictions placed
upon the Gentile converts by that council approximated in part the Noachian law presumably
binding on God-fearers.) [ 70] Luke had Paul agree to this decision of the Jerusalem Council,

but Paul’ s report in Galatians of his settlement with Jerusalem cannot be reconciled with Luke's
report of that settlement in Acts, ch. 15. [71] Most probably what Paul actually agreed to was a
collection for the poor in Jerusalem. It would have been against the basic principle of his gospel
to accept the legal restrictions recorded in Acts, ch. 15.
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The conflict between Luke' s account in Acts and Paul’ s account in Galatians disappears if the
real setting for Luke is after the separation of Judaism and Christianity. [72] Luke's church was
making place for what must have been a horde of Christian Jews seeking a home in the Gentile
church as aresult of being ousted from synagogue fellowship. It follows that "the party of the
Pharisees’ (Acts 15:5) who demanded circumcision and observance of the whole law of Moses
were not James's contemporaries but the dominant party in the new normative Judaism being
formulated at Jamnia. Luke's church judged that their demand was unreasonabl e but accepted a
compromise with Christian Jews to the effect that Gentile brethren should observe some
minimal law. In some such fashion as Acts, eh. 15, which may indeed reflect an early tradition,
[ 73] the postseparation church found away for itstwo cultural wings to live together in mutual
acceptance. The form of the pronouncement of the Council betrayed the relation to the new
Judaism of Jamnia. The letter to Gentile brethren in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia was modeled on
letters being issued to the Diaspora by the court of Jamnia. The force of this Jewish Christian
inspired concession was felt throughout the second century. Justin, Eusebius, and Tertullian
testify to the continuing Christian aversion to blood. [74]

Christology isthethird areain which Luke revealed the presence of Christian Jewsin his
community. But since the Christian Jewish view of Jesus is the subject of the next chapter, we
reserve Luke' s treatment of Christology until then. There is, however, one other indication that
L uke was accommodating to Christian Jews in the church. Thisindication isin the passion
narrative.

We have aready observed how Mark diverted the blame for the crucifixion away from Pilate
toward jealous insurrectionist "Jews." Matthew, we have seen, went farther and fixed the
bloodguilt for the crucifixion not only upon Jews who were Jesus contemporaries but also upon
their children; that is, upon the Jews who were Matthew’ s opponents. L uke undertook to reverse
this blame-laying tendency. He did so by means of his motif of ignorance. Only in Luke's
account does Jesus say from the cross, "Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do"
(Luke 23:34). Luke carried the same motif into the apostolic preaching. In the scene where
Peter healed the lame man at the Temple gate, Luke with one stroke obliterated the vengeance
which the church before him had been accumulating against Judaism. He had Peter say: "And
now, brethren, I know that you acted in ignorance, as did also your rulers. But what God
foretold by the mouth of al the prophets, that his Christ should suffer, he thus fulfilled" (Acts
3:17—18). Luke replaced vengeance with divine necessity. Accordingly, Luke softened the
hostihty of the crowd at the crucifixion in Mark and Matthew by the lament before the
crucifixion and after the death (Luke 23: 27, 48). Luke took pains to prevent the crucifixion
from alienating Christian Jews from his community.

It has been generally recognized that L uke was the beginning of "catholic" theology. [75] J. C.
O’ Nelll contributed to the discussion by attempting to pinpoint Luke in the development of the
church’ s thought by his affinity to Justin Martyr. What he and others have failed to appreciate is
that Luke' s attitude toward Christian Jews reflected their presence in his church. The evidence
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in Luke of the continued vigor of Jewish Christianity in the West is overlooked because L uke so
subtly assimilated them into his early catholicism.

Lukeis not the only evidence for Christian Jews after the great divorce. The Bar-Cochba revolt
gave a new impetus to Judaism’s opposition to Christians in their ,nidst. The revolt was itself, at
least partially, areaction to Christianity. Contrary to all its historical experience with armed
revolt, Pharisaism committed itself to a military messiah. When it did so, one must suppose it
\vas partly to counter Christianity’s claim to have the Messiah. The bitterness against Christian
Jews led Bar-Cochba to execute those who would not renounce Jesus as the Messiah. [76] This
following upon the ban of the "Benediction Against Heretics," finaly alienated Christian Jews.
Only now did they cease to be a distinct \ving of the church.

According to Eusebius’ list of bishops, the leadership of the Jerusalem church now’ passed
from bishops of the circumcision to bishops of the uneircumeision. [77] Thislist was created
about AD. 200 but goes back to alist of Hegesippus from about the year 150. In Hegesippus,
we find a probable illustration of the kind of Christian with Jewish heritage for whose sake the
L ucan compromise was devised. Eastern Jewish Christians, such as Hegesippus, were so
satisfied by the arrangement that they were not only at home in the Western "catholic" church
of the second century but contributed significantly to the effort to establish it as the standard of
orthodoxy.

The figure of Hegesippus is somewhat obscured by the smoke of scholarly conflict. Heis
certainly not the hero of amilitant Judaizing party, as the Tubingen school wished to believe.
On the other hand, it is unfair to deny any connection with a Jewish heritage. [ 78] Eusebius
provides adequate grounds for his inference that Hegesippus was a convert “from among the
Hebrews." Hegesippus had quoted the gospel according to the Hebrews, showed knowledge of
Syriac and Aramaic, and cited Jewish oral tradition. [79] In his respect for James and the Jewish
bishops of Jerusalem, Hegesippus showed those sympathies to which Luke accommodated
himself. An obvious veneration of James inspired Hegesippus account of James' s martyrdom.
[80] Hegesippus showed similar respect for Symeon, the successor of James as bishop of
Jerusalem, in the account of his death. [81] In the same connection, Hegesippus al so reported
the fate of relatives of Jesus who led churches until the death of Simon, the son of Clopas. In
fact, according to Hegesippus, the virginal purity of the Jerusalem church continued only so
long as the descendants of Jesus led that church. [82]

In tracing the line of bishops at Jerusalem, Hegesippus represents the view of the primacy of the
Christian Jewish church in Jerusalem which Luke made the keystone of his account of the early
church. Recently, new evidence has been discovered of a continuing Jewish Christian church.
[83] We shall have occasion to look at it in the next chapter.

It is not necessary to carry the story of the growth of hostility between Judaism and its new
competitor any farther. Enough has been told to show that Jewish culture could not be the way
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of the church’s future in a predominantly Greco-Roman or Hellenistic cultural situation.
Therefore, when the church formulated the career of Jesus, this career was adapted to
Hellenistic cultural needs and Jesus' Jewishness was minimized. One could say that the first
guest of the historical Jesus was biased in favor of Hellenistic culture and against Jewish
culture. But once this cultural bias has been exposed, there is a chance that when we follow the
second generation’s way from heavenly resurrection to earthly career we need not perpetuate
thisbias against Jesus' native culture. \Ve are freed to some extent to encounter aJJesuswho is
more Jewish than the ex-Jewish church could afford to tolerate. And in the process, we shall
find a Jesus who not only was more firmly at home in this world but a'so one whose cultureis
more in tune with the modern world than the traditional figure apparently alienated from his
own people.
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Chapter 1V: The Eschatalogical Prophet

Now it istime to turn to an interpretation of Jesus that can take advantage of the concerns
expressed in the first three chapters. The first concern was to show how the future world arose.
The second concern was to achieve an understanding of the resurrection that would concentrate
attention on the importance of the historical Jesus. The third concern was to expose the tragedy
of the separation of Christianity and Judaism that forced Christianity to prefer Hellenistic
culture over Jewish culture. The advantage of the third concern will beto allow usto find a
Jewish Jesus relatively unencumbered by the interpretation placed upon him after the
resurrection by New Testament writers who belonged to a church more at home in Hellenistic
culture. The second concern has shown that the Jesus we find can be the object of faith before
and apart from his resurrection. The third concern enables us to see that Jesus' teaching about
the future world was one Jewish way of coping with the world in that day but that we need not
repeat it in our day.

The interpretation of Jesus most sympathetic to Jewish culture in Jesus day was the
Interpretation of Jesus as "the cschatological prophet.” An eschatological prophet was one of the
figures expected in late Jewish thought in connection with the end of thisworld. [1] In him the
gift of prophecy was to return so that he might announce the end and prepare Israel for it. The
concept of the eschatological prophet is at least as old as the editorial addition to The Book of
Malachi which equates the unknown messenger of ch. 3:1 with Elijah. Thiswas a natural
development since Elijah was not only the most striking prophet of the Old Testament, but he
was also available for another earthly career, having escaped death by tranglation. W7ith the
adoption by Judaism of the idea of a second world, Elijah was provided with a place to reside
until the end of the first world. The editor of Maachi was no doubt aware of the passing of
prophecy, and Elijah would have seemed the natural candidate to revive it. His second career
was to take place immediately "before the great and terrible day of the Lord comes." Histask
was to "turn the hearts of fathersto their children and the hearts of children to their fathers, lest
| come and smite the land with acurse”" (Mal. 4:5—6).
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Prof. James Muilenburg finds the possibility of the same figurein Isa. 61:1, where he prefersto
interpret this anointed figure as a prophet rather than as the servant. [2] "The Spirit of the Lord
GOD isupon me, because the L ORD has anointed me to proclaim the year of the LORD’s
favor, and the day of vengeance of our God." (Isa. 61:1—2.) Anointment was the equipment of
aprophet in the Old Testament. A messianic role was only indicated where a clear national and
political function was required. In both Isa., ch. 61, and Mal., ch. 4, the term "day of the

L ORD" made a messiah unnecessary. God would come himself to be, asit were, his own
messiah.

The outstanding prophet of the Old Testament was Moses. He provided a model asimpressive
as Elijah for the revival of prophecy at the end. This prophet of the end, modeled on Moses, was
supposed to have been promised in Deut., ch. 18, where the author had Moses say, "The Lord
your God will raise up for you a prophet like me from among you, from your brethren—him
you shall heed" (v. 15). Then the Lord said, "l will raise up for them a prophet like you from
among their brethren.” (V. 18.) Most probably the author intended to promise an office of
prophet founded upon the authority and model of Moses. [3] Late Judaism took the passage to
mean that a promise of a particular figure like Moses would be the herald of the end [4] In the
process of honoring Moses, late Judaism had furnished him with a trandlation that avoided
death and made him, like Elijah, a candidate for return as the eschatological prophet.

| Maccabees, written sometime during the last two decades of the second century B.C., gives
the earliest evidence of ageneral Jewish belief in the cschatological prophet. Puzzled about the
proper disposal of stones from adefiled altar, Jews of the Maccabean period decided to store
them "until there should come a prophet to tell what to do with them" (I Macc. 4:46). Thus, the
eschatological prophet overshadowed the Maccabean leaders. Simon’s office of leader and high
priest was termed temporary, "until atrustworthy prophet should arise" (ch. 14:41).

The Qumran literature shows that this group of Essenes also expected the eschatol ogical
prophet. In the Manual of Discipline, the rules of the community applied "until the coming of
the prophet and the messiahs of Aaron and Israel” (1QS 9:11). The community definitely based
part of their expectation on Dcut. 18:15—18, where M oses was the model for the eschatol ogical
prophet. This passage appeared among the list of Old Testament passages they used to ground
their eschatology. [5]

A recently published fragment of Qumran literature has the eschatological prophet replace the
other functions of messiah in the Qumran eschatology. In a commentary on Isa. 52:7, the
proclaimer isidentified as the messiah. [6] This meant that the anointed one at the end had the
function of a prophet.

These references concentrate on the idea of the eschatological prophet. The figure becomes
clearer when illustrated by men who most probably claimed the office for themselves, Onein
particular illuminates the idea. Josephus tells of a Jew of Cyrene, named Jonathan, who raised a
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following among the Jewish poor in the surrounding city. [7] He was of humble origin himself,
having been aweaver by trade. No doubt he modeled himself upon Moses, for he persuaded a
crowd to follow him into the desert where he would show signs and apparitions. Josephus
makes him one of the Sicarii, but he obviously had no revolutionary program in mind because
the crowd was unarmed when Roman soldiers fell upon them. Jonathan led them into the desert
in expectation of the final eschatological drama which, hke the exodus, would occur
miraculously there. Unlike messianic figures, the eschatological prophet relied on miracle and
the power of Cod to bring this evil age to its end. Unless our records of John the Baptist are
completely garbled by Christian interests, he is an illustration of the eschatological prophet
modeled more upon Elijah than Moses. His clothing, for instance, was the traditional mantle of
the prophet which originated with Elijah. And the location of John’s ministry in the desert near
the Jordan recalls the place where Elijah was trand ated. His message was an announcement of
the end and his baptism, the symbol of preparation for it. Like al other candidates to this office,
John found it a dangerous calling. Any eschatological prophet that could muster afollowing
was considered a political threat. According to Josephus, this was the cause of John’s death. [§]

This much information about the eschatological prophet shows us that this idea was available
among Jews as a possible role or office for Jesus.

It istrue that the eschatological prophet was ideologically determined by the future world of
late Jewish apocalyptic thought, but this new prophet saw his mission asamission in thisworld.
He was to announce the end for the sake of people who were of thisworld. He had nothing to
do with executing the end. His activity did not bring the end but was based on the conviction
that the end would come by itself and soon. Particular actions like baptism or leading others out
into the desert or to the Jordan were the traditional symbolic actions of the prophet that
indicated how totally hislife was determined by the truth and impact of his message. [9] The
event he proclaimed was so real to him that it was already making its mark upon him. The
eschatological prophet himself became asign in thisworld of its replacement by the next world.

The eschatological prophet provides a better interpretation of Jesus' earthly career than other
possibilities from Jewish culture that were used in the church’s Christology. Messiah is ssimply
not descriptive of the nonpolitical, powerless man who died at the hands of a government that a
messiah ought to have overthrown.

Oscar Cullmann gives an excellent summary of the Jewish idea of Messiah. [10] He must
perform his function on earth. The time of his activity is either the time of the end or a special
messianic interim between the old and new worlds. He must be a national, political king, as
well as adescendant of David. Thistitle only fits Jesus’ history when the power of his
resurrection is assumed. Even then, it is a better description of what Jesus has yet to do than
what he has accomplished aready in history. It only finally fits when we assume that he will
come to earth a second time to perform the messianic functions that did not happen during his
historic ministry.
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It is often claimed that the above idea of Messiah was the common idea in Judaism but that
Jesus modified it to include failure, suffering, and death. Jesus is supposed to have gotten this
idea of a suffering and dying messiah from certain passages in Isaiah that describe a " suffering
servant." First, it must be observed that there was most probably no clear suffering servant
figure in the exegesis of the first century. Thisis mainly the result of the systematic approach of
modern Biblical scholars. Secondly, it must be observed that there was no adequate historic
occasion to modify the messiah concept to include suffering until this was made necessary by
the death of one whose resurrection forced the church to interpret him messianically. For Jesus
to have imposed the idea of a suffering messiah upon himself would require a conviction about
his own messiahship that has no historical basis. If we were to attribute thisideato Jesus, we
should be dealing with the suprahistorical

Christ of the church’s confessions rather than the first-century Jew at home in Jewish ideas of
the time that serious historical inquiry demands.

These considerations, based on Jewish thinking in Jesus' day, seem confirmed by tradition
itself. Jesus resisted every attempt to put him in the role of a messianic freedom fighter who
would reinstitute the kingdom of David. The relevant passage is the confession at Caesarea
Philippi (Mark 8:27—33). The editorial work of Mark is easily detected. Immediately following
Peter’ s confession, Mark’s secrecy theme intrudesin v. 30. [11] Invs. 31 and 32 Mark inserted
his own favorite Christology of the Son of Man in a prediction of the passion and resurrection.
Mark considered the Son of Man Christology superior to Messiah Christology because it better
accounted for the death and resurrection which were not at al provided for in the Jewish idea of
Messiah. To point up this inadequacy, Mark had Peter (v. 32) object to the death and
resurrection of the Son of Man and receive Jesus' rebuke for preferring Messiah to Son of Man
(v. 33).

But if we eliminate Mark’s secret, his Son of Man prediction, and Peter’ s objection (all of
which Mark used as afail for his point of view), we are still left with the rebuke following
directly upon Peter’s confession. If this analysisis correct, Jesus sharply rejected any possibility
of considering him amessiah. [12]

It is probable that the piece as awholeis an editorial construction with the questions of Jesus
designed to put forward competing confessions. The rebuke of Peter then becomes simply the
continuation of a Marcan polemic against the wing of the church who claimed Peter for their
Messiah Christology and against whom Mark championed his own special Son of Man
Christology.

The other alleged response of Jesus to Messiahship in the tradition occurs in the passion
narrative during the hearing before the Sanhedrin (Mark 14:61—62). In v. 62b, Mark’s addition
of the Son of Man overpowered the Messiah Christology in away comparable to the Caesarea
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Philippi exchange. According to the tradition that came to Mark, Jesus condemned himself by a
blasphemous claim to Messiahship. Both Matthew and L uke avoided the outright claim of
Jesus, but thisis clearly original, because in all three Gospels the result was the same: the high
priest concluded from Jesus answer that he claimed to be Messiah.

On the basis of this confession of Jesus, the Jewish authorities were able to bring Jesus before
Pilate on the charge that he was a pretender to the Davidic throne and therefore a threat to
Roman sovereignty. Pilate found nothing about Jesus that would indicate he was revolutionary
but, even though he recognized that the charge was only an expression of envy, consented to
Jewish pressure. Thiswas the explanation of Jesus’ crucifixion according to the Synoptic
Gospels.

However probable this line of thought might be, it is not historically sound. It is, rather, too neat
a combination of condemnation of the Jews and excuse of the Romans. Mark declared his
theme of Jewish responsibility for Jesus' death as early as Mark 3:6. Aswe noted in the
previous chapter, thiswas clearly a part of his plan to appeal to Roman readers by climaxing the
passion with the confession of the centurion after absolving Pilate. But the fact
remains—almost the only sure one in the whole passion narrative—that Jesus was executed by
Rome. We have already given a more probable reason for the accusation than a confession of
Jesus to an office that he nowhere else exhibits or claimsin his ministry. If he would not make
this claim to his own followers or accept the designation when proffered, there is no historical
probability that he would have done so with Jewish accusers and the Roman court. Rather than
historical, Jesus confession before the high priest was more apt to have been a dramatic
Illustration of the dominant motif to which the church subordinated all the pieces of tradition it
used to create the passion narrative. [13]

In the light of Jesus’ own rejection, current interpretations of Jesus career have been shifting
away from Messiah as alive possibility. The consensus of modern scholars undertaking the new
guest of the historical Jesus has been that a messianic self-consciousness for Jesus was not
probable. They have suggested instead an indirect Christology. This means a style of life and
speech which, by implication, sets Jesus apart from all other men and makes him a unique
embodiment of the kind of life the preaching of the church offers. Professor Késemann finds
this specialnessin Jesus' overriding of Moses and the Law. [14] Professor Bornkamm finds it in
the "unmediated presence” that characterizes Jesus as the one who makes "the reality of God

present.” [15]

Thisimplicit Christology has resulted in Jesus becoming so specia afigurethat, like the old
Jesus with messianic self-consciousness, he too ceases to be historically probable. Thereisno
cultural setting in which the implicit Christ is at home unlessit is as the God-man of the
Hellenistic kerygma. The dogmatic captivity of the old quest has returned to haunt the new
quest. It will be my contention that data that suggest an "implicit Christology" are better
explained by the role of eschatological prophet than by a kerygmatic figure so special that he
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shatters all possible ways of being a Jew in the first century of our era. This brings usto the
Jewishness of the eschatological prophet, but first we must quickly examine the possibility that
Jesus thought of himself as the Son of Man.

In Jewish apocalyptic literature, the Son of Man was a preexistent, heavenly figure in the form
of aman who would come to earth at the end of time. With the power of heaven he was to turn
this world into the perfect world of the apocalyptic, utopian vision. (Dan. 7:13, 15; Il Esdras 13;
Enoch 46, 48, 52, 69, 71.) Needless to say, there is no possibility of interpreting the Jesus of
history in these terms. When Jesus was made to speak of himself as the Son of Man in the
Synoptic Gospels, this could only be a reading back of resurrection appearances into the story
of Jesus and an expression of the church’s expectation of the return of Christ with heavenly
powers. Thereis no Jewish tradition prior to the resurrection that speaks of an earthly career for
the apocalyptic Son of Man. Son of Man simply does not match the career of any historical
figure, let alone the historical Jesus. And now we may take a direct look at the issue of Jesus
Jewishness, which the implicit Christology of the new quest threatens to subvert by casting a
Jesus so unique that he belongs to no culture.

The interpretation of Jesus as the eschatological prophet is superior to competing Christologies
because it alows the historical Jesusto remain what he most certainly was—a Jew. Thislends a
historical probability to interpretation which none of the others share to an equal extent. Like
Messiah and Son of Man, al the conventional Christological titles require such modification of
their original Jewish meaning that they obviously presuppose the resurrection. In this regard,
Bultmann’s treatment of Jesusis much to be preferred to his disciples. It is better from a
historical point of view to have Jesus firmly fixed in Judaism, even though this creates problems
for Christian dogma, than to make Jesus smoothly congruent with the kerygma of Paul at the
expense of removing him from a believable historical context.

Painful as it may be, the question must be raised whether the new quest does not suffer from a
particular cultural bias. It seemsto methat it does. Thisis nowhere clearer than at the basic
level of methodological presuppositions. Professor K&semann accurately expresses the
prevailing consensus when he observes that "it is unsafe to predicate authenticity of any passage
where there is agreement with contemporary Judaism and/or the post-Easter community.” [16]
In application this means that, although it is freely granted that Jesus was a Jew, he may not be
credited with anything common to Jews. | find the statement of this principle amazing and the
general acceptance it has found among the historians who apply it an even greater cause for
wonder. Such a methodological presupposition could only result from the dogmatic assumption
that Jesus was so unique that he transcends any particular historical nexus. This assumption
may do credit to the Christian convictions of the interpreter of Jesus. It, however, does him no
credit as a historian.

This methodological approach prejudices the answer to the very question that stimulated the
new quest: What is the relation of Jesus to the kerygma of the church? That question can only
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be answered in an illuminating fashion when the full range of the problem is recognized. Part of
that problem is how it came about that Christianity and Judaism became incompatible when the
founder of Christianity and all its original adherents were Jews. The methodology of the current
investigation of Jesusin effect makes Jesus responsible for the schism even before the issue
arose in the history of those times.

Corrected by the fact that Jesus was a Jew, the statement of method should read: It is safe to
predicate authenticity of any passage in the Gospels that deals with Jesus where there is
agreement with contemporary Judaism. When put into effect, this approach throws fresh light
on the figure of Jesus by eliminating from serious consideration certain elements in the Jesus
tradition that are often used as keystones of interpretation; as when Jesus broke with the Law, or
when Jesus put himself above Moses, or when Jesus spoke with unprecedented authority.

Once our method has located Jesus firmly in a Jewish milieu, there is hope that aform of
Christianity may emerge from this foundation that will not feel compelled to break with
Judaism. The fact that Jesus was a Jew and not the first Christian could recall contemporary
Christians to the original situation of the church when it was possible to be both Jew and
Christian at the sametime. It isintolerably sad that the division and hostility between Jew and
Christian should continue merely because separation seemed wise in the ‘80s and ‘ 90s of our
era. The weary tragedy of centuries of conflict cannot of course be relieved by the effort of any
one generation of reconciliation. But Jesus the Jew might at least remove the barrier in
principle.

One further advantage might be gained from a Jesus at home in Judaism. It seemsto me that
Jewish culture has greater affinities to modern secular culture than the Hellenistic culture,
which became the vehicle of orthodoxy. Like modern, secular, empirical, Anglo-Saxon culture,
Jewish culture was more functional than ontological. Like modern scientific culture, Judaism
was more interested in what something was for than what it was in itself. Consequently, aform
of Christianity built upon a Jewish Jesus should make it easier to devise modern equivalents to
first-century Christianity than a Christianity built upon the metaphysical, ontological models of
Hellenistic culture.

These obvious advantages of the eschatological prophet approach to Jesus are enough to
encourage an attempt at an application to the tradition about Jesus. But one decisive reservation
remains. Almost all current interpreters reject the eschatological prophet approach because it
does not adequately provide for the uniqueness of Jesus. [17] This, | think, isthe common
denominator to all the objections to the adequacy of thistitle for Jesus. It is crucial to note,
though, that these objections arise, not because the concept itself isinadequate, but rather,
because of afailure to appreciate how unigue the eschatological prophet was in the conceptual
framework where the ideawas at home.

In the vast majority of cases where the idea occurs in Jewish eschatology, the eschatol ogical
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prophet has a completely unique function. He is God’ s last word before the end of history. No
one will come after him but God himself. No other historical figureis provided for. The
eschatological prophet is as sui generisin the framework of Jewish eschatology as the God-man
of the councils of the church isin the framework of arevised Platonic metaphysics. One thing
that makes this difficult to appreciate for Christians is the traditional assignment of the
eschatological prophet role to John the Baptist. This makes the eschatological prophet merely
the forerunner of the really decisive figure. But in the eschatological scheme which | am
discussing, there is no messiah who comes afterward. The eschatological prophet is the sole
historical agent connected with the end. To draw the analogy with the God-man Christology,
the eschatological prophet relates to the line of the prophets like the God-man relates to
mankind. And the eschatological prophet relates uniquely to the final act of God like the God-
man relates uniquely to the nature of God. As this second relation is sometimes put, the
eschatological prophet is uniquely functional while the God-man is uniquely ontological. In
their respective frameworks of thought, they are equally unique and exalted.

Thereis no intention here of advocating alower status for Jesus than the conventional
Christology. To many people thisiswhat prophet connotes. It seems to be away by which
Jesus is reduced to being just one of the prophets. But this overlooks the specialness of the
eschatological prophet. He is no more merely another prophet than the Christ of conventional
doctrine is merely another man ssimply because he shares the nature of men. The eschatol ogical
prophet is the full analogous equivalent of the God-man. The differences are attributable to the
difference between Jewish culture' s frame of reference and a Hellenistic cultural setting. If this
fully unique status is granted to the eschatologieal prophet concept as awhole, then some
particular objections can be dealt with.

Professor Bornkamm seems to require that the prophet category completely contain Jesus. This
Is an unreasonable requirement. No historical category completely contains any historical
figure. All that may reasonably be expected from a specific historical category isthat it best
illumine the figure in question. Each person has a variety of roles and his particularity is never
completely explained by any of them. But eschatological prophet certainly illumines the
authority and unmistakable otherness of Jesus which Bornkamm finds to be the special
characteristics of Jesus.

Professor Ké&semann'’s objection is more substantial. He feels that Jesus broke with the Law and
set himself above Moses in away a prophet could never do. | shall show that Jesus did not
break with the Law, that he did not make M oses obsol ete or reduce hisimportance, and that
whatever criticisms Jesus did make of Law are the natural expressions of hisfunction asthe
eschatological prophet.

Professor Cullmann’s objection raises the question of orthodoxy in away that is especially
important for our discussion. When he objects to the eschatological prophet not adequately
providing for the activity of the risen Christ, he implies that this was the decisive phase of the
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activity of Christ for the whole primitive church. Thisis most probably not true. The activity of
the risen Christ was decisive only for the Hellenistic church which modeled its religious
experience upon the Hellenistic redeemer who dies but rises to be with the believer. The Jewish
wing of the church by contrast used eschatological models; that is, the eschatological prophet
and Son of Man. For these, the decisive activity was either the past career of Jesus as the
eschatological prophet or the future action of the Son of Man at the end of the age, not the
redeemer contemporary with the believer. It so happens that the literature of the New Testament
overwhelmingly reflects the Hellenistic style of Christianity and, because it was the style most
congenial to the culture of the Roman Empire, it came to dominate the history of the church.
This does not mean that the Hellenistic wing of the church was orthodox and the Jewish wing
heretical. That would be ridiculous in the light of the primacy of the Jewish wing of the church.
As Luke informs us, it was the Jerusalem church that gave its approval to Paul and the Gentile
mission. It is one of the great ironies of history that the Western, Hellenistic wing of the church
eventually suppressed the Jewish wing that gave it birth and permitted it to devel op.

We have reviewed the tragic story that produced this sad turn of events. It would appear to be
absurdly irrelevant to perpetuate the subapostolic prejudice against Jewish Christianity, once the
historic factors are known. Professor Cullmann isin danger of repeating this prejudice when he
remarks that the only Christological system we know, built entirely upon the foundation of the
eschatological prophet, belonged to a heretical branch of early Christianity—the one found in
the PseudoClementine Preaching of Peter. [18] Fortunately, in the same discussion of Jesus the
prophet, Professor Cullmann readily admits that thisis one of the oldest Christologies. He
would surely not wish to condemn all of Jewish Christianity to heresy because one branch of it
became Gnostic, It isahistorical accident that the source where the most developed statement
of prophet Christology is preserved is the Pseudo-Clementine literature. Surely the prophet
Christology was preserved also by Jewish Christians who were not Gnostics. The fact is that
there are very few records of any kind left by the continuing Jewish Christian church.

The implications of Professor Kasemann’s oblique comments about early Jewish Christianity
seem to shut out the possibility of alegitimate Christology in that mold. He warns against the
danger of falling back into an Ebionite type of Jewish Christianity as a result of many current
conversations with Israel and of what he sees as a Judaizing tendency in theology. Thisis
understandable in the light of his theory that it was the Hellenistic church that really appreciated
Jesus’ break with the Law; which break, Jesus’ closest followers seem to have missed.’ [19]
And, the historic probability isthat Jesus companions understood him best.

No one would wish to deny that a vigorous Jewish Christian church continued as the legitimate
heir of the Jerusalem church of James and Peter long after the Western church centered in Rome
reckoned it among the heretics. Strecker has shown that the variety within this church in Syria
was too great for it to be covered by any single sect description such as"Ebionite," and that it
may very well have been the dominant orthodox position in that geographical area. [20]
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Our knowledge of the history of Jewish Christianity has been greatly enriched by the records of
Jewish Christianity embedded in atext by the Islamic author, ‘ Abd al-Jabbar, recently
discovered in Istanbul by Prof. Shiomo Pines, of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. [21] He
estimates that these texts represent Jewish Christians of the fifth or the sixth century. According
to thistext, the Jewish Christians resented the victory of the Roman church and felt that it had
been achieved at the expense of assimilating the religion of Jesus to the culture of Rome.
According to their tradition, they were a continuation of the original Jerusalem church. They
regretted the split between Judaism and Christianity. According to their doctrine, Jesus had kept
the commandments of Moses and was a man, not adivine being. The Christology seemed to be
that of the eschatological prophet. Portions of the texts quoted by Professor Pines make clear
that the authors believed there was something specia about Christ compared to other Jews.
"There was a disagreement between them and the Jews with regard to Christ." [22] Two
passages indicate that this disagreement was over the question whether or not Jesus was the
prophet. The first passage states that the Jewish Christian group of the Istanbul texts modeled
their gospel upon the pattern of the Old Testament stories of the "births of the prophets and of
the histories of their lives." [23] The other passage coupled Jesus with the prophets by pointing
out the common use of Hebrew by "Christ and the prophets before him." [24]

The *Abd al-Jabbar text shows that these Jewish Christians considered themselves truer
followers of Jesus than the orthodox church of the West. Given their cultural affinity with the
Jewishness of Jesus, the historical probability ison their side.

When we turn to the New Testament itself, there is convincing evidence that the later Jewish
Christians who believed in Jesus as the eschatol ogical prophet were building on aview of Jesus
current in the church of New Testament times. In our treatment of the story of Peter’'s
confession at Caesarea Philippi, we have already noted that the story asit standsin Mark, ch. 8,
is probably an editorial composition rather than a unit of early tradition. The structuring of the
incident upon the artificial questions of Jesus, "Who do men say that | am?' and "But who do
you say that | am?' makes it most probably Mark’s way of setting up the comparison of
competing Christologies, and that this was the real theme of the exchange between Jesus and
the disciples. It is quite out of the character expressed in the rest of tradition for Jesus to be
concerned for his own person, let alone to draw others' attention to the subject. The
composition speaks of three Christologies and of three groups who champion them. They are
the Christology of the eschatological prophet (John the Baptist, Elijah, or one of the prophets)
believed by "men," the Christology of Messiah championed by Peter, and the Christology of the
Son of Man advanced by Mark.

"Men" must have represented a community in the church with the Christology of the
eschatological prophet. The models for this Christology occur in Mark 6:14 f., where Herod and
"others’ think Jesus may be John the Baptist raised from the dead, or "Elijah," or "a prophet,
like one of the prophets of old." The second occurrence of eschatological prophet in Mark
referring to "some,” "Herod," and "others,” together with the first reference to "men,"” shows
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that Mark is mounting a polemic against this doctrine. Whom was he combating? It is clear that
the group in question were believersin Jesus. They did not dismiss him as afraud or as one who
worked wonders by the power of Satan. They were not the hostile Jews in the story of the
Beelzebul accusation (ch. 3:22ff.). The Jewsin Mark did not credit Jesus with being a prophet.
Thiswas confirmed in the passion narrative incident at the ninth hour when the spectators
thought Jesus might have been calling for Elijah (ch. 15:3 ff.). They would not suppose thisif
they believed that Jesus was Elijah in person. The Elijah legends of later Judaism gave that
prophet the role of heavenly helper and intercessor for those in need. [25] Those who believed
Jesus was the eschatological prophet were not hostile or indifferent Jews. They were believers
in Jesus.

When Jesus returned to his own country, Mark again showed us a prophet Christology (Mark
6:1if.). After being ridiculed as a carpenter with prophetic pretensions, Jesus pronounced the
word about the prophet without honor in his own country. Mark connected this with believing
acceptance of Jesus as a miracle worker. "And he could do no mighty work there." (V. 5.) Here
Mark was willing to include a saying about Jesus as prophet because it served his purpose of
Illustrating Jesus' rejection at home.

Who, then, were these believing Jews whose Christology ranked below Peter? They must have
been the Jewish Christians whom Mark was bound to reject because they were observant of the
Law while Mark wished to use Jesus as the basis of hisregection of it (Mark 2:28; 7:1if.). His
other reason for regjecting this title for Jesus was because he used it to dispose of John the
Baptist as a possible competitor to Jesus (ch. 9:13). By making John the forerunner of the
Messiah instead of the last one before the end, Mark, following an eschatological pattern similar
to that of the Qumran community, both adequately honored John and effectively disposed of the
eschatological prophet Christology.

Mark was engaged in a polemic against the prophet Christology in more subtle ways. It is
probable that some of his most important pericopes originally served to convey just this
Christology but have been modified to support another point of view. The Baptism and the
transfiguration deserve special attention in this connection. [26]

The Baptism in its present form is alegend of the consecration of the Messiah [27] (Mark
1:9—11). AsBultmann suggests, it is most probably the work of the Hellenistic church where
baptism went together with the giving of the Spirit. Accordingly, the story of Jesus’ receipt of
the Spirit was connected to the baptism of Jesus by Mark. The editorial connection of the two
events was accomplished in ch. 1:8, where Mark has John say, "I have baptized you with water;
but he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit." Matthew and Luke had ssimply, "He will baptize
you with the Holy Spirit and with fire" (Matt. 3: lib; Luke 3:16b). To baptize with the Spirit,
Jesus had first to receive the Spirit, so Mark made the connection.

The baptismal legend comes to a climax in the V oice from heaven which identified Jesus as the
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Messiah by using the enthronement Psalm 2, Y ou are my son, today | have begotten you" (Ps.
2:7). Thisis coupled with Isa. 42:1a, "Behold my servant, whom | uphold, my chosen, in whom
my soul delights," which is connected to bestowal of the Spiritinv. Ib. "l have put my Spirit
upon him." This Voice from heaven is the creation of Mark because a similar voice said almost
the same thing at the transfiguration (Mark 9:7). The Voiceis Mark’s way of specifying his
own meaning and fending off other possible interpretations of the bestowal of the Spirit upon
Jesus.

Another possible interpretation immediately suggests itself when the story is stripped of Mark’s
editorial work; that is, when we remove the connection with John’s baptism and the interpreting
voice. Theresult is: "Immediately he saw the heavens opened and the Spirit descending upon
him like adove." Now the legend reveals an apocalyptic vision at its core. The "opened
heavens' recall Stephen’svision in Acts 7:56: "Behold, | see the heavens opened.” Thisis
typical of apocalyptic visions and has had special eschatological significance ever since its use
inIsa. 64:1: "0 that thou wouldst rend the heavens and come down." Mark’s word for "opening"”
or "tearing" connotes a sudden tearing open of heaven like the tearing of the curtain of the
Temple at the crucifixion which gives emphasis to the eschatological significance. The splitting
of heaven was to let the Spirit descend at the end of the age. Until the end the Spirit was
confined to heaven, having been withdrawn with the disappearance of the prophets.

Mark took the primitive report of an apocalyptic vision and put it into narrative form. If we
reconvert it into direct discourse, it becomes a perfect parallel in form to the single examplein
the Synoptic tradition of an authentic report of avision of Jesus: [28]

| saw the heavenstorn and the Spirit descending like a
dove. (Mark 1:10.)

| saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven. (Luke 10:18.)

The reconstruction of the original vision report assumes that the euthusin this case is part of
Mark’ s connection of the vision to the baptism. Also the eis anton is most probably added since
Jesus' report of the vision as his own would be enough indication that the event relates
specifically to him.

Mark showed shrewd judgment in placing this vision at the beginning of Jesus ministry,
although it does not fit the usual pattern for the call of a prophet. Apparently no call story was
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available. But this vision does explain the source and significance of Jesus' activity. The
fulfillment of the cschatological promise of the return of the Spirit signals the eschatological
significance of the one who sees it return. It implies that the ministry of the one who seesit has
its source in this Spirit, just as the vision of Satan’sfall from heaven implied that the one who
saw that event was directly involved in it. In fact, the two visions are strikingly complementary.
Satan was thrown down from heaven because the Spirit had descended from heaven. The
comparison with lightning shows the one event as a judgment. The comparison with adove
reveals the other as a gift of grace. [29]

The conclusion is that Jesus had a vision of the return of the Spirit to earth that both designated
and qualified him for the task of the eschatological prophet. In Judaism, the gift of the Spirit
was primarily abestowal of the gift of prophecy. It was associated with the role of messiah only
when that role was particularly specified. That role was not involved in Jesus' original vision.
Mark added the messiah role from his postresurrection perspective.

When we turn to the story of the transfiguration, we can recognize Mark’ s theological interest
from our analysis of the confession of Peter which went immediately before. Again Mark used
the incident to confirm his Son of Man Christology. The conversation coming down from the
mountain forbade the disciples to relate what they had seen until the Son of Man had risen
(Mark 9:9). From his own commentary we can see that Mark considered this a resurrection
story, which justifies Bultmann’s description of it as aresurrection legend. But if we ask, what
the disciples specifically saw that made it aresurrection legend, Mark’ s editorial addition is
exposed. Only the metamorphosis of v. 3 makes Jesus into a heavenly being; that is, a
resurrected being after the pattern of the Son of Man. Mark added thisto the story that cameto
him to make it confirm his Son of Man Christology. Two things expose this metamorphosis as
an addition. Peter showed no reaction to the transformed Jesus. He addressed him simply as
"Rabbi," asahistorical figure. Mark’s description of the garments as so white "no fuller on
earth could bleach them" (italics added) shows that now Jesus was not on earth. Mark had
shown in hisfirst mention of the Son of Man that "on earth” is not the natural location of this
figure. When he had Jesus forgive sin as the Son of Man, he explained that "the Son of man has
authority on earth to forgive sins' (ch. 2:10; italics added). The phrase was the same in both
places. [30]

Another interest of Mark carries over from the story of the confession of Peter. That story began
with the rgjection of an Elijah or eschatological prophet Christology. The interpretative
conversation coming down the mountain made the same point in the designation of John the
Baptist as Elijah (Mark 9:11—13). This shows that Mark was afraid that the appearance of tl1le
two figures who were the models for the eschatological prophet in late Jewish eschatol ogy
might suggest that they were passing this role on to Jesus. This polemic of Mark aerts usto the
prophet Christology thrust of the story before Mark edited it for his purposes. Thisindeed is
what Peter communicated with the three eschatological booths. [31] Peter’ s action made Jesus
the prophet like Moses and like Elijah. Mark undid this by the addition of v. 6, "He did not
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know what to say, for they were exceedingly afraid." He carried over the theme of the mistaken
Peter from the confession scene. He carried back their unsettling fear from the empty tomb
story in which the women were so frightened that they failed to report their experience (Mark
16:8). [32]

In the original story, the VVoice from heaven confirmed Peter’ s interpretation of Jesus as
eschatological prophet. But Mark’sinsertion of Peter’ s confusion made the V oice correct Peter
instead. To justify Peter being corrected, Mark added the transfiguration. The result was that,
whereas the Voice from the cloud originally confirmed the interpretation of Jesus as
eschatological prophet, now it declared this to be a mistake and Jesus to be another figure
altogether.

But Mark left at least one element in the Voice asit came to him that betrayed its original
import: "Listen to him." Thisis a quotation of Deut. 18:15b, the source for the doctrine of the

M osaic eschatological prophet. Mark probably changed the first part of the message of the
Voice to conform to the message of the Voice at the baptismn, although Ferdinand Hahn thinks
he detects an original allusion to Isa. 42:1 that supports the prophet motif. [33]

A historical analysis of these two very important pieces of Synoptic tradition has exposed a
substratum of tradition that served an eschatological prophet Christology. The other Gospels
confirm the existence of acommunity with this Christology. With the evidence of Mark before
us, we must assume that traces of this doctrine in other Gospels are not idiosyncrasies or
creations of any particular Gospel but further proof that the very early Jewish Christian church
championed this point of view.

It isinteresting to find a passage in Q that confirms a uniqueness of the eschatological prophet
similar to the uniqueness of the God-man. Q applies the unigueness to John, but the point holds
good for Jesus when the eschatol ogical prophet is applied to him. "Why then did you go out? To
see a prophet? Yes, | tell you, and more than a prophet.” (Matt. 11:9; Luke 7:26.) The text goes
on to specify this specialness in the fulfillment of the role of the eschatological prophet
described in Isa. 3:1. Asthe eschatological prophet, Jesus was more than a prophet.

L uke was the Synoptic author most open in his preservation of a prophet Christology, partly
because of his reconciling attitude to the early Jewish Christian church that sponsored this
doctrine and partly because it made Jesus nonpolitical. Consequently, L uke gave us one of the
few pieces of truly biographical material available in the tradition. It is the biographical
apothegm at Luke 13:31—33 about Jesus and Herod. [34] The point of the incident for our
purposes is that Jesus considered death a natural part of his office as a prophet. L uke employed
this for a nonpolitical explanation of Jesus death. [35] Here, most probably, is the earliest
explanation of the crucifixion, before postresurrection theories of fulfillment of prophecy and
some kind of atonement developed. This apothegm, coupled with the vision at the heart of the
baptism legend, put the whole ministry of Jesusin ahistorically probable framework.
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Luke' sinterest in the esehatological prophet led him to explain the whole ministry of Jesusin
these terms by shifting the rejection at Nazareth to the beginning of the Galilean ministry. Luke
then added Isa. 61:1—2 from his fund of testimonia. The Isaiah quotation described the role of
the eschatological prophet. In this fashion, he built upon the original reference in the tradition to
the prophet unacceptable in his own country (Luke 4:16 if.).

L uke also advanced a prophet Christology in the story of the woman with the cintment (Luke
7:39) and in the resurrection story of the two disciples on the way to Emmaus who looked back
on Jesus of Nazareth as "a prophet mighty in deed and word before Cod and all the people" (ch.
24:19).

Consideration of Luke's position in his Gospel raises the question of the same subject in his
second volume. In Actsthere is a description of Jesus as the M osaic eschatological prophet
which does not reflect primarily Luke's apologetic for a nonpolitical messiah who would not
threaten the Roman state. Peter’ s speech in Solomon’ s porch quoted Deut. 18:15f. to explain
Jesus' career, as did Stephen (Acts 3:22; 7:37). In these instances, there is a high probability
that L uke was using sources that reflected the tradition of the earliest Jewish Christian church.
[36] The motif of the nonpolitical Messiah is much less likely to be important in Acts than in
the Gospel. In Acts, the relation of the church to Rome is more important than the relation of
Jesus to Rome.

If we put the evidence of an eschatological prophet approach to Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels
and Acts together with the position of the author of the Fourth Gospel, the stage is set for a
modest exploration of this approach to Jesus. The Gospel of John denied the role of the
eschatological prophet to John the Baptist because of a conflict between followers of the Baptist
and John’s church. Instead the title was given to Jesus (John 1:21, 25; 6:14.) [37] This does not
mean, of course, that prophet was the magjor Christology for John and his church. It does mean
that the title "eschatological prophet" was important and unique enough to compete with other
Christologies of the church. Thisisthe best evidence we have of the power of this Christology
to match the Christol ogies that became the vehicles of orthodoxy. Now let us see how this
approach to Jesus affects our understanding of him.

To understand a prophet is to understand his message. Jesus' message was simply and
adequately summarized by Mark: "The kingdom of God is at hand" (Mark 1:15). The Kingdom
of God was Jesus' vision of salvation. The nearness of this Kingdom was the driving power
behind his mission. His ethical demands and his style of life were implications drawn directly
from the nearness of this Kingdom.

The tradition about Jesus gives no special definition of the Kingdom. Jesus seemed to have
assumed that his hearers knew what he meant. For Jesus, the Kingdom of God stood for the
future world in which God would reign, and in which he would bring to realization the
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promised salvation. [38] This was the primary sense of the term as Jesus used it and explains
why Jesus spoke of "entering the kingdom of God" (Mark 9:47; 10:23ff.), or of "sons of the
kingdom" (Matt. 8:12), or of "inheriting the kingdom" (ch. 25:34) when Judaism would
ordinarily have used "world to come" instead of "kingdom of God" in these connections.

The primacy of the future aspect of the Kingdom of God in Jesus' message is generally
recognized among scholars. [39] But this admission seems to produce anxiety lest the Kingdom
be so future that it rob the career of Jesus of adequate redemptive significance. This anxiety
manifestsitself in an overwhelming interest in the question of how much the Kingdom is future
and how much it is present. [40] It is, of course, legitimate to deal with thisimportant issue. But
adistorted idea of the Kingdom resultsif thisistaken to be the most important thing about the
Kingdom. The most important thing about the Kingdom in the teaching of Jesusisits scope.
Once the scope is clear, other questions find appropriate answers.

When Jesus used the Kingdom of God to mean the future world where God would reign, the
scopeis clearly implied. The Kingdom of God was to be the total solution to the problems of
the world and of all mankind. God would provide this solution in a single, omnipotent act. In
the nature of the case, the bringing of the Kingdom had to be the act of God because no human
agency was adequate to such atask. Thisiswhy, in Jesus teaching, man had nothing whatever
to do with bringing the Kingdom or even hastening its arrival. Man’s only role in relation to the
Kingdom’ s corning was to repent in preparation for it (Mark 1:15) and to long for it in prayer
(Matt. 6:12; Luke 11:2).

Just two facets of the Kingdom that Jesus proclaimed make clear how global, even cosmic, the
scope of it was for him. In his one most probably authentic vision, Jesus saw "Satan fall like
lightning from heaven" (Luke 10:18). Thisimplied that the new world of the Kingdom would
be free of the influence of God-contrary powers. There would be no demon possession since the
demons were the agents of Satan (Mark 3:22ff.). There would be no supranatural agency in the
world to oppose God or to lead men to misinterpret hiswill asin the stories of the temptation of
Jesus (ch. 1:13) and of Peter’s misunderstanding at Caesarea Philippi (ch. 8:33). The Kingdom
of God implied the elimination of the major source of evil in the universe. [41]

Another facet of the Kingdom that illumined its scope was Jesus' expectation for the Gentiles
part init. As Jeremias has so excellently shown, Jesus limited his own activity to the ‘lost sheep
of the house of Israel" (Matt. 15:24) and forbade his disciples to minister to Gentiles (ch.
10:5f.).- [42] On the other hand, his vision included the conversion of the Gentiles by the same
act of God that would bring the Kingdom, so that finally "many will come from east and west
and sit at table with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob" (Matt. 8:11; Luke 13:28). Jesus promised the
Gentiles a share in the salvation of the Kingdom when it would come at the end of the age.
There was to be a miraculous gathering in of the nations as in the visions of the latter Old
Testament prophets. Given that the Kingdom involved thiskind of event in Jesus' teaching, it
must have been primarily future, since these events certainly did not happen in his ministry. It

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=4&id=409.htm (16 of 28) [2/4/03 12:32:00 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World

follows that any discussion of the sense in which the Kingdom was present in Jesus' ministry
must be a derivative of the basic concept and not its equivaent. Also any sense in which the
Kingdom was present in Jesus' activity must not be allowed to reduce the Kingdom to triviality
compared to the scope it had in its basically future form.

There are indications that Jesus had to counter attempts to belittle the full scope of the Kingdom
in his message. The point of the parable of the mustard seed is the contrast between the size of
the mustard seed and the size of the full-grown mustard tree. In Mark’ s setting, the mustard
seed would be the same as the seed in his explanation of the parable of the sower at the
beginning of the chapter—the seed of the word which the church spreadsin its mission. Then
the full-grown shrub would represent "the mighty host of the people of God in the Messianic
Age." [43]

In the probable original setting of this parable, the subject was the Kingdom apart from any
association with the mission of the church. The eschatological prophet did not anticipate time
for amission. Then it would have been a parable of assurance, but not assurance of the ultimate
success of the mission. Instead, it provided assurance that the Kingdom to come would be as
grand as Jesus proclaimed it would be, in spite of the modesty of his ministry.

The companion parable of the leaven makes the same point and requires the same original
setting (Matt. 13:33; Luke 13:20).

Jesus’ rejection of Peter’ s attempt to designate him Messiah at Caesarea Philippi in the original
apothegm version of that story also expressed an awareness of the incongruity of the modesty of
Jesus’ activity as compared to the Kingdom he proclaimed. The attempt to make Jesus Messiah
was an attempt to turn the Kingdom of God into a program. of political activity. Thiswastoo
small an enterprise compared to the Kingdom in Jesus' message.

The disproportion between Jesus' activity as a prophet and the cataclysmic context of his
message must have been behind the demands for a sign. His hearers wanted to see something
that was a preview of the magnitude of the coming Kingdom. But Jesus refused to give any
signs except those which would authenticate him as a prophet like Jonah (Matt. 12:39; Luke
11:29). [44] Therequest issignificant in itself, for it shows that Jesus' hearers understood what
kind of scope the "kingdom" included for Jesus and wished some confirmation of that scope
immediately.

The cosmic, eschatological scope of the Kingdom of God in the teaching of Jesus corresponds
to the compass of that concept in late Jewish eschatology. [45] In Jewish thought, the Kingdom
of God wasthe goal of history to be revealed at the end to al flesh (Isa. 40:5). Then God would
become the de facto, active, visible ruler of the whole world. Every living thing would praise
and worship him exclusively. The kingdom of this world which opposed the Kingdom of God
would disappear. The one true religion confessing the one true God would become the religion
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of all the nations. This scope explains why the Kingdom, of necessity, had to be primarily
future for Jesus. Until the total situation of mankind in the universe would change to the extent
that the Kingdom of God prescribed, it had to remain future. But thisis not the most important
point of the scope of the Kingdom.

The most important point of the scope of the Kingdom for an understanding of Jesus' career is
that this scope is what made Jesus' message interesting. What he promised would affect
everything and everyone. No one could exempt himself from its influence. It was the
unavoidable destiny of the universe.

In the postresurrection theol ogies of the Gospels, Jesus himself was made the focus of interest
asthe Messiah, or the Son of Man, or the eternal Logos. In these roles, his person was most
important because he dispensed eschatological salvation, in apreliminary way in his earthly
career and finally at hisreturn. But asafully historical figure in the role of eschatological
prophet, Jesus attracted attention to himself only insofar as he displayed the credentials of a
prophet. His message was the important thing to which he called attention. Jesus’ followers
attached themselves to his conception of the Kingdom of God. They did not follow him out of
personal attachment. This would have been to miss the point of his mission as the
eschatological prophet. Of course, to believe his message it was necessary to relate to him asthe
eschatological prophet. But this was not the primary relationship. The primary relationship
involved in Jesus proclamation of the Kingdom was the relationship to the King of that
Kingdom, whom Jesus called Father. It isimportant to clarify Jesus' relation to the message of
the Kingdom of God because the scope of the Kingdom is often lost when an intimate,
individual relationship with Jesusis substituted for a relationship with the Kingdom and its
King.

After scope, the next most important feature of the Kingdom was its nearness. This explains the
urgency and radical character of Jesus ethical demands. There was a certain logic to the
nearness of the Kingdom. If God was powerful and cared about his people, he would have to act
soon for their redemption. But we do not know what considerations actually led Jesusto his
conviction that the end was near. John the Baptist may have been an important influence in this
regard. What we do know isthat in al probability Jesus was the founder of the church’s sense
of the nearness of the end. Jesus taught the nearness of the Kingdom in many ways.

We have already noted the nearness of the Kingdom in the summary of Jesus' preaching: "The
kingdom of God has come near" (Mark 1:15; Matt. 4:17). The same Greek verb for "has come
near" occursin aQ saying (Matt. 10:7; Luke 10:9) in connection with the missionary charge to
the disciples. Matthew followed Mark. Luke added, "the kingdom of God has come near to
you." In all these cases, the perfect of the verb "to come near" has the established meaning of
"has come near" or "isat hand." [46] The use of this verb in the summaries of Mark and
Matthew both for Jesus and for John the Baptist shows that these Evangelists understood that
this was the primary time consideration in Jesus' conception of the Kingdom.
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The nearness of the Kingdom in Jesus' teaching was confirmed h' parablesto this effect like the
one about the fig tree (Mark 13:28 f.: Matt. 24:32 f.; Luke 21:29—31). That particular parable
called attention to the new leaves of afig tree that heralded the nearness of summer. Mark and
Matthew applied it to the nearness of the coming of the Son of Man on clouds in the preceding
paragraph; Luke applied it instead to the nearness of the Kingdom of Cod, although his
preceding paragraph also dealt with the return of the Son of Man. But little can be concluded
from the setting of the parable in the eschatological discourses of the Gospels because they
were editorial compositions. If we remove the applications given to the parablein the
discourses, nothing telling can be brought against its authenticity. [47] The parable remains an
eschatological one when lifted out of its Gospel setting because it belongs to the harvest theme
which was frequently used to symbolize the eschaton. [48] Its point was that the end is as near
as summer isto the time of the sprouting fig tree.

The other parable stressing the nearness of the Kingdom with good claim to authenticity isthe
thief in the night (Matt. 24.43—44; Luke 12:39—40). [49] The concluding reference to the
coming of the Son of Man is the product of the church, for, as Vielhauer has shown, the coming
Son of Man has no place in Jesus' message of the Kingdom. [50] The injection of the coming
Son of Man into Jesus' teaching is the church’s way of making Jesus the object of faith, where
in his own message the coming Kingdom of Cod had been the object of hope. The sayings
about the coming of the Son of Man in the church’s theology have, then, indirect value as a
witness to the nearness of the Kingdom in Jesus' message. Since Bultmann takes the future
sayings about the Son of Man to be authentic, he does not detect the work of the church in this
parable. But Jeremiasis alerted to this by the absence of the application to the Son of Man in
the parallel from the Gospel of Thomas. [51]

Without the Son of Man interpretation, the parable of the thief in the night states simply that the
thief—the intrusion of the Kingdom into this world—will come in awatch of the night or at an
hour that is unexpected. "Y ou also must be ready." Jeremias finds parallels to this call to
readiness for the nearness of the Kingdom in the parables of the flood (Matt. 24:34 ff.; Luke
17:26f.) and the destruction of Sodom (Luke 17:29 ff.).

Perhaps the clearest indirect evidence for the nearness of the Kingdom in Jesus’' teaching is the
request for signsthis raised. Since Jesus proclaimed the imminence of the final eschatological
drama, it was natural to expect that he would give some proof for his claim by pointing out its
opening scenes. Jesus distinguished himself from other apocalyptists by simply refusing such
proof while still insisting the truth of his claim that the end was near (Mark 8:12; Matt. 12:39f ;
Luke 11:291.).

There is no need to extend the discussion to include all the possible evidence for the imminent
future of the Kingdom of God in Jesus' teaching. This has been admirably done by Kummel
and isreadily available in his Promise and Fulfillment. What we wish to do isto move to our
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next step, which isto illuminate the way Jesus' ethical teaching was determined by this
Kingdom, cosmic in scope, and near in time.

The eschatological prophet called for repentance in the light of his message about the Kingdom.
As we have noted, the main concern of a prophet is his message. We would expect, then, that
the ethics of Jesus were implied in that message. The relationship between the two can be stated
simply. For Jesus, ethics was the way of life that would prevail when the Kingdom would come.
Ethics was the shape of life in the future Kingdom. Thisway of life was obligatory even before
the Kingdom would come. To live according to the requirements of the Kingdom wasto livein
such afashion already that one would be at home in the Kingdom when it came suddenly and
unexpectedly.

This means that the disciple of the future Kingdom would be out of place until the Kingdom
came. To be prepared to be at home in the circumstance of the future world is to be condemned
to being a displaced person in thisworld, because its way of life and its circumstances are not
the circumstances and way of lifein the Kingdom. This dislocation must be borne and can be
borne because the time of the world is short and because the only ones who may livein the
future Kingdom will be the ones who are ready for it. To be ready for it means to be practicing
itsway of life already. Put another way, the ethics of the Kingdom required that aman live as if
the Kingdom of God were aready come and as if the world were not the way it still is.

We noticed above that Jesus did not define his doctrine of the Kingdom of God but seemed to
assume that his hearers knew what he meant, Now we are in a position to improve that
description of Jesus’ doctrine. Jesus did not describe the Kingdom of God pictorialy as might
have been expected, but he did give a clear definition of it. His concrete description of the
Kingdom was in his ethics, Thiswas his reading of what life in the Kingdom would be like.
Jesus' teaching on sexuality and politics best illustrate the relation between Kingdom and
ethics.

If we begin by asking which saying of Jesus comes closest to describing the role of sexuality in
the future Kingdom of God, the conversation with the Sadducees about the resurrection
provides the answer (Mark 12:18 f.; Matt. 22:23 f.; Luke 20:27 f.). At this point, Bultmann
becomes an unreliable guide to authenticity because of his prejudice against Jesus' sharing
anything in common with the rabbis. [52] The eschatological prophet was faithful to Law but
interpreted it eschatologically. As Lohmeyer recognizes, precisely because there is a Jewish
doctrine of life after death in this pericope and not the early church’s belief in resurrection, it is
probably an authentic reflection of Jesus’ teaching. [53] Luke in particular assumes the
resurrection of the just only. As Bultmann admits, thereislittle likelihood that Sadducees would
have challenged the early church the way this unit of tradition does.

For our purposes the important text is: "For when they rise from the dead, they neither marry
nor are given in marriage, but are like angelsin heaven." (Mark 12.25; Matt. 22:30; Luke
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20:34—35; Enoch 51:4; 104:6; Apoc. of Baruch 51:10.) According to Jesus, there was no
sexuality in the Kingdom of God and those committed to the Kingdom should prepare
accordingly. All of Jesus' teaching on sexuality followed from this fundamental aspect of his
vision of the future Kingdom.

Matthew 19:12 approves of those who "made themsel ves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom
of heaven." Approval of this style of life results from the fact that a eunuch eliminates his
sexuality and thus conformsto the life of the Kingdom already even before it comes. [54]
Naturally, he will be received into the future Kingdom.

The same vision of the Kingdom accounted for Jesus' opinion on divorce and remarriage. It is
not easy to decide which version of Jesus' teaching on this subject was original. The passagesin
guestion actually dealt with two issues instead of one. Mark 10:11 most probably preserved the
original tradition, but v. 12 was modified to relate to the practice of awife divorcing her
husband—an option only available in Greco-Roman culture but inconceivable in the Jewish
Palestinian context of Jesus. [55] The issue here was remarriage, not divorce. Divorce was
permitted on condition that remarriage did not follow. If that was the origina point of the
saying, then Luke' s parallel to Matt. 5:32 exposed the Q version of Mark’s reworked saying.
The original would then have been, "Every one who divorces his wife and marries another
commits adultery, and he who marries awoman divorced from her husband commits adultery”
(Luke 16:18). Thiswould be perfectly in keeping with Jesus' vision of the Kingdom without
sexuality. It was permissible to dissolve marriage since the Kingdom would have no marriages.
If, however, divorce took place only for the sake of remarriage, then the action had no relation
to the future state of the Kingdom and was merely the continuation of the exercise of sexuality
that characterized the world without knowledge of the future Kingdom.

The other issue is divorce itself, apart from the question of remarriage. Matthew probably gave
the question the turn he did to contrast Jesus' teaching with rabbinic teaching on grounds for
divorce. [56] He was encouraged in this by Mark, who put Jesus pronouncement on remarriage
into the setting of a discussion about divorce which was probably mostly Mark’ s creation. The
saying on remarriage obviously assumed the availability of divorce. The commandment of the
Lord against divorcein | Cor. 7:10—11 cannot be used to establish the originality of the
divorce motif since it moved in the same Hellenistic context of a wife divorcing a husband as
does Mark 10:12.

Jesus’ view of afuture Kingdom without sexuality and marriage explains his attitude toward
family obligations as well. Luke’ s version was probably original. With the editorial addition
removed, it reads: "There is no man who has left house or wife or brothers or parents or
children, for the sake of the kingdom of God, who will not receive manifold." (Luke 18:29—
30; Mark 10:29—30; Matt. 19:29.) [57]

Jesus' indifference to his own family sprang from the same vision of the Kingdom. Where
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there was no sexuality or marriage, there was no family. If, as| take it, Mark 3:34 was original
and v. 35 secondary, Jesus replaced the concept of family with that of Kingdom. [58] "And
looking around on those who sat about him, he said, ‘Here are my mother and my brothers!’ "
The crowd who accepted his message of the Kingdom had prior claim over family because they
would occupy the everlasting Kingdom, where family relationships count for nothing.

It might be possible to conclude from Jesus' teaching on sexuality that he was consistently
negative in his attitude toward the bodily aspects of life in thisworld. This was not the case
since in hisvision of the Kingdom eating and drinking were perhaps the primary form of
celebration of lifein the new age. We have aready noticed that the banquet was the form in
which Jesus saw the Gentiles included in the blessings of the Kingdom (Matt. 8:11; Luke
13:29). This banqueting in the Kingdom explains the importance of Jesus' table fellowship
during his ministry as well as the eschatological setting of the Lord’s Supper. Jesus' eating with
those who were prepared for the Kingdom was a preview and foretaste of life in the Kingdom.
The vow of abstinence at the Lord’' s Supper assumed the resumption of eating and drinking in
the Kingdom (Mark 14:25; Luke 22:16, 18). [59]

Jesus’ general acceptance of the world and its natural processes, apart from sexuality, is
confirmed by his use of nature in his parables. He could find in nature illustrations of the
Kingdom because nature was the good creation of the King of the Kingdom. God' sreign in the
present natural world was a parable of his final complete reign in the world to come. The
elimination of sexuality from the next world was, apparently, the one place where the dualistic
temper of the times most strongly influenced Jesus’ vision of reality. Perhaps the elimination of
sexuality was only alogical deduction from the idea of a Kingdom adequately populated by the
elect with no further need for reproduction.

Jesus’ vision of the future Kingdom explains his teaching on politics asit has his teaching on
sexuality. Only in this case, the situation was reversed. Instead of eliminating politics, the future
Kingdom of God would have its own politics which would make the politics of the present
world obsolete. Jesus' vision of the future was highly political. It was the vision of atheocracy.
All other political systems were man-made and temporary. God would set up the final theocracy
and it would endure forever. Therefore, all earthly political action had nothing to do with the
Kingdom.

As Professor Cullmann has shown better than anyone heretofore, Jesus' teaching in relation to
politics was predominantly a polemic against Zeal ot programs of direct political action. [60] So
the saying about "the things that are Caesar’'s' and "the things that are God’'s' (Mark 12:17;
Matt. 22:21; Luke 20:25) was intended to fend off such action so as not to grant to any Jewish
political program some kind of equality with the future state of the Kingdom of God. On the
other hand, with regard to the existing Roman state, that state also was not condoned. The
saying was ironical and conceded to Caesar only what had no value for the Kingdom, namely,
money for taxes. Because this was all the state deserved, it did not compete with the claims of
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the Kingdom. Since the times of this world and of Caesar were so brief in Jesus' view, Caesar
could be tolerated. Besides, it was God' s business to remove the states of thisworld. It would
have been presumptuous for any man to usurp thiskind of divine prerogative. The Kingdom
was to be given, therefore man’s only responsibility was to prepare to receiveit.

[lustrations of the determining influence of Jesus’ vision of the Kingdom upon his ethical
teaching could be multiplied. The space of this chapter allows only one more example. The
eschatological prophet also dealt with questions of the Law from the perspective of the
Kingdom and its nearness. Matthew was correct in interpreting Jesus' teaching as fulfillment
rather than abrogation of Law. The Law would be fulfilled in the Kingdom of God because
there conditions would permit the complete realization of the will of God. Much of Law was an
adjustment of the will of God to a continuing world whose circumstances simply did not allow
the fulfillment of Cod’'swill. Whether or not Jesus said it, this explains the meaning of the
provisions Moses made for divorce because of "hardness of heart" (Mark 10:5; Matt. 19:8).
"Hardness of heart" stood for the continuing condition of aworld unredeemed by the final, al-
powerful action of God. In a continuing world, Law must take account of the circumstances of
that world. This was what accommodation to "hardiness of heart" meant. In contrast to Moses,
Jesus was working out of avision of aworld unencumbered by "hardness of heart." The
contrast between Jesus and his Jewish contemporaries was not the contrast between Law and
Gospel or between merit and grace. The real contrast was between the perspective of Jews who
needed to take the continuing world into account and the eschatological prophet who mainly
took account of the world to come. There was no basic contradiction between Jesus and M oses.
Each interpreted the will of God in concert with what each considered the prevailing conditions
under which the people of God were to live out that will.

Jesus’ choice of the summary of the Law is a perfect example of his acceptance of Law asthe
appropriate form of the will of God and his interpretation of it in accord with his eschatol ogy.
The saying of Jesus on the chief commandment appears in the forms of scholastic discussion
and of controversy, which forms are products of the church and reflect its own debates. But
these could well preserve the original teachings of Jesus although they come to usin churchly
compositions. [61] The first commandment follows from the recognition that the Kingdom of
God will be just that—the place where God will actually reign as the fountain of all good
without any competing evil. The second commandment is a recognition of the Kingdom as the
place where God will effect the complete well-being of man. So to love God and man isto
recognize and live out already what will fundamentally characterize the future Kingdoms.

Now it remains only to take this Christology of the eschatological prophet and his way of doing
ethics and to discover its relevance for the modern world.

NOTES
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Chapter V: The Eschatological Prophet and the
Dawn of the World to Come

The good news for today is that we do not have to believe the same doctrines the New
Testament authors believed or the same doctrines tradition has preserved as orthodoxy. It is one
of the ironies of our time that bishops and doctors of the church attract most attention and
enthusiasm not when they reaffirm tradition but when they publicly question it. This, | think is
the main lesson to be learned from the phenomenal interest in Bonhoeffcr, Bishop Robinson,
and the no-God theologians; namely, traditional Christianity isimpossible to believe for alarge
proportion of men in the Western world and, consequently, we are vastly relieved when
important figures within the church give signs that they recognize this fact,

The positive side of this good news s that the man who cannot believe tradition need not sever
connections with Christianity and the church. Although he died before he found it, Bonhoeffer
was confident that there was away for modern man to believe. Bishop Robinson has made
some tentative suggestions for modifying traditional doctrines so that they may express
convictions of men today. The no-God theol ogians announced the death of God, not to destroy
religion, but to clear the way for a renaissance of faith. This chapter shares the hope of all these
men and seeks to be helpful in the way they sought to be. What follows is an attempt to develop
expressions of belief that differ enough from tradition to be believable but to exclude other
ways of responding to tradition or other forms of faith. Thisway of responding to tradition is
relatively logical and pragmatic. Certainly there are other ways of responding appropriately to
more intuitive or idealistic turns of mind. Others might wish to leave to mystery some of the
issues we prefer to examine. Every man in every cultural pocket must feel freeto follow his
own map of reality as he responds to tradition.

Thistolerance for variety, of course, is more difficult to manage than to describe, especially for
those of us who were nurtured and educated in what we thought was a homogeneous culture.
Particularistic and exclusivistic attitudes learned in formative years are very difficult to exorcise
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later on. The difficulty seems compounded for those of us who are religious. Experience shows
that whatever beautiful fruit religion may produce, there is an amost overwhelming tendency
among religious people toward censoriousness. Perhaps Gamaliel’ s adviceis still to the point. It
was he who advised patience with new religious forms lest by opposing them, "you might even
be found opposing God!" (Acts 5:39). If we can be sufficiently patient and accepting of one
another, the new standards of orthodoxy will eventually emerge.

Given the rapid rate of cultural change, thereis every probability that future Christianity will
need to accept forms undreamed of now. But this required acceptance cuts both ways. We
cannot resolve the tension between generations by dismissing the young people as infantile, any
more than we can by exiling the elderly as people whom the times have passed by. We must
move beyond such outworn polarities and learn to see one another in the church, not ssimply as
young or old, believers or unbelievers, safe or dangerous, but as those who affirm tradition in
usual ways compared to those who affirm tradition to unusual fashions.

Basic to our proposal is the contention that the secular gives form to the sacred; that is, ordinary
experiences provide the conceptual forms that shape relatively amorphous religious
experiences. In the Judeo-Christian tradition, the movement from secular to sacred is clearest
perhaps in the doctrine of God. This tradition starts out by intimating that its God, unlike other
gods, cannot be identified with any particular form. "Y ou shall not make for yourself agraven
image, or any likeness of anything that isin heaven above, or that isin the earth beneath, or that
Isin the water under the earth; you shall not bow down to them or serve them." Even though it
was necessary to conceive of God in some way, Moses commanded that God could not be
defined thisway. To protect further the mystery of God, no Israelite was permitted to see him.
Nevertheless, right in the midst of the mystery, the people of Israel developed a doctrine of God
as aparticular king. What happened was that they surveyed their cultural situation for the most
exalted figure in their universe, the Oriental king, and made him the first model for their
doctrine of God. Then, as experience with this God concept accumulated, other models from
secular life were explored. Thiswas no contradiction of the commandment. They had to have
some way of conceiving God. The commandment meant that no particular way could be the
final way. Jesus, for example, continued the doctrine of God as king but preferred to
complement it with the model of father which was also in the tradition. The added tone of father
tempered the austerity and severity of God as king. Father was more adequate to experiences of
sympathy and intimacy than king. In this way, secular experiences continued to provide the
forms that gave order and meaning to sacred experiences.

In the Biblical period, there was no distinction between the secular and the sacred in the modern
sense. All phenomenain the Bible were capable of religious interpretation because, in that
culture, al of life was open to the influences of heaven. The distinction between secular and
sacred arose when modern science began to make sense of some events independent of
heavenly influences. The phenomenathat could continue to receive their explanation from
heaven belonged to the sacred realm. The phenomena more comfortably explained in terms of
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this world produced a secular realm.

The rise of an autonomous secular realm was a challenge and a threat to religion, because it
seemed asif the sacred realm lost whatever ground the secular realm gained. The majority of
the church was unprepared for this apparent attack. It had been so long since Christians had
needed to discover formsin common life to shape their religious experience that they had
forgotten it had ever been necessary. Orthodoxy was so accustomed to its particular
combination of religion and culture that it had long since granted the cultural factor the status of
special revelation. Consequently, Christendom’s accommodation to culture was not really open
to review, much less to redoing.

This failure of Western orthodoxy to recognize its own cultural relativity is what threatens
traditional Christianity with obsolescence today. The remedy is obvious. Western Christianity
must admit the relativity of its dearest formulations and return to common life to discover new
and lively shapes.

If thisis acorrect assessment of Western Christianity’ s predicament, no one ought to be
surprised when the new formulations turn out to be startlingly different from conventional ones.
After dl, the cardinal formulations of orthodoxy have been out of touch with the movement of
culture for so long that the accumulated lag is fairly massive. The trip that Christians at homein
tradition must now take is of the same dimensions as the trip of the astronauts to the moon.
Accordingly they should expect some loss of orientation en route and a measure of discomfort
in their new environment. Once we realize the cultural relativity of traditional formulations, the
next step is to devise some means to expose the contrast between that culture which shaped
orthodoxy and the culture of today. Once the cultural context is exposed, the reshaping of
doctrine called for by modern secular culture will unfold almost by itself.

The device | have chosen to expose the cultural gap between the era of tradition and the secular
eraiswhat Willem Zuurdeeg called convictional structure. [1] As| use that term, | mean a set
of prereligious convictions about man’ s total environment and his relation to it that provide the
working basis for the life of any particular culture, | have chosen this term because it isflexible
enough to include the scope and intensity of the attitudes and commitments in any culture that
are fundamental to its religious formulations. Available descriptions of the cultural gap between
traditional Christianity and the secular age suffer mainly from narrowness of scope. Programs to
trandate Biblical thought into contemporary idioms that depend on Heidegger, linguistic
analysis, or Lutheran tradition all give too private a view of the human situation. [2]
Sociologists of religion are better guides in terms of scope. Harvey Cox is especially useful
here, but heis strangly shy with the Bible. [3] He seems unaware that it is as heavily
conditioned by its cultural context as the new secular Christianity must be. Van Harvey isan
excellent guide to the respect for history essential to a viable secular equivalent to tradition. [4]

There are two possible ways to get at the convictional structures of ancient and modern cultures
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that underlie their religious formulations. We shall prefer the selective style of aHercule Poirot
to the vacuum cleaner approach of a Sherlock Holmes. The convictional structures basic to the
religious forms of the secular man in our illustration and to traditional religion show their
essential contours in response to only five questions. Who controls history? Isreality fixed or in
process of becoming? Where is primary reality? |s man able to cope with his own situation?
What is the magjor consideration in the formation of ethics? A comparison of the answers that
each convictional structure gives prepares the way for the form of religion that each
convictional structure requires.

Who controls history? Traditional culture would tend to explain history as the fateful product of
some extrahistorical agency. Secular man would explain history as man’s own project.
Traditional man would say God controls history. Secular man would say man does.

Isreality fixed or in process of becoming? The posture of the God of tradition symbolizesits
answer: Heis enthroned, sedentary, eternally the same. And from eternity he has fixed the
pattern of what the universe will become. In his own good time he will put an end to this
changeable world, conform it to its eternal prototype, and fix it in its perfect form forever. The
similarity to Platonic ideasis obvious. Secular man, on the contrary, views reality as a process
of continual change, It isinconceivable to the secular man we are describing that the

universe ever had aliteral beginning or that it will have aliteral end. Asfar as he can judge, it
always has been adapting and adjusting and will continue to do so. He does not attempt to chart
the process with an upward or downward slope or spiral. He accepts process asit is and works
init. If the processisto slope or spiral, improve or deteriorate, it will be man who nudges it that
way within the limits of the possibilities open to him.

The question about the locus of reality is acompanion to the question about the mobility of
reality. Whereis primary reality? For the man of tradition, primary, archetypal reality isin
heaven. For secular man, the only place he knows for reality is here in the universe.

The last two questions probe more deeply into the life-style than the first three. Is man able to
cope with hisown situation? The contrast between answers here isfairly stark. The man of
tradition says no. The powers that impinge on man are too overwhelming for him. Thisis sad
because these powers press man into tragedy. By contrast, the secular man has more confidence
in his ability to cope with his situation. To be sure, many aspects of his situation are set by
environment and previous history. Still he sees open to man an important range of possibilities
and feels that man is developing an increasing capacity to cope with his environment and his
past. He also knows that he is free to be foolish in the exercise of this expanding capacity.
Finally, there is the matter of ethics. What is the major consideration in the formation of ethics?
What determines the evaluation of conduct as good or bad, to be desired or to be avoided? For
the man at home in tradition, there is areveaed pattern of conduct that all men are obligated to
accept and follow. The man at home in this world sees the matter quite differently. He chooses

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=5&id=409.htm (4 of 23) [2/4/03 12:32:07 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World

the shape of his ethicsin accordance with the vision of the future he hopesto bring. His ethicsis
acombination of the strategy and tactics he devises to bring that future into reality together with
the style of life that enjoys whatever measure of that future is already available. His private
ethic isworked out in concert with the groups to which he belongs; that is, in the light of the
aims of those groups and the means they have chosen to achieve and to enjoy their
accomplishments.

It is clear from these answers to common questions that the convictional structures represented
are quite different. It isalso clear that if the convictional structure of secular culture is used to
shape religion, the result will differ significantly from traditional religion. To illustrate this
difference, we shall turn to specific aspects of the message of Jesus. But first, another side of
the hermeneutic we are illustrating needs explanation.

It is already obvious that our approach to tradition provides for significant difference. What
about significant similarity or, which is more to the point, continuity? This must be provided for
since upon it depends the right to continue to be called Christian. It is the specia advantage of
our hermeneutical method that it provides for both differences from and continuity with Jesus
message and traditional Christianity. Accordingly, | have chosen to call this approach a
hermeneutic of analogy. This meansthat it aims at a relationship of analogy between traditional
theology and secular theology. What is special about arelationship of analogy isitsinclusion of
differences and similarities. Differences make it possible to accommodate as many cultural
strains as a pluralistic society may re

quire. Similarity preserves the continuity with tradition that makes the result a faithful
equivalent of tradition. In order to provide for the cultural variety that marks our time, we must
cease to expect exact equivalents to tradition. Analogical equivalents to traditional Christianity
are the appropriate results to work for in a pluralistic society like our own.

For continuity with orthodoxy and faithfulness to tradition, the key element in the relation of
analogy is"similarity." It will be fair to ask secular equivalentsto traditional Christianity
whether they conserve, distort, or ssmply lose important elementsin tradition. | shall claim that
the important elementsin tradition to conserve are the uniqueness of Jesus, the most exalted
role conceivable for God, and a program for the spread of the love of God in private and public
life in our time comparable to the Kingdom of God that Jesus proclaimed for histime. This last
element, the spread of the love of God, is, aswe shall see, more a matter of continuity of
direction than repetition of a particular program. Any program designed for a specific cultural
situation is too bound to that situation to be transferable to another. However, it is possible to
detect the aim in Jesus’ proclamation and imagine a program that has the same aims for the
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secular situation—a program that would move history in the same direction asit moved in
Jesus' vision.

The secular convictional structure or set of operational assumptions about reality has already
influenced the discussion. We chose Jesus of Nazareth as afocus of faith instead of the risen
Christ because Jesus is the kind of reality this view can credit. It simply cannot see the risen,
spiritual Christ of the traditional resurrection appearances because such a being is off this map
of reality. It isnot a matter of belief or unbelief. It is a matter of sense versus nonsense. A
person with the secular convictional pattern under consideration finds it inconceivable that a
dead man be made alive again by the power of God. Either the man in question was not really
dead or heis"alive again" in some nonliteral sense. Thisis not to dispute that such an event
happened for the earliest witnesses to the resurrection. They saw what they said they saw. They
must be permitted the experience of their own convictional structure. But the convictional
structure with which we are working does not permit the same experience.

We have run up against the first apparent impasse between the traditional convictional structure
and the convictional structure of our illustration. From the point of view of tradition, we are
confronted with a striking difference. But a hermeneutic of analogy has prepared us for this
eventuality. Instead of being stunned we are led on to inquire where precisely the differencein
convictional structures lies that has produced this apparent impasse of religious convictions. We
shall see that resurrection is an especially fruitful place to have begun since it focuses attention
upon the differences between religious forms based on the traditional convictional structure and
religious forms based on the modern view of reality with which we are working.

The resurrection of Jesus isinconceivable to the man in our illustration primarily because his
view of reality does not permit thiskind of action in history. In fact, heisonly able to
participate in the modern world by carefully excluding thiskind of possibility. Events must be
explained by powers within history and nature. Only by strict adherence to this view of agency
in history and nature has it been possible to produce the benefits of modern science and
technology. Only by removing the space for "God" on the data sheet has it been possible to
carry out the experiments and draw the conclusions that are the basis for modern life. So long as
men supposed that God might intrude into the experiments, no settled conclusion could be
drawn.

Thisis nothing against God. It is important to emphasize that the decision to exclude God's
direct agency from the process of nature was not areligious decision. It had no necessary
connection with belief in or rejection of the existence of God. It becomes areligious decision
only in the derivative sense that it implies that it cannot be that God does that kind of thing.
This may seem shocking until we recall the source for the traditional view of God. The idea of a
God with unlimited power to effect whatever he wished in nature and history came from the
first century’sway of looking at reality. In that culture, nature and history were understood as
pawns of heavenly powers that determined what had to happen. The early church understood
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God' s relation to the world in the same way. He was distinguished from the other claimantsto
mastery over the world mainly by his superior power. Out of this convictional structure came
the traditional idea of the omnipotent God—a God of unlimited power. This view found models
for God in Oriental and Hellenistic kings. Now that this whole way of looking at agency in
nature and history has become obsolete, the doctrine of an omnipotent God as the final
explanation of effective agency in thisworld has as little cogency as the column on astrology in
some daily newspapers.

Again | insist thisisnot to malign God. It ssmply means that he must be related to nature and
history in some other fashion than as a super Oriental or Hellenistic potentate used to relate to
hisrealm. Again we find that the religious conviction depends on prereligious or extrareligious
convictions. When convictions about reality in general change, religious convictions change.

To bring adoctrine of God into conformity with modern convictions requires that God be
related to the world by suasion rather than by a direct exercise of power. The power will have to
reside where the convictional structure specifies: in the forces of nature and in the agency of
man. God’'srole is to persuade man to use his agency in history in the way that he indicated in
the career of Jesus of Nazareth. That, | submit, would be the beginning of an analogous
equivalent to the traditional Christian doctrine of God in the convictional structure of our
illustration.

| admit that a God with limited power, related to history only by suasion, is strikingly different
from the omnipotent God of the Bible who does whatever on earth he pleases. A hermeneutic of
analogy is not put off by this. It staysto ask about the possibility of underlying analogical
correspondence. | contend that such correspondence is present here. The trick isto approach
both convictional structures from an angle that reveal s the important similarity.

| suggest that the illuminating angle is the comparison of rolesfor God in the convictiona
structures. Who is"God" in the traditional convictional structure? He is the most important
person, the one with the most decisive influence on the course of the world that convictional
structure could conceive. Accordingly, God was conceived and experienced by the churchin
terms of unlimited power.

The convictional structure of our illustration would see its most important person in quite
another way. Omnipotence is not available to anyone in the secular view of reality. Here the
most important role for a transcendent person would be the persuasion of the effective agentsin
history of the wisdom and goodness of the divine purpose so that they would become heartily
willing advocates and executors on earth of that purpose. By virtue of fulfilling the most
important function conceivable in each convictional structure, a hermeneutic of analogy would
claim that the two doctrines of God are similar in an important way and therefore that the newer
view of God is analogous to the older view. Now we are prepared to return to the resurrection
of Jesusto inquire after its analogous equivalent in the newer view.
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The literal return of Jesus to life cannot have happened for the man in our illustration. He has
not seen the resurrected Lord. He has not seen anyone alive after death. His convictional
structure requires a consistent rejection of ghosts in order to make sense of all that may happen
to him. By assuming this posture toward the phenomenon of death, he intends no offense
against the Christian doctrine of Jesus' resurrection. It isnot areligious decision. It implies
nothing for or against God or Jesus. The traditional resurrection simply cannot happen in his
view of reality. What then will he do with Jesus' resurrection?

He may do with it something like what we have seen in the Synoptic authors. He may use the
resurrection as an invitation to see in some other experience of Jesus an acceptable occasion for
faith. Our treatment of the resurrection stories in the Synoptics showed that they used the
resurrection to point to Jesus’ ministry. Mark saw that ministry as the first career of the Son of
Man calling for a second career that would fulfill God’s purpose for history. Matthew pointed to
Jesus as the teacher of commands which, if obeyed, would lead to an experience of him as the
decisiveillustration of what God has in mind for man. L uke pointed beyond resurrection to
Jesus as the fulfillment of Old Testament messianic prophecies and as the one who reveals
himself in the celebration of the Lord's Supper. To repeat, the second-generation church found
the original resurrection witness unconvincing until they turned to experiences of Jesus that
were directly available to them. On this extraresurrection basis, they were able to affirm the
original resurrection witness. Our illustration will follow this lead.

We have aready turned to that Jesus of Nazareth in our own way as the eschatol ogical prophet.
What may this mean to the inquirer in our illustration who cannot affirm that Jesus literally rose
from the dead? Again we meet a striking difference between the new and the old. And again we
ask if there is not some analogous equivalent in the contemporary convictional structure to
traditional resurrection. Assent to the resurrection in the Synoptic forms of faith had asits main
Christological point the intention to affirm, along with the earliest church, that Jesus was the
unique revelation of what God intended for man. The analogous conviction would be that on the
basis of a historical investigation of the career of Jesus of Nazareth, he was the most important
declaration of God'’ s intention for man.

We find then that the resurrection in Matthew, Mark, and L uke invites the man in our
illustration to see whether Jesus of Nazareth commends himself as the most important
illustration of what man isintended to be. But what sense can he make of this eschatol ogical
prophet and his message in terms of a contemporary convictional structure?

In the original view, Jesus was literally alive. He lived in the other world and appeared
occasionally to men in thisworld. Since the other world and its life after death have been
removed, there is no way for the convictional structure in which we are working now to
conceive of away or aplace for Jesus to continue to live literally after having died. It is not that
our secular man is protesting against life after death. It isjust that there is no conceptual

file:///D:/rb/relsearchd.dll-action=showitem&gotochapter=5&id=409.htm (8 of 23) [2/4/03 12:32:07 PM]



Jesus for aNo-God World
possibility of it for him.

This does not mean that Jesusis not alive. Indeed, Jesusis very much alive for the person who
believesthat heisthe last word on the destiny of man. But heis alive in the only way this
secular view of reality permits persons of past history to be alive—in lively remembrance of
history. The modern person who commits himself to the historical Jesus as the definition of the
meaning of hislife finds Jesus more alive to him and for him than any other person who
happens to be his literal contemporary by virtue of the accident of birth.

This lively contact with the past through remembrance follows a great Biblical tradition that
prevailed before there were other worlds and resurrections to them. Professor Childs has given
one description of how memory actualized tradition when they occurred together in a context of
faithful commitment. [5] Israel was related to the exodus in the same way secular Christians
might relate to Jesus’ resurrection.

Actualization is the process by which a past event is contemporized
for a generation removed in time and space from the original event.
When later Israel responded to the continuing imperative of her
tradition through her memory, that moment in time likewise
became an Exodus experience. Not in the sense that | ater | srael
again crossed the Red Sea. Thiswas an irreversible, once-for-all
event. Rather, Israel entered the same redemptive redlity of the
Exodus generation. [6]

The redemptive quality of thislively relationship to the historical Jesus brings us to the third
aspect of the analogous equivalent to primitive resurrection faith.

First, the resurrection of Jesus convinced the church of his uniqueness. Secondly, it convinced
the church that he was alive. Finally, it mediated new life to Jesus' followers. We can say the
same for those who follow the eschatological prophet in the lively relationship of historical
memory. Once Jesus recommends himself as the last word on the meaning and direction of life,
he resolves the confusion, ambiguity, and alienation that mark life apart from meaning and
direction. In fact, to the man who sees meaning and direction as the mgjor issues of existence, a
decisive word about them means his salvation. The assurance that comes with a viable answer
releases in him all his latent energies and capacities. He finds himself encouraged to commit
himself to definite action and in the process finds his true self coming into being. In terms of the
older view, he experiences the equivalent of rebirth or regeneration. It is as though he had been
dead and isnow alive.

Nothing essential to the primitive experience of the resurrection of Jesusislost in the this-
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worldly, process view of the contemporary convictional structure. Each important feature of
that experience finds an anal ogous equivalent. Resurrection leads to the historical Jesus. The
historical Jesus becomes the eschatological prophet. The eschatological prophet leads to the
eschatology of the Kingdom of Cod. The eschatology of the Kingdom of God leads to ethics.

We have said that the resurrection points to the eschatol ogical prophet as the supreme
illustration of what God intends man’s destiny to be. Thiswill mean finding the analogous
equivalent to Jesus' message, eschatology, and ethics.

Jesus' Message

We have seen that the main burden of this prophet was to announce that the God of Israel would
soon enter history and nature to conform them to the destiny he had appointed. Thiswasto be
an event like the resurrection, that isto say, some irresistible power would affect it from outside
of history. Thisisjust asinconceivable in the modern framework of our illustration as the
resurrection.

Does Jesus' announcement of the eschaton have a modern analogous equivaent? Unless it
does, faith in Jesus of Nazareth cannot even be an option. Thisis, in some ways, a more
difficult question than the question about the analogous equivalent of resurrection. The
resurrection happened in the life of the early church, but the announced arrival of the Kingdom
of God did not.

There must be no softening of the difficulty or else the true thrust of Jesus' ministry islost.
Jesus promised the end of the world and it did not come. Does that promise have continuing
importance although it did not and in our modern view cannot happen as he promised it? It is
natural to want to conclude that his announcement of the end was all an unfortunate mistake and
may be simply disregarded. Thisiswhat the vast majority of Protestant interpretersin effect
suggest. But we have seen that there can be no honest appropriation of Jesus of Nazareth that
disregards what was most important in his message. If Christians are able to affirm some
finality for Jesus while disregarding his announcement of the end, it must be that they are
grounding their convictions el sewhere than on the historical Jesus. When we are dealing with
the historical figure, the eschatology is unavoidable. It would be no exaggeration to say that the
historical Jesus did die rather than renounce or soften his esehatol ogy.
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Aswe noted in the last chapter, Jesus program was summarized in the announcement, "The
time isfulfilled, the kingdom of Cod is at hand; repent, and believe in the gospel.” From a
secular point of view, the most striking thing about this statement is its fateful perspective on
history. It affirms not that some process native to history has come to flower of itself but rather
that the time is ripe because of a decision made outside

of history. The one who has made this decision intends to enter history, overpower it, and
conform it to a prearranged pattern. Man’s only role isto accept the inevitability of this pattern
and prepare to enter it by conforming his personal relationships to it ahead of time. From a
secular point of view such aproposal is, of course, impossible.

It is not a matter of not having faith. There is simply nothing

there for a secular man to respond to. He cannot decide for this option as opposed to alternatives
and turn in its direction, because Jesus' statement as it stands offers no live option at all.

History just does not work that way for him. According to a secular convictional structure,
history is the project of men and not of an outsider. Its course cannot be determined by a
decision made outside of history.

It might be objected that the secular man ought at |east to be able to pick out the goal indicated
by the statement and decide for or against that regardless of the issue of agency in history.
Again the incongruity between his convictional structure and the convictional structure behind
the statement prevents him from recognizing a real option. Here the issue is the mobility of
reality. In terms of the doctrine of the two ages, Jesus announcement anticipates the arrival of a
new age whose arrangements will be permanent and not subject to change. There is no such
arrangement in a secular convictional structure where reality isin flux. So, in terms both of
agency in history and the mobility of reality, the conflict of convictional structures prevents
effective communication.

It is worth emphasizing again that the secular man’ s failure to respond to Jesus' message is no
indication of his religious disposition. Often traditional Christians assume that a secular man
must be an unbeliever when he fails to respond to their statements about Christianity. More
often than not, the absence of responseis a polite way of registering incomprehension. What is
needed is to recast the traditional statement into the secular convictional structure. Then it may
become acall for decision and action.
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Adjusted for the autonomy of history and the flux of reality, the recast statement might look
something like this. Given the vast opportunities for bringing misery or well-being upon the
world today, it is high time that men choose the aim of history represented by Jesus
interpretation of "kingdom of God." So drop whatever other aimsin history you have been
pursuing and enlist all your energiesin pursuit of these. If enough men respond, it could mean
that mankind is on its way to an important improvement of its condition. That would be good
news.

This recast message of Jesus results by asking how his eschatology functioned in his
convictional structure. Let us run through the trand ation process again. Jesus message served
the purpose of declaring all that needed to be done to the world before it would fulfill the
purpose of God. In other words, it described the ideal world in contrast to the world as it was.
One could say that it functioned like a utopia. This function can be maintained in the
convictional structure of our illustration once adjustments have been made for that structure.

We have already noted the problem of the agency of an all-powerful God in the primitive
convictional structure in connection with resurrection. We substituted the role of suasion for the
role of power. In connection with eschatology, we must specify who the new agentsin history
are that the suasive God intends to engage to arrange the destiny for the world that Jesus
eschatology defined. In the convictional structure of our illustration, there is only one agent for
historical events analogous to the agency of the God of the traditional view. The agent is, of
course, man with the startling difference that man’s power isvery limited. But limited asheis,
history belongs to him in the measure that anything at al can be accomplished init. In the view
of our illustration, man assumes the direct historical agency which God had in the traditional
view. It is God’' s role to persuade man how heisto use that agency. In the older view, manis
waiting for God to arrange man’s destiny. In the newer view, God is waiting for man.

Thereis one other startling difference between the two views, The other adjustment to the
traditional eschatology has to do with the feasibility of Jesus' vision for the future. In the
convictional structure of Jesus' message, the Kingdom of God would really happen. There was
to be an end to the world as it had been, after which the Kingdom of God would break in
completely and continue forever in unchanging perfection. Here the underlying difference
between convictional structuresis not so apparent as with agency in history. It is not now
primarily amatter of adifference of degree between limited and unlimited power. It has to do
with fundamentally different ways of viewing redlity. In the older view, redlity is ultimately
static, God sits on his throne. This unchanging, sedentary Cod permits some variation in the
course of nature and history but only within fixed limits. Thus history may be divided into
epochs, each with a character of its own. The time of Israel and the time of the church of this
age and the age to come, or the time before creation and the time after creation, or the time
before the Fall and the time after the Fall. In the newer view, nature and history are asingle
process in continual flux. A beginning and end to the process are inconceivable. So far asthis
view can tell, the universe has always been and always will be. In this view, eschatol ogy
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becomes more a matter of defining direction of effort than of defining final achievement.

This does not mean that no achievement of goals is anticipated. The ethics of this eschatology is
a strategy and tactic for accomplishing whatever is possible. At the same time no particular
achievement is mistaken for the fulfillment of afinal design. Just as heaven is higher than the
earth in the older view, so in the newer view the ends toward which the church works float out
ahead of its grasp. Jesus' vision of the Kingdom informs the church of the direction which the
process ought to take. Asthe responsible, effective agents of history, the church undertakes to
move the process in that direction. It does not matter that you never arrive, because the process
never arrives. The point isto encourage the proper movement.

Eschatology and Ethics

In the secular form of Christianity we are developing, God abdicates his traditional political role
but not as a protest against politics. Rather, he steps down in order to make way for his adult
sons to execute the kind of political program which in older views he promised to implement by
himself. We call God’ s program a political program because it used politics as a model and
declared a particular political goal. But it was more inclusive than most political programs. It
sought to affect all areas of human life, individual and corporate.

The greatest heresy in orthodoxy has been to lose sight of the political aspect of Jesus message
and its full sociological scope. The church has been so preoccupied with programs for
increasing personal virtue and piety that it hastrivialized the range of the concerns that Jesus
attributed to God. In effect, modern orthodoxy has replaced the Kingdom of God with private
religious experiences and individual survival after death. In the secular world that we have
defined, thisis not even interesting, let alone exciting enough to call for commitment. Nor isit
relevant enough to inform every facet of life,

From one point of view, the trivializing of Jesus message is excusable. It isimpossible to
watch and pray unwaveringly for an event that has been coming any moment for nineteen
hundred years. Some adjustment was necessary. What was tragic from a hermeneutical point of
view was an adjustment of Jesus hope that lost one of the most important thingsin it. Anyone
who claimsto follow Jesus today must retain the scope of his message.

One other characteristic of Jesus' vision of the coming Kingdom is as important as scope,
namely, concreteness, Jesus' vision of the Kingdom of God had clear enough contoursto
provide guidance in the particular issues of life. In Jesus' Kingdom, the economic and religious
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outcasts of society would be granted full status, so Jesus made a point of associating with them.
The Kingdom would eliminate illness and demon possession, so Jesus attacked these with
healing and exorcism. The Kingdom was likely to judge men of exalted economic and religious
status, so Jesus warned the wealthy and pious. When asked about the important commandment,
Jesus' vision of the Kingdom highlighted the love of God and love of neighbor because God
would reign there for man’s highest good. After adjusting the Kingdom of God for man’s
autonomy in history and for the process character of reality, the resulting conception should not
lack concreteness. Next to triviality, vagueness is the ranking heresy of orthodox equivalents to
the Kingdom of Cod.

In the application of a secularized version of the Kingdom of God to the modern world,
concreteness is achieved by transmuting the one grand fixed end of Jewish eschatology into a
cluster of mobile ends. These endsin turn are ranked in a scale of relative priority depending
upon opportunities for advancing toward the accomplishment of each one, and the urgency of
the need in each case. This continually shifting list of priorities guides the individual and the
church in the distribution of their energies. What is required is the opposite of the one-track
mind.

For example, peace is the most pressing issue in the modern world from the point of view of
Jesus’ message. Nuclear weapons make possible the destruction of civilization aswell as the
destruction of the possibilities of realizing any of the aims of the Kingdom of God. However,
war as ameans of dealing with international conflict is not likely to be eliminated in the
immediate future. Therefore, it isimportant now to concentrate on opposing the spread of
nuclear weapons to more countries in order to lessen the probability of their use when threat of
war occurs. But nuclear weapons have put war in anew light. War in any part of the world
might lead to nuclear war, thus every war becomes the concern of every civilized person on
earth. War can no longer be alocal affair of the nations directly involved. It follows that some
forum is required to focus world opinion against war as a means of handling national conflicts
and to replace war with international police action where particular nations insist on war in spite
of world opinion.

Something like the United Nations is obviously the forum required. Its effectiveness depends on
theinclusion of all the nations of the world so that world opinion may be brought to bear most
forcibly. This, of course, requires the inclusion of anation like Communist China.

To make this forum effective as a means of preventing war, it is especially important that none
of the powerful nations engage in war apart from the processes of thisforum. To do so weakens
the main hope civilization has of avoiding war. In the light of this consideration alone, the
commitment of United States forces in Vietnam without United Nations sanction is contrary to
the requirements of Jesus' message. Such action can only lead to cynicism among the nations of
the world when the United States claims to follow a policy of peace, let alone when it claims
the guidance of the Cod of Christianity for its national policy.
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The point here has been to illustrate how concrete the vision of the Kingdom for our time must
beif it isto reflect faithfully the original vision of Jesus.

Theraising of the difficult problem of peace brings with it the question of the chances of a
vision like the Kingdom ever coming to passin the real world. It may fairly be asked whether
thisisarealistic hope. Christians are committed to hope by Jesus' vision whether it is
achievable in the foreseeabl e future or not. But secular Christianity grounds its hope upon the
new possibilities available to man rather than upon the arbitrary, irresistible intervention of
Cod. Commitment to Jesus means commitment to hope, if only to keep alive the ideas of man’'s
higher well-being contained in that hope. But hope has an even more effectiverolein the real
world of actual possibilities. The stance of hope opens up possibilities that would not come to
light without the climate of hope.

This power of hope to change history has aready demonstrated itself in the case of davery. The
vision of Jesus condemned slavery but until the industrial revolution there was no way to
eliminate slave labor and still maintain civilization as it was known. But the ideal of freedom
from slavery was maintained with moral force by the vision of the Kingdom of God until the
possibility of putting it into effect came to pass. The industrial revolution brought engines and
machines as a possible alternative to slave power. At this point, the hope of emancipation
became effective toward itsrealization. First, by the inspiring recognition that slavery was no
longer an economic necessity and, secondly, by pressing for its elimination, a hope hitherto
impossible of achievement became possible.

The same power of hope to open up new possibilitiesis operating now with regard to war. Until
the emergence of modern technology, war could be justified as the necessary means to
redistribute the scarce goods of nature required to sustain life. In an environment of scarcity,
survival requires predatory action. The first scarce commodity is space. But with the emergence
of the twin technologies of birth control and abortion, it is possible to adjust the popul ation of
the world to the living space available in the world. The second scarce commodity has been
food. Here too there is grounds for hope. The increased knowledge and skill in production,
preservation, and distribution of food provide the possibility of matching population growth
with adequate food. The Christian can see these new technical possibilities as occasions to press
for bringing the peace of Jesus Kingdom nearer to the reality of thisworld.

But does the vision for the modem world analogous to Jesus' vision of the Kingdom of God
take into account the greed and lust for power that tradition sees imbedded in human nature? Is
not the traditional strategy closer to the hard realities when it calls for aremaking of human
nature as the necessary precondition of any social revolution? From the point of view both of
Jesus’ vision and of its secular equivalent, the answer isno. Jesus did not call for or offer anew
human nature as a condition of entering the Kingdom. He called for repentance which was a
radical turning from the ends which men ordinarily pursue to the ends of the Kingdom of Cod.
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Thisimplies that the problem is not located in man’s nature but rather in the direction of hislife
commitment. In similar fashion, a secular theology sees man not so much ontologically
defective as wrongly committed. Hislife is chaotic, confused, and harmful due to the ambiguity
or cruelty of his commitments and his ambivalence toward the goals he does entertain for his
life. Consequently, a secular theology of Jesus' message would see the best chances for
personal and social integration and fulfillment in a commitment to a vision and program for the
fulfillment of the God-appointed destiny of the world.

From the secular point of view, any other expectation for man in thisworld is hopeless. The
means to remake man are simply not available. Nor do those who profess to follow the path of
ontological renewal seem to operate very differently from those who follow the path of
repentance. The secular theologian must be permitted the suspicion that "regeneration” or "new
birth" are other cultural ways of describing the same process he calls repentance. Regeneration
Is Christianity’ s way of dealing with man in a culture that has lost all confidence in man.
Repentance is Christianity’ s way of dealing with man in a culture that has retained a measure of
confidence in him.

All this does not mean that a secular equivalent of hope minimizes the obstacles to change. The
references to demons and Satan in Jesus' teaching must be alowed to have their full secular
equivalent today. There are wasteful and chaotic forces in nature and history that must be
reckoned with. Modern man’s success in controlling or accommodating himself to nature has
been phenomenal. Modern man’ s failure to direct history into humane channels has been ailmost
as phenomenal. The hopeful side of this failure of man to be humane in modern timesis that the
secular perspective enables us to see that this failure has been man’s own choice and not the
imposition of fate. This realization frees us to see where and why man chooses foolishly and to
concentrate our efforts to be persuasive accordingly. The secular perspective delivers us from
ineffectual hand-wringing before supposedly insuperable mythical obstacles.

Whenever hope in history is suggested, the ghost of the social gospel haunts us with the
outworn idea of inevitable progress. The secular world just as effectively debunks the fixed idea
of inevitable disaster. From a secular point of view, oneideais as superstitious as the other. The
only thing inevitable about history is decision. Men must decide the way history shall go.

Automation provides an illustration of another side of the relation of eschatology and ethics as
they are adjusted to the modern world. In America, it isrelatively easy to anticipate a socia
crisis when automation enables us to produce goods and services with much less time and effort
than heretofore. When that time comes, economic achievement will no longer be an apt measure
of aman or asociety. Thiscrisisin the value system of American society will provide an
unusual opportunity for influencing that society’ s choice of away of life. The eschatological
Kingdom’ s vision of unlimited social justice and its concomitant, personal relationships of love,
can guide the church to be ready with suggestions for thistime. Meanwhile, its ethical energy
should now be devoted to hammering out by trial and error a style of life that will be fully
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appropriate only when that time comes. This wrestling with a style of life for the future will
tend to hasten its coming by demonstrating the superior opportunity for humanizing life that
comes with emancipation from economic preoccupation. Also, the church should devise means
to hasten automation in order that more people now living might have a chance at the new,
fuller possibilitiesfor life.

But this reading of signsfor the future will include sobering signs of the society’s fear of
change that makes it anxiously cling to the familiar. This must be understood not ssmply as an
evidence of selfish resistance to justice and love. Men and societies, like their counterpartsin
nature, are predominantly products of their past experiences. When faced with a new situation
for which this past experience does not provide obvious direction, panic is to be expected as
well as creative accommodation. When anxiety is coupled with the desire to keep the status quo
on the part of those who have found it highly rewarding economically, we can easily understand
the massive resistance that people who live out of the future are bound to meet among their
fellows. Perhaps this experience would be the anal ogous equivalent of persecution in the life of
the early church. However that may be, the church as a group that seriously takes up this
analogy to Jesus eschatology would be clearly distinguished from certain other groupsin
society that make their avowed purpose to perpetuate the past.

| do not wish to overemphasize the contrast between the past and the future. From the point of
view of process, past and future blend into each other. There is never complete discontinuity.
Every creative movement into the future builds upon and carries forward elements of the past.

Nor do | wish to confuse process with progress. Thereis no inevitability that the future will be
an improvement over the past. Process only dictates that movement is inevitable and therefore
that mankind is always choosing to enrich or impoverish his existence. One more observation

will make our illustration of an analogous ethics extended enough to suggest how this modern
analogy to the primitive form of eschatological ethics might unfold.

We have said that we must remain faithful to the full scope of the Kingdom in the message of
Jesus. It isimportant that ethics unfold accordingly. Once responsibility for the execution of
eschatology has been accepted, the communal scope of ethics comesinto its own. When the all-
powerful king of heaven was to set up hisreign, it was not necessary for the people of thisking
to cooperate with others outside the circle of believers. In fact, it seemed imperative to avoid
any contact except that calculated to persuade outsiders to become members of the sect. This
was in keegping with the eschatological vision. Frequently, the new age pictured al men
adopting the religion of Israel. The event of judgment implied that only true believers would be
permitted to enjoy the blessings of the Kingdom.

| submit that the ethic of process eschatology will need to adopt a different attitude toward
religious commitment and toward membership in areligious community. The goals of Jesus
eschatology, even after adjustment for man’s responsibility in history as process, are too grand
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in scope ever to be achieved by believers alone. In the older view, participation in the new
world depended upon remaining aloof from this world. The newer view requires cooperation
with others or there will be very little Kingdom for anyone to enjoy. Cooperation requires that
the church learn to respect the efforts and motives of other agents of helpful social change. This
does not mean that the religious person need hide the religious dimension of hisown
motivation. It does mean that he will need to be able to advocate the church’s strategy and
tactics for increasing the well-being of the race on nonreligious grounds, which should be easy
since he isworking for the well-being of men and not merely the enhancement of the status of
the religious community. This does, however, imply a God less jealous of recognition than the
traditional view suggests. We shall have to return to this theme. Here we are concerned with the
full implication of a social eschatology for an eschatological ethic.

Responsibility for bringing to pass the analogous equivalents of the older end of the world make
the newer ethic a social ethic in two special senses. It isaway of life for acommunity because
only groups have power to effect the kind of change necessary. We have called it a strategy and
tactic because it is designed to guide a group to influence the shape of the life of society.

This also means that it must be an ethic designed by a group. In the older view, ethical direction
was given by authority through a spokesman who displayed the credentials of a man of God. In
the newer view, group consensus plays the same role as authority did in the older one. The
procedure any particular congregation of believers uses to achieve consensus will depend on the
models for group decision that inform their other community activities. The ethic of strategy for
action that results from group deliberation and decision would then be binding on individual
members. In the measure that the group had decided that certain kinds of action were important
to the purpose of the congregation, to that extent individual freedom is suspended. This
subordination of the individual to the group would be the anal ogous equivalent of obediencein
the older view.

The ethic thus devised would be areligious ethic because of the common conviction that
constituted the group. Jesus provides the supreme declaration of what human life ought to be.
The ethic would not be a simple repetition of Jesus' teaching. Much of Jesus' ethic would be
directly usable, but since his ethic was not designed to inform a program of social change, the
new ethic will need to incorporate elements that never occurred to Jesus. The directly applicable
aspects of Jesus' ethical teaching will tend to be those which deal with private existence
relatively independent of the community. But care must be taken to avoid perpetuating ethical
imperatives that seem important only as prerequisites to entrance into the Kingdom. Enough
energy has been wasted achieving higher levels of virtue and righteousness for their own sakes.
On the other hand, too high a premium often has been put upon absolute individual ethical
freedom with the result that it becomes extremely difficult for Protestants to mobilize for social
ends. Too often the adventurous are not clear enough about what they are .free for or they are
reluctant to risk their newfound freedom in communal commitment.
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But what can guide the church beyond Jesus’ ethic to a more relevant one? This question leads
us to see in what sense the church’s ethic by being eschatological sooner or later comes to the
end of religion. To develop an analogous vision of the better world worth living for, the church
receives a certain value orientation from its tradition. Thisis not enough to complete the vision.
Behavioral sciencesin historical perspective must be allowed to have the most to say about
what islikely to be good for man and about what means are likely to lead toward those goals
which the traditional vision of the Kingdom embodied. The ethics of traditional eschatology
provide preliminary guidelines and an accompanying critique of developing goals and
programs, but research in behavioral sciences must provide the substance of the ethics of
process eschatology.

We have observed elsewhere that an overemphasis upon the chronology of eschatological
fulfillment in the New Testament has obscured the question about the scope of eschatology. But
once the worldwide, social, communal scope has been recovered, then chronol ogical
considerations may be allowed to have their proper cogency. "When will these things be?" the
disciples asked. The implication was that the really important things were in the future. It has
been the service of people like Dodd, Kiimmel, and lately Perrin to call attention to the synoptic
sayings that put a measure of the blessing of the Kingdom in the present. This partial enjoyment
of life was tolerable when it was possible to guarantee a future epoch of complete blessedness
in which true believers were assured a share. But when the process eliminates this kind of
epoch, the decisive epoch becomes the life-span of any particular person. It would be no loving
service of man’s well-being to continue to place the fullest enjoyment of life in some future he
would never live to see. Just as the static eschatology taught its devotee to savor the life of the
future, so process eschatology teaches its pupils to savor the present for all it isworth for as
long asit lasts, even while engaged in efforts to provide the rising generation with a more
savory present in itstime.

It will seem to some that the result of our hermeneutic of analogy is too humanistic, too
preoccupied with man, and too little concerned with God to be an adequate equivalent to the
religion of tradition. In the past, this criticism has been enough to dispose of explorations like
this one. But such criticism misses the seriousness of the problem modern convictional
structures pose. Simple repetition of atraditional view is conceptually impossible. To condemn
the kind of possibility we have been exploring isto condemn increasing numbers of peopleto
alienation from Christian tradition. And as | have maintained, thisis not fair since it refuses to
recognize the cultural relativity of all religious convictional structures including the traditional,
normative one. Although the religious structure we have been exploring works out to a kind of
humanitarianism, this does not automatically reduce its religious value.

The complaint about being too humanitarian must really be an expression of dissatisfaction with
the role assigned to God. | can only reiterate that God as the all-wise declarer of the true destiny
of man by his decisive word on the subject, Jesus of Nazareth, the eschatological prophet, isthe
most important conceivable person that our modern convictional structure can posit. To believe
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that Jesus was God'’ s last word and that God continues to persuade men to serve the destiny
declared in Jesus is the keystone of the existence of such a believer. Not to credit him with true
religion is to miss completely the conditions under which conviction forms. Compare our
suggested form of faith with a convictional structure that has no role at al for God and we come
closer to the crux of today’ s hermeneutical problem.

It is not uncommon to find people who share the values of the convictional structure of the
modern pilgrim we have been describing, but who are quite puzzled by any role for God. There
are no doubt many reasons for this very rea puzzlement—one of the chief being, perhaps, that
most of the people they have known heretofore who "believe in Cod" have not seemed to be
committed to arelevant or civilized application of love and justice. The other main reason is
less subjective. As moderns, committed to arelatively consistent empiricism, they have found it
necessary to discard the idedlistic tradition stemming from Plato. Gods and absolute ideals have
simply lost reality status along with the whole realm of the ideal. For, in the empirical setting of
their convictional world, the ideal realm that was primary before has now become a shadowy,
guestionable derivative one. This being the case, a God who is by tradition a spirit and resides
there, ssmply has no place.

Thisisthe perspective that brings conventional hermeneutics to its limits. The New Testament
does not anticipate this convictional situation, Denial of the existence of Cod in the New
Testament could only be an act of sinful rebellion. At best, it might be atemporary state that
sooner or later would be invaded by irrefutable evidence to the effect not only that God exists
but also that he reigns. Now the situation is completely different. Today’ s apparently "godless"
pilgrim has nothing against God. He is not in rebellion against him. He just cannot let such a
being be and still make sense of reality. He can recognize the necessity of a God figure for
others as a supportive psychological mechanism, but he cannot grant this helpful mechanism the
ontological status of a particular, distinct being.

Suppose this pilgrim does have great respect for Jesus and the church. Jesusisfor him the great
exponent of the best values of Western civilization. It is his conviction that if we could interpret
these ideals for our daily life as effectively as Jesus did for his day, then we would be fulfilling
our obligation to our time. Insofar as the church works for the social change and style of life
that Jesus' teaching requires, this pilgrim wants to share in the undertaking. What relation has
his convictional structure to the conventional one?

Thereisno question that the relation is complicated by the elimination of arole for Cod. But
there is no use wishing our postreligion pilgrim would rework his convictional structure to
make a place for God. We must allow in his case the same integral relation between religious
convictions and all his other convictions that we have assumed in the mgjor illustration.

If we were successful in getting our inquirer to add on religious convictions about God which
he would have to set aside in his ordinary life, there would certainly be no gain for God or
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religion. In fact, it could conceivably be more advantageous to a man to come to the realization
that belief in God had little meaning for him than to continue an empty affirmation that has little
operational value. Nonfunctional religious convictions can only be a burden that saps life
instead of supporting it. Suppose then we allow our postreligious pilgrim the dictates of his
convictions, that is, no place for Cod. The difference between him and the early Christianis
striking, to say the least. Are there important similarities that might conceivably justify an
equivalent status?

The most obvious similarity is the commitment to the same goal for humanity that results from
acommon admiration of the teaching of Jesus. The main differenceis that this goal is grounded
in God for the conventionally religious and is self-validating for our "godless" pilgrim.
Mankind has intrinsic worth to this modern. Put another way, to love one’s neighbor is simply
to acknowledge in others the same value one recognizes in oneself as a human being.

But what about the persuasive role for God as the one who steadies a man in his ambivalent and
fitful recognition of his own and others' worth? This role could be filled by a community of
men committed to the same goal. All members of such acommunity are not likely to be
overwhelmed by ambivalence or to lose their identity at the same moment. And there are
aways the models of men from the past who did persevere. This supportive role of a
community of like-minded men explains the desire of this person to be related to the churchin
gpite of itsreligion. His desire for community has its functional equivalent in the church. Jesus
as a steadying model from the past is afunctional equivalent for Christology. Naturally, Jesusin
this role cannot be ontologically unique by virtue of having both a divine and human nature
since this convictional structure has no place for divine nature. Instead Jesus becomes the most
important among other important models. Thisis as close an equivalent as this convictional
structure can manage, indeed the only equivalent possible in a convictional setting without
ontological levels, that is, without the other world.

Thisdisregard of God is a stumbling block for the religious person to whom God is the most
important being on the scene. The traditionally religious person, of course, must continue to
believe that God exists and, in the face of the form of faith | have suggested, to wonder how
God may feel about his eclipse. Tradition makes him a jealous God who will not be ignored.
Again, we must ask about convictional models from ordinary experience imported to give new
shape to the amorphous God of the Second Commandment.

A god jealous of the recognition justly due him connotes a king upon whose glory the security
of hisrealm in large measure depends. Much in the Biblical tradition respects this model. But
tradition also points another way. Jesus achieved glory through humility and recommended this
path to believers. Does not thisimply that God is willing to take thisway? If we shift the model
from king to father, we are in a better position to understand the self-effacing side of the
Biblical tradition about God.
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In amodern convictional context, the maturity of a child depends at certain points on rejecting
or disregarding his father in order for the child to become a person in his own right. It will not
be surprising if aworld come of age produces men who, for atime, need to forget their
heavenly father to reach fuller maturity as his children. Those who find it possible and
important to posit God will hope this loss of a place for God may turn out to be temporary. But
until post-God pilgrims do recover aviable way to believe in God, a hermeneutic of analogy
suggests that they ought not be treated as prodigals who are acceptable only after they come to
themselves and return to their father.

Thereisamystery in this new form of ungodliness as fascinating as the mystery of traditional
godliness. God-oriented pilgrims perhaps should explain their godless co-pilgrims as evidence
of God's mysterious powers of persuasion. Jesus use of the Samaritan and Paul’ s use of
Gentiles as models for godliness superior to those who believe correctly provide adequate
justification in tradition for a new status for "unbelieving" pilgrims.

If thisisafair estimate of the church-oriented, humanitarian, no-God pilgrims, it follows that
the church perhaps should find away to incorporate them into its life and work without
compromising their integrity with entrance vows and sacramental commitments. On their part,
these pilgrims perhaps can find ways of interpreting prayer and worship as occasion to examine
and renew their commitment to the more humane life the church seeks to enjoy and spread,
rather than as threats to the integrity of their view of reality.

Thisillustration of the way of a hermeneutic of analogy might work is the main argument for its
validity. But it may help to specify its possible advantages over other suggestions currently
being explored.

Compared to Bultmann’s demythologizing, the hermeneutic of analogy allows the Biblical
images to maintain their full stature. One mistake the liberal tradition has made has been to
wish too fervently that the Biblical authors might say exactly what needs to be said today. It is
the same error in reverse of the traditionalists who wish too fervently that the Biblical message
might be the exact word we ought to pronounce now. It is the hermeneutical mistake of
expecting simple correspondence between Biblical good news and good news for today.

Basic to this mistake is the supposition that the religious convictions of Jesus and the earliest
church were unrelated to the rest of the convictions of their cultures. The world of that time had
aunified convictional structure where religious and extra-religious convictions were in ssimple
harmony. Each realm informed the other. The hermeneutic of analogy hopes to recover this
wholeness by allowing contemporary secular convictionsin each pocket of culture the same
free play in the religious sphere as obtained originally.

This has two advantages. First, it opens the way for hermeneutics to take into account the whole
range of man’s existence and not merely some segment of hislife which a particular brand of
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reformation tradition, existentialism, or linguistic analysis finds significant. It invites wholeness
beyond the crippling schizophrenia of secular and sacred. Second, it frees our religious heritage
to participate in and contribute to the invention and pursuit of alarger life for man under God.
We have hoped to suggest a civilized and civilizing hermeneutic and one that offersaviable
way to believe now what other people of God have believed in their time.
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