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(ENTIRE BOOK) An attempt to establish what may be known with reasonable certainty of the
teaching of Jesus, "an irreducible minimum of historical knowledge available to us at the present
time" (1967). Fully appreciative of Bultmann, yet advancing beyond his work, the author opens

up anew approach to understanding the significance of the teaching of Jesus.

Preface

Abbreviations and Explanations

Chapter 1. The Reconstruction and I nterpretation of the Teaching of

Jesus

The author examines the various sources available, and cautions that the more we learn about
those sources the more difficult the task seems to become. He suggests that students must do
justice to the categories of first-century Judaism in terms of which the teaching was originally
expressed, and must always set the teaching of Jesus in the context of the circumstances and
situation of his ministry. Finally, he insists we must employ the "form-critical approach” which
uses methodology arising out of the nature of the sources rather than being imposed upon them
from outside.

Chapter 2. The Kingdom of God

The Kingdom of God is the power of God expressed in deeds; it is that which God does wherein
it becomes evident that heisking. It is not a place or community ruled by Godi; it is not even the
abstract idea of reign or kingship of God. It is quite concretely the activity of God as king.

Chapter 3. Recognition and Response
The keynote in the *ethical’ teaching of Jesusisthat of response to the reality of God. Since all
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the teaching is set in the context of the proclamation of the Kingdom, it follows that the ‘ ethical’
teaching is not to be considered, and indeed could not exist, apart from the challenge to recognize
God eschatologically at work in the experience of men.

Chapter 4: Jesus and the Future

The author discusses the Kingdom of God as a future expectation, the apocal yptic Son of man
sayings, and the sayings which set atime limit to the coming of the End.

Chapter 5. The Significance of Knowledge of the Historical Jesus and
His Teaching

The New Testament as awhole implies that Christian faith is necessarily faith in the Christ of the
Church’ s proclamation, in which proclamation today historical knowledge may play apart, but as
proclamation, not historical knowledge. As proclamation it helps to build the faith-image, to
provide the content for afaith which ‘believesin Jesus .

Annotated Bibliographies

Nine annotated bibliographies detailing information concerning the various authors and books
referred to in the text along with some other sources.

Viewed 2831 times.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showbook?item_id=1564 (2 of 2) [2/4/03 6:33:56 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

return to religion-online

Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus by
Norman Perrin

Norman Perrin is the Associate Professor of New Testament at the Divinity School
of the University of Chicago. He is the author of The Kingdom of God in the
Teaching of Jesus and has published numerous articles and book reviews. Published
by Harper & Row, New Y ork and Evanston, 1967. This material was prepared for
Religion Online by Dick and Sue Kendall and Ted & Winnie Brock.

Preface

Thiswork was originally conceived as an expansion of the last chapter
of Norman Perrin, The Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus
(London: SCM Press, and Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1963), into
afull-scale study of the teaching of Jesus. Asit progressed, however, it
began to take on some special features.

In particular, agreat deal of attention has been given to the problems of
methodology. Like many other English students of the teaching of Jesus,
| have been gresatly influenced by T. W. Manson’s The Teaching of
Jesus (Cambridge: University Press, 1931, 1935) and particularly by the
methodology worked out in that book. But that was a methodol ogy
based upon aview of the gospels held in the 1930’s, and critical
scholarship has naturally made considerable advances since then. Above
al, form criticism, which Manson vigorously opposed, has come to be
more and more widely accepted. Today, indeed, the form-critical view
of the gospels has to be accepted as the prerequisite for work on them as
sources for our knowledge of the teaching of Jesus, just as, in his day,
Manson accepted the source-critical view. But that means that a new
methodology has to be worked out for determining authentic elementsin
the gospel tradition of the teaching of Jesus—authentic, that is, in the
sense of going back to Jesus himself.

It isin an endeavor to meet this need that the first chapter of this book
has been devoted to the discussion of methodology. There the
arguments that have convinced me of the necessity of accepting aform-
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critical view of the gospels—despite the influence of T. W. Manson, my
first teacher—are given, and there an attempt is made to work out a
methodology for reconstructing the teaching of Jesus, given this view of
the sources.

In the central part of the book, chapters|l, |11 and IV, the methodology
developed in the first chapter is applied to the tradition of the teaching
of Jesus. In this part of the work the principle has been ‘When in doubt,
discard’, for the purpose of the book came to be to establish what may
be known with reasonable certainty of the teaching of Jesus. To this end,
every effort has been made to apply criteria

strictly, and it has been accepted that the burden of proof aways lies on
the claim to authenticity. It is hoped that it may, therefore, be claimed
that the material here presented does represent an irreducible minimum
of historical knowledge available to us at the present time.

It will be found that, in respect to the authenticity of tradition, | have
become more skeptical now than | was in my previous work on the
Kingdom of God, and that, in consequence, some parts of this book
represent a considerable change of view. At the same time, the basic
emphases of the previous presentation of the teaching of Jesus have
survived the stringent re-examination of the material. Thisis because
those emphases were derived from alimited number of sayings, and
especially from the Lord’ s Prayer, and these have survived that re-
examination. So the present work in part corrects, and in part
supplements, the earlier work.

The most important change of view has come in connection with the
apocalyptic Son of man sayings. A great deal of time has been devoted
to an intensive examination of the difficult problemsin connection with
these sayings; indeed, the beginning of this present work was
deliberately delayed until a solution had been found for them. Such a
solution has been found, and it is presented in chapter IV. It will be seen
that it is negative so far as the teaching of Jesus is concerned, but that it
does seem to offer promise as an avenue of approach to the whole
problem of the formation of christological traditionsin the early Church.
It ismy present intention to turn next to an investigation of the
formation of these traditions in general, using the methodology and
insights developed here in the work of the apocalyptic Son of man
tradition in particular.
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Thereisno discussion in this book of the * messianic consciousness’ of
Jesus, or of the Christology implicit in his teaching. From time to time
attention is called to the personal claim implicit in a parable or saying,
but there is no discussion beyond this. | hope to turn to this subject in a
future work in light of the results of the proposed investigation of the
earliest christological traditions.

The final chapter, on the ‘ question of the historical Jesus’, has been
added because the current intensive discussion of this question makesit
necessary that any man attempting historical research on Jesus should be
prepared to take a stance with regard to the significance he would
attribute to the results of that work. So that chapter reviews the current
discussion historically and critically, and states a position with regard to
the issues conceived to he at stakein it.

A series of Annotated Bibliographies have been appended to the main
text of the book. They are designed both to accompany and supplement
that text, providing some guidance to the literature available, and, in
some cases, giving areview of recent research on the subject concerned.
No attempt has been made to be exhaustive in these bibliographies, if
only for the reason that exhaustive bibliographies on some of the
subjects covered would run into hundreds of items. Rather, they were
compiled on the basis of considerations of intrinsic importance and
availability.

It ismy pleasant task, finally, to acknowledge with gratitude the
extremely competent help | have received at every stage of my work
from three graduate assistants at the University of Chicago: Dale
Goldsmith, Dennis Duling and Vernon Robbins.

NORMAN PERRIN

University of Chicago
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Abbreviations and Explanations

Arndt and Gingrich, Lexicon: A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament. Translated and edited by W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich
from W. Bauer’ s Griechisch-deutsches Worter buch, 1949-52; Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, and Cambridge: University Press, 1957.
ATR: Anglican Theological Review.

AV: Authorized Version (King James Bible).

b or B.T.: Babylonian Tamud.

BJRL: Bulletin of the John Rylands Library.

Billerbeck, Kommentar: W. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar
zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch; M unchen: C. H.
Beck, 1922—S8.

BZ: Biblische Zeitschrift.

CBQ: Catholic Biblical Quarterly.
ET: English Trandation.

EvT: Evangelische Theologie.
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ExpT: Expository Times.

FRLANT: Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen
Testaments.

HJ: Hibbart Journal.

HTR: Harvard Theological Review.
J: Jerusalem Talmud.

JBL: Journal of Biblical Literature.
JBR: Journal of Bible and Religion.
JR: Journal of Religion.

JTS. Journal of Theological Sudies.

L auterbach: Mekilta. Edited and trandlated by J. Z. Lauterbach. 3 vols,;
Philadel phia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1949.

LXX: Septuagint.

MR: Massoretic Text.

NEB: New English Bible.

NTS: New Testament Studies.

R: Rabbah (i.e. Midrash Rabbah).

RGG: Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart.
RSV: Revised Standard Version.

RV: Revised Version.

TLZ: Theologische Literaturzeitung.
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TR: Theologische Rundschau.

Theol ogisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament (founded G. Kittel,
edited G. Friedrich).

VC: Vigiliae Christianae.
ZNW: Zeitschrift fUr die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft.
ZTK: Zeitschrift.fir Theologie und Kirche.

Qumran materials are abbreviated according to the standard established
in the official publication, Discoveriesin the Judaean Desert, edited by
J. T. Milik and D. Barthélemy; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955ff..

Tractates in the Mishnah and Talmuds are abbreviated according to the
standard established by H. Danby, The Mishnak; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1933.

In the case of works of more than one volume where the volumes were
published in different years, the date of publication follows the number
of thevolume, e.g. 11 (1959).

Leben-Jesu-Forschung, Life of Jesus Research and Life of Christ
Research are used as interchangeable terms.

Stzim Leben (setting in life) is used as atechnical term. It indicates the
context of a pericope or saying, but ‘context’ understood in a most
dynamic sense, asinfluencing form and content. Stz im Leben Jesu
indicates context in the ministry of Jesus, Stz im Leben der alten Kirche
that in the life and work (proclamation, catechesis, paranesis, liturgy,
etc.) of the early Church. No special term has been used for a context in
terms of the theology or purpose of an evangelist. This has usually been
indicated by some such phraseology as, ‘ This saying serves a purposein
terms of the theology of the evangelist . . .* Recent Roman Catholic
work has tended to use Stz im Leben Jesu, Steim Leben Ecclesiae, Stz
im Evangelium, for these three things (see Annotated Bibliography No.
5 for an example).
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Chapter 1. The Reconstruction and
| nter pretation of the Teaching of Jesus

THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE TEACHING OF JESUS

The fundamental problem in connection with knowledge of the teaching
of Jesus is the problem of reconstructing that teaching from the sources
available to us, and the truth of the matter is that the more we learn
about those sources the more difficult our task seems to become. The
major source, the synoptic gospels (Matthew, Mark and Luke), contains
agreat deal of teaching material ascribed to Jesus, and it turns out to be
precisely that: teaching ascribed to Jesus and yet, in fact, ssemming from
the early Church.

The early Church made no attempt to distinguish between the words the
earthly Jesus had spoken and those spoken by the risen Lord through a
prophet in the community, nor between the original teaching of Jesus
and the new understanding and reformulation of that teaching reached in
the catechesis or parenesis of the Church under the guidance of the Lord
of the Church. The early Church absolutely and completely identified
therisen Lord of her experience with the earthly Jesus of Nazareth and
created for her purposes, which she conceived to be his, the literary form
of the gospel, in which words and deeds ascribed in her consciousness to
both the earthly Jesus and the risen Lord were set down in terms of the
former. Thisisafact of great theological significance, and this
significance will concern usin our last chapter, but it is also the reason
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for our major problem in reconstructing the teaching of Jesus: we do
distinguish between those two figures and when we say ‘the teaching of
Jesus' we mean the teaching of the earthly Jesus, as the early Church did
not.

Further, the gospel form was created to serve the purpose of the early
Church, but historical reminiscence was not one of those purposes. So,
for example, when we read an account of Jesus giving instruction to his
disciples, we are not hearing the voice of the earthly Jesus addressing
Galilean disciplesin a Palestinian situation but that of the risen Lord
addressing Christian missionariesin a Hellenistic world, and if the early
Church had not needed instructions for those missionariesin that
situation, there would have been no such pericope in our gospels. Of
course, there may have been afaint echo of the voice of the earthly
Jesus, for example, instructing his disciples to proclaim the Kingdom of
God, but if thisisthe case, it is overlaid and almost drowned out by the
voice of the risen Lord, so that fine tuning indeed will be needed to
catch it.

Many will say that all thisis supposition and the purpose could have
been historical reminiscence. To thiswe can only reply that could is not
the point. The point isthat contemporary scholarship, as we shall argue
below, has been completely successful in explaining pericope after
pericope on the basis of the needs and concerns of the early Church, and
that over and over again pericopes which have been hitherto accepted as
historical reminiscence have been shown to be something quite
different. So far as we can tell today, there is no single pericope
anywhere in the gospels, the present purpose of whichisto preserve a
historical reminiscence of the earthly Jesus, although there may be some
which do in fact come near to doing so because a reminiscence,
especially of an aspect of teaching such as a parable, could be used to
serve the purpose of the Church or the evangelist.

To defend this statement we will now give some of the considerations
that have led us to make it, for we began our work on the gospel
materials with adifferent view of their nature, and we would claim that
the gospel materials themselves have forced us to change our mind.

We have been particularly influenced by a consideration of Mark 9.1
and its parallels:

Mark 9.1. And he said to them, ‘Truly, | say to you, there are some
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standing here who will not taste death before they see the kingdom of
God come with power.’

Matt. 16.28. Truly, | say to you, there are some standing here who will
not taste death before they see the Son of man coming in his kingdom,

Luke9.27. But | tell you truly, there are some standing here who will
not taste of death before they see the kingdom of God.

Hereit is clear that the Matthaean and L ukan sayings are theologically
motivated variations of the Markan. Matthew has a characteristic
concern for the expectation of the coming of Jesus as Son of man which
lie betraysin several ways: lieisthe only evangelist to use the technical
term ‘parousia (24.27, 37, 39); he alone has the parable of the sheep
and goats, akind of haggada on the theme ‘When the Son of man comes
inhisglory . .." (25.31); lieintroduces areference to it into a saying
from Q (Matt. t9.28; cf. Luke 22.28—30). So here he has understood the
coming of the Kingdom ‘in power’ in Mark to be areference to the
eschaton and has then reformulated the saying to express his own
particular conviction with regard to the form of that eschaton. It should
be noted that he has aso strengthened the reference in the previous
verse, changing Mark’s ‘. . . the Son of man when liecomes. ..  to". ..
the Son of man is about to come . (Mark 8.38; Matt. t6.27). Matthew
leaves his readersin no doubt asto what it is they are to expect!

Luke, on the other hand, completely reformulates the primitive Christian
eschatology. It istrue that lie maintains the traditional form of the
expectation (Luke 21.27 = Mark 13.26), but it is no longer for him a
point of major concern. His major concern is the ongoing life and work
of the Christian community as it settles down to face, so to speak, the
long haul of history. So he subtly alters the tone of the whole pericope
by a series of omissions and insertions which transform the Markan
challenge to preparedness for martyrdom into a Lukan challenge to bear
the burden of a continual witnessing.1 Two of the subtlest but most
effective of his changesin the text of his Markan Vorlage are the
insertion of ‘daily’ in Luke 9.23 (cf. Mark 8.34) and the omission of
‘come with power’ in our text. The former changes the concern of the
whole to a continual witnessing, and the latter makes the reference to the
Kingdom a quite general one which we, following Conzelmann, would
interpret as areference to the Kingdom which becomes visible in the
ministry of Jesus, but which will he truly known only at the End.
Another possible interpretation is that of Streeter, who refersit to the era
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of Pentecost and the Christian Church, an interpretation denied by
Conzelmann.2 In either case, the saying in its Lukan form reflects a

L ukan conception of the Kingdom and serves a purpose in terms of the
L ukan theology; that is the point which concerns us.

The Matthaean and L ukan versions of the saying are theologically
motivated productions of the evangelists, but how does the matter stand
in the case of Mark 9.1 itself? A study of the composition of this
pericope as awhole shows that it has been carefully composed by Mark:
3. Thefirst question, ‘Who do men say that | am? (v. 27), answered in
terms of atradition the evangelist had already used in 6:14f., leads to the
second, ‘But whodo you say .. .7 (v. 29), answered by Peter as
spokesman for the disciples, and for the Christians for whom Mark was
writing, in terms of a post-Easter Christian confession. Then we have the
dramatic presentation of the theme that, as the way of the Christ was not
without suffering, so aso the way of the Christian may involve
martyrdom. Thisis then developed through a group of sayings about
discipleship, martyrdom and reward, ending with the warning which the
Christian must heed in his hour of trial: those who fail their Lord and
reject him will be rejected by him when he comes as Son of man. But
they need expect to suffer only alittle while, for God is about to act ‘in
power’ and thereafter there will be no more suffering, only glory, no
more death, only life.4

The pericope movesto its climax, then, with the verses 8.38 and 9.1, and
these sayings, in their present form, are essential to the Markan purpose.
They form the climactic combination of warning and promise with
which the pericope closes. In the case of Mark 8.38, we know that Mark
has not composed the saying itself, because it is part of atradition with a
very complex history;® rather, he has modified a saying in the tradition
to make it suitable for his purpose. In this respect, Mark 8.38 islike
Matt. 16.28 and Luke 9.27, where we can see the theologically
motivated work of the evangelists because we have the earlier forms of
the sayings upon which they worked. But in Mark 9.1 thisis no longer
the case. We have no other and earlier version of this saying. However,
iIf we examine it carefully, we can seethat it is avery complex saying
indeed. Aswe shall point out in detail later in our discussion of sayings
which set atime limit to the coming of the End, 6- it isrelated in form
anti wording both to Mark 13.30 and 8.38. It shares with 13.30 its
overall form, its solemn introduction and its particular negation (double
negation with subj.), and with 8.38 its final reference to the eschaton
‘coming’. Furthermore, it has a number of features either particularly
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relevant to its present function in the pericope or apparently
characteristic of Mark himself. ‘. . . some who will not taste death . . ." is
an expression from the world o fJewish apocalyptic whereit refersto
men who have been removed from the earth without dying, especially
Enoch and Elijah, and who were expected to return with the Messiah to
inaugurate the time of salvation and blessing.’- Its presenceis, therefore,
peculiarly appropriate in asaying promising final deliverance from a
time of persecution, certainly understood by Mark as the period of the
‘messianic woes' immediately preceding the End (cf. Mark 13.30: *. ..
this generation will not pass away before all these things take place’).
Theideaof ‘seeing’ the parousiais afeature of Mark (9.1; 13.26;
14.62), 8 asisaso the use of ‘power’ and ‘glory’ in this connection. ©

We shall argue later that the explanation for these phenomenais that the
saying is a Markan construction, modeled on the saying now found in
13:30 and deliberately echoing the last part of 8.38, but with variations
from botrh of these sayings which can be accounted for in terms of the
Markan style and of the specific use Mark intends to make of the saying

as apromise tro a church facing the possibility of persecution. 10-

The three sayings: Mark 9:1; Matt. 16:28; Luke 9:27, therefore, are, in
our view all products of the evangelists, each creating the particular
saying, Matthew and L uke transforming Mark 9:1 and Mark producing a
new saying from Mark 13:30 and 8:38. But if thisistrue of Mark 9:1
and its parallelsit can be equally true of any and every saying in the
gospels. Any and every saying in the Gospels could be the product of an
evangelist or transmitter of the tradition. Nor can we assume that the
sayings will be based upon genuine sayings of Jesus. Mark 9:1 is not,
and both Matthew and Luke simply use the saying before them without
concerning themselves asto its origin, and the saying they use s, in fact,
a Markan production. The freedom of the evangelists to produce
theologically motivated variations, and their lack of concern for the
origins of sayings which they find in the tradition, are clearly revealed in
Mark 9:1 and its parallels, and they are very siignificant indeed, so far as
our understanding of the nature of the synoptic tradition is concerned.

L et us continue to examine the nature of the synoptic tradition by
considering the results of the work of the scholar who has probably done
more than any other to make available to contemporary scholarship
historical knowledge of the teaching of Jesus, Joachim Jeremias of
Gottingen, whom we are proud to acknowledge as our teacher. Jeremias
has achieved his most spectacular results by connection with the
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parables ascribed to Jesus in the tradition, for he has been able to
reconstruct a history of the parabolic tradition, working back from the
texts as we have them, through the various stages of the Church’s
influence on it, to the tradition as it must have existed at the beginning
of the history of its transmission by the Church. At this point heis able
to argue that the tradition in this form must be ascribed to Jesus rather
than to the early Church, because it now fits the situation of the ministry
of the historical Jesus much better than that of the earliest Christian
community and because its theology, and in particular its eschatology, is
Jesuanic rather than early Christian. 11- The results of this work on the
parables have been widely accepted, and most recent works on the
teaching of Jesus make extensive use of them. We shall return to
Jeremias' s work on the parables again and again, for it is epoch-making
in severa respects, but for the moment we want only to call attention to
the consequences of thiswork so far as a general view of the nature of
the synoptic tradition is concerned the success of Jeremias's work
demands that we accept his starting-point, namely, that any parable as it
now stands in the gospel s represents the teaching of the early Church
and the way back from the early Church to the historical Jesusisalong
and arduous one. 12.

There are alimited number of instances where the parable in very much
its original form made a point of significance to the early Church, even
If that was different from the point originally intended by the historical
Jesus, and in such cases the gospel form of the parable may approximate
to the original, e.g. the Good Samaritan and the Prodigal Son. But these
arc exceptions, and they are exceptions which prove the rule. They are
presented in more or less their original form because in this form they
served the purpose of the Church, or the evangelist, and not because
there was any historical interest in the original form as such. Most of the
parables, however, have been considerably modified in the tradition;
they were transformed into allegories, supplied with new conclusions,
interpreted and reinterpreted, and always under the pressure of meeting
the need of the Church in a changing situation. Certainly, every single
parable in the tradition has to be approached with the basic assumption
that, asit now stands, it represents the teaching of the early Church: that
the voice is the voice of the risen Lord to the evangelist, and of the
evangelist to the Church, not that of the historical Jesusto a group
gathered by the sea of Galilee.

But the parables represent by all odds the most markedly individualistic
characteristic of the teaching of Jesus; both in form and content they

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1444 (6 of 41) [2/4/03 6:35:27 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

were highly original and strongly stamped with the personality of their
author. If they could be so readily and completely transformed in the
tradition, how much more must not less strongly individualistic forms of
teaching have been transformed?

Another point to be considered in this connection is the increasing
degree of success attaching to efforts made to analyze forms of teaching
present in the gospel tradition as forms known to be characteristic of the
early Church. One can mention here, as a good example, Ernst
Kasemann’s brilliant ‘ Satze heiligen Rechtes im Neuen Testament’, 13-
which clearly shows that there existed in the early Church what we shall
call an eschatological judgment pronouncement tradition having its roots
in Christian prophecy and its Stz im Leben in the Eucharist. The
characteristic form of this tradition isthat of atwo-part pronouncement
with the same verb in each part, in the first part referring to the activity
of man and in the second to the eschatological activity of God. We give
four examples of this form, two each from the gospels and epistles
respectively.

| Cor. 3:17, If anyone destroys God' s temple, God will destroy him.

| Cor. 14.38. If anyone does not recognize this, he is not recognized. 14-

Mark 8.38. For whoever is ashamed . . . of him will the Son of man also
be ashamed.

Matt. 6:14f. For if you forgive. . . your heavenly Father also will
forgiveyou. . . if you do not forgive. . . neither will your heavenly
Father forgive you.

Kasemann’'s argument that this form of pronouncement comes from
early Christian prophecy is careful and convincing, with the result that
we must accept the fact that in their present form the two gospel sayings
come from an early Christian tradition and not from the teaching of
Jesus. This does not mean that they may not ultimately be based upon a
saying of Jesus—Maitt. 6.14 is certainly derived ultimately from the
central petition of the Lord’s Prayer and Mark 8.38 will concern us
later—but it does mean that these gospel sayings are adirect source for
knowledge of early Christian prophecy, not of the teaching of Jesus.

Another instance of the way in which material now in the gospels can be
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shown to be the product of early Christian tradition may be quoted from
Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London: SCM Press, and
Philadel phia: Westminster Press, 1961). Thisis amost important book,
developing new insights into the nature and formation of earliest
Christian tradition from observation of the use of the Old Testament, an
observation made possible by information derived from the Qumran
pesliarim. It is evident that the earliest Christians made most significant
use of the Old Testament in their theologizing. They developed major
aspects of their belief and expectation from Old Testament texts,
interpreting the texts in the light of their experience and their experience
in the light of the texts. The Christian practice here paralleled that of the
Qumran scribes and, like those scribes, the Christians read the Old
Testament texts as strictly relating to themsel ves and their experiences,
and they exercised very considerable freedom in regard to the wording
of the texts. An example of the development of Christian exegetical
traditions as we see the matter, having taken our starting-point from
Lindars swork, may be found below in the discussion of the apocalyptic
Son of man sayings. 1> For the moment, however, we concern ourselves
with a particular aspect of Lindars' s own work, his convincing
demonstration of the fact that the pericope on the question of David’s
son, Mark 12.35-37, isaproduct of early Christian exegetical traditions
and not a reminiscence of the ministry of Jesus.

In abrilliant analysis of Peter’s Pentecost speech in Acts 2, Lindars
shows that its present structure reveals a combination of two different
Old Testament passages, each accompanied by the Christian pesher on
it: Joel 2.28—32 (Acts 2.14—2!; 38f.) and Ps. 16.8—11 (Acts 2.22_36).
The Christian pesher on Psalm i6, like the pesharim from Qumran, uses
both that Psalm itself and also other Old Testament passagesin its
Interpretation, in thisinstance particularly Ps. | 10.1, and Lindars offers
adetailed, and completely convincing, analysis of Acts 2.22—36 and
the early Christian exegesis which underliesit. 16. The point which
concerns us hereisthat heis able to go on to show that the argument in
the pericope Mark 52.35—37 turns upon aclaim that ‘Lord’ is either
inconsistent with, or greatly superior to, ‘son of David'. But such a
claim depends upon the arguments that the ‘Lord’ sits at the right hand
of God whereas the ‘son of David' sat upon an earthly throne, i.e. it
depends on the argument of Acts 2.34 (‘ For David did not ascend into
the heavens; but he himself says, "the Lord said to my Lord, ‘Sit at my
right hand ... " *). *Viewed in thislight’ concludes Lindars, quite
correctly, ‘the whole pericope is evidently derived from the exegesis
preserved in Acts 2. In other words, the pericope about David'ssonisa
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‘historicization’ of an early Christian exegetical tradition and a product
of the early Church; it isnot a historical reminiscence of the ministry of
Jesus.

Still another factor to be adduced in a consideration of the nature of the
synoptic gospel tradition is the success with which this tradition has
been approached from the viewpoint of its exhibiting the theol ogical
concerns of the evangelists. Here the crux of the matter is the gospel of
Mark, for thisis regarded by main-stream critical scholarship asthe
earliest of the gospels, and it has been used as the major sourcein all
attempts to achieve a historical presentation of the ministry of Jesus.
British scholars, such as T. W. Manson and C. H. Dodd, for example,
concerned to preserve the broad outline of the ministry of Jesus as
historical, must of necessity strenuously defend the historicity of the
Markan order. But recent scholarship has shown that the Markan order
in general represents the theologically motivated order of events
presented in early Christian preaching, and in its detail the order
represents the concerns of the evangelist himself. The one thing it does
not represent, either in general or in detalil, is historical reminiscence of
the ministry of Jesus. The most one could argue is that the order
presented in early Christian preaching was the result of historical
reminiscence; but thisis to make an assumption about early Christian
preaching, that it was interested in historical reminiscence, for which we
have absolutely no evidence. The opposite view, that it was
theologically motivated, is the one for which we have evidence. The
characteristics of the Markan order, and the order of early Christian
preaching, are precisely the things that we can explain theologically,
whereas it is doubtful whether they are, in fact, true historically.
Examples of this are the beginning with John the Baptist and the one
visit to Jerusalem. Both of these clearly reflect atheological purpose,
and although the former may also be historically true, the latter is
against all probability. The Markan order in general, and the views of
Manson and Dodd in particular, were discussed in the present writer’s
previous book 17- and the views of contemporary scholarship on the
theological motivation of Mark, and of the other synoptic evangelists
and their traditions, are readily available. 18- We do not, therefore,
propose to discuss the matter further here; it is sufficient for our
purposes to call attention to this aspect of the contemporary
understanding of the nature of the Markan gospel material and to remark
that what is true for Mark is true also for Luke and Matthew. They, too,
are theologically motivated in the arrangement, presentation and even
formulation of their material. Nor isthistrue only of the evangelists

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1444 (9 of 41) [2/4/03 6:35:27 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

themselves; when we go behind the evangelists to the material they have
used, for example, the account of the Temptation or Transfiguration or
the source ‘Q’, we do not come to historical reminiscence, but still only
to theologically motivated narrative or formulation and collection of

sayings.19.

The views that we are here presenting as to the nature of the gospel
tradition are the results of what may loosely be called ‘form criticism’,
although technically one would have to use a whole array of German
words to describe the various aspects of the work: Formgeschichte,
Redaktionsgeschichte, Reaktionstheol ogie, Traditionsgeschichte, etc.
We will, however, follow the generally accepted usage and refer to them
as ‘form-critical’ views. They have not, of course, escaped criticism and
attempts at refutation. The arguments against them most often found are
those characteristic of Roman Catholic and the more conservative
Protestant biblical scholarship. They consist of three main points:20- (1)
The community would not have possessed the creative power which
form criticism attributes to it in ascribing so much of the gospel material
to the early Church. (2) The New Testament itself appeals to
‘eyewitnesses and ministers of the word’ as authorities for the tradition
(Luke 1:2), thereby showing its concern for the historical ministry of
Jesus. (3) During the period of the formation of the tradition, the first
few decades of the Church’slife, there were men living and active in the
Church who had been eyewitnesses and earwitnesses of the ministry of
Jesus, for example, James, Peter and John, the ‘pillars’ of the churchin
Jerusalem (Gal. 2.9). These are a strong guarantee for the accuracy of
the tradition of Jesus' words and deeds.

Before discussing these three points in some detail, two things need to
he said in general. Thefirst of these is that we must strenuously avoid
the assumption that the ancient world thought as the modern western
world thinks. Thisis such atruism that one is almost ashamed to pen the
words, and yet it remains afact that, in agreat deal of the more
conservative biblical scholarship, it does seem to be assumed that the
appeal to factual accuracy would he as valid and important a factor in
the case of ancient Near Eastern religious texts asit would bein a
modern western court of law or in a somewhat literally-minded western
congregation. Against thisit can only he stated that thisis ssmply not the
ease. No ancient texts reflect the attitudes characteristic of the modern
western world, and some of the difficulties we see in texts about Jesus
could be matched by difficulties to be seen in texts about Pythagoras or
Socrates. All thisisobvious and yet it needs to be said, if only to clear
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the air for a consideration of the early Christian use of aword such as
‘eyewitness .

The second thing to he said in general is that we must constantly remind
ourselves that the early Church absolutely identified the risen Lord of
her experience with the historical Jesus and vice versa, as we pointed out
earlier in this chapter. This becomes particularly important to us, in our
present immediate context, when we consider the practice of the apostle
Paul. He claims, as the basis for his apostleship, to have ‘ seen the Lord’
(I Coy. 9.1), by whom he certainly means the risen Lord of the
Damascus-road experience; and we should note that when he uses the
technical formulafor receiving and handing on tradition, and speaks of
having received it ‘from the Lord’ (I Cor. 11 .23), he aso there means the
Risen One, the Lord of the Church. Even if the Lord’ s Supper paranese
which follows (I Cor. 11:.23b--25) should ultimately be based upon a
historical reminiscence of an actual Passover celebrated by Jesus with
his disciples shortly before his death—and that isin itself avery
considerable ‘if’—there is no doubt hut that the paranese represents an
extensive development away from that original reminiscence. At the
very least, al the Passover aspects have disappeared, the ‘words of
institution’ have been reformulated in light of early Christian eucharistic
practice (‘ Do this as often as you drink, in remembrance of mc’), and the
paranese concludes with an injunction (v. 26) which cannot have come
from the earthly Jesus. Now, none of this would matter to Paul.
Precisely because for him risen Lord and earthly Jesus are one and the
same person, it would be a matter of complete indifference to him
whether all, some, or none, of the words ascribed to the ‘Lord Jesus’ of
the paranese had, in fact, been spoken by the earthly Jesusto his
disciples at an actual Passover, since they were being spoken by the
risen Lord to his Church at the Eucharist. But it would matter to a
modern writer who concerned himself with the question of the teaching
of Jesus about his death, to such aone it would matter very much
indeed. This, again, is an obvious point, but it needs to be stressed: the
modern distinction between historical Jesus and risen Lord is quite
foreign to the early Church.

Now to the three arguments against the form-critical view of the
gospels, of which the first was that it ascribes too great a creative power
to the community. This argument breaks down on the fact that the
contemporary form critic does not deal with a nebulous entity, ‘the
community’, to which he ascribes all kinds of powers; he deals with
specific groups, individuals and traditions which he isolates, identifies
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and delineates. Kasemann, for example, deals specifically with Christian
prophecy, isolating it by references taken from the Pauline corpus and
Revelation; Lindars with Christian exegetical traditions, Haenchen with
the evangelist Mark, to mention only works we have used above. The
force of thiswork is not to be denied by any generalization about ‘the
community’ and its ‘ creative power’, or lack of it. It could only be
denied by offering an alternative and more convincing explanation of
the actual phenomenain the New Testament texts to which these
scholars are calling attention and with which they are dealing.

The second argument turned on the fact that the New Testament itself;
and more especially Luke, appeals to the testimony of ‘eyewitnesses and
ministers of theword’ (Luke 1.2). If we resolutely ban from our minds,
however, what a modern writer would mean by an ‘eyewitness and ask
ourselves what Luke meant by the expression, then this argument also
breaks down. Luke considers Paul an eyewitness! The actual word used
in Luke 1.2, autoptai, does not occur again in Luke—Acts, 21, but it is
paraleled in meaning in the words which Luke has Ananias say to Paul
in Acts 22.1,f.: ‘The God of our Fathers has appointed you . . . to see the

Just One and to hear the voice from his mouth, that you may be a
witnessto him . . ., and therisen Lord to him in Acts 26.16: ‘| am Jesus
... for thisreason | have appeared to you, to appoint you a minister and
witness . .Any attempt to argue for accuracy of the tradition so far as the
historical Jesusis concerned on the basis of Luke's use of ‘eyewitness
Isto fail to take into account the clear fact that he, like Paul, absolutely
identifies risen Lord and earthly Jesus and so regards Paul as, in effect,
an ‘eyewitness and minister of the word'.

The third argument was an appeal to the fact that there were some
people active in the early Church whom even we would have to call
‘eyewitnesses', such as James, Peter and John. This argument would be
effective if we could show that these men, unlike Paul and Luke, did feel
that it was important to maintain the separate identity of the historical
Jesus, and hence to preserve the Jesus tradition from changes under the
influence of the risen Lord. It has always to be remembered that no one
in the early Church regarded the changes going on in the synoptic-type
Jesus-tradition as due to anything other than the influence of the risen
Lord. The only man whose work we can trace in the synoptic tradition
who ever concerns himself to remain reasonably true, in our sense of
that word, to his sourcesis Luke, and even he does not hesitate to make
very considerable changes indeed when he has theol ogical reasons for

doing so. 22 But where is there any evidence whatever that an attempt
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was made to preserve a narrative from theological development and
change? Or, alternatively, where is there a narrative, the details of which
are more readily explicable on the basis of an eyewitness's concern for
historical accuracy and reminiscence than on that of evangelical and
theological motives demonstrably at work in the tradition?

The influence of such eyewitnesses would he most evident in the case of
narratives of events and occasions, as distinct from collections of
sayings and teaching material. But if we consider the narrativesin the
gospels, we must note that many of them have been freely created within
the early Church, especialy the controversies, for example, the David's
Son pericope we discussed above, and the ascension narrative (Luke
24.51 RSV margin) 23- and even ones in which the ‘ eyewitnesses’ play a
considerable role: the Confession at Caesarea Philippi, discussed above,
and the Transfiguration.” Others have been so modified in the course of
their transmission in the tradition that today we can know almost
nothing about the details of the events themselves, only the fact that they
happened. The details have been supplied, often from the Old
Testament, but also from other sources, to serve the theological,
apologetic and interpretative motives of the Church. In this connection
we think particularly of the narratives of the Baptism and the
Crucifixion- 25, The most that the present writer believes can ever be
claimed for agospel narrative isthat it may represent atypical scene
from the ministry of Jesus, for example the narrative of the Paralytic at
Capernaum, Mark 2:1—12 par. Here, we can argue, is something the
like of which must have happened in the ministry of Jesus; here are
elements that must have been afeature of that ministry. 26 But we can
argue this on the basis of the ‘ criterion of dissimilarity’, to be described
below, i.e. on the basis of differences between these stories and those to
be found in Judaism, Hellenism or later Christianity, not on the basis of
the veracity of eyewitnesses and the tenacity of their influence. Against
thislatter argument there is one decisive factor: the fact that the
‘eyewitnesses would have had to be quite different in interest and
concern from any men whose influence we can trace in the synoptic
tradition. In the instance of the story of the Paralytic at Capernaum, the
evangelists have used the tradition to serve their own purposes, Mark
(followed by Luke) as a demonstration of the authority of the Son of
God (Mark 2.12), and Matthew as a basis for the Church’ s authority to
forgive sins (Matt. 9.8). As we argued was the case with some of the
parables, it isthe fact that the evangelists were able to use the story to
serve their purposes that has caused it to be preserved, not an interest in
historical reminiscence as such. If the ‘eyewitnesses' are to he regarded
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as different in this regard from Matthew, Mark and Luke, then we need
some evidence that they were, evidence which the New Testament
narratives themselves do not seem to offer. No single man whose work
and influence on the tradition we can trace shows any signs of the
interest in historical reminiscence and accuracy which the opponents of
form criticism ascribe to the ‘ eyewitnesses . We may, therefore, be
forgiven for being sceptical of the possibility that these were different in
their fundamental attitude from those men whose work we do know and
whose attitude we can determine.

This brings us to the most determined recent effort to overturn the
results of form-critical work on the gospels, namely, the Scandinavian
reaction against form criticism culminating in B. Gerhardsson, Memory
and Manuscript (Acta Seminarii Neotestamentici Upsaliensis X XI|
(Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1961, 1964]). Thiswork attempts to show that
Jesus taught, and the early Church handed on his teaching, in a manner
analogous to that of the later rabbis, and that the synoptics have recorded
condensed memory texts of Jesus' teaching, and also interpretative
expositions of his sayings which go back in principle to him.

The most successful part of the work is the study of ‘oral tradition and
written transmission’ in rabbinic Judaism, to which Gerhardsson has
clearly devoted agreat deal of time. His claim, however, that thisis to
he found before AD 70 in Judaism, and his study of the same processes
in early Christianity have not been so well received. Indeed, the reviews
which the book received were of such anature as to provoke
Gerhardsson to take the unusual step of publishing a specific reply to his
reviewers. Tradition and Transmission in Early Christianity
(Coniectanea Neotestamentica XX und: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1964]). Most
damaging to his cause, as he himself recognizes, are two lengthy
reviews by scholars who are not particularly devotees of form criticism
and who are experts in the Jewish materials of which he makes so much:
Morton Smith and W. D. Davies.2”- Smith is able to show that
Gerhardsson misrepresents both rabbinic and Christian tradition by
reading back into the period before AD 70 the conditions circa AD 200,
and that the differences between rabbinic and New Testament materials
themselves are such asto refute his theory. W. D. Daviesis himself
sympathetic to Gerhardsson’ s basic concern in that he believes that
Jesus’ disciples would have treasured the memory of hisworks and
words with reverent tenacity, 28. and this makes his searching criticism
of the work the more telling. Two particularly important points that he
makes are that there is no evidence in the New Testament for the
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Importance Gerhardsson has to ascribe to the Twelve in Jerusalem and
the teaching emanating from them, and that there is every indication that
the centre of gravity for primitive Christianity was not a transmitted
body of words and works, but Jesus Christ, past, present and to come.

This last point reaches the heart of the matter, for the most characteristic
feature of the gospel tradition, especially in contrast with Jewish
rabbinical tradition, is the remarkable freedom which the transmitters of
that tradition exercise in regard to it. The almost cavalier manner in
which sayings are modified, interpreted and rewritten in the service of
the theology of the particular evangelist or editor is quite without
parallel in Judaism, and isonly possible in Christianity because of the
basic Christian conviction that the Jesus who spoke is the Jesus who
speaks, i.e. because of the absolute identification of earthly Jesus of
Nazareth and risen Lord of the evangelist’s or editor’s Christian
experience. The strength of the form-critical approach to the gospelsis
that it does justice to this basic and fundamental aspect of earliest
Christianity; the weakness of Gerhardsson’s approach is that it does not.

Catastrophic so far as the overall impact of Gerhardsson’swork is
concerned isthat in abook having some 325 pages of text, only twelve
of those pages are devoted to a discussion of the gospel tradition itself
(pp. 324—35), and these pages include no exegesis whatever of the text
of the synoptic tradition on the basis of his hypothesis. In sharp contrast
to form criticism, which takes its point of departure from the observable
phenomenain the texts, which it seeks to explain, Gerhardsson is
content to offer a string of hypothetical possibilities with regard to the
variations between different paralle traditions, including the reminder
that we may be dealing with sayings ‘delivered by Jesus himself in more
than one version’. 29 In view of the exegesis we have offered above of
Mark 9.1 and its parallels, and in view also of what we have clamed to
be the success of the total contemporary approach to the synoptic
tradition in which these variations are accounted for on the assumption
that they are due to, and a source of knowledge of, the theology of the
evangelist or redactor concerned, we claim that we are entirely justified
in challenging Gerhardsson to produce an exegesis of some sets of
parallel sayings as evidence for his hypothesis, as we are prepared to do
as evidence for ours. When he has done this, and the final pages of his
book promise such awork at some future date, then further debate will
become possible on this point. But we must insist that the crux of the
matter isto explain the phenomena present in the texts.
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Given the form-critical view of the tradition, it is evident that the way
back from the tradition as we have it to the historical Jesuswill be along
and arduous way, and there will be many instances where it will simply
not exist, since much of the tradition will have been created in the early
Church and will lead us at most to an aspect of the Church’s
understanding of the risen Lord. Indeed, on accepting this view of the
tradition, one'sfirst impulse is simply to give up the ghost and content
oneself with selecting from the earlier strata of the tradition such
teaching asisin keeping with one’s overall view of the historical Jesus,
making no systematic attempt to defend the authenticity of each saying
used. But this could lead to a multiplicity of pictures of Jesus of
Nazareth and could amount to an abandoning of any scientific historical
research upon him and his teaching. What we must attempt to do isto
recognize that the problem is more difficult than we first expected, but
to allow thisto act as a spur rather than a deterrent. It is much too soon,
and the subject-matter is much too important, for us to abandon the task
as hopeless.

If we are to establish any sayings attributed to Jesus in the tradition as
authentic, then the first thing we must be able to do isto write a history
of the tradition of which agiven saying is a part, establishing so far as
we are able to do so the earliest form of the saying known in the
tradition. The synoptic tradition as we have it is the culmination of a
long and complex process of transmission according to the needs,
interests, and emphases of the Church. It follows, therefore, that only the
earliest form of any saying known to us, and aform not reflecting these
needs, interests or emphases, has a claim to authenticity.

In our earlier mention of the work of Jeremias on the parables we
pointed out that one of the reasons for its success is that he achieves a
history of the parabolic tradition; he is able to show how the parabolic
tradition reached its present form and what that tradition waslike in its
earlier and earliest forms. In particular, heis able to isolate
considerations at work on the tradition at various points: the change of
situation and audience, the loss of the original eschatological setting, the
introduction of allegory, and so on. 30, Then he is able to move from this
to the conditions of the ministry of Jesusitself asthey differed from
these, in particular, the use of parable as distinct from alegory and the
relationship to the Kingdom of God proclamation. Thisremainsaclassic
example of the prime necessity in the reconstruction of the teaching of
Jesus: the ability to write a history of the aspect of the tradition with
which we are concerned.
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The achievement of Jeremias in respect of the parabolic tradition only is
that of Bultmann in respect of the synoptic tradition as awhole, and his
History of the Synoptic Tradition 31- is the pioneer work in attempting a
history of the synoptic tradition. All of us currently working in thisfield
are immeasurably indebted to him for his demonstration of both the
necessity and the possibility of doing this, and for athousand invaluable
insights into that history itself.

Other work on the history of the synoptic tradition will be mentioned in
the course of our own work; at this point our concern is ssimply to argue
that the reconstruction of the teaching of Jesus must begin by attempting
to write a history of the synoptic tradition. Not that we must produce
over and over again works of the scope of Bultmann’s or Jeremias's; but
we must be prepared ever to learn from them and to consider any and
every saying in the light of the history of the particular branch of
tradition of which it isapart. Only the earliest, most primitive form of
the saying will concern us. Also, we must be prepared to keep learning
things about the tradition from the work that has been done on various
parts of it. An insight derived from work on one part of the tradition will
often help usin our consideration of another part. For example, the work
of Kasemann on what he calls * Saze heiligen Rechtes' and what we call
‘an eschatological judgement pronouncement tradition’ will help usin
our consideration of the apocalyptic Son of man tradition.32- Further, our
work upon the history of the tradition will enable us to recognize the
characteristic interests and emphases of the Church and the evangelists,
which we must always be prepared to recognize and to remove.

A consideration of the history of the synoptic tradition must proceed on
the basis of an assumption with regard to the literary relationships
between the gospels. The era of literary criticism, which culminated in
B. H. Streeter’ s The Four Gospels, published in 1924, led to the general
acceptance of the two-source hypothesis, i.e. that Mark and a sayings
source (‘Q’) used by Luke and Matthew are basic sources for the three
synoptic gospels, that Mark and Q are prior to Matthew and L uke, and
that, so far aswe can tell, Mark and Q are independent of one another,
as are Matthew and Luke. From time to time attempts are made to
overturn this basic hypothesis, usually in favor of the theory that
Matthew is prior to both Mark and Luke, and that L uke used Matthew,
and Mark used both Matthew and L uke. 33- These attempts to overturn
the work of a previous era of scholarship must be regarded as
unsuccessful, because the most they achieve is a demonstration that the
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literary relationships between the texts of the gospels as we have them
are more complex than the older form of the two-source hypothesis
imagined. This may be granted at once, but then the point has to be
made that the literary relationships between the texts of the synoptic
gospels are more complex than any theory of direct relationship
imagines. First of all, we must recognize that the era of literary criticism
was also an era of optimism about establishing the original texts of the
gospels to a degree of high probability; that any theory of literary
dependence is atheory of literary dependence between texts established
by the process of textual criticism; and that such optimism is not as
widespread today as it was in the era of Westcott and Hort. This tends to
diminish the importance of verbal relationships as a decisive factor in
themselves, and to emphasize the importance of more purely theological
factors. Another point not recognized in the eraof literary criticism asit
would be today is that we must conceive of the existence of aliving, free
tradition of sayings of Jesus, out of which the gospels have come. But
this tradition did not come to an end with the writing of the gospels. To
the contrary, a careful study by Koster 34. has shown that even as late as
the first half of the second century such free tradition was a strong factor
in the Church, and this must be considered even more the case for the
second half of thefirst. So, in any single instance, or in any number of
Instances, it must always be considered possible that the tradition which
the first written gospel source has used has lived on to affect the later
gospel traditions in cases where they have used the earlier written
source.

The effect of all thisisto throw into relief the results, and especially the
theological results, of the work done on the basis of agiven hypothesis
of gospel interrelationships as the only effective test of the validity of
that hypothesis. Here the two-source hypothesis establishes itself beyond
reasonable doubt. We can appeal to the work of Bultmann and Jeremias
on the history of the tradition; we can appeal to the recent work on the
theology of the synoptic evangelists and their tradition; and, as we shall
see in our work below, the acceptance of this hypothesis as aworking
hypothesisis validated over and over again by the results achieved in
individual instances. If Farmer or others wish to return to the hypothesis
of the priority of Matthew, then they must show us that this
contemporary work is producing false results, and that better results
would be attained on the basis of their hypothesis. They must also be
prepared to show us how they believe the theological characteristics of
the various evangelists are to be accounted for on the basis of their
hypothesis, something we are constantly prepared to do on the basis of
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ours. We, at any rate, have no hesitation in basing our work on the two-
source hypothesis, with suitable recognition of the possibility of the

continuing existence and influence of synoptic-type tradition alongside
the synoptic gospels themselves all through the period that concerns us.

Any discussion of the history of the synoptic tradition today must take
into account the newly discovered Coptic gospel of Thomas, 35 for here
we have agospel radically different from the synoptic gospels. It
contains no narrative of any kind and consists entirely of synoptic-type
teaching material, i.e. sayings and parables with very simple
introductions. Much of this material parallels material already to be
found in the canonical synoptic gospels, while other parallels material
already known to us from extra-canonical sources, especially the
Oxyrhynchus papyrus sayings,36- and some is quite new. The gospel
itself inits present form is heavily gnostic in tone, and much of the
material in it has clearly been either modified or created to serve gnostic
Christian purposes. In this respect, it is like the canonical gospels, for, as
we argued above, much of the material in them has been either modified
or created to serve orthodox Christian purposes. The crucial questionis
that of the relationship between Thomas and the canonical synoptic
tradition. That is a question to which there is at the moment no agreed
answer, 37- and which perhaps cannot definitely he answered. But we do
not need a definite answer; we need aworking hypothesis. As aworking
hypothesis, we have chosen to treat the Thomas material as independent
of our gospelsin their present form.

Thisworking hypothesis seems to us to be justified, smply because of
the complete lack of anything except verbal similarities to indicate
possible dependence of Thomas upon the canonical tradition. We
pointed out above that thisis adifficult factor to assess in the case of
gospel relationships because of the difficulty of establishing original
texts, and because of the possibility of parallel free tradition living on
side by side with the written gospels and influencing them at various
stages. In the case of Thomas, these difficulties arc multiplied because
we have no Greek text of the gospel, except to the limited extent to
which the Oxyrhynchus sayings may be said to be part of atext of
Thomas, and because of the additional possibility that the Thomas
tradition has been influenced by the Coptic gospel tradition. Verbal
similarities are not therefore a strong argument for the dependence of
Thomas upon the canonical gospel tradition, and all other factors arc
against such dependence. The fact is that canonical tradition is scattered
about in Thomas *asiif it had fallen from a pepperpot’ (R. McL. Wilson);
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that sayings appear in totally different combinations and atotally
different order from that found in the canonical tradition; that almost
invariably what the canonical traditions join together Thomas puts
asunder, and vice versa; that athough Thomas reproduces the parables
in the Matthaean tradition, he scatters them throughout his gospel for no
conceivable reason; and so on. In addition to this, and most significant,
Isthe fact that over and over again the text of a parable in Thomas will
he different from that of the canonical tradition, and often it will he
closer to aform which on Jeremias’ form-critical groundsisto be
regarded as earlier than that of the canonical tradition. This may not
justify the absolute claim that Thomas is independent of the canonical
synoptic tradition, but it certainly justifies the acceptance of thisas a
working hypothesis, and hence the use of Thomas material, where
relevant, in addition to the canonical material in an attempt to
reconstruct the history of the tradition and to arrive at the earliest form
of asaying or parable. Thiswill be our procedure in the central chapters
of thiswork.

An important factor in the writing of a history of the tradition is the use
of linguistic features, especially the observation of Aramaisms. We must
note that Aramaic and Greek are radically different languages, so that it
Is often possible to say that a given construction or use of vocabulary is
Aramaic and not Greek. Of course, we must always remember that many
early Christians must have been bilingual and, moreover, more at home
in Aramaic than Greek, and that many early Christian congregations
were Aramaic speaking. All in all, however, it istrue to say that the
observation of Aramaisms can help to reach an earlier stratum of
tradition than the Greek one in the text before us. In the past, this has
tended to be overstated; on the basis of the fact that Jesus certainly
taught in Aramaic, and on the assumption that when we had reached one
step behind the tradition in our synoptic sources we had reached the
teaching of Jesus, it was sometimes assumed that an Aramaism
represented the voice of Jesus. Thisis certainly not necessarily the case.
But it isthe case, as Jeremias always insists, that an Aramaism can help
us to reach an earlier stratum of the tradition, and an example of thisin
our own work will be found below in our discussion of the apocalyptic
Son of man sayings. 38

A particularly interesting Aramaism is the use of a passive voice of the
verb to represent the activity of God. Thisisvery common in Palestinian
Aramaic of New Testament times, where the passive voice of the verb is
very frequently used for this purpose, and it is often to be found in the
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New Testament. In our discussion of Kasemann’s ‘ Satze heiligen
Rechtes we noted an example from | Cor. 34.38, and some examples
from the gospels would be: Mark 4.11 par.; Matt. 5.7, 7.1 par.; 7.7f. par.;
12.31 par., 32; 21.43. The fact that the construction is found in the
eschatological judgment pronouncement tradition must warn us against
ready assumptions that a saying using tins construction is from Jesus.
But certainly Jesus must have used it, since in Palestinian Aramaic
nothing else would be possible; and it is obvioudly true that the
increasingly Hellcnistic tradition of the Church losesits feeling against
the direct mention of God, witness the widespread ‘ Kingdom of God'
which would never he found in Aramaic. So it is reasonable to assume
that, other things being equal, this construction will belong to
Palestinian and probably earlier strata of the tradition, and it may be
expected to be found in preference to other constructions in genuine
sayings of Jesus. It must have been afeature of histeaching, but that
does not mean that a saying containing it must necessarily be dominical.

In what we are saying here, we are particularly indebted to Jeremias’
work on ipsissima vox Jesu. 39. In many ways the most interesting
aspect of that work is the argument that the formula-like turn of phrase,
‘Amen, | say toyou . . ." isafeature of the teaching style of Jesus. It
must be said at once that he has one decisive argument on his side: that
it is a phrase unique in Judaism, where Amen signifies assent to
something said, or links one to a prayer, but never introduces sayings,
and that the developing Christian tradition tends to modify it to
something much less startling. 40- Thisis an example of the ‘ criterion of
dissimilarity’ that will concern us below, and it is the strongest criterion
for authenticity that contemporary research has found. So strong is this
argument that Jeremias must be granted his point: the turn of phrase
comes from Jesus and is afeature of histeaching. But this does not
necessarily guarantee the authenticity of any saying featuring it. We saw
above that Mark 9.1, although introduced by it, owesits present form to
Mark, and we must recognize the very real possibility that the
characteristic early Christian conviction that the Lord who spoke is the
Lord who speaks has led to an imitation of the very style of that speech,
at any rate to alimited extent. The presence of the formula may indicate,
therefore, either adominical element in the saying, or it may indicate a
particularly solemn feeling that here the Lord who had spoken was
speaking, as we would be prepared to argue is the case in the eucharistic
sayings Mark 14-18b, 25. Each saying will have to be judged on its own
merits; the most the presence of this formulawill do isto increase the
possibility that the saying concerned contains a certain genuine
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dominical element.

In our attempts to reconstruct the teaching of Jcsus, then, we must first
seek to write ahistory of the tradition with which we are concerned and
to arrive at the earliest form of the saying in the tradition, or the earliest
form of the saying we can reconstruct from the tradition. What next?
Well, clearly, we have to ask ourselves the question as to whether this
saying should now be attributed to the early Church or to the historical
Jesus, and the nature of the synoptic tradition is such that the burden of
proof will be upon the claim to authenticity. This means in effect that we
must look for indications that the saying does not come from the
Church, but from the historical Jesus. Actually, our task is even more
complex than this, because the early Church and the New Testament are
indebted at very many points to ancient Judaism. Therefore, if we areto
ascribe a saying to Jesus, and accept the burden of proof laid upon us,
we must he able to show that the saying comes neither from the Church
nor from ancient Judaism. This seems to many to he too much to ask,
but nothing less will do justice to the challenge of the burden of the
proof. There is no other way to reasonable certainty that we have
reached the historical Jesus.

Thus we reach the fundamental criterion for authenticity upon which all
reconstructions of the teaching of Jesus must he built, which we propose
to call the ‘criterion of dissmilarity’. Recognizing that it follows an
attempt to write a history of the tradition concerned, we may formulate it
asfollows: the earliest form of a saying we can reach may be regarded
as authentic if it can be shown to be dissimilar to characteristic
emphases both of ancient Judaism and of the early Church, and this will
particularly be the case where Christian tradition oriented towards
Judaism can be shown to have modified the saying away from its
original emphasis.

Thefirst part of this formulation follows from what we have said above;
the second needs aword of explanation. The teaching of Jesus was set in
the context of ancient Judaism, and in many respects that teaching must
have been variations on themes from the religious life of ancient
Judaism. But if we are to seek that which is most characteristic of Jesus,
it will he found not in the things which he shares with his
contemporaries, but in the things wherein he differs from them. Now
those circles of early Christians who were most concerned with the
Jews, now represented for the most part by traditions to be found in

Matthew, 41. tended both to ‘tone down’ the startlingly new element in
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the teaching of Jesus, as we shall see in some examples below, and aso
to develop new traditions specifically related to emphases in Judaism. 42
So far as our criterion of dissimilarity is concerned, the former tendency
in these traditions will be very important, for it will help usto focus our
attention on elements in the teaching of Jesus which were, in fact, new
and startling to Jewish ears, and it is for this reason that we called
attention to it in the formulation above.

The criterion of dissimilarity we have formulated was not reached on the
basis of theoretical considerations, although it can he defended on this
basis, but in the course of practical work on the synoptic tradition. It
was, in fact, first used by Bultmann, who, in discussing the parables,
reached the conclusion: ‘We can only count on possessing a genuine
similitude of Jesus where, on the one hand, expression is given to the
contrast between Jewish morality and piety and the distinctive
eschatological temper which characterized the preaching of Jesus; and
where on the other hand we find no specifically Christian features. 43
The subsequent discussion has simply taken up the principle and applied
it to other forms of the teaching, as, of course, may quite legitimately be
done.

The use of this criterion has aways been afeature of the work of
Jeremias. We called attention above to the way in whichitisused in
connection with the formula, ‘Amen, | say toyou . . .*, introducing
sayings of Jesus. Another striking example from hiswork isin
connection with hisinvestigation of the use of abba in addressing God.
First announced in a paper read to a Theologentag in Berlin in January
1954, and since published in severa forms as the work progressed, this
Isnow to be found in English in his book, The Central Message of the
New Testament (London: SCM Press, and New Y ork: Scribner’s, 1965),
presented in rather a general form, and in his collected essays entitled
Abba (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965) in a more academic
form. The crux of the matter is that we find in the New Testament
tradition that Jesus addresses God as abba in Gethsemane, Mark 14.36:
‘Abba, Father . . .", where ‘Father’ is simply atranglation of the Aramaic
word. Inthe parallels, Luke 22.42 simply echoes Mark, but omits the
Aramaic word; Matt. 26.39 also omits the Aramaic word, but offers an
alternative trandation of it: ‘My Father . . .* Both ‘Father’ and My
Father’ are correct translations of abba, since this particular form of the
word served both as the substantive and as the substantive with the first
person singular suffix the Lord's Prayer tradition, Luke 11.2 again has
the smple ‘Father’ clearly representing abba here, asit did in 22.42,
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whereas Matt. 6.9 has ‘Our Father who art in heaven’, avery
considerable modification. An intensive investigation of the Jewish
traditions has shown that to address God as Father is by no means a
commonplace of ancient Jewish piety, and that when it does happen the
form abba, ‘ Father’ or ‘My Father’, is never used. An equivalent of the
Matthaean ‘ Our Father who art in heaven’ isthe most common form,
and thisis especially the case during the time of Johanan ben Zakkai
(circa AD 50—80), which is aso approximately the time of the
fashioning of the Matthaean tradition.

The reason for the avoidance of abba in address to God in the ancient
Jewish piety isthat thisisthe form of the word used by achild in first
learning to speak to his earthly father. Aramaic, unlike English, does not
have an onomatopoeic word to be taught to children (Dadda or the like)
and then a quite different root for the formal word. In Aramaic, the root
ab hasto serve for both. Thus, the ancient Jews maintained the dignity
of God, in so far as they addressed him as Father at all, by scrupulously
avoiding the particular form of the word used by children.

The New Testament tradition represents Jesus as addressing God as
abba (Mark 14.36) and as teaching his disciples to do so (Luke 11.2). In
the first instance Matthew maintains the tradition also, but in the second
he modifiesit to aform more acceptable to Jewish ears, to the form that
indeed in his day flowered in Jewish circles. Thisis agood example of
the things for which the criterion of dissimilarity seeks: radical
difference from Judaism and later modification towards Judaism. Since,
however, abba is aso found in Rom. 8.15 and Gal. 4.6, it could be
argued that the Jesus tradition is not here dissimilar to that of the early
Church. But these may not be regarded as representing early Christian
tradition as such. They are the only examples of it, and the Lord’ s Prayer
Is universally known with its Matthaean form of address, even in most
texts of Luke! The most reasonable explanation isthat it is characteristic
of Jesus rather than the early Church, but that Paul knows the tradition
preserved in Luke and, as a bilingual Jew, fully appreciatesits
significance. All in all, therefore, we may regard it as established, on the
basis of the criterion of dissimilarity, that Jesus addressed God as abba
and taught his disciples to do so.

A particularly effective presentation of the criterion of dissimilarity is
that by Ernst Késemann in the essay which sparked the intensive
discussion of the question of the historical Jesus which has been such a
prominent feature of recent New Testament scholarship, ‘Das Problem
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des historischen Jesus’ .44, Here he writes, in connection with the
guestion of reconstructing authentic teaching of Jesus, ‘we have
reasonably secure ground under our feet only in one particular instance,
namely, when there is some way of showing that a piece of tradition has
not been derived from Judaism and may not be ascribed to early
Christianity, and thisis particularly the case when Jewish Christianity
has regarded this tradition as too bold and has toned it down or modified
it in some way’. 4°-

In the most recent discussion this criterion has been widely used,
especially by members of the ‘Bultmann school’, who are indebted for it
to Bultmann himself. We will mention only one example, that in Hans
Conzelmann’s most important article ‘ Jesus Christus’ in the third edition
of the German encyclopedia, Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart. 46-
The importance of this article is that Conzelmann successfully attempts
a presentation of the current situation in life of Christ research, as seen
from the perspective of the radical acceptance of the form-critical view
of the sources characteristic of the Bultmann school, and so achieves a
presentation of the factorsinvolved in this research that should become a
standard, a basis for future work as the perspective from which he starts
becomes even more widely accepted. In passing, may we say that it isan
article which demands both translation into English and presentation in a
form more readily accessible than that of an article within the pages of a
multi-volume learned encyclopedia. So far as our criterion of
dissimilarity is concerned, Conzelmann formulates this as follows:
“What can, therefore, be accepted as authentic [on the basis of the

radical form-critical view of the sources] ? we do have some starting
points. . . . So far as the reconstruction of the teaching is concerned the
following methodological basisis valid: we may accept as authentic
material whichfitsin with neither Jewish thinking nor the conceptions of

the later [Christian] community.’ 47-

This, then, is the criterion of dissimilarity, and it must be regarded s the
basisfor all contemporary attempts to reconstruct the teaching of Jesus.
Of course, it islimited in scope—by definition it will exclude al
teaching in which Jesus may have been at one with Judaism or the early
Church at one with him. But the brutal fact of the matter is that we have
no choice. There simply isno other starting-point that takes seriously
enough the radical view of the nature of the sources which the results of
contemporary research are forcing upon us.

With the criterion of dissimilarity as our starting-point, and with the
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results of the application of this criterion as the only foundation upon
which we can build, the next step isto find a criterion by means of
which we can more carefully into areas of tradition where this criterion
would not be applicable. Here we propose a second criterion, which we
will call ‘the criterion of coherence’: materia from the earliest strata of
the tradition may be accepted as authentic if it can be shown to cohere
with material established as authentic by means of the criterion of

dissimilarity." 48.

Like the criterion of dissimilarity, the criterion of coherence was first
reached in the course of practical work on the synoptic tradition, and
again by Bultmann. In his History of the Synoptic Tradition, we find him
accepting an authentic ‘ such sayings as arise from the exaltation of an
eschatological mood’, oor, ‘sayings which demand a new disposition of
mine’, 49 He accepts them because they ‘ contain something
characteristic, new, reaching out beyond popular wisdom and piety and
yet arein no sense scribal or rabbinic nor yet Jewish apocalyptic’. %0 In
other words, they satisfy the criterion of dissimilarity. But once
characteristics of the teaching of Jesus are established in this way, these
characteristics can be used to validate sayings which themselves would
not meet the requirements of the criterion of dissimilarity. Already in the
History of the Synoptic Tradition we find traces of this, becauseitis
noticeabl e that when he is grouping together sayings which reflect one
of these characteristics, Bultmann shows no great concern if some of
them are dubious on other grounds, although he will note the possibility
in passing. In his Jesus and the Word, 1. however, he goes beyond this,
for in that book he by no means restricts himself; in his presentation of
the message of Jesus, to sayings which he had found to be authentic in
the course of the discussion in the History of the Synoptic Tradition.
What he doesisto use any saying from the earliest stratum of the
tradition which expresses something he has previously determined to be
characteristic of the teaching of Jesus. °2- Thisisin practice the criterion
we have sought to formulate in principle.

As was the case with the criterion of dissimilarity, this second criterion
has also been used by Jeremias. It is particularly to be found in hiswork
on ‘unknown sayings of Jesus , i.e. sayingsto be found in sources
outside the gospels, both canonical and extra-canonical . 53 He
formulates it asfollows: ‘By a process of elimination we are left with
twenty-one sayings whose attestation and subject matter do not give rise
to objections of weight, which are perfectly compatible with the genuine
teachings of our Lord, and which have as high a claim to authenticity as
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the sayings recorded in our four gospels. %4

In the body of the work he then argues the authenticity of these twenty-
one sayings on the basis of this criterion. A good example of his
methodology is his discussion of a saying preserved by Origen and now
also found in the gospel of Thomas:

Thomas 82. He that is near me is near the
fire;

he that isfar from meisfar from the
Kingdom.

This can be accepted as authentic because, among other things, it has
‘the ring of a genuine saying of Jesus , it ‘echoes Mark 9.49 and 12.34",
ItS purpose isto ‘convey astern warning’ as to the cost of discipleship,
as does Matt. 8.19f 55

Jeremias’ concern is to establish that these sayings have the same claim
to authenticity as those in the gospels, but in his discussion he tends to
assume that to do this and to establish their authenticity as sayings of
Jesus are one and the same thing. He can do so because the twenty-one
sayings are selected from a much greater number, and no doubt were
selected because they were compatible with elementsin the gospel
tradition which Jeremias regards as authentic. In effect, then, his
criterion is ours (or, better, our criterion is his!), except that we have
preferred ‘to cohere with’' to the ‘to be perfectly compatible with’
chosen by R. H. Fuller to represent Jeremias’ German sich einfligen.
However, where Jeremias has applied it to sayings from outside the
gospels, we propose to apply it also to sayings within the gospel
tradition, since we are convinced that, in this regard, no distinction
should be made between canonical and extra-canonical sayings. As
Koster has shown,6- they are al part of aliving tradition in the Church,
and no distinction was made between them at all before the second half
of the second century.

In regard to the actual formulation of the criterion we have attempted, it
should be noted that we are still insisting on the importance of
establishing a history of the tradition and of restricting ourselves to the
earliest stratum of that tradition; in our view, material dependent upon
other material already present in the tradition is necessarily a product of
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the Church. What we are proposing, in effect, isto use material
established as authentic by the one sure criterion as a touchstone by
means of which to judge material which itself would resist the
application of that criterion, material which could not be established as
dissimilar to emphases of Judaism or the early Church.

Before leaving the question of criteria, we must mention one further
one: the criterion of multiple attestation. /- Thisis a proposal to accept
as authentic material which is attested in all, or most, of the sources
which can be discerned behind the synoptic gospels. It isacriterion
much used in England, as McArthur points out, and he claimsthat it is
the most objective of the criteria which can be used. 8

We must admit to some reservations about this criterion, reservations
which McArthur sharesin part. It was first used in England in an
atmosphere in which it was felt that the sources of the synoptic gospels
came very close to being actual historical reminiscence. Thisis
particularly evident in the work of T. W. Manson, who uses the criterion
extensively. In his view, when asaying isfound in Mark and Q the two
versions can be compared and the voice of Jesus recovered; but then he
believed that Peter stood directly behind Mark and that Q was the work
of the apostle Matthew. 59- If we cannot accept the basic presupposition
that to take one step behind the sourcesisto arrive at firm historical
tradition about Jesus, then this criterion becomes much less effective.
Again, we must always take into account the possibility that something
may have multiple attestation because of theroleit played in primitive
Palestinian Christianity, or in early Christian liturgy. We do tend to
agree with McArthur, however, that this criterion does have a usefulness
In terms of establishing the authenticity of motifs from the ministry of
Jesus, although rarely that of specific sayings, 60- and particularly when
we think in terms of strands and forms of tradition rather than in terms
of synoptic gospel sources. We may say that a motif which can be
detected in amultiplicity of strands of tradition and in various forms
(pronouncement stories, parables, sayings, etc.) will have ahigh clam to
authenticity, always provided that it is not characteristic of an activity,
interest or emphasis of the earliest Church. So, for example, we may
accept the authenticity of Jesus special concern for ‘tax collectors and
sinners’, which certainly has multiple attestation in this sense, 61- and
thisis so clearly the case that we shall not argue the authenticity of this
aspect of Jesus' ministry in our work below, but only concern ourselves
with its meaning.
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The usefulness of this criterion is somewhat restricted. It will not often
help with specific sayings, but rather with general motifs, and
consequently will tend to be more useful in arriving at general
characteristics of the ministry and teaching of Jesus than at specific
elements in the teaching itself. Our procedure will be to attempt to arrive
at elements in the tradition which have a high claim to authenticity and
then to move out from there, going from the specific to the general
rather than vice versa. We shall therefore have only limited occasion to
use the criterion of multiple attestation, preferring to work upon the
basis of the establishment of the history of the tradition and the criteria
of dissimilarity and coherence.

We are ourselves convinced that there are three aspects of the tradition
where the establishment of the history of the tradition and the
application of the criterion of dissimilarity enable usto reconstruct
major aspects of the teaching of Jesus beyond reasonable doubt: the
parables, the Kingdom of God teaching and the Lord’ s Prayer tradition.
In the case of the parables, Jeremias achieves a history of the tradition,
and then is able to show that the earliest forms of the parables are
dissimilar to emphases of the early Church, (they are parables and not
allegories, they reflect Palestinian peasant life, etc.) and of ancient
Judaism (above all the esehatology). The Kingdom of God teaching
diffen from both the early Church and ancient Judaism in its use of the
key concept, Kingdom of God, and in aspects of its eschatology, where,
incidentally, it isin agreement with the eschatology of the parables. The
Lord s Prayer isdissimilar to both the early Church and ancient Judaism
in the address to God and in the linking of a petition for forgiveness with
a preparedness to forgive (which ancient Judaism does not havein a
prayer and which the early Church legalizes, Matt. 6.14), is strongly
Aramaic (the word play ‘debt/sin’ is possible only in Aramaic), and has
a characteristic brevity and a strongly persona element in its
phraseology which is derived from the spirit of the use of abba. We
would argue that any attempt to reconstruct the teaching of Jesus today
must build upon the foundations laid by the application of the criterion
of dissimilarity in these three areas. Then, by the application of the
criterion of coherence, it is possible to go on to accept as authentic that
material from the earliest strata of the traditions, the tendencies of the
tradition having been taken into account, which coheres with the
emphases to be found there. Similarly, any new material established as
authentic on the basis of the criterion of dissimilarity will carry with it
new possibilities with regard to the use of the criterion of coherence.
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In accordance with these views, it will be found that in the central
section of thiswork we have relied heavily upon the parables, the
Kingdom teaching and the Lord’ s Prayer. So far asthe last two are
concerned, we have assumed the results of our previous work in The
Kingdom of God in the Teaching of Jesus, except that we have modified
them where necessary in view of the more stringent criteriafor
authenticity which we have come to accept in the period between the
two works. So far as the parables are concerned, it will be found that,
where applicable, they are always the starting-point for our discussion,
except in the case of the Kingdom teaching.

Thus far we have assumed that we are dealing with material whereitis
possible to write a history of the tradition; what are we to do in the case
of material where thisis not possible, that is, in the case of isolated and
Independent sayings which have no history in the tradition? If they can
be ascribed to an early stratum of tradition by reason of their content or
association, then we may treat them as belonging to that stratum and, of
course, if they have to be ascribed on the same grounds to a
comparatively late stratum, then we have to treat them as belonging to
that. The first possibility will bring them into serious consideration by
the criteria of dissimilarity and coherence. The second will mean that we
will have to have extraordinarily strong grounds for accepting them. In
the case of completely isolated and independent sayings, then, the only
thing to do isto apply the criteria even more carefully; such sayings will
not inspire the same confidence as those demonstrably from the earlier
strata, but we may certainly not forejudge them.

In our discussion so far we have made no mention of the gospel of John,
the fourth gospel, and its possibilities as a source for knowledge of the
teaching of Jesus. The reason for thisis simple: as far as our present
knowledge and methodological resources go, the gospel of John isnot a
source of knowledge of the teaching of Jesus. It is generally recognized
that it represents a reinterpretation of the ministry and teaching of Jesus
along markedly theological lines, witness the fact that it has been widely
accepted as the ‘spiritual’ gospel since the time of Clement of
Alexandria, and contemporary research has scarcely modified this
opinion. What has happened in contemporary research is that opinion
with regard to the synoptic gospels has moved nearer, concerning their
theological motivation, to what opinion with regard to the fourth gospel
always has been, without opinion with regard to that gospel changing
significantly. In the case of the synoptic gospels, however, we find that
we are dealing with a number of authors and complexes of tradition, and
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that the multiplicity of influences at work on the tradition tend to cancel
one another out, to call attention to one another and, in short, to enable
us to write a history of the tradition and work our way back through it.
But in the case of the fourth gospel we are dealing with a single entity
exhibiting a marked degree of unity in theological emphasis such that no
attempt to divide the gospel into different sources and to begin to write a
history of the Johannine tradition has commanded anything like a
common consent among scholars. One has only to compare the very
different results exhibited in the works of the two greatest contemporary
commentators on the gospel, R. Bultmann and C. H. Dodd, 62- to realize
how far we are from being able to write a history of the Johannine
tradition. But until we can write a history of that tradition and learn to
work our way back through it, there is not very much that we can do
with the gospel of John as a source for knowledge of the teaching of
Jesus.

The work of C. H. Dodd on the historical tradition in the fourth gospel
does not help us appreciably here, because, even if we grant his case
(and we could not accept his basic premise that early tradition and
historical tradition are synonymous), 83 all that we then haveis a series
of historical allusions in some of the events recorded in the gospel,
especialy in the passion narrative, with little or no teaching material
involved. All in all, the problems are such that we have felt it necessary
to ignore the Johannine material altogether, even in the case of the Son
of man teaching, and the only major reference to be found on the fourth
gospel in what follows is one of the account of the crucifixion where it
does seem apparent that John is referring to a Christian exegetical
tradition. On the basis of a surer knowledge of the synoptic tradition,
and of more and more work on the Johannine, it may one day be
possible to make use of the fourth gospel in the reconstruction of the
teaching of Jesus, but that day is not yet.

THE INTERPRETATION OF THE TEACHING OF JESUS

Once we have arrived at areconstruction of an aspect of the teaching of
Jesus, our next task isto seek to understand it, by which we mean to
interpret it initsoriginal setting and to arrive as closely as we can at its
original meaning. Here we are at once confronted by a whole series of
problems. Most serious of them all is the fact that we are simply not first-
century Palestinian Jews, and that no effort of historical imagination can

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1444 (31 of 41) [2/4/03 6:35:27 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

make us become such. Thus, there will always be a barrier between us
and the original meaning of the teaching of Jesus, the barrier of two
millennia and radically different Weltanschauungen. But it remains a
fact that we have no choice but to attempt to surmount this barrier, at
any rate to achieve some sort of aglimpse over it, if we areto arrive at
the teaching of Jesus.

One of the most disturbing things about the history of the life of Christ
research is the way in which the teaching of Jesus has been seenin
categories of nineteenth-century liberalism, of twentieth-century
existentialism, or of some other ‘modern” way of thinking. None of this
would be disturbing in devotional works, but the thing is that it happens
over and over again in academic works. The problem is not one of
wilfulness on the part of the scholars concerned; it is ssimply that any
historian tends to see the past in terms which are most real to him
personally, perhaps, indeed, in some sense it isimpossible to see the past
at al except when it can be seen in such terms. Thisis particularly the
case with research into Jesus of Nazareth, who, as ahistorical figure,
certainly transcended the categories of his own day, and therefore, so to
speak, invites consideration in terms of the categories of another day.
Again, most serious research into the teaching of Jesusis carried on by
historians who are also Christians, and who, therefore, by definition
have some concept of the risen Lord of their faith and experience, and of
his teaching to them. This naturally, even unconsciously, influences
them, and can lead to the situation where a historian carefully
disentangles the original Jesus of history from the Christ of faith of the
first-century Church only to reidentify him with the Christ of hisown
faith and so reinterpret the teaching all over again.

So it isthat we have, so to speak, two problems: a barrier whichis
almost insurmountable on the one hand, and a figure who can all too
easily be drawn into our own time and categories on the other. It islittle
wonder that we often do thislatter thing, and in so doing think we are
overcoming the former. These problems are perhaps insoluble in the
work of any one scholar, but there are certain precautions that he can
and should take.

In the first place, he should demand of himself that the understanding of
the teaching of Jesus he reaches should do justice to the categories of
first-century Judaism in terms of which that teaching was originally
expressed. In itself thisis an extraordinarily difficult task because of the
intrinsic difficulty in comprehending the meaning of those categoriesto
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the men of first-century Judaism. To give an example from a matter that
will concern us later, the eschatology of Jesus demands that we wrestle
with the problem of the meaning of the element of futurity in the hope of
first-century Judaism, and at the same time that we do justice to the new
element in the teaching of Jesusin thisregard. But now all kinds of
guestions arise. Many first-century Jews certainly expected God to act,
to visit and redeem them through a concrete individual figure and by
means of actual historical events at a chronological moment in time. If
this had not been the case, then there could not have been the almost
constant revolts against Rome led by messianic pretenders who began a
war in the expectation that God would end it which are afeature of the
history of this period. But at the same time, a reading of the apocalyptic
literature from the period discovers such a bewildering variety of
imagery, such acomplex mixture of historical and mythical expectation,
64. that it becomes areal problem asto how much of thisisto be taken
literally. Some scholars have suggested that there were two distinct
kinds of expectation, anationalistic historical one based upon the
expectation of a human messiah, and a trans-historical one based upon
the expectation of a heavenly redeemer. Thisis possible, but one
suspectsthat it is an oversimplification of the matter, especially when
one notes the ease with which language from a text which, on this
theory, reflects the historical expectation can be used in atext which
reflects the trans-historical. 65 The problem is intensified when we come
to the teaching of Jesus. He certainly added a new note and a new
dimension to the Jewish eschatology in terms of which he expressed his
hope for the future. But did he, in effect, ‘demythologize' it so that we
may properly express histeaching in existentialistic categories, or speak
of the present and future elementsin histeaching in terms of the
nearness and distance of God? Or must we conclude that he was as
literalistic in this matter as the early Church, and expected aworld
historical act of God at a chronological point of time in the near future,
as the Church expected her Lord’ s return? So the problems multiply,
both the difficulty of determining the meaning of first century categories
to first-century man and the natural tendency of a twentieth-century man
to read them in terms of his own understanding, literalistic,
existentialistic or whatever, adding to their number. Y et these are
problems with which we must wrestle, for unless we are prepared to do
justice to the categories of the first century in our interpretation, we are
not going to reach the historical Jesus and his teaching. A prerequisite of
historical research of thiskind is constant wrestling with, and reference
to, the literature, idioms and categories of the social, cultural and
historical context of the subject.
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A second point, closely related to thisfirst one, is that we must always
set the teaching of Jesusin the context of the circumstances and
situation of hisministry. It is no accident that research into the parables
came alive with the attempt to set them systematically into the situation
of the ministry of Jesus. It was C. H. Dodd and J. Jeremias, above all,
who achieved this, 66. and the result was a new era, not only in the
understanding of the parables, but also in the whole field of research into
the teaching of Jesus. What was found to be true of the parablesistrue
of every aspect of the teaching of Jesus. That teaching is aways directed
to specific circumstances, to a concrete situation, to a definite person or
group of people; and it is, if not unintelligible, certainly all too easily
misunderstood if it is not first seen in the historical context to which it
was directed or in which it was given. No understanding of the teaching
of Jesusis possible without the recognition of the significance of its
original historical context, and the precaution of constantly seeking to
discover that context and to take it into account is one that is most
necessary for usto take. Thisisthe way to atrue historical
understanding and it is amajor protection against the ever-prevalent
danger of eisegesis.

A third precaution concerns the work on the sources, in this instance the
synoptic gospels. the methodology should be appropriate to the nature of
the sources. In order to work adequately with the sources, we must use a
methodol ogy which arises out of the nature of those sources and not one
which isimposed upon them from outside. It is for this reason that we
have insisted so strenuously upon the necessity of using what is loosely
and somewhat inappropriately called the ‘form-critical approach’ to the
gospels. No other approach does justice to the special nature of the
synoptic tradition and the synoptic gospels. If we use a methodol ogy
derived from a study of rabbinic Judaism, we shall fail. Rabbinic
Judaism has arespect for the text and content of that which was being
passed on, and in this respect is absolutely different from the freely
creative nature of the synoptic tradition. If we work only with source
and literary criticism, we shall fail. This approach assumes that if we can
take one step behind the sources we can observe, then we reach
historical reminiscence of Jesus and his ministry; but thisis not the case.
One step behind Mark or Q, indeed several steps behind Mark or Q, we
are still only reaching the preaching, teaching or apologetic of the early
Church; and the main source for the content of thisis not historical
reminiscence of Jesus, but present experience of the risen Lord. Of
course, it is not a question of either/or. Some things we learn from a
study of rabbinic traditions will help us, and source criticism is a starting-
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point for the attempt to write a history of the tradition so integral to the
form-critical method. But the cutting edge of our method must always
be that which does justice to the specia nature of our sources. Thisis an
essential aspect of any historical research.

But perhaps the most important thing in this regard is the consensus of
scholarly opinion, granted that the scholars concerned are doing justice,
so far asthey are able, to the categories of first-century Judaism and the
nature of the synoptic gospels. Then a consensus reached by scholars of
different confessional and theological viewpoints becomes the really
significant thing. It isunlikely that they will al make the same mistakes
and impossible that they should all have the same presuppositions, and
in thislies our only hope for true progress. In the historical sciences, we
cannot, asin the natural sciences, achieve the clarity of observation that
will enable all observers to describe the same phenomenon in the same
way, but we can enter into debate with one another with regard to our
findings and so strive for a consensus that will take us all further
forward. It isin this spirit that this present work is offered, as one man’'s
contribution to the ever-continuing task of research into the teaching of
Jesus.
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Chapter 2: The Kingdom of God

I ntroduction

Having recognized this, the immediate question is that of determining
what Jesus meant by his Kingdom of God proclamation, and thisisa
guestion to which New Testament scholarship has directed a major
share of its attention in recent times. The present writer discussed it at
length in his previous book (N. Perrin, Kingdom. For work on the
Kingdom of God in the teaching of Jesus published since 1962 see
Annotated Bibliography No. 4 Recent Work on the Kingdom of God.)
and does not propose, therefore, to repeat here either the review of the
discussion in general or the evidence and arguments for some of the
points of detail which are to be found in that work. However, a summary
of the interpretation there offered will be given and where necessary
modifications will be noted and other viewpoints discussed. In
particular, crucial sayings will be rediscussed in accordance with the
methodology outlined in the first chapter and in the light of recent
contributions to the scholarly discussion.

So far as the actual meaning of the expression translated Kingdom of
God (Hebrew: malkuth shamayim and its cognates and their Aramaic
equivalents) is concerned there is no doubt but that the primary and
essential reference isto the sovereignty of God conceived of in the most
concrete possible manner, i.e. to hisactivity in ruling. We can see thisin
the contexts in which reference is made to God as king or to the
Kingdom of God in the Old Testament. So, for example, the earliest
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referenceisin Ex. 15.11-13, where the fact that God reignsis celebrated
in arecital of what he has done to deliver Isragl from Egypt. Absolutely
characteristic, and crucial to agrasp of the real meaning of the
expression, isthe way in which Ps. 145.11f. uses as parallels to ‘thy_
(God's) Kingdom' the expressions ‘thy power’ and ‘thy mighty deeds'.
The Kingdom of God isthe power of God expressed in deeds; it is that
which God does wherein it becomes evident that heisking. It isnot a
place or community ruled by God,; it is not even the abstract idea of
reign or kingship of God. It is quite concretely the activity of God as
king. The English tranglation of Schnackenburg's Gottes Herrschaft und
Reich expressesit very well: it . . . is characterized not by latent
authority but by the exercise of power, not by an office but afunction. It
iIsnot atitle but adeed (R. Schnackenburg, God' s Rule and Kingdom
[ET by John Murray; New Y ork: Herder and Herder, 1963], p. 13.) Itis
an idea absolutely impossible to express in any word: ‘reign’ or
‘kingship’ would be too abstract and ‘theocracy’ puts the emphasisin
the wrong place. Perhaps ‘rule’ or, better, the active participle ‘ruling’
would come nearest to the original, but constant reference to the ‘ruling
of God’ would be both clumsy and subject to the faceti ousness of
reading the genitive as a genitive of object! Since any English word is
wrong, we have preferred to retain the familiar * Kingdom’, but to
capitalize it to indicate that we are using it as a proper name to designate
the malkuth shamayim which Jesus proclaimed and not in its normal
English sense.

The Kingdom of God is, of course, for the Jew an everlasting Kingdom:
God alwayswas, is, and always will be king, and the activity wherein he
manifests himself as such is everlastingly to be experienced and
expected. The two passages from the Old Testament quoted above both
end on this motif; Ex. 15.18; Ps. 145.13. It is also found in apocalyptic,
e.g. this verse from the Psalms of Solomon which we quote as atypical
example from atime very near to that of Jesus:

Ps. Sol. 17.3. But we hope in God, our Saviour;

For the might of our God is forever with mercy,

And the Kingdom of our God is forever over the nations
In judgment.

And it is common in rabbinical writings, e.g. Targum of Onkelos on EX.
15.18 which has‘God. . . . his kingdom (malkutheh) endures for ever for
the *God will reign for ever and ever’ of the MT. (Taken from G.
Daman, The Words of Jesus [hereinafter Words] [ET by D. M. Kay of
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Die Worte Jesu; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clarke, 1902], p. 96, where further
rabbinical references are given.) But it also comesto be regarded as an
eschatological Kingdom. It iswith this development that we are
particularly concerned, since Jesus certainly proclaimed the
eschatological Kingdom of God. To summarize what we have argued in
more detail elsewhere, (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 160-8, with heavy
dependence upon Gerhard von Rad, Theologie des Alten Testaments: ||
Die Theologie der prophetischen Uberlieferungen Israels, Miinchen:
Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1960; ET by D. M. G. Stalker isnow available as
Old Testament Theology: Il The Theology of Israel’s Prophetic
Traditions; Edinburgh and London Oliver and Boyd, 1965.) itisin the
message of the prophets that we first meet this conception, for itisin
their message that we find the idea of afuture act of God which will be
decisive for the salvation of the peoplein away in which his past acts
on their behalf were not. ‘ This future act of God is conceived in terms
analogous to those used of his past acts, but different in that it will be
final and decisive, the last and completely effective act, and thusit isthe
eschatological act of God. So we may speak of a new or eschatological
covenant (Jeremiah) or of a new or eschatological Exodus (Deutero-
Isaiah), and so on. Naturally we find here references to God acting as
king (Micah 2.12f.; 4.1-7; |sa. 24.21-23; 33.22; 52.7-10; Zeph. 3.14-20;
Obad. 21), and it is here, therefore, that we have the beginning of the
concept of the eschatological Kingdom of God: the eschatological
Kingdom of God isthat final and decisive act of God wherein he
manifests himself as king as he visits and redeems his people. Astime
went on and the concept developed, all kinds of pictures and ideas were
associated with it, especially in the apocalyptic literature: the
transformation of the earth, the end of history, the resurrection of the
dead, and many others. But none of these ideas are essentia to the
nature of the expectation as an eschatological expectation; what is
essential to that isthe idea of alast, decisive, al-transforming act of
God on behalf of his people. All the particular formsin which we find
this expressed are varied attempts to express the essentially
inexpressible, and all the myths and symbols associated with it in the
literature are simply being pressed into the service of this attempt. When
we say, then, that Jesus proclaimed the eschatol ogical Kingdom of God,
we mean that he proclaimed the final and decisive activity of God in
visiting and redeeming his people; no particular form of this activity is
necessarily implied and no particular accompanying phenomena must
necessarily be present. Indeed, in view of the extraordinary variety of
forms in which this concept is expressed in ancient Judaism, and the
endless variety of phenomena expected to be afeature of its
manifestation, (Illustrated in N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 164-7.) there could
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be no particular form or content necessarily implied by a proclamation
such as ‘the Kingdom of God is at hand’; each hearer would supply his
own, and would be up to the proclaimer to make clear in what terms he
conceived of the eschatological activity of God as king, we shall see, is
what Jesus did.

The best and most important evidence for the currency of the
eschatological Kingdom of God expectation at the time of Jesus and its
lack of definite form isthe Kaddish prayer of the ancient synagogue.
This prayer isin Aramaic and certainly was in use at the time of Jesus,
forming then, as now, an integral part of the regular synagogue worship.
Indeed, it may very well have been known to Jesus, since the first two
petitions of the Lord’' s Prayer appear to be a significantly modified
version of it. In atranglation by the present writer of the oldest text as
reconstructed by G. Dalman, it runs: *Magnified and sanctified be his
great name in the world which he has created according to hiswill. May
he establish his kingdom in your lifetime and in your days and in the
lifetime of all the house of Isragl even speedily and at a near time.’
(Originally given in N. Perrin, Kingdom, p. 19. Thisversion isnot, in
fact, significantly different from that used regularly today in Jewish
worship, which illustrates the conservative tendency of liturgical texts.)
The parallel between this and the ‘Hallowed be thy name, thy Kingdom
come' of the Lord’s Prayer is so marked that it is difficult to conceive of
it as accidental. Moreover, the changes from wordiness to brevity, and
from the impersonal third person to the personal second, are absolutely
in accord with the differences between the Lord’ s Prayer and other first-
century Jewish prayers noticeable throughout the former. It is entirely
reasonable to suppose that ‘ May he establish his kingdom’ and ‘ Thy
kingdom come’' represent essentially the same hope, the one
characteristic of first-century Judaism in general and the other of Jesus
in particular. But if thisis the case, then a difference becomes
immediately apparent: the one speaks of the kingdom being
‘established’, the other of its ‘coming’. Is this difference significant?

Liturgical prayers are usually very carefully composed and it would be
strange if this were not the case here. Further, the difference as
characteristic in that ancient Jewish texts normally use a verb such as ‘to
establish’ in connection with the kingdom, very rarely ‘to come’. ( G.
Daman, Words, p. 107, gives only one example and that from a Targum
on Micah 4.8, which is late and where the presence of theverbis
certainly due to the Hebrew original. We have not found another
example ourselves.) What ‘comes’ in the ancient Jewish textsis not the
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Kingdom but the New Age. (E.g. Apoc. Bar. 44.12; G. Dalman, Words,
p. 107.) The opposite is the case in the teaching of Jesus where the
Kingdom is regularly spoken of as‘coming’, e.g. Matt. 12.28 par.; Luke
17.20f., but never as being ‘established’ or ‘manifest’.

This point is so important that we must make it in some detail. The
immediate background to Jesus' use of Kingdom of God is certainly the
use in the ancient Jewish prayers and in the apocalyptic literature. (That
there is a close relationship between the teaching of Jesus and Jewish
apocalyptic in this matter is the consensus of contemporary scholarship
reached after half a century of vigorous discussion. See N. Perrin,
Kingdom, passim, but especially pp.158f.) In both cases we can see the
same significant difference. The Kaddish prayer, as we saw, uses
Kingdom, but with the verb ‘establish’, not ‘come’. Two other ancient
prayers, the eleventh of the Eighteen Benedictions, from the period
before the destruction of the Templein AD 70, and the Alenu prayer,
probably from the third century AD, both use aform of the verb mik, ‘to
reign, be king', with God as the subject. In the apocalyptic literature the
Kingdom ‘isforever over the nations’ (Ps. Sol. 17.3), ‘shall appear’
(Sib. Orac. 3.46f.; As. Mos. 10.1) or God ‘will raise up his Kingdom'’
(Sib. Orac. 3.767), but it is never referred to as ‘coming’ . Also, asin the
prayers, there are references to God appearing as king, usualy, of
course, expressed dliptically, e.g. ‘the Lord will appear’ (Jub. 1.28);
‘the Heavenly One will arise from hisroyal throne’ (As. Mos. 10.3; cf.
v. 7. “he will appear’). See further: | Enoch 1.3, 9; 102.3; IV Ezra8.51;
Apoc. Bar. 21.23, 25. The teaching of Jesus, on the other hand, not only
regularly uses the verb to come in connection with the Kingdom and
avoids the other verbs more characteristic of ancient Judaism, it also
never speaks of God ‘appearing’ as king as do the Jewish texts. While
Jesus is concerned with essentially the same eschatological hope asis
found in the ancient prayers and apocalyptic literature, both in preferring
‘Kingdom’ to direct references to God (The expression ‘ Kingdom of
God' isin fact surprisingly rare in the apocalyptic literature. See N.
Perrin, Kingdom, p. 168.) and aso in using the verb ‘to come’ in
connection with the Kingdom, he differs significantly from his
immediate background.

On these points, however, not only does Jesus differ from ancient
Judaism -- the early Church also differs from him. Outside the synoptic
gospels we never find the verb ‘to come'_used with Kingdom, (In Rev.
12.10, which RSV trandates, ‘Now the salvation . . . and the Kingdom
of our God . . . have come’, the verb is not erchomai or phthano but
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ginomai.) for what isto come, in the view of the early Church, is not the
Kingdom but the Lord Jesus (I Cor. 16.22; Rev. 22.20) and, especialy,

of course, the Lord Jesus as Son of man, whereas we do find the verb ‘to
reign’ with God as subject, abeit only in the book of Revelation (11.17).

Thereisafurther difference between Jesus and ancient Judaism in
respect to their usages of Kingdom of God, a difference hinted at above
where we called attention to the fact that an the Jewish textsit is not the
Kingdom that ‘comes’ but the New Age. The Jewish expectation was of
the eschatological activity of God, of afinal and decisive intervention
by God in history and human experience whereby his people would be
redeemed. As such, it was also an eager anticipation of the blessings,
joy, and peace which would thereby be secured for them. They looked
for the activity of God and they anticipated the blessings that would
thereafter be theirs. These blessings could be conceived of in a hundred
different ways, (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 166ff.) and the state of things
in which they would be enjoyed could be given many different names.
Gradually, however, one term became dominant; the future blessed state
came more and more to be called the ‘age to come’, and this became,
therefore, ‘. . . acomprehensive term for the blessings of salvation . . .’
(G. Dalman, Words, p. 135.) Now, in the teaching of Jesus, thisterm has
no secure place, (N. Perrin, Kingdom, p. 164, n. ) but the same function
Is served by ‘Kingdom of God', which is clearly used by Jesus to denote
the blessings secured to men by God' s intervention; (Ibid., pp. 178-85.
References will be given below.) ‘Kingdom of God’ is Jesus
‘comprehensive term for the blessings of salvation ( (This parallel
between Jesus' use of ‘Kingdom of God’ and the Jewish use of ‘age to
come’ was first pointed out by G. Dalman, Words, p. 135, and attention
has been called to it many times since then, e.g. recently by S. Aaen,
“"Reign" and "House" in the Kingdom of God in the Gospels', NTS8
(1961/2), 227.) and although this use of the term is possible in Judaism,
(N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 178-81.) it isthere rare and quite untypical.

According to the evidence of the synoptic tradition, therefore, Jesus may
be said to use ‘Kingdom of God' in two ways, both derived from the
eschatological expectation which beginsin prophecy and continues
through apocalyptic: he usesit in reference to God’ s decisive
intervention in history and human experience and he usesit in reference
to state secured for the redeemed by this intervention. In this he differs
from Judaism, especially by making normative for his teaching the
second usage which is rare and untypical in Judaism. We have to ask
now whether these differences are characteristic of Jesus or of the early
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Church. Pursuing our criterion of dissimilarity, we must seek to
determine whether these elements of difference between the synoptic
tradition and Judaism are also differences between the synoptic tradition
and the remainder of the New Testament. \We note at once that outside
the synoptic tradition there is no place in the New Testament where the
Kingdom of God is used in thefirst of the ways noted above, and very
few whereit is used in the second. Moreover, whereit isused in the
second way, there are still differences from the synoptic tradition. Since
this point is crucia to our argument, we must list the occurrences and
our interpretation of them.

John 3.3, 5

Here the term is being used as in the synoptic tradition to denote the
blessings of salvation and is equivalent to eterndl life. cf. 3.36. The verb
to enter (v. 5) in this context is quite in the synoptic manner, but ‘to see’
(v. 3), although a good Jewish and New Testament idiom for
experiencing something, e.g. Luke 2.26 (death); Acts 2.27 (corruption);
| Peter, 3.10 (good days), is never used with Kingdom of God in the
synoptic tradition. The most reasonable explanation is that we have here
atraditional saying of the synoptic type partially translated into a
Johannine idiom. Thisisthe only place where John uses Kingdom of
God; he normally prefers eterndl life, an equivalent term for the
blessings of salvation.

Acts 1.3, 6; 8.12; 14.22; 19.8; 20.25; 28.23, 31

The majority of these references areto ‘proclaiming’ the Kingdom
(using several different verbs), where Kingdom of God is equivalent to
the Christian message (1.3; 8.12; 19.8; 20.25; 28.23, 31). Thisisa
characteristically Lukan usage, e.g. Luke 9.11, cf. Mark 6.34 (Jesus);
Luke 9.2, cf. Mark 6.7 (the Twelve); Luke 9.60, cf. Matt. 8.22 (part of
the challenge to discipleship). The other two echo traditional usages of
the Jewish and synoptic traditions respectively: 1.6 the Jewish use as
‘dominion’ (e.g. | QM xvii. 7), and 14.22 a use found in the synoptic
tradition, ‘to enter the Kingdom.

Pauline Corpus

Here there are several different uses. In | Cor. 4.20 it means the
Christian life, and in Col. 4.11 the Christian church. In 1 Thess. 2.12 it is
the sphere in which the grace and power of God are known, a usage

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1445 (7 of 55) [2/4/03 6:36:14 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

parallel to the ‘Kingdom of the son of hislove' in Col. 1.13, and in |1
Thess. 1.5t isthe final blessed state which will be established at the
parousia and for which present sufferings are a preparation. Further,
there is agroup of references to ‘inheriting the Kingdom’ (I Cor. 6.9-10;
15.50; Gal. 5.21; Eph. 5.5) which exactly parallel acommon Jewish
usage, except that there the synonyms ‘age to come’ or ‘eternal life
would be used rather than Kingdom of God, as, for example, in the
question in Mark 10.14 or the promise in Matt. 19.29. Thereis only one
reference to ‘inheriting the Kingdom’ in the synoptic tradition and that
Isin the context of the markedly Matthaean parousia parable of Maitt.
25.34. The best explanation of this group of references would seem to
be that Paul (As aways in such contexts, we are using names for
convenience and without prejudice as to the question of actual
authorship, here of Ephesians.) is using the common Jewish expression,
but substituting Kingdom of God for the more normal expression under
the influence of the synoptic tradition. Finally, thereisaunique use in
Rom.14.17 where it refers to the Age to Come as something enjoyed in
an anticipatory manner in the present. Such an understanding of the
Spirit as bringing an anticipatory enjoyment of the life of the Age to
Comeis markedly Pauline, cf. Rom. 8.23; Gal. 6.15, but the equivalence
of Kingdom of God and joys of the Age to Come is certainly parallel to
the use of the Kingdom of God in the synoptic tradition as a
comprehensive term for the blessings of salvation. Here again, therefore,
we may see an influence of the synoptic tradition upon Paul in his use of
the term, this time in connection with the expression of an element
typical of histheology.

Revelation

In the book of Revelation, as we would expect, we have the regular
idioms of Jewish apocalyptic: 11.17 has God as the subject of the verb
‘toreign’; 11.15 isasummary allusion to the imagery of Dan. 7; and
12.10 is part of the verbal summary and interpretation of the regular
apocalyptic myth of the War in Heaven.

It can be seen from the above that there are real differences between the
synoptic tradition on the one hand and the remainder of the New
Testament on the other, as far as the usage of Kingdom of God is
concerned. The only places where anything like a usage parallel to those
characteristic of the synoptic tradition are to be found are John 3.3, 5;
Acts 14.22; and the references to inheriting the Kingdom or enjoying the
blessings of the Age to Come in the Pauline corpus. Here we have some
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influence of the synoptic tradition on John, Luke (in Acts) and Paul.
However, John normally prefers adifferent idiom, Paul is clearly
indebted to Judaism rather than the synoptic tradition for his basic
conception of ‘inheriting’ the blessings, and to his own theology for that
of the Spirit bringing the anticipatory joys of the Age to Come; and the
Actsreferenceis only one among eight.

These few instances, therefore, serve to emphasize the differences rather
than to diminish them. When we add the obvious point that the term
itself is very frequently to be found in the synoptic tradition and
comparatively infrequently outside it, then it becomes clear that we are
fully entitled to claim that the real and significant differences between
the use within the synoptic tradition and outside it call for an
explanation. A reasonable explanation is that usages of Kingdom of God
characteristic of the teaching of Jesus and not of the early Church live
on in the synoptic tradition. This does not mean, of course, that even in
the Kingdom sayings the tradition suddenly becomes historically
reliable. If the Church had not had her own use for the sayings, she
would not have preserved them, and if they could not have been made
expressive of his purposes, no evangelist would have used them. But it
does mean that we are entitled to posit an original Stz im Leben Jesu for
Kingdom sayings and to regard as real the possibility of recovering an
original form in some limited number of instances. In particular, we may
note that there are three points at which the Kingdom teaching of the
synoptic tradition tends to differ both from Judaism and from the early
Church as represented by the remainder of the New Testament: in the
use of the expression Kingdom of God for (1) the final act of God in
visiting and redeeming his people and (2) as a comprehensive term for
the blessings of salvation, i.e. things secured by that act of God, and (3)
in speaking of the Kingdom as ‘coming’. At these pointsit is reasonable
to suppose that we have emphases deriving from the teaching of Jesus.

With thisin mind, let us turn to adiscussion of three crucia sayings:
Luke 11.20 par.; Luke 17.20f.; Matt. 11.12. These are sayings for the
authenticity of which it is possible to offer strong arguments, and they
present the fundamental emphases of the teaching of Jesus concerning
the Kingdom.

Exegesis|. Luke 11.20 Par.; Lukel 7.20F.; Matt.11.12. Kingdom
Sayings

Luke 11.2 = Matt. 12.28
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But if it is by the finger of God [Matt.: spirit of God] that
| cast out demons, then the Kingdom of God has come
upon you.

The present setting of this saying is editorial, as are al settings in the
tradition, and in thisinstance the setting is at least as old as Q, since
both Matthew and L uke use the saying and its setting in different ways:
Matthew to interpret the exorcisms of Jesus as a present manifestation of
the eschatological future, ‘spirit’ being ‘in primitive Christianity, like
the "first-fruits' (Rom. 8.23) or the "guarantee” (I Cor. 1.22) of the
eschaton, atechnical term for the present manifestation of the
Kingdom’; (James M. Robinson, ‘the formal Structure of Jesus
Message', Current Issuesin New Testament Interpretation, ed. William
Klassen and Graydon F. snyder [New Y ork: Harper and Bros., and
London: SCM Press, 1962], p. 101, n. 28, p. 279.) and L uke to present
an aspect of the ministry of Jesus which fulfils the purpose of that
ministry as set out in Luke 4.18-21. (H. Conzelmann, Theology of St.
Luke, p. 107 n. 2.) That it is Matthew who changed ‘finger’ to ‘ spirit’
was argued by T. W. Manson (T.W. Manson, Teaching of Jesus, pp. 82
f.) and the fact that ‘ spirit’ isafavorite Lukan word makes it difficult to
conceive of it having been changed by him into something el se,
especialy in light of Luke 4.18.

The two verses, Matt. 12.27 and 28, cannot have originally stood
together at this point, since the connection makes the activity of the
Jewish exorcists also a manifestation of the Kingdom. (R. Bultmann,
History of the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 14, 162.) Further, the Matthaean
form of the pericope bears marks of an original connection between vv.
26 and 29 (Verse 26 ‘how will .. .* andv. 29 ‘how can. . . ." E.
Klostermann, Das Matthausevangelium (Handbuch zum Neuen
Testament 4 [Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), ‘1927]), p. 243.)
and certainly the narrative makes perfect sense with the omission of vv.
27 and 28. So it may be that we must reckon with an original tradition
encompassing the present Matt. 12.25, 26, 29, 30, to which were added,
probably at different stages, vv. 27 and 28. Verse 28, therefore, with
which we are particularly concerned, must be regarded as having existed
as an isolated logion before it was inserted into its present context, and
since, as we have seen, the probability is that the Lukan version is nearer
to the original form, we must, in fact, regard the saying as having so
existed in very much the form it now hasin Luke 11.20.
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Considered as aisolated logion, the saying has high claimsto
authenticity. ‘. . .Mt isfull of that feeling of eschatological power which
must have characterized the activity of Jesus', (R. Bultmann, History of
the Synoptic Tradition, p. 162.) and it has two of the hallmarks of the
differences between the synoptic tradition and Judaism and the early
Church respectively, which we have argued are derived from the
teaching of Jesus: a use of Kingdom of God in reference to the
eschatological activity of God (S. Aalen, ‘"Reign” and "House" . . .,
NTS8, 229ff., argues that the reference in this saying is not to the
activity of God but to the Kingdom as a house, by which he means an
experience of deliverance and blessing: ‘Kingdom of God means also
here deliverance, salvation’ (p. 231). The difference isone of emphasis

rather than substance, for, if we recognize that Kingdom can refer to
both the activity of God and the blessings secured for man by that
activity, and the present writer would insist that thisis the case, then we
can read the saying either with the emphasis upon the activity of God
(Perrin) or upon the experience of deliverance thereby secured (Aaen).
It would be going too far to strike out the possibility of either emphasis.)
and the use of the verb ‘to come’ in connection with it. Further, the
relating of the presence (Or, imminence of the Kingdom, see further
immediately below.) of the Kingdom to the present experience of aman
Isan emphasis unparalleled in Judaism. The saying is, in fact, one of the
very few sayingsin the tradition, the authenticity of which has not been
seriously questioned in more than half a century of intensive discussion
of Jesus' eschatological teaching. What has been in question is not its
authenticity but its interpretation and, specifically, whether it can be
held to be evidence for an element in the teaching of Jesus in which the
Kingdom is regarded not merely asimminent but as actually present. (N.
Perrin, Kingdom, passim.)

We would argue, then, that Luke 11.20 represents a saying attributed to
Jesus in the tradition, the authenticity of which may be regarded as
established beyond reasonable doubt. Since there are very few such
sayings in the tradition, it behooves us to derive as much aswe
reasonably can from this one with regard to the content and emphases of
the teaching of Jesus.

But if it isby the finger of God that | cast out demons,
then the Kingdom of God has come upon you.

The saying clearly implies a Stz im Leben Jesu; it implies a practice of
exorcism in the ministry of Jesusto which it refers. The evidence for
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exorcism as afeature of the ministry of Jesusis very strong indeed:
exorcisms are to be found in every strata of the synoptic tradition, and
the ancient Jewish texts regard Jesus as a miracle worker, i.e. an
exorcist. (J. Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth [New Y ork: Macmillan, and
London: Allen and Unwin, 1925], pp. 17-47. J. Jeremias, The
Eucharistic Words of Jesus [ET by N.Perrin of Abendmahlsworte Jesu
(1960); London: SCM Press, and New Y ork: Scribner’s, 1966], p. 19, n.
7, follows G. Dalman in regarding the most often quoted passage,
b.Sanh.43a, as referring to someone other than Jesus, but even if this
should be the case the cumulative effect of the other passages quoted by
Klausner and the testimony of the Christian fathers[e.g. Justin Martyr,
Dial. cum Tryphone Judaeo Ixix; Origen, Contra Celsum|, 28) are
sufficient to establish the point.] The present writer vividly remembers a
conversation with Ernst K&semann, at that time in Gaéttingen. in which
that leading member of the ‘Bultmann school’ exclaimed that he had no
choice, if he wished to remain a historian, but to accept the historicity of
the tradition that Jesus was an exorcist. Today this would be a widely
accepted consensus of critical opinion. This does not mean that we can
diagnose the condition of the suffering people of ancient Galilee and
Judea with whom Jesus dealt, nor does it guarantee the authenticity of
any single account of an exorcism in the tradition, but it does mean that
we can accept aministry of exorcism as a Stzim Leben Jesu for our

saying.

If we accept the fact of Jesus’ exorcisms and this saying as relating to
them, then it follows that the saying interprets the exorcisms. The
Beelzebul controversy which Mark (3.19-22) supplies as the context for
his version of the tradition with which we are concerned may or may not
be historical, but it is certainly evidence for the fact that in the first
century exorcisms as such were comparatively meaningless until they
were interpreted. So far as the historical circumstances of the ministry of
Jesus are concerned, the exorcisms could only have become significant
to his purpose if they were accepted as manifestations of the Kingdom
of God. As evidence that Jesus possessed magical powers, knew the
right incantations or was on good terms with the prince of demons, they
would be of most dubious worth! Hence, our saying is a saying designed
to interpret something that happened in the ministry of Jesus so that it
might become a challenging event to those who were confronted by it.

Treating this saying as an interpretation of the exorcisms, we should
note that it interprets them in terms of an Old Testament text, for the
reference to ‘finger of God’ isan allusion to Ex. 8.15, (To understand it
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simply as an idiom used in exorcism narratives in the ancient world
would he wrong. It istrue that ‘finger of God' has been found in
magical texts, but thereit is part of an oath [‘| adjure. . . by the finger of
God that he open not his mouth’, in A. Deissmann, Light fromthe
Ancient East (ET by Lionel R. M. Strachan of Licht vom Osten; London:
Hodder & Stoughton, 1927), P. 306], not an exorcism formula.) as T. W.
Manson pointed out (T.W. Manson, Teaching of Jesus, pp. 82f.)

In recent times a flood of light has been thrown on this practice of
Interpreting experienced events in terms of Old Testament texts by the
discoveries a Qumran, whereit isaregular feature of the literature,
especialy in the pesharim. That a similar practice was a feature of early
Christian theologizing is also clear, (See, above all, B. Lindars, New
Testament Apologetic, 1961. We mentioned thiswork in our first
chapter.) and this raises the question of whether or not this instance
should also be ascribed to the early Church. Against this, however, there
are the strong reasons noted earlier for accounting this saying as
authentic, and the consideration that no similar use of Ex. 8.15isto be
found elsewhere in the New Testament. ( We shall have occasion to note
below that the case is very different in connection with the use of Dan.
7.13.) So we arejustified in recognizing that Jesus has availed himself
of an Old Testament text in this interpretation of the exorcisms, and that,
in addition, he has also probably alluded to an existing Jewish
interpretation of that text. In Ex. 8.15 the Egyptian magicians confess to
Pharaoh that the third plague (lice) is beyond their power to duplicate
and therefore: ‘ Thisisthe finger of God.” Midrash Exodus Rabbah 10.7
interprets this by saying: ‘When the magicians saw that they could not
produce the lice, they recognized immediately that the happenings (the
plagues) were the work of God and not the work of demons.” Thisis
strikingly apposite to the thought of Jesus' saying, and the fact that it is
in the Midrash Rabbah certainly does not preclude the possibility that
the tradition goes back to the first century. Certainly the thought of the
sayingis: ‘Thisis not the work of demons, but of God, and if God is at
work in this manner, then you are even now experiencing the New
Exodus:. the Kingdom of God has come upon you.’

The suggestion that the use of an Exodus text implies an allusion to the
New Exodus may or may not be justified, but there can be no doubt that
the saying does refer to the exorcisms as an experience of the
eschatological activity of God. The hotly debated question as to whether
thisimplies that the Kingdom is to be regarded as present, inbreaking,
dawning, casting its shadows before it, or whatever, becomes academic
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when we realize that the claim of the saying is that certain eventsin the
ministry of Jesus are nothing less than an experience of the Kingdom of
God. Asthe present writer claimed in his previous work, (N. Perrin,
Kingdom, p. 171.) we are here moving in the world of a holy-war
theology such as we find at Qumran, where references to God and his
Kingdom are to be found in the context of the eschatological conflict of
the ‘War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness' . When an
exorcism is a manifestation of the Kingdom of God, then that Kingdom
iIsmanifested in terms of a conflict between good and evil, between God
and Satan, between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness. The
Kingdom is not only God acting; it is God acting in &, situation of

conflict (For adetailed study of the proclamation of Jesus from this
perspective, set in the context of athorough study of the Qumran
material, see Jirgen Becker, Des Hell Gottes (Studien zur Umwelt des
Neuen Testaments 3 [Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1964]), esp.
pp. 197-257.)

The parallel here between the teaching of Jesus and the eschatol ogical-
conflict expectations of the Qumran community should not blind usto
an all-important difference: an exorcism may be a manifestation of a
victory of God in an eschatol ogical-conflict situation, but it is aso the
experience of an individual. The victory of God is resulting not in the
restoration to a state of purity of the land Israel and its people, but in the
restoration to wholeness of asingle disordered individual. The
experience of the individual, rather than that of the people as awhole,
has become the focal point of the eschatological activity of God. Aswe
shall see, this concentration upon the individual and his experienceisa
striking feature of the teaching of Jesus, historically considered, and full
justice must be done to it in any interpretation of that teaching.

The next saying we must discussis Luke 17.20f., the discussion of
which has produced a literature in its own right.

Luke 17.20f.

20Being asked by the Pharisees when the Kingdom of
God was coming he answered them, ‘ The Kingdom of
God is not coming with signs to be observed; 21nor will
they say, "Lo, hereitis!" or "There" for behold, the
Kingdom of God isin the midst of you.

The saying asit stands in Luke serves a function in terms of the
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evangelist’ s theology, and especially in terms of his eschatology. (In
what follows we are indebted in part to H. Conzelmann Theology of St.
Luke, pp. 120-5.) It isthefirst of four places where teaching isgivenin
response to a question about the End: Luke 17.20; 19.11; 21.7; Acts 1.6.
In 17.20f. the general apocalyptic-type expectation is denied, but thisis
followed by areiteration of the traditional Christian hope in the form of
waiting for an End, the coming of which cannot be prognosticated, vv.
22-37. The parable following 19.11 develops this theme in that it
instructs the Christians to settle down to the long haul of history in the
general context of an ultimate parousia, a parousiawhich, however, is
clearly receding both in time, so far as the Lukan hope is concerned, and
in importance for the Lukan theology. The teaching following 21.7 is
designed to combat false hopes that the End is to be expected in
connection with the fall of Jerusalem, and is here preserved by Luke
because it isin agreement with his general anti-apocalyptic thrust. Acts
1.6 introduces teaching from the risen Lord in which Luke sown
particular conception of the Kingdom is presented.

The fact that Luke 17.20f. serves afunction in terms of the Lukan
theology does not, of course, mean that it is a L ukan construction; the
next question to ask is whether it existed in the tradition before Luke.
Clearly, it is asaying without direct parallelsin the other gospels; yet
there are parallels to various parts of it: Mark 13.21 (par. Matt. 24.23):
‘And then if any one saysto you, "L ook, hereisthe Christ!" or "L ook,
there heis!" do not believeit.” Thisisparallel to Luke 17.21a, and Luke
omits this Markan verse at that point in his own narrative, presumably
because he recognizes that he already hasit in 17.21a, and he wishesto
avoid duplication. It would be quite in keeping with the L ukan practice
to prefer aversion of a saying he found in another source to that of
Mark, as, for example, he prefers the Q version of the teaching about
divorce (Luke 16.18// Matt. 5.32) to that of Mark (10.1-12), which he
omits. So the saying may come from a L ukan special source, which he
has preferred to Mark in so far asthere is duplication. But it could also
be that Luke himself has created the saying, a hypothesis recently
presented very vigorously by A. Strobel.

Strobel’ s argument is that the saying has been created by Luke to serve
as an introduction to the following eschatological instruction to the
disciples. Asin 19.11 he introduces such instruction by a narrative verse
reporting the disciples supposition about the coming of the Kingdom,
so here he creates a question and answer story to serve the same
purpose. The answer is designed to refute the expectation, particularly
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held among the Pharisees (hence the Pharisaic interrogators) that the
Messiah would come on the ‘ night of observation’, i.e. the night of the
Passover (Ex. 12.42). Indeed, Aquila uses the very word for observation
in Luke 17.20 (parateresis) in histranglation of Ex. 12.42, and certainly
there is a Jewish tradition that the Messiah would come on that night.
(A. Strobel in the works listed in Annotated Bibliography No. 5,
especialy thefirst.)

Thisisan origina and interesting hypothesis, introducing a refreshingly
new note into the discussion, but there are several considerations that
can be urged against it. In the first place, it is by no means certain that
the messianic expectation associated with Passover night isasold asit
would have to be to meet the needs of this hypothesis. M. Black
suggests that the expectation must be as old as Christianity, because it
would have been difficult for it to have devel oped among the Jews after
the Christians began to associate themsel ves with 15 Nisan, but he
guotes an eminent Jewish authority (J. Weinberg) who gives reasons for
doubting that it dates from before the destruction of the Temple. (M.
Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [Oxford:
Clarendon Press 1954], pp. 173f.) Further, even if thisform of
expectation is early enough, there is absolutely no evidence that Luke
knows either it or the Pharisees as especially concerned with it. In his
account of the Passion there is no evidence that he knows or is
concerned with Jewish Passover traditions, and heisinclined to see the
Pharisees ssimply as those who believe in the Resurrection and the
‘Beyond’, and, in consequence, to present them sympathetically (Acts
23.8) (H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit [Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), p. 114, n. 1.) Perhaps more telling than this, however, isa
second point, namely, that Luke 17.20f. isavivid Pronouncement Story
of the type absolutely characteristic of the oral tradition (Using the
terminology of Vincent Taylor, Formation of the Gospel Tradition
[London: MacMillan, 1933], pp. 63-69; cf. R Bultmann, History of the
Synoptic Tradition, pp. 56ff.) It would be possible for Luke to have
constructed a story in writing that would bear all the hallmarks of oral
tradition, but it is unlikely. Then thereis athird point: the very real
possibility that Thomas knows this saying in aform independent of
Luke. We discussed above the general probability that Thomasis
independent of the canonical gospel tradition, and now we must return
to the point with specific reference to Luke 17.20f. In Thomas, we find
two logia which bear some resemblancetoit: 3 and 113. (Thelogiaare
numbered according to the publication of the text by A. Guillaumont et
al., The gospel According to Thomas, 1959. The trandlation given in that
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volumeis also used.)

Thomas 3. Jesus said: ‘ If those who lead you say to you:
"See, the Kingdom isin heaven", then the birds of the
heaven will precede you. If they say to you: "It isin the
sea’, then fish will precede you. But the Kingdom is
within you and it is without you. If you (will) know
yourselves, then you will be known and you will know
that you are the sons of the Living Father. But if you do
not know yourselves, then you are in poverty and you are
poverty.’

Thomas 113. His disciples said to Him: ‘When will the
Kingdom come? [Jesus said:] It will not come by
expectation; they will not say: "See, here", or: "See,
there". But the Kingdom of the Father is spread upon the
earth and men do not seeit.’

In thislogion, ‘by expectation’ trandates the Coptic gosht ebol and this
expression turns up again in logion 51:

Thomas 51. His disciples said to Him: *When will the
repose of the dead come about and when will the new
world come? He said to them: *What you expect (g,osht
ebol) has come, but you know it not.’

We have, therefore, three logia related to one another, and two of them
to Lukei 7.20f. So far as the interrelationship of the three Thomas logia
are concerned, it seemsfairly clear that 113 isless developed than 3. It
still has the ssmple form of the question-answer, and the three elements
of the Lukan saying, the two negations and the affirmation, are still
present. The affirmation has changed its form, but not in any
aggressively gnosticizing manner. The reference to the Kingdom ‘ spread
upon the earth’ is perhaps a reference to the mysterious ‘ sign of
extension’ referred to in second-century literature, e.g. Didache 16.6 and
Justin, Apoal. i. 55 (referring to it as the shape of the cross present in
nature). (Robert M. Grant, The Secret Sayings of Jesus [New Y ork:
Doubleday, and London: Fontana, 1960], p. 190.) This reference to the
Kingdom being spread upon the earth has replaced the entos hymon
reference in the Lukan version. Logion 3 is a much more highly
developed and gnosticized version of the saying; the question and the
two negations have disappeared, and in their place we have, in fact, a
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highly developed gnostic midrash on the original affirmation, the
Kingdom is entos hymon. The original negations have come together
and have been developed Out of recognition; only the reference to
‘seeing’, and the fact that the reference is to seeking the Kingdom,
preserves their memory. The fact that this saying has concentrated upon
the entos hymon and logion 113 lost it would seem to indicate that they
are independent developments from the original saying. Logion 51, on
the other hand, is clearly a development from logion 113: it has the
same expression, gosht ebol, which, indeed, has become the central
theme, the original affirmation having disappeared and the Kingdom
guestion having been replaced by that of the ‘repose of the dead'.

We are concerned then with logia 3 and 113 as independent versions of
the Lukan saying. But are they dependent upon the saying as it standsin
Luke? Logion 3 is dependent upon a version with a negation that can be
translated into Coptic by gosht ebol. If that were a trandlation of meta
paratereseos, our question would be settled, but the fact isthat it is not.
Neither the Sahidic nor Bohairic versions of the Coptic New Testament
use it in thisway; indeed, in the Coptic New Testament it trandlates the
apokaradokian (‘ eager expectation’) of Phil. 1.20, not the par ater eseos
of Luke 17.20. The Coptic versions of the New Testament and Thomas
logion 113 lead us to ook for an expression that can be translated both
‘with observation’ (Luke 17.20) and ‘by expectation’ (Thomasi 13),
and that search takes us not to the Greek parateresis, but to the Aramaic
hwr, which can have these two meanings. (suggested by G. Quispel,
‘Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas', NTS 5 [1958/9], 276-90.)
So we move behind the Greek of Luke 7.20 to an Aramaic tradition
which has been variously translated, and we must necessarily conclude
that Thomas 113 is not, in fact, dependent upon Luke 17.20, but upon a
tradition upon which Luke also is dependent. Luke 17.20f. had, then, at
one time an Aramaic form and is not, therefore, a creation by L uke,
writing in Greek and drawing upon vv. 22f. Minor support for thisthesis
Isto be found in the difficult entos, which can mean either ‘in’ or
‘“among’. Such an ambivalent word naturally raises the question of the
possibility that we are here dealing with translation Greek. It is not that
thereisaword in Aramaic that expresses the same ambivalence, but
rather that the phraseis very clumsy in Greek, and being clumsy in
Greek is not something of which one would normally accuse L uke.

We have argued this point in detail because with our view of the nature
of the synoptic tradition we must necessarily move with great care. Even
now the case is not iron-clad -- nothing in this area can be -- but we
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would claim that it is reasonable to assume a basic (Aramaic) saying
which belongs to the earliest strata of the tradition and is used by Luke.
If thisisthe case, then such a presumed saying has high claims to
authenticity, for it has characteristics which, as we argued above, belong
to the teaching of Jesus: it speaks of the Kingdom clearly referring to
God'’ s decisive intervention in history and human experience, and it
speaks of that Kingdom as ‘coming’. Thereis, therefore, no good reason
to deny its authenticity and, in fact, there is a wide consensus of critical
scholarship today that it is a genuine saying of Jesus, Strobel’ s being the
only significant voice raised against it in the recent discussion.

So far as the interpretation of the saying is concerned, there is general
agreement that the ‘ not with observation’ denies the possibility of the
usual kind of apocalyptic speculation, and the present writer claimed
earlier, (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 176 ff.) and would still claim, that this
means that here there is adenial of the apocalyptic concept of history
and areturn to the prophetic. The apocalyptic seers regarded history as a
whole running a pre-determined course to a foreordained conclusion,
hence, the very possibility of ‘signs’, and they understood God asto be
known in the totality, the whole course of events. The prophets, on the
other hand, looked for the activity of God in specific events, tending to
regard history as an arenain which God ‘acted’. Jesus here seems to be
negating the first of these conceptions and modifying the second. Heis
negating the first by denying the very possibility of ‘signs’; The
Kingdom is not of such a nature that asign visible in terms of the
totality of world events or the externals of history or the cosmos will
mark its presence; God is not to be seen at work in the clash of heavenly
bodies or of earthly armies. He is modifying the second because the
activity of God as king isto be known, not in such away that men can
say ‘Lo, here!’ or ‘Lo, there!’ but rather as entos hymon.

The difficulty with these two elementsin the saying is twofold: the
integrity of the ‘Lo, here, ‘Lo, there' reference (We do not find the
future tense in this part of the saying [*nor will they say’] in contrast to
the later present [‘is entos hymon’'] a difficulty, as does, for example, C.
G. Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels [London: Macmillan, 1927] |1,
547. In thefirst place, it isimpossible to know what the tense was in the
original Aramaic; secondly, the tension may be Lukan, for Luke
certainly believed that the Kingdom was both present in Jesus’ ministry
[4.21] and to come [9.27]; and, thirdly, the future tense may be due to
the ‘then’ in the parallel Mark 13.21 [*and then if anyone saysto you . .
.']) and the meaning of entos hymon. The difficulty with the ‘Lo, here
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‘Lo, there', reference is that it has both been trandated from Aramaic
and also become part of the stock in trade of early Christian apocalyptic
(Mark 13.21 par.), so that it is no longer possible to say with any degree
of certainty what the original reference was. But in light of entos hymon
and Luke 11.21, it is possible to hazard a guess. Intensive discussion of
the linguistic aspects of the meaning of entos hymon have been
inconclusive: the Greek can mean both ‘within you' and ‘among you’,
(W.G. Kimmel, Promise and Fulfillment [ET by Dorothea M. Barton of
Verheissung und Erflllung (1956) (Studiesin Biblical Theology 23);
London: SCM Press, 1957], p. 33, with full references.) and the sameis
true of the Hebrew equivalent begereb, while in Aramaic there are two
distinct prepositions, byny (with pronominal suffix, asin our saying),
‘among’, and bgw (with pronominal suffix), ‘within’. The fact that the
original translator has chosen entos to translate the Aramaic does not
help. Although in the LXX this normally translates prepositions
meaning ‘within’, (E.g. Ps 108 [MT 109] 22 [bgrb]; song of Sol. 3.10
[twk]). it can also translate one meaning ‘among’ and, indeed, Aquila
twice tranglates bgrbnw (‘among us’) by entos hemon ("Ex. 17.7; 34.9.
F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1875] I, 111,
144. J. A. Baird, The Justice of God in the Teaching of Jesus
[Philadelphia: Westminster Press, and London: SCM Press, 1963], p.
173, appears to have overlooked these references.) So we must turn to
more general considerations, and here there are two that are decisive: (1)
the trandation ‘within you' would give us a meaning and usage.
completely without parallel elsewhere in the teaching of Jesus
concerning the Kingdom; and (2) in the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus-Gospel
of Thomas tradition, where ‘within you' is certainly understood, the
saying has to be recast to make this meaning unambiguous. We must
therefore, with the great magjority of contemporary exegetes, understand:
‘the Kingdom is among you.” When we add to this the understanding oft
the teaching of Jesus reached in connection with Luke 11.20, we may
claim that the meaning is: ‘the Kingdom is a matter of human
experience.’ It does not come in such away that it can be found by
looking at the march of armies or the movement of heavenly bodies; it is
not to be seen in the coming of messianic pretenders. (Thisisonly a
guess at the meaning behind the ‘Lo, here’, ‘Lo, there’ reference, but in
view of the actual use made of this reference in the Church, and the
number of messianic revolts that took place in the half-century before
AD 70, itissurely justified.) Rather, it isto be found where-ever God is
active decisively within the experience of an individual and men have
faith to recognize thisfor what it is. (We will return to ‘faith’ in this
connection later in this article.)
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Matt. 11.12

Thisisthe third and last individual saying that we shall discussin this
context.

From the days of John the Baptist until now, the Kingdom
of heaven has suffered violence (biazetai), and men of
violence (biastai) plunder it (harpazoysin) (RSV: take it
by force; NEB: are seizing it). (the trandation is by the
present writer and the exegesis upon which it is based will
be found in N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 171-4.)

The parallel in Luke reads:

Luke 16.16. The law and the prophets were until John;
since then the good news of the Kingdom of God is
preached, and every one entersit violently (biazetai).

Thisis generally regarded as secondary in comparison to the Matthaean
version, and with good reason: the idea of one epoch ending with John
and the phrase ‘to preach the good news of the Kingdom of God’ are
both Lukan, (H. Conzelmann, Theology of &. Luke, pp. 23 ff., 40.) and
the ‘everyone entersit violently’ smooths out the linguistic and
theological problems of the Matthaean saying. This does not mean that
Luke is here dependent upon Matthew, but only that he has edited a
saying they have in common more drastically than has Matthew.

The saying itself is part of the tradition about John the Baptist and, as
such, it is part of atradition with avery specia history, a history of a
continuous ‘ playing down’ of the role of the Baptist (‘ Thiswas
convincingly demonstrated by M. Dibelius,, Die urchristliche
Uberlieferung von Johannes dem Taufer; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1915. On the validity of thisanalysis of the tradition, see
James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus [Studiesin
Biblical Theology 25 (London: SCM Press, 1959)], pp. 117f.) Asthe
background to this tradition we have two hard facts: Jesus was baptized
by John and he began his ministry only after John’s had been brought to
aviolent end. These are certainly historical facts, because they both
imply an element of dependence of Jesus upon the Baptist and they are
inconcelvable as products of a Christian community concerned to exalt
its Lord and engaged in rivalry with a Baptist sect. (For arecent
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judicious discussion of the evidence for the existence of a Baptist sect
and its relations with the Christian community, see CharlesH. H.
Scobie, John the Baptist [London: SCM Press, and Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1964], pp. 187-202.) Thus, sayings which reflect a high
estimate of the Baptist both stand in the earliest stratum of the tradition
about him and reflect the attitude of Jesus rather than that of the early
Church. There are three such sayings, all of which Dibelius regarded as
authentic: Matt. 11.12f.; Matt. 21.32; Mark 11.27-30. (M. Dibelius,
Urchristliche Uberlieferung von Johannes dem Taufer, pp. 20-29.)

On these grounds Matt.11.12 has avery strong claim to authenticity: it
stands in the earliest stratum of this particular tradition and it reflects the
attitude of Jesus to John rather than that of the early Church, to which he
was at best the Forerunner (Mark 9. 11-13; Matt. 11.14). The
authenticity of the saying has been disputed by Bultmann, who argues
that it is a product of anti-Jewish or anti-Baptist polemics, probably the
latter, since it relegates the Baptist to a bygone age. (R. Bultmann,
Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition [1961], pp. 177f. The ET is here
somewhat misleading, as, unfortunately, is the case only too often, in
that it omits the reference to anti-Jewish polemic [p. 164]). But the
saying does not, in fact, relegate the Baptist to a bygone age; rather, the
opposite isthe case in that ‘ From (apo) the days of John the Baptist . . .’
must be understood as including the Baptist in the present age, that of
the Kingdom (E. Percy, Die Botschaft Jesu [Lunds Universitets
Arsskrift, N.F. Adv. | Bd. 49 Nr. 59Lund: CW.K. Gleerup, 1953] , p.
199. See also James M. Robinson, New Quest of the Historical Jesus, p.
117, n. 1.) The saying, therefore, belongs to the positive sayings about
the Baptist and as such would have to be rgjected, on Bultmann’s
grounds, as having a Stz zm Leben in anti-Jewish polemic in the early
Church, (Asindeed it isby E. Jingel, the only recent contributor to the
discussion to deny the authenticity of the saying, who argues that
Matthew has set John on the side of Jesus ‘ aus antijtdischer Polemik’

[ Paulus und Jesus (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1964), p.
191]. But thisis®. . . amotivation for which he neither provides
documentation nor explanation’ [J. M. Robinson in his review of
Jungel’ s book, Interpretation i8 (1964), 357], and, moreover, the
tendency in Luke to make John the end of one epoch of the
Hellsgeschichte, and Jesus the beginning of another, is so well attested
that we must assume that it is Luke and not Matthew who has made the
change.) But there is no evidence for thisin our sources and thereis,
therefore, no good reason, on form-critical grounds, to dispute the
authenticity of the saying (J.M. Robinson, New Quest of the Historical
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Jesus, p. 117)

Accepting the saying as authentic, the first point to arise in connection
with itsinterpretation is that it looks back upon the Baptist as one whose
ministry marks the ‘ shift of the aeons'. This point has been stressed in
the energetic discussion of the saying that has gone on within the
‘Bultmann school’. Here the Schiiler tend to disagree with the master
(who argued that Jesus looked forward to this decisive event in the
future, whereas Paul looked back upon it in the immediate past), in that
they say that ‘. . Jesus did in fact see in the coming of the Baptist the
shift of the aeons’ (Ibid., p.118. For a more detailed discussion of this
aspect of the differences between Bultmann and the * post-Bultmannian’
see N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 112-24.) and support this by an exegesis of
Matt. 11.12. Thefirst to do this was Ernst Késemann in his seminal
essay ‘ The Problem of the Historical Jesus', (E. Késemann, Essays on
New Testament Themes, pp. 15-47. We are concerned especially with
pp. 42f., and it should be noted that On p. 42 ‘Maitt. [.25f." isamisprint
for ‘Matt. 11.12f.") where he argues in detail, and most convincingly,
that in this saying Jesus is looking back over the completed Old
Testament epoch of salvation and drawing the Baptist to hisown sidein
presenting him ‘as the initiator of the new aeon’ (Ibid., p. 43. Similarly
G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth [FT by Irene and Fraser McL uskey
with James M. Robinson; New Y ork: Harper & Bros., 1960], p.
51:John’. . belongs himself to the time in which the promise is being
fulfilled'.) Thus, we have again the clarion call of the proclamation of
the Kingdom of Jesus. Now is the time of God' s decisive activity!
Expressed in Lukeii .20 in terms of an interpretation of the exorcisms,
in Luke 1,.20f. in terms of a challenge to think in new ways about God

manifesting himself as king, and here in terms of the concept of the
history of God’s activity on behalf of his people, it is always the same
urgent challenge: Now isthe time of fulfillment of promise.

So far as the remainder of the saying is concerned, the present writer has
nothing to add to his previous discussion. (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 171-
4.) Heisin complete agreement with E. Kasemann: the import of the
logion is that ‘the Kingdom of God suffers violence from the days of the
Baptist until now and is hindered by men of violence'. (E. Késemann,
Essays on New Testament Themes, p. 42.) What we have hereisthe
reverse of the situation envisaged in the interpretation of the exorcisms:
there the Kingdom of Satan is being plundered, here that of God. What
Isenvisaged is an aeon of conflict, of victory and defeat, of achievement
and disappointment, of success and failure. It may be that the saying
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was originally inspired by the fate of the Baptist and that to this extent
the present editorial setting is correct, but of this there can be no proof.
One thing we may know, and it is strange and new, is that the
intervention of God into human history isnot only in terms of a conflict
situation -- this the apocalyptic seers envisaged -- but it isalso in terms
of aconflict in which defeat aswell asvictory isareal, if not an
ultimate, possibility.

Thus, this saying confirms what we have learned already from other
sayings, namely, that the time of God's activity as king is now, and that
the form of this activity can be envisaged in terms of conflict. But it also
adds a strange, new note: the conflict can issue in defeat as well as
victory. The outcome of the battle may be sure, but the casualties are
going to be real, not sham.

Exegesis 2. Mark 2.18-22. Eschatological Similes

We have seen that there are a small group of authentic sayings of Jesus
which are eschatological pronouncements; they proclaim the presence of
God manifesting himself as king in aspects of the ministry of Jesus.
They are the very heart of the message of Jesus. Jesus understood the
Kingdom of God as being manifest in hisministry; al elsein his
teaching takes its point of departure from this central, awe-inspiring --
or ridicule-inspiring, according to one’ s perspective -- conviction. The
conviction is manifest not only in the eschatological pronouncementsto
which we have referred, but also in anumber of eschatological similes
which are to be found in the teaching.

Jesus’ use of metaphor, in the form of simile and analogy (the parables),
Is the best attested and surest documented feature of his teaching that we
possess. As we pointed out in chapter |, above, it is here that the modern
attempt to reconstruct his teaching has been most successful and, today,
the best-known feature of that teaching isits incomparable use of simile
and analogy. It is here that the clear vision of one mind, the depth of
comprehension of one individual’ s vision and understanding, is most
apparent. Nowhere else is the change from Jesus to the early Church
more apparent. Having the tradition of similes and analogies of Jesus,
but lacking the vision to maintain or understand them, she transformed
them into allegories expressive of a post-Easter faith and reflecting a
post-Easter situation. From our point of view, this was fortunate,
because, if it had not happened, the tradition would have been lost to us.
Asit is, the pedestrian nature of the allegorizing, and the clear
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reflections of the post-Easter faith or situation, are easy to recognize and
to remove.

The most significant of the eschatological similes are those found in
Mark 2.18-22, a passage which divides naturally into two parts:

Mark 2.18-20. Now John’s disciples and the Pharisees
were fasting; and people came and said to him, ‘Why do
John’ s disciples and the disciples of the Pharisees fast, but
your disciples do not fast? 19And Jesus said to them,
‘Can the wedding guests fast while the bridegroom is with
them? Aslong as they have the bridegroom with them,
they cannot fast. 20The days will come, when the
bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will
fast in that day.’

Mark 2.21-22. No one sews a piece of unshrunk cloth on
an old garment; if he does, the patch tears away fromit,
the new from the old, and a worse tear is made. 22And no
one puts new wine into old wine-skins; if he does, the
wine will burst the skins, and the wineislost, and so are
the skins; but new wineis for fresh skins.

The parallelsin Matthew (9.14-17) and Luke (5.33-39) are dependent
upon Mark. Two logiafrom Thomas are in some way related to this
tradition: 104 and 47b.

Thomas 104. They said [to Him]: ‘Come and let us pray
today and let usfast.” Jesus said: ‘Which then isthe sin
that | have committed, or in what have | been vanquished?
But when the bridegroom comes out of the bridal
chamber, then let them fast and let them pray.’

Thomas 47b. . .. No man drinks old wine and
immediately desires to drink new wine; and they do not
put new wine into old wine-skins, lest they burst, and they
do not put old wine into a new wineskin, lest it spoil it.
They do not sew an old patch on a new garment, because
there would come a rent.

Mark 2.18-20

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1445 (25 of 55) [2/4/03 6:36:14 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

Verse 18 isan editorial setting for the following sayings, and in itself
has a somewhat complex history. The reference to the Pharisees has
probably been added to make the story fit into the Markan sequence of
pericopes of conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees, and the awkward
‘disciples of the Pharisees' isamost certainly an imitation of the ‘John’s
disciples'. (So already J. Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Marcus [Berlin:
Georg Reimer, 1903], p. 20. It should be noted that the RSV here given
has smoothed over the awkwardness; the Greek reads: ‘the disciples of
John and the disciples of the Pharisees'). So originally the pericope
circulated as a dispute between ‘ John’ s disciples’ and ‘your disciples’,
I.e. it reflected tension between Christians and members of the Baptist
sect, and as such was given an appropriate introduction. But an editorial
introduction tells us nothing about the age, authenticity or original
context of the saying (s) to which it has been supplied, so we must
consider vv. 19 and 20 independently of the introduction.

Verse 20 immediately falls under suspicion, since it seemsto provide a
reason for early Christian fasting, and, more importantly, it uses the
alegory bridegroom= Jesus (This allegory isitself a product of early
Christian piety, arising out of the concept of the Church as the bride of
Christ [Il Cor. 11 .2]. In Judaism, the bridegroom is not afigure used of
the Messiah [J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus (rev. ed., 1963), p. 52.]) and
reflects upon the death of Christ. As reflection upon the cross, as using
alegory, and as having a natural Stzim Leben der alten Kirche, itisto
be regarded as a product of the Church. But if v. 20 falls out, so does
19b, because the only reason for its existence isto serve as atransition
tov. 20. Thus, we are left with the single, isolated saying: ‘ Jesus said (to
them), " Can the wedding guests fast while the bridegroom is with them
?"" or, as J. Jeremias (Ibid., p. 52, n. 14) prefersto trandate it, probably
rightly: * Can the wedding guests fast during the wedding?

In this form the saying has high claims to authenticity. In the first place,
the evidence of the New Testament as awhole isvery strongly in favor
of the assumption that Jesus and his disciples did not, in fact, fast during
his ministry. The gospel traditions are unanimous on this point; the early
Church hasto give reasons for the practice of fasting (Mark 2.20;
Didache 1.3), itself something demanding explanation, since fasting is
such anormal feature of ancient piety; and the parables reflect a note of
joyousness in which fasting would be quite out of place. Further, the
allusion to the practice of not fasting during awedding is an allusion to
awell-documented ancient Jewish practice of freeing wedding
participants, including the guests, from religious obligations during the
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seven days of the wedding celebrations (References in Billerbeck,
Kommentar I, p. 506.) Lastly, ajoyous table-fellowship was a key
element in the common life of Jesus and his followers, as will be argued
below, and this gives the saying a natural Stz im Leben Jesu.

As an authentic saying, this ssimile tells us a good deal about the
ministry of Jesus. It tells us that Jesus regarded it as atime of release
from normal religious obligations, atime of rejoicing, and since ‘in the
symbolic language of the East the wedding is the symbol of the day of
salvation’, (J Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 117) atime
of the enjoyment of the fruits of God’' s decisive activity on man’s
behalf.

Mark 2.21-22

The various versions of this simileillustrate the characteristic
developments of tradition where no particular theological motivation is
at work. Luke, for example, adds a proverbial saying ‘ No one after
drinking old wine desires new; for he says, "The old isgood."” (Luke
5.39. The verse is omitted by some ‘western’ authorities [D, Old Latin]
and by Marcion, Irenacus and Eusebius, which makes it possible that the
addition was made in the textual tradition and complicates the problems
of the relationship of Thomas to the canonical gospels.) In Thomas this
sentiment has become the introduction to the simile and the simile itself
has been ‘ completed’, i.e. anew ‘old wine/new wineskin' antithesis has
been added to the original ‘ new wine/old wineskin’, and this replaces
the original comment, itself probably an addition in the tradition, of. . .
but new wine isfor fresh skins The fact that tradition tends to grow by
addition, and to ‘complete’ antitheses, puts the stamp of originality --
and knowledge of the pitfalls facing the amateur Pal estinian wine-maker
-- upon the ssimple ‘new/old’ of the Markan version. The ‘ patch/cloth’
simile also has an element of homeliness in the Markan form which
stamps it as original. One can readily imagine that in the days before
Sanforization it was the height of housewifely folly to patch a garment
that had been worn, wetted and shrunk with a piece of unshrunken cloth.
The original simile, therefore, represents the kind of acute observation
of Palestinian peasant life that is characteristic of the parables of Jesus.
Asthe tradition developed, this acute observation is lost, because the
tradition is no longer regarded as arising naturally from observation of
life but as existing as a mysterious and powerful entity in its own right.
So Luke loses the point altogether, thinking it has something to do with
the incompatibility of new and old, and Thomas simply summarizes the
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simile without concern for the original point of departure in observation
of life.

It isthis quality of freshness and of acute and sympathetic observation
of Palestinian peasant life which we may claim is characteristic of Jesus,
since we have demonstrated that it is lost in the transmission of the
tradition by the Church, and it marks these two similes as dominical.
But if these similes are dominical, they tell us something quite startling
about Jesus' understanding of his ministry: they tell usthat Jesus
regarded his ministry as marking a new point of departure quite
incompatible with the existing categories of Judaism. The Jewish
scholar C.G. Montefiore saw this quite clearly and was startled by it,
‘The advanced radicalism of these rules or principlesisvery
remarkable’, but then proceeded to comfort himself by claiming that
Jesus did not live up to them: *. . . but practically he does not apply them
... sofar as heis concerned, he holds fast to Judaism and the Old
Testament.” (C.G. Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels | [1927], 89.) As
we hope to show, Jesus' teaching in other respectsis every bit asradical,
in the context of first-century Judaism, as these similes lead one to
expect. In any case, there is no doubt of the force and point of these
similes: something new and different in the ministry of Jesus marks that
ministry as bursting the bounds of |ate Judaism. In the light of the
eschatological pronouncements we have already discussed this can only
mean: the Kingdom of God is here!

There are other eschatological similesin the recorded teaching of Jesus
(J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], pp. 115-24, discusses
the many such similesthat are found in the tradition without going
particularly into the question of their authenticity.) that could be
regarded as authentic by the criterion of coherence, even though some of
them, e.g. that of the shepherd, are so close to both Judaism and the use
of the early Church asto be suspect on the criterion of dissimilarity. But
there is no need here to labor the matter, for the similes we have
discussed are to be accepted as authentic and they are sufficient to make
the point. Jesus taught the same thing both by proclamation and by
simile: the decisive activity of God as king is now to be experienced by
men confronted by his ministry in word and deed.

Having discussed the ‘Kingdom’ teaching of Jesusaswefinditin
sayings and similes, we now turn to the most highly developed and
distinctive element in his teaching: the parables.
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The Parables of The Kingdom: Introduction (See Annotated
Bibliography No. 6: Modern research on the Parables.)

Modern discussion of the parables has established the fact that their Stz
im Leben Jesu is his eschatology; they are concerned with the Kingdom.
Aswe pointed out in our first chapter, the first stage in the decisive
‘breakthrough’ in the modern study of the parables was taken in 1935
when C. H. Dodd published the first edition of his book, The Parables
of the Kingdom. The first half of this book was taken up by a discussion
of Kingdom of God in the teaching of Jesus, and the second with setting
the parables in the context of the results of that discussion. Today, itisa
commonplace to recognize this eschatological orientation of the
parables. Indeed, the most recent study of them, by E. Jingel in his
Paulus und Jesus, claims that the Kingdom of God actually becomes a
reality for the hearer of the parables in the parables themselves, which
are, by their nature as parable, peculiarly well designed to manifest the
reality of the Kingdom as parable (E. Jiingel, Paulus und Jesus [21964],
pp. 135-74; cf. JM. Robinson, Interpretation 18 [1964], 351-6.) Less
ambitious, and for that reason more persuasive if less dramatic, isthe
statement by A. Wilder that ‘ true metaphor or symbol is more than a
sign; it isabearer of the reality to which it refers’ and so the parables
aretothedisciples'. . . Jesus' interpretation to them of hisown vision by
the powers of metaphor’ (Amos N. Wilder, Language of the Gospel
[New York: Harper & Row, and London: SCM Press (as Early Christian
Rhetoric), 1964], pp.92f.)

Following Wilder’ s altogether persuasive statement of the matter, we
might say that the parables impart to their hearers something of Jesus
vision of the power of God at work in the experience of the men
confronted by the reality of his proclamation, and this would be true if
we are alowed to stress the ‘in the experience of the men confronted . .

. Itisaremarkable and little noted fact that, pace Jingel, thereisonly a
very limited number of parables which are concerned to proclaim the
Kingdom of God per se. The vast majority of them are concerned with
the experience and/or subsequent activity of men confronted by the
reality of God at work. We would group the mgjor parables as follows:

1. Concerned to emphasi ze the joyousness with which the activity of
God may be experienced: Hid Treasure, Pearl.

2. Concerned to express the challenge of the mgjor aspect of thisdivine
activity, the forgiveness of sins: Lost Sheep, Lost Coin, Prodigal Son.
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3. Concerned with the necessity for men to decide now: Great Supper,
Unjust Steward.

4. Concerned to warn against the danger of preconceived ideas blinding
one to the reality of the challenge: Laborersin the Vineyard, Two Sons,
Children in the Market Place, Pharisee and the Tax Collector.

5. Concerned to depict the various aspects and true nature of the
necessary response to the chalenge: Good Samaritan, Unmerciful
Servant, Tower Builder, King Going to War.

6. Concerned to stress the confidence in God which the experience of
his activity should bring: Friend at Midnight, Unjust Judge.

7. Concerned to stress the confidence in God' s future which the
experience of his activity in the present should bring: Sower, Mustard
Seed, Leaven, Seed Growing of Itself; Fish Net, Weeds in the Field.

It can be seen that only the parablesin and 2 may be said to be
concerned with proclaiming the Kingdom in the same sense that the
eschatological similes proclaim it. Groups 3 to 6 are concerned with
men'’ s recognition of the challenge of this proclamation and response to
it; and group 7 is concerned with the future both as promise and as
threat. We will discuss groups 1 and 2 here, 3 to 6 in our next chapter,
and 7 in chapter 1V. At the end of our discussion of 2 we will turn to the
acted parable of the ‘table-fellowship of the Kingdom of God'.

Before we go on to discuss and interpret the parables, we must say a
word about the way in which they are to be interpreted. This we propose
to do by giving two examples which illustrate what we would argue is
the correct methodology. Thefirst is a Jewish parable taken from the
Mekilta, and typical, we would claim, of the form taken up and
developed by Jesus himself. The second is from the synoptic tradition,
and it is probably the only instance we have where we may be
reasonably sure that the parable and that to which it originally referred
are given in the same context in our tradition, and that the tradition at
this point is authentic.

Mekilta on Ex. 20.2 (L auterbach, |1, 224f.)
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| amthe Lord thy God

Why are the Ten Commandments not said at the
beginning of the Torah? They give a parable. To what
may this be compared? To the following: A king who
entered a province said to the people: ‘May | be your
king? But the people said to him: *Have you done
anything good for us that you should rule over us? What
did he do then? He built the city wall for them, he brought
in the water supply for them, and he fought their battles.
Then when he said to them: ‘May | be your king? They
saidto him: ‘Yes, yes.” Likewise, God. He brought the
Israelites out of Egypt, divided the seafor them, sent
down the mannafor them, brought up the well for them,
brought the quails for them, he fought for them the battle
with Amalek. Then he said to them: ‘| am to be your
king.” And they said to him: ‘Yes, yes.’

The crux of the matter here is that we have two parallel, analogous
situations: aking in his dealings with the people of the province, and
God in his dealings with the Israglites. It should be noted that the king is
not God, and the people of the province are not the Israglites. If this
were the case, then we would have allegory; but it is not the case and
what we have is a comparison (‘ To what may this be compared?), the
hallmark of a parable, not hidden identity, the hallmark of an allegory.
The story of theking isinitself natural. Kings did build city walls, bring
in water supplies and fight battles for their people. In thisway they
demonstrated and maintained their power and right to rule. Similarly,
God had done things for Israel in which he had demonstrated his
kingship: as with the king, so with God. The secret in interpreting a
parable, then, isto find the analogous situation and so come to
understand the point of the comparison. Usually in the teaching of Jesus
the analogous situation is implied but not stated, and the problem of
interpretation is, therefore, the problem we would have with this Mekilta
parableif it began: ‘' To what may we compare the Kingdom of God? It
Isalike king who entered aprovince. . ., andended ‘. . . May | be your
king? They said to him: Yes, yes,’ i.e. the problem of finding the
analogous situation to which the parable refers.

Matt. 11.16-19
16But to what shall | compare this generation? It is like
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children sitting in the market places and calling to their
playmates. 17*We piped to you, and you did not dance; we
wailed, and you did not mourn.” 18For John came neither
eating nor drinking, and they say, ‘ He has ademon’; 1%the
Son of man came eating and drinking, and they say,
‘Behold, a glutton and adrunkard, afriend of tax
collectorsand sinners!’ Y et wisdom isjustified by her
deeds.

The authenticity and unity of this parable and its application will be
argued later, and at that point the significance of these for our
understanding of the message of Jesus will be discussed. At the moment
our only concern is with the way in which the application, supplied by
Jesus himself; gives us an insight into his parabolic method.

The first thing we have to do in this connection is to determine the
situation referred to in the depiction of the children at play, for if we
cannot do that, we cannot grasp the point on which the analogy turns. As
IS so often the case in matters of understanding references to Palestinian
customs and circumstances, the expert witnesses here are Bishop and
Jeremias. (E. F. F. Bishop was for many years principal of the Newman
School of Missionsin Jerusalem. J. Jeremias lived in Jerusalem as a boy
and has devoted alarge part of his academic life and work to research
into Palestinian Judaism at the time of Jesus.) According to their
Investigations, the reference isto part of a group of children who are
sitting, wishing to play only a passive part in the games the whole group
Is playing. So they are prepared to pipe but not to dance (as the boys
would when playing ‘Weddings'), to wail but not to mourn (i.e. to beat
their breasts, etc., as the girls would when playing ‘ Funerals’). The
laziness of those who insist on sitting and *leaving the more strenuous
exercises for the others’ (Bishop) has led to aquarrel, and in the course
of this quarrel the lazy children try to blame the others for spoiling the
play-time: ‘We piped to you, and you did not dance; we wailed, and you
did not mourn.” (E. F. F. Bishop, Jesus of Palestine [London:

L utterworth Press, 1955], p. 104; J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev.
ed., 1963], pp. 160ff.) It should be noted in passing that thisisan
exegesis of the Matthaean version of the parable. It is he, more
knowledgeable than L uke in matters Palestinian, who has the more
correct version of the parable.

The parable, then, turns on the behaviour of some of the members of a
group of children who, characteristically, if not very admirably, blame
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others for something which isreally their own fault. The parabolic
method is such that there should be an analogous situation or group
among those to whom Jesus is speaking and, if we had no applicationin
the text, we would have to seek this group or situation for ourselves. But
in this one instance, and probably in this one instance only, we do have
adominical application. The group who are like these children are those
who find offence in John because heis an ascetic and rigorist, and in
Jesus because heis not. Like the children who would pipe but not dance,
wail but not mourn, they want everything to be in accordance with their
wishes, desires and expectations, and when this does not work out, it is
always someone else’ s fault.

Thisisthe parabolic method of Jesus: to tell a story which turns upon a
point which hasits parallel or analogy within the experience of some of
those to whom it is addressed. Once this central point of the parableis
grasped, and the parallel or analogy found, then, and only then, does the
message of the parable become clear. An interpretation of a parableis,
therefore, essentially a search for this crucial point init, and for its
parallel or analogy in the situation of the ministry of Jesus or that of his
hearers confronted by that ministry.

Again, we must stress the fact that a parable is a parable and not an
allegory. The essence of a parableisthat its story and situation should
be realistic and natural; if this were not the case, then the central point
could not be grasped and the parallel or analogy could never be found.
The essence of an allegory, on the other hand, is that it can be as
unnatural and complex as the allegorist cares to make it, since it has no
central point and isintended to refer to no parallel or analogy, but
always needs a key to be understood.

The parables of Jesus are amost never provided with an application in
the tradition; the one we have just discussed is an exception to the rule
and the esoteric explanations of the parablesin the tradition make the
parables allegories and are certainly not from Jesus. (See J. Jeremias,
Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], passim. The three arguments against
the authenticity of the allegorizing explanations are: (1) they use the
language and concepts of the early Church, not of the historical Jesus;
(2) they belong to late strata of the tradition; (3) in their allegorizing,
they are parallel to the allegorizing touches demonstrably added to the
parallelsin the course of their transmission by the Church.) Thisis so
very noticeably the case that it can scarcely be accidental; indeed, the
extent of the Church’s search for an application for the parables—the
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provision of generalizing conclusions, the addition of allegorizing
explanations, etc.-- is an indication that there never were original
applications for them. It may well be the case, therefore, that the normal
practice of Jesus was deliberately to end the parable and to leave his
hearers to grasp the point and to find the parallel or analogy for
themselves. Thiswould certainly be more challenging than to give the
application himself. But if this were the case, then the point of the
parable must have been comparatively obvious and simple to grasp, that
IS, to and for men who stood in the situation of the hearers of Jesus. The
primary task of the exegete of the parables, then, isto set the parablein
its original context in the ministry of Jesus so that, by an effort of
historical imagination, he may grasp the crucial point of the parable
itself and then find the parallel or analogy to which it is directed. (We
should note in passing that we are not going to pay attention to the
German division of the parablesinto three groups: Gleichnisse [simileg],
Parabeln [parables] and Beispielerzahlungen [exemplary stories]. The
distinction isthat the Gleishnis refers to a natural and inevitable
sequence of events [e.g. the action of leaven], the Parobel to afreely
created, one-of-a-kind story [e.g. the Prodigal Son], and the
Beispielerzahlung is a story teaching by example. Quite apart from the
fact that the distinction is not always easy to observe, it remains the case
that the parables all have in common the element of comparison, and
they al demand the finding of the point to which referenceis being
made and the parallel or analogy to which it is directed. We shall note
from time to time that a given parableis asimile or exemplary story, if
we find this helpful, but we shall make no attempt to carry through the
distinction regularly or systematically.)

Exegesis 3. TheHid Treasure and the Pearl. The Joyousness of the
Experience of God’sKingly Activity

Matt. 13.44-46; Thomas 109; 76

44The kingdom of heavenislike atreasure hiddenin a
field, which a man found and covered up; then in hisjoy
he goes and sells all that he has and buys that field.

45A gain, the kingdom of heaven is like amerchant in

search of fine pearls, 46who, on finding one pearl of great
value, went and sold all that he had and bought it.

Thomas 109. Jesus said: ‘ The Kingdom is like a man who
had atreasure [hidden] in his field, without knowing it.
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And [after] he died, heleft it to his[son. The] son did not
know (about it), he accepted that field, he sold [it]. And
he who bought it, he went, while he was plowing [he
found] the treasure. He began to lend money to whomever
he wished.’

Thomas 76. Jesus said: ‘ The Kingdom of the Father is
like a man, a merchant, who possessed merchandise (and)
found a pearl. That merchant was prudent. He sold the
merchandise, he bought the one pearl for himself. Do you
also seek for the treasure which fails not, which endures,
there where no moth comes near to devour and (where) no
worm destroys.’

These twin parables originally circulated separately, as can be seen from
the difference in tenses used in Matthew, i.e. present in v. 44 and past in
V. 46, and also from the fact that Thomas has them independently of one
another. In Thomas the characteristic vivid quality of the dominical
parables has been lost, and, indeed, both have been reinterpreted. The
Hid Treasure has been very considerably modified under the influence
of apopular folk tale about a man who inherited afield he deemed
worthless, sold it and then, to his chagrin, saw the purchaser find a
treasure in it and enjoy the fruits thereof. ( R. M. Grant, Secret Sayings
of Jesus, p. 188, calls attention to versions of this story in Aesop’s
Fables and in the Jewish rabbinical literature [Billerbeck, Kommentar
1,674]). The Thomas version seems to have been inherited by Thomas
rather than created by him, since enjoying the fruits of the discovery by
becoming a money-lender is contrary to logion 95 (‘If you have money,
do not lend at interest . . .*). In the rabbinical version the finder builds a
palace and purchases many slaves. Asit stands in Thomas, the parable
teaches the gnostic conception ‘. . . that most men have no idea what
treasure they have within themselves and so not everyone finds the
treasure hid in hisfield — discovers the divine self within.” (*E.
Haenchen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangelium's [Berlin: Verlag
Alfred Topelmann, 1965], p. 47. Similar interpretations are offered by
R. McL. Wilson, Sudies in the Gospel of Thomas [London: Mowbray,
1960], p. 93; B. Gartner, The Theology of the Gospel According to
Thomas [New Y ork: Harper & Bros., and London: Collins, 1961], p.
237.)

The Pearl has also been considerably modified in Thomas. The motive
of joy has been replaced by prudence (Asin the reminiscence of the
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parable in the Clementine Recognitionsiii, 62.) and a saying reminiscent
of Matt. 6.20 has been added as a‘ generalizing conclusion’, such
additions being a feature of the development of parabolic tradition (J.
Jeremiahs, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], pp. 110-14.) Intwo
respects, however, the Thomas version may be more original than the
Matthaean, for, as Jeremias points out, the fact that the merchant isa
general merchant and not adealer in pearls, preserves the element of
surprise, and that the merchant sold his merchandise is more likely to be
original than that he sold all that he had (lbid., p. 199) Both changes are
easy to account for in the tradition; the first under the influence of the
fact that the merchant found a pearl, and the second under the influence
of v. 44 when the two parables were brought together by Matthew.

The original form of these parables, then, has a double element: surprise
and joy. They both speak of a man going about his ordinary business
who is surprised by the discovery of agreat treasure, and, in this respect,
they reflect the sympathetic observation of the men of first-century
Palestine that we claim is so strong a feature of Jesus' parables. In aland
as frequently fought over as ancient Palestine the chance discovery of
valuables hidden for safe keeping in some past emergency was by no
means unusual, and every peasant ploughing his field must have had
some such secret dream. Similarly, pearls could be of fabled worth, and
every merchant whose business took him to far places must have
speculated upon the chance of stumbling across one such pearl. So we
have the secret dream suddenly and surprisingly fulfilled, and the
overwhelming joy that then seizes the man (There is general agreement
today that Jeremiasisright to claim [ibid., pp. 200 f.] that ‘in hisjoy’
are the key words and that they apply to both the peasant and the
merchant.) and determines and dominates his future activity. The
analogy isclear: so it iswith the Kingdom of God. A man can suddenly
be confronted by the experience of God and find the subsequent joy
overwhelming and all-determinative.

There is another parable in Thomas which has exactly the same point
and which may, therefore, be accepted on the criterion of coherence:
logion 8.

Thomas 8. And He said: ‘The Manislikeawise
fisherman who cast his net into the sea, he drew it up from
the seafull of small fish; among them he found alarge
(and) good fish, that wise fisherman, he threw all the
small fish down into the sea, he chose the large fish
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without regret. Whoever has ears to hear let him hear.’

Claus-Hunno Hunzinger, who first called attention to this parable, (C.-
H. Hunzinger, * Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus dem Thomas-
Evangelium’, Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche [Festschrift fir Joachim
Jeremias|, ed. W. Eltester [Beihefte zur ZNW 26 (Berlin: Verlag Alfred
Topelmann, 5960)], pp.209-20.) points out that ‘ The Man’ in the
introduction is readily understandabl e as a gnosticizing substitute for an
original Kingdom of Heaven, and, further, that it is a simple matter to
conceive of aform of the parable in which a Galilean fisherman, using a
hand net from the shore, suddenly and unexpectedly had a chance to
catch an unusually large fish and to do this gladly sacrificesthe
remainder of the catch. Several commentators see this as the Thomas
version of the Dragnet, (E.g. R. M. Grant, Secret Sayings of Jesus, p.
124; R. McL. Wilson, Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, p. 54 E.
Haenchen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums, p. 48 [explicitly
rejecting Hunzinger’s suggestion]). Matt. 13.47f., but the point is
completely different and the similarity of language could be explained
as due to the influence of the Dragnet parable on the tradition. We prefer
to join Hunzinger and Jeremias (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed.,
1963], p. 201) in viewing it as a hitherto unknown parable making the
same point as the Hid Treasure and the Pearl.

Exegesis4. The Lost Sheep, TheLost Coin, The Prodigal Son. The
Challenge of The Forgiveness of Sins

If one asks the natural question: In what way is the kingly activity of
God primarily known? then the answer of the teaching of Jesusis
abundantly clear: In the forgiveness of sins. According to the gospel
tradition, thisisthe central, specific aspect of Jesus proclamation of the
Kingdom, and we have every reason to accept the impression created by
the tradition at this point. Thisis particularly the case since the tradition
Is here supported by the central petition in the Lord’s Prayer (See N.
Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 194-6) and by a mgor group of parables. But
before we discuss these parables, we must say something about the
understanding of the forgiveness of sins among the Jews at the time of
Jesus, and especially about the frequently recurring ‘tax collectors and
sinners’ in the gospel tradition.

The Jews had, of course, avery highly developed sense of sin, and a
whole system of means for dealing with it. Any transgression of the law
of God was sin and any suffering endured in the world a consequence of
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sin (John 9.2!). A man owed God full obedience, and any failureto
achieve this meant that the man was in debt to God. So, in Aramaic the
word for sin and the word for debt are the same word, witness the word
play in the Lord’ s Prayer. This debt could be paid in several different
ways. Temple sacrifice, the Day of Atonement ritual, ritual cleansing,
works of supererogation, especially alms-giving, repentance, suffering,
and, under certain circumstances, death. But al of these ways were of
limited effectiveness, as was evidenced by the fact that Jews still
suffered and the godless Gentiles ruled in the Holy City itself; things
which must be due to the sin of Israel. So, God himself must ultimately
forgive sin, and it isin the expression of this hope for ultimate
forgiveness that ancient Judaism reached its height. Since we shall be
concerned with the finest expressions of the concept of forgivenessin
the teaching of Jesus, let us give some examples of the best of ancient
Judaism.

The Parable of Rabbi Meir

Rabbi Meir was famous for his parables (‘When R. Meir died there were
no more makers of parables' [Sota 9.15]), and this oneisto be compared
with the Prodigal Son. It is quite probably older than R. Meir himself
(second century AD), having been attributed to him because of his
reputation for parables:

A King's son went out into evil courses, and the King sent
his guardian (paidagogos) after him. ‘ Return, my son,’
said he. But the son sent him back, saying to his father:
‘How can | return, | am ashamed.” His father sent again
saying: ‘My son, art thou indeed ashamed to return? Is it
not to thy father that thou returnest? (Deut. R. 2.24
guoted from |. Abrahams, Sudiesin Pharisaism and the
Gospels: First Series[Cambridge: University Press,
1917], p. 142.)

Here we have the characteristic Jewish hope: the Lord God of Heaven
and Earth istheir father; he will accept his penitent son.

The Pharisees strove to maintain a balance between man’ s duty to strive
to earn pardon and hisinability to attain it except as a gracious gift from
God. This comes out in the famous saying of Antigonos of Socho: ‘Be
not like slaves that minister to the master for the sake of receiving a
bounty, but be like slaves that minister to the master not for the sake of
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recelving abounty’ (Aboth 1.3). The Jew must serve: God will give.

The idea of the Father giving undeservedly is also found in a Talmudic
legend:

A legend tells, that when the Almighty Lord
Proclaimed to Moses his eternal word,

Hein avision showed to him likewise

The treasures that lie stored in Paradise.

And at each one in turn the heavenly voice
Spake: ‘ Thisthe treasureis, that shall rejoice
His soul who freely giveth alms, and here

His portion is who dries the orphan’ s tear.’
Thus one by one were all to him made known,
Until unnamed remained but one alone.

Then Moses said: ‘| pray thee, what is this?
And answer made the Lord most High: “Itis
The treasure of my mercy, freely given

To those who else were treasureless in heaven.

(I. Abrahams, Sudiesin Pharisaism and the Gospels:
First Series, p. 148.)

Thus far, we have been concerned with Jewish thought about Jews who
sinned and fell short of their obligations to their God and Father. When
we consider the Gentiles the situation changes somewhat, for a Gentile
was asinner, asit were, ‘by definition’: he lived apart from the Law and
necessarily defiled God with every breath that he drew. Thereis
evidence of thisin the New Testament, for Paul betrays it unconsciously
in his passionate altercation with Peter at Antioch: ‘We ourselves, who
are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners. . .’ (Gal. 2.15). ‘Sinner’ and
‘Gentile sinner’ were by no means the same thing; a Jew who sinned
could hope for mercy from his heavenly Father, but a Gentile could not
count God as his Father in the same way. The ancient Jews did at times
reach a universalism that recognized the possibility of arighteous
Gentile, but this attitude was by no means general. It is reported that one
of the points in dispute between the Shammaites and the Hillelites was
whether non-Jews had any share in the * age to come’, the Shammaites
denying it, the Hillelites allowing the possibility (Asher Finkel, The
Pharisees and the Teacher of Nazareth [Arbeiten zur Geschichte des
Spétjudentums und Urchristentums IV (Leiden E. J. Brill, 1964)], p.
136.) Certainly for the time of Jesus, when anti-Gentile feeling was
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running high, the following apocalyptic passage would be typical:

And there shall be forgiveness of sins,

And every mercy and peace and forbearance:

There shall be salvation unto them, agoodly light.
And for al of you sinners there shall be no salvation,
But on you shall abide a curse.

But for the elect there shall be light and joy and peace,
And they shall inherit the earth.

(I Enoch 5. 6f [ Charles])

It is clear that we have here two different groups of ‘sinners’; one of
which can hope for forgiveness and one which cannot. The previous
verse identifies the second group as ‘the sinners and godless’; they are
the Gentiles.

This passage istypical of apocalyptic in that it identifies the forgiveness
of sinsas amajor aspect of the apocalyptic hope. Naturally enough, with
the rise of apocalyptic, the hope for God’ s ultimate forgiveness becomes
the hope for God’ s eschatological forgiveness, and with the rise of
Messianism, it becomes the hope for messianic forgiveness. In Pesikta
149a, the Messiah comes ‘with grace and pardon (slyhh) on hislips.’
This passage is also typical of apocalyptic in that it denies any hope to
the ‘godless sinners’, and in apocalyptic this designation would include
both the Gentiles and also those Jews of whom the particular seer
disapproved, or who disapproved of the particular seer!

But it is not only in apocalyptic fanaticism that we find a group of Jews
who are regarded as beyond hope, regarded, in fact, as Gentiles. In

Pal estinian Judaism there were a number of professions or activities
which made the Jews who practised them ‘ Gentile sinners' in the eyes
of their fellow Jews. Of these the worst were: dice player, usurer, pigeon
flyer, trafficker in seventh-year produce (Sanh. 3.3), to which a Baraitha
adds: shepherd, tax collector, and revenue farmer. (We shall make no
attempt to distinguish between the various kinds of tax collectors, tax
farmers and excise men. In Jewish eyes they were all tarred with the
same brush and our sources do not distinguish them systematically from
one another. In what follows, therefore, we are using ‘tax collector’ in a
collective sense to include them all. Soncino B. T. Sanhedrin |, 148, n.
6, defines ‘tax collectors and publicans': ‘ Government |essees who
collected customs duties, market tolls and similar special imposts, thus
hel ping the Romans to exact the heavy taxes imposed upon the Jews.’)
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(b. Sanh. 25b; b. B.K. 94b). These were all notoriously robbers and in
the first century the last two would also be especially hated as
‘Quidlings’, because they collected taxes from their fellow Jews on
behalf of hated Gentiles. They were all denied their normal citizenship
rights; for example, so far as bearing witness was concerned, they had
the same lack of standing as Gentile slaves (R.H. 1.8). ‘In other words:
they were denied even those civil rights which every other Israglite,
even theillegitimately born, could claim (J. Jeremias, Jerusalem zur Zeit
Jesu [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ‘1962], pp. 346f. [ET in
preparation]. We are indebted to thiswork all through this section of our
discussion.)

So we haveto think in terms of three groups of ‘sinners' : Jews who
could turn to their heavenly Father in penitence and hope; Gentile
sinners for whom hope was dubious, most Jews regarding them as
beyond the pale of God's mercy; and Jews who had made themselves as
Gentiles, for whom penitence was, if not impossible, certainly almost
insurmountably difficult. The language usage of our sources, both
Jewish and Christian, bears this out, for we find the following
combinations: tax collectors and thieves (Toh. 7.6, the passage concerns
defilement: atax collector defiles everything within the house by
entering, as does a Gentile; B.K. 10.2); tax collectors and harlots (Matt.
21.32); extortioner, swindler, adulterer or even tax collector (Luke
18.11); murderers, robbers, tax collectors (Ned. 3.4); and, most
important of all: tax collector and sinner (Mark 2.15f., and frequently),
compare: tax collector and Gentile (Matt. 18.17). We are entitled to
claim that the ‘tax collectors and sinners’ frequently found in the New
Testament may be understood as ‘tax collectors and other Jews who
have made themselves as Gentiles . Such Jews were widely regarded as
beyond hope of penitence or forgiveness, and their very presencein a
house defiled all that wasin it (Toh. 7.6, noted immediately above).

Against this background, we may appreciate the startling nature of
Jesus’ proclamation of the forgiveness of sins, and understand the point
at dispute between himself and those of his contemporaries who took
offence at this proclamation. We may come to it by considering the
parable of the Prodigal Son.

Luke 15.11-32. And he said, ‘ There was a man who had

two sons; 12and the younger of them said to his father,
"Father, give me the share of the property which fallsto

me." And he divided his living between them. 13Not many
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days later, the younger son gathered all he had and took
his journey into afar country, and there he squandered his
property in loose living. 14 And when he had spent
everything, a great famine arose in that country, and he
began to be in want. 1 So he went and joined himself to
one of the citizens of that country, who sent him into his
fields to feed swine. 16 And he would gladly have fed on
the pods that the swine ate; and no one gave him
anything. 17But when he came to himself he said, "How
many of my father’s hired servants have bread enough
and to spare, but | perish here with hunger 18 | will arise
and go to my father, and | will say to him, ‘Father, | have
sinned against heaven and before you; 191 am no longer
worthy to be called your son; treat me as one of your
hired servants.’ " 20And he arose and came to his father.
But while he was yet at a distance, his father saw him and
had compassion, and ran and embraced him and kissed
him. 2XAnd the son said to him, "Father, | have sinned
against heaven and before you; | am no longer worthy to
be called your son." 22But the father said to his servants,
"Bring quickly the best robe and put it on him; and put a
ring on his hand, and shoes on his feet; 23and bring the
fatted calf and kill it, and let us eat and make merry; 24for
this my son was dead, and is alive again; he was lost, and
isfound." And they began to make merry.

‘25Now his elder son was in the field; and as he came and
drew near to the house, he heard music and dancing.
26And he called one of the servants and asked him what
this meant. 2/And he said to him, "Y our brother has come,
and your father has killed the fatted calf, because he has
received him safe and sound." 28But he was angry and
refused to go in. His father came out and entreated him,
29ut he answered his father, "L o, these many years | have
served you, and | never disobeyed your command,; yet
you never gave me akid, that I might make merry with
my friends. 30But when this son of yours came, who has
devoured your living with harlots, you killed for him the
fatted calf!" 31And he said to him, "Son, you are always
with me, and all that is mineis yours. 32|t was fitting to
make merry and be glad, for this your brother was dead,
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andisaive; hewaslost, and isfound." ’

The details at the beginning of the story are vividly drawn from life. In
first-century Judaism the cities of the Levant offered far more
opportunities for energetically inclined younger sons than did Palestine
itself; and the procedure of dividing the property during the father’s
lifetime, so that the younger son might have some capital for his
venture, was both legal and feasible. In fact, the situation must have
arisen many times as Jewish younger sons ventured into the Dispersion,
in the way that, later, British younger sons ‘emigrated to the colonies’ or
American younger Sons responded to the challenge: ‘ Go west, young
man.” The hopes and fears surrounding such a venture would have been
well known to Jesus' hearers, and the fate of the son one with which
they were familiar from known instances in their own family or district.
The parable of Rabbi Meir, above, assumes exactly the same
circumstance. It is at this point, however, that the two parables diverge,
and the climax to this part of Jesus' story isthe fact that the boy became
aswineherd. We saw above that the professional shepherd was one
regarded as beyond the pale of Judaism, and this was doubly the case
when the animals were swine, for they were unclean. Indeed, in the
Tosephta we are told that Jewish swineherds are to be treated in the
same way as Gentiles: they are not to be thrown into a pit, but neither
are they to be helped out of one! (Reference taken from Billerbeck,
Kommentar 1V, 359.) A Jew who became a swineherd became a
Gentile; he could no longer count the king as his father as could the son
in Rabbi Meir’'s parable. This, then, isthe crux of the parable as Jesus
told it. So far as many of his hearers were concerned, and certainly so
far as the ones to whom the parable was particularly addressed were
concerned, at this point the son becomes dead in his father’ s eyes and
any self-respecting Jewish father would have spurned him had he
returned in such disgrace.

In the remainder of the first part of the parable, Jesus goes out of his
way to contradict this viewpoint. The father is depicted as recognizing
the gravity of the son’s offence (v. 24: “. . . wasdead . . . waslost . . "),
but as forgiving it in away that can only be described as extravagant;
and no doubt the extravagance is deliberate. The father runs out to
welcome the son, ‘amost unusual and undignified procedure for an aged
oriental’ (Jeremias), freely forgives him, treats him as an honoured guest
and restores him to a position of dignity and authority in his household.
(Thekissis[asin Il Sam. 14.33] asign of forgiveness; the feast isasign
of rgjoicing; the robe marks him as an honoured guest; thering isa
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signet ring and a symbol of authority; the shoes mark him as afree man,
not aslave. J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 130.)
Every touch of which a creative mind could conceive, and still stay
within the limits of arealistic story, has been used to depict the free and
absolute nature of the father’ s forgiveness, all in deliberate contrast to
the expectation of those to whom the parable was addressed. But their
viewpoint is not ignored. Far from it! It isintroduced on the lips of the
elder son.

The second part of the parableisintegral to the whole, and the
charactersinit are every bit asrealistically concelved and presented as
thosein thefirst part. Thereis, therefore, no reason to regard it as alater
addition, as Bultmann suggestsis possible. (R. Bultmann, History of the
Synoptic Tradition, p. 196.) The first part depicts the father as acting
completely contrary to the expectations of the hearers; the second part
brings their (from their point of view) legitimate protest to expression
through the elder son. Completely realistically and, indeed,
sympathetically conceived and presented, he protests, in the name of a
regular and quite proper Jewish concept of justice, against the
unfairness, to him, of the whole proceedings. We fail to appreciate the
significance of this part of the parable if we think of the elder son as
being presented as an unsympathetic and ill-natured character. His
attitude was proper, granted his presuppositions, and, without the kind
of legalism his presuppositions represent, the conduct of human affairs
and the regular business of living in family or community would rapidly
become impossible. The whole point of the father’ s reply isthat thisis
an extraordinary situation, a once-in-a-lifetime situation, wherein the
ordinarily proper rules do not apply, a situation through which the
family can attain a quite new and hitherto impossible quality of life and
relationship.

We must here stress the point that the story is a parable and not an
allegory. The father is not God, the elder son is not a Pharisee; the
whole story concerns areal family in afamiliar situation. The characters
in it do and express things that were live options in first-century
Palestine. If the father behaves in an unorthodox fashion, well, it is not
the first time that paternal love has overstepped the bounds of
conventional religious behaviour. The reality of the story isits power,
and the point that makes it a parable is the analogy between the situation
of the family and that of Palestinian Judaism at the time of Jesus
ministry. The family was confronted by the crisis of the fall and return
of the prodigal, and in this crisis the quality of the father’ s love made
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possible a new and deeper reality of family life and relationships.

Pal estinian Judaism was confronted by a crisis when Jesus proclaimed
the eschatological forgiveness of sins, and ‘tax collectors and other Jews
who had made themselves as Gentiles' responded in glad acceptance.
Here was a situation in which the reality of God and hislove was being
revealed in a new and decisive way, and in which, therefore, the joys of
the salvation time were suddenly available to those who had longed for
them so long and so earnestly. The tragedy was that the new situation
demanded a willingness to sacrifice principles and attitudes previously
regarded as essentia to the life of the community and its relationship
with God, and for this many were unprepared. The new wine was
bursting the old wineskins.

It has recently been said, in the context of adiscussion of this parable,
that ‘. . . Jesus conduct wasitself areal framework of his
proclamation’, (Ernst Fuchs, ‘ The Quest of the Historical Jesus', in his
collected essays Sudies of the Historical Jesug Studiesin Biblical
Theology 42 (London: SCM Press, 1964)], ET by Andrew Scobie of Zur
Frage nach dem historisschen Jesus [ Gesammelte Aufsétze 11[1960],
p.21.) and there is no doubt of the validity of this claim. The parable
clearly reflects the situation of the ministry of Jesus, and is equally
clearly designed to open men s eyes to the reality of that situation, as
Jesus himself saw it. It expresses Jesus understanding and reflects his
vision. It challenges men to join him in the joyous celebration of the
new relationship with God and one another which the realization that the
time of the eschatological forgiveness of sinsis now makes possible.

The same point is made in the twin parables of the Lost Sheep and the
Lost Coin, Luke 15.3-8 par., Matt. 18.12-14, and Luke 15.8-10, to a
discussion of which we now turn.

The Lost Sheep

L uke 15.3. So he told them this parable: 4 What man of
you, having a hundred sheep, if he has lost one of them,
does not |eave the ninety-nine in the wilderness, and go
after the one which islost, until he finds it? >And when he
has found it, he lays it on his shoulders, rejoicing. SAnd
when he comes home, he calls together hisfriends and his
neighbours, saying to them, "Rejoice with me, for | have
found my sheep which was lost." 7Just s, | tell you, there
will be more joy in heaven over one sinner who repents
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than over ninety-nine righteous persons who need no
repentance.’

Matt. 18.12. What do you think? If a man has a hundred
sheep, and one of them has gone astray, does he not leave
the ninety-nine on the hills and go in search of the one
that went astray? 13And if he findsit, truly, | say to you,
he rgjoices over it more than over the ninety-nine that
never went astray. 14So it is not the will of my Father who
Isin heaven that one of these little ones should perish.

Thereisaversion of this parable in Thomas.

Thomas 107. Jesus said: ‘ The Kingdom is like a shepherd
who had a hundred sheep. One of them went astray,
which was the largest. He left behind ninety-nine, he
sought for the one until he found it. Having tired himself
out, he said to the sheep: "l love thee more than ninety-
nine."’

The Thomas version does not help us very much. We know from the
Fathers, e.g. Irenaeus Adv. haer. Il 24.6, that this parable was much used
by Gnostics, and, both in Thomas and in the Gospel of Truth where a
version of it isalso to be found, it has become so much a vehicle for
expressing gnostic teaching that the versions do not help us to
reconstruct the teaching of Jesus (for a good discussion of the meaning
and use of this parable in its gnostic setting, see B. Gértner, Theology of
the Gospel According to Thomas, pp. 234 ff.) Turning to the canonical
versions, it isimmediately apparent that the conclusion in each instance
represents the evangelist’ s understanding and use of the parable --
Matthew in connection with the Christian zeal for an apostate brother
and Luke with divine concern for the outcast in Israel. Of these two,
only the latter could be dominical, but it was pointed out by Cadoux that
the verse appears to have been composed on the basis of the closing
verse of the Lost Coin with the help of a sentence that the Matthaean
version has in the parableitself. (A.T. Cadoux, Parables of Jesus
[London: James Clarke, 1931], p. 231.) Further, it isclearly
Inappropriate to the parable itself; for the question immediately arises:
Where did the shepherd take his sheep? Are we to assume that he took it
back home to his village, leaving the other ninety-ninein the
wilderness? The most probable assumption is that the ending was added
to this parable in the tradition at a time when it was brought together
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with that of the Lost Coin. (E. Linnemann, Parables of Jesus [ET by
John Sturdy of Gleichnisse Jesu (1961); London, SPCK, and New Y ork,
Harper and Row, 1966], pp. 67f.) Of the two versions, Matthew’ s seems
nearer to the original, since it isless developed than Luke's: “until he
findsit’ in Luke 15.4 reflects the assurance that God has sought out the
outcast as over against the moreredlistic ‘If hefindsit’ in Matt. 18.13,
and the vivid touch about the shepherd carrying the sheep, while
completely readlistic, isthe kind of thing that is more readily accounted
for as an addition than as an omission.

The most original form of the parable available to us still presents a
problem: Where did the shepherd leave the ninety-nine sheep ? To those
who know the conditions in Palestine, then and now, it isinconceivable
that he should have left them to fend for themselves ‘on the hills or ‘in
the wilderness', (These two phrases are certainly synonyms, the hill
country of Judea being wilderness country and the Aramaic tura having
both meanings. J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 533;
M. Black, Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [1957], pp. 254f.)
and a scholar who lived there for many years suggests that it would be
very niceif we could understand the reference to the hills/wilderness as
indicating where the shepherd went to look for the lost sheep, assuming
that he had left the flock safely in the fold (E.F.F. Bishop, ‘ Parable of
the Lost or Wandering Sheep’, ATR 44 [1962], 44-57.) But although this
isthe reading of the Textus Receptus, and of the AV and RV
trandations, it is certainly not the original reading, but one introduced in
the textual tradition precisely to remove this difficulty. Luke has no such
rendering, and all modern critical textsreject it in Matthew.
Unimpressed by the reading, but impressed by the problem, Jeremias
appeals to the normal Palestinian practice of counting the sheep as they
enter the fold at night and argues that the story implies that thisis when
the loss was discovered. So we are to assume that the shepherd left the
flock in the care of other shepherds who shared the fold with him and
went off to look for the missing animal. (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus
[rev. ed., 1963], p. 133.) Both Bishop and Jeremias quote the story of the
young goatherd Muhammed ed-Deeb, who discovered the first Qumran
cave. Having omitted to count his flock, according to custom, for two
consecutive evenings, he counted them in mid-morning, found one
missing and went off to look for it, leaving the remainder of his flock
(fifty-five head) in the charge of two companions. But athough thisis
reasonable and in accord with Palestinian shepherd life, it isstill only an
assumption and not in accordance with the text aswe haveit. Thereis
no reason here to give up the text-critical principle of preferring the
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more difficult reading. We cannot even argue that it is possible that the
story changed as the tradition lost contact with the Palestinian
countryside, because the T.R. reading in Matthew is evidence that the
difficulty wasfelt in the tradition.

Our discussion of this parable |eaves us to interpret a version very much
like that now found in Matt. 18.12, 13, and the moment we turn to those
verses, deliberately forgetting the other versions and interpretations, we
find we have a story of panic and pleasure, of a sudden crisis that
changes all values and of anew situation of joy and gladness. A man
suffers aloss and panics, and we must remember that in first-century
Palestine, constantly on the edge of famine, the loss of one sheep from a
flock was amost seriousoss. In his consternation, the shepherd leaves
the ninety-nine and goes after the one, the crisis having made him forget
the normal principles of caution and reasonable behaviour. In his
searching, the dangers inherent in what he had done would dawn on him
and he has, therefore, a double reason for rejoicing when he not only
recovers the one but finds the ninety-nine safely awaiting him on his
return.

One reason for accepting a version of the story such asthis asthe
original is that the shepherd comes out of it as all too human, and as
‘dead lucky’, to use amodern idiom. The difficulty with accepting the
L ukan interpretation as essentially correct and seeing the shepherd as
Jesus’ ‘image of God'’ s activity of love', as does Jeremias, (J. Jeremias,
Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 133.) is that the shepherd was a
‘Jew who had made himself a Gentile’ in ancient Judaism. While this
does not mean that Jesus could not have used the figure in thisway, it
does lend weight to an interpretation in which the shepherd isnot a
symbol for God, but rather the whole situation of the story is analogous
to the situation of the ministry of Jesus. In the story acrisisled to a
seemingly obtuse forgetfulness of normal and normally good practices,
but the end result was a new kind of joy. The same was true of the crisis
of the ministry of Jesus: for those who would accept the challenge and
realize the need for ‘new wineskins' the possibility of awholly new
kind of joy was very real.

The Lost Coin
L uke 15.8. Or what woman, having ten silver coins, if she

loses one coin, does not light alamp and sweep the house
and seek diligently until she finds it? 9And when she has
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found it, she callstogether her friends and neighbours,
saying, ‘Rejoice with me, for | have found the coin which
| had lost.” 10Just so, | tell you, there isjoy before the
angels of God over one sinner who repents.

Here again, the conclusion in v.10 is to be disregarded as editorial. We
have a simple and vivid story of a peasant woman who loses either a
significant part of her small hoard of money or a part of her wedding
head-dress, (So Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p.134, with
the support of E. F. F. Bishop, Jesus of Palestine, p. 191.) carriesout a
desperate search for it and is so overjoyed to find it again that she calls
in friends and neighboursto celebrate with her. One istempted to see
the lighting of the lamp in daylight as a measure of forgetfulness
induced by the crisis, but it probably is simply avivid touch reflecting
the lack of light in a peasant’ s cottage even in daytime. As compared to
the other parables, Prodigal Son and Lost Sheep, thereis here less
emphasis upon the ‘ need for new wineskins and proportionately more
upon the crisis and the ultimate rejoicing; indeed, in this respect, the
parable is nearer to the Hid Treasure and Pearl than to its companion
parablesin Luke 15. It may be that originally its purpose was nearer to
that of the Hid Treasure and Pearl, i.e. it was concerned to stress the
joyful response to the finding of a hid treasure, a pearl or alost valuable,
and that it is the element of something lost in it which brought it
together with the Lost Sheep in the tradition. Thereis, however, no need
to force adecision on this point. Clearly, the parable belongs to one or
other of these two groups in which Jesus challenges his hearersto
recognize the crisis of the Now of the proclamation, the proclamation of
God reaching out to men in the challenge of the forgiveness of sins and
offering them thereby the real possibility of a new kind of relationship
with himself and with one another.

The Table-Fellowship of the Kingdom of God

This brings usto the last aspect of Jesus’ proclamation of the Kingdom
of God with which we shall be concerned: his table-fellowship with ‘tax
collectors and sinners'. Thisis not a proclamation in words at al, but an
acted parable. But it is more, indeed, than an acted parable; it isthe
aspect of Jesus' ministry which must have been most meaningful to his
followers and most offensive to his critics. That it has all but
disappeared from the gospel tradition is an indication of how far
removed from historical reminiscence of the ministry of Jesus that
tradition is, in its present form.
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At this juncture we should note the point made recently by N. A. Dahl,
namely, that any historical understanding of the ministry and message of
Jesus must make sense of the fact that that ministry ended on the cross.
(N. A. Dahl, ‘The Problem of the Historical Jesus', Kerygma and
History, ed. Carl E. Braaten and Roy A. Harrisville [New Y ork:
Abingdon Press, 1962], pp.538-75, esp. 158f.) There must have been
something about it that gave very grave offence indeed to his
contemporaries. It is difficult to believe that this would be an
interpretation of the Law, however radical. Rabbis threatened one
another with all kinds of thingsin their disputes with one another, as
their literature testifies. But this was mostly hyperbole, and to bring in
the Romans to settle a dispute about the Law, however vehement that
dispute might be, is really beyond the bounds of reasonable possibility.
The cleansing of the Templeitself hardly suffices. The Romans would
certainly have taken very stern notice of any uproar inthe Temple at a
festival, since they feared, and rightly, the constant possibility of an
uprising beginning there at such atime. But to hand afellow Jew over to
the Romans was a desperate step for the Jewish authorities to take, and
the Temple incident itself is sufficient neither to explain how they came
to determine among themselves to do it nor why they were prepared to
risk their control over the Jewish populace -- in the case that Jesus
action should have been popular -- by taking such a step. There must
have been a factor in the situation which both drove the authorities
themselves to desperate measures and also gave them a defence against
popular accusation. We suggest that a regular table-fellowship, in the
name of the Kingdom of God, between Jesus and his followers, when
those followers included * Jews who had made themselves as Gentiles',
would have been just such afactor.

We must always remember that the Jews were under the pressure of
being a people living under the occupation of their country by aforeign
power. This pressure was such that it led to the hopeless, but none the
lessinevitable revolt against Rome of AD 66-70. Under these
circumstances, the overwhelming tendency would be to close ranks
against the enemy, and Jews who served him, like the Quislings of
occupied Europe during the Second World War, would be especially
hated. Moreover, the religious hope was the mainspring of the Jewish
morale; the conviction that God was on their side was what upheld them
and gave them hope. Then came Jesus, claiming that they were wrong in
their understanding of God and his attitude to these outcasts and so
striking a blow at the fundamental convictions which upheld the Jewish
people. But more than that, Jesus welcomed these outcasts into table-
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fellowship with himself in the name of the Kingdom of God, in the
name of the Jews' ultimate hope, and so both prostituted that hope and
also shattered the closed ranks of the community against their enemy. It
Is hard to imagine anything more offensive to Jewish sensibilities. To
have become such an outcast himself would have been much less of an
outrage than to welcome those people back into the community in the
name of the ultimate hope of that community. Intense conviction,
indeed, is necessary to explain such an act on the part of Jesus, and such
an act on the part of Jesus is necessary, we would claim, to make sense
of the fact of the cross. Now the Jewish authorities could act in face of
the necessity to keep the community whole and its hope pure; now they
could face a popular resentment with the overwhelming retort that the
fellow, for all his personal attractiveness and superficial popularity, was
worse than a Quisling!

Further evidence for the existence of table-fellowship with ‘tax
collectors and sinners' as afeature of the ministry of Jesusistherole
played by communal mealsin earliest Christianity ( E. Lohmeyer, Lord
of the Temple [ET by Stewart Todd of Kultus und Evangelism (1942);
Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1961], pp. 79ff, discusses the central role
of table-fellowship in the ministry of Jesus, but heis particularly
concerned with the development towards the Last Supper, which he sees
as historical, rather than with the relationship between this table-
fellowship and the cross, on the one hand, and the communal meals of
early Christianity on the other.) We have every reason to believe that
these were very important indeed: the testimony of Acts (i.e. 2.46) isto
this effect, and the epistles of the New Testament, and the Didache, bear
witness to it. Further, it is evident that the meals themsel ves were the
important thing and not a theological purpose which they might be said
to serve. The existence of such different theological emphases as those
connected with the ‘Lord’ s Supper’ in the New Testament (I Cor. 2) is
an indication that the occasion has called forth the theol ogies, not the
theologies the occasion. The practice of early Christian communal meals
existed before there was a specifically Christian theology to give it
meaning. We may not argue that the meals are an echo of a‘last supper’
held by Jesus with his disciples during the Passion, because, even if
such an occasion asis reported in the gospelsis historical, it has not, in
itself, given rise to the early Christian practice. It cannot have done so,
because all of our evidence indicates that the kind of theological
emphasis associated with the ‘last supper’ in the gospels was by no
means the major emphasisin early Christian communal meals from the
very beginning, asit would have to have been if this had been the
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occasion for them. Nor isit easy to see what religious practice of ancient
Judaism could have occasioned early Christian communal meals, if we
want to argue that they are derived from Judaism. Not the Passover
meal; that was ayearly affair. Not the haburah fellowship meal
celebrated by a group of Pharisees; no such meal existed (J. Jeremias,
Eucharistic Words of Jesus [1965], pp. 30 f.) Not the Qumran
communal meal anticipating the ‘messianic banquet’, for all that this
may have influenced the Christian practice, because that is simply a
special meaning given to the regular communal meal at Qumran,
whereas our evidence indicates that the Christian practice was
something out of the ordinary which the early Christians did and which
helped to give them a special identity. They were not, after al, a
monastic community to whom regular communal meals were part of a
way of life. No, the most reasonable explanation of the fact of early
Christian communal mealsis that they are a continuation of aregular
practice of the ministry of Jesus.

The nature and meaning of this practice in the ministry of Jesus has to
be reconstructed from its reflection in the few authentic sayings of Jesus
we have and in the parables. In particular, there are two sayings of great
significance in this context: Matt. 11.16-19 and Matt. 8.11, both
indubitably authentic (See the detailed argumentation on this point in
our further discussion and interpretation of these sayings further in this
writing re. Matt. 11.16-19, and Matt. 8.11).

Matthew 11.16-19

16But to what shall | compare this generation? It is like
children sitting in the market places and calling to their
playmates, 17 We piped to you, and you did not dance: we
wailed, and you did not mourn.” 18For John came neither
eating nor drinking, and they say, ‘He has ademon’; 1%the
Son of man came eating and drinking, and they say,
‘Behold, a glutton and a drunkard, a friend of tax
collectors and sinners!” Yet wisdom isjustified by her
deeds.

From the invective against Jesusin v. 19, we can see that there are two
things giving offence: his eating habits and the fact that heisa‘friend’
of ‘tax collectors and sinners' . With regard to the former, the question
must be: What would be serious enough in such a matter to give rise to
this kind of invective? That he was not punctilious in his observance of
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prescribed fasts? This might be the case, and certainly the evidenceis
that Jesus and his disciples did not, in fact, fast in the prescribed
manner, as we saw earlier in this chapter. But it is hard to think that
failure to observe the prescribed fasts would attract the same kind of
attention as John’ s marked asceticism (clothing, manner of speech,
burden of his message, etc.) and so cause asimilarly vehement response.
It would surely have to be something much more noticeable and
something inherently much more offensive. Further, in Hebrew or
Aramaic, two parallel phrases of the type

... aglutton and a drunkard,
afriend of tax collectors and sinners!

would normally express some kind of parallelism, and they would
certainly imply a close relationship between the two things. Laxness in
observance of fasts and friendship with religious and social outcasts
could certainly be regarded as related to one another, but only in a quite
genera way.

If, however, we understand the phrase ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ to refer
to Jesus' habit of holding table-fellowship, and the *friend of tax
collectors and sinners' to refer to the people with whom he was prepared
to hold that fellowship, then we have at one and the same time a matter
of notable and noticeable offensiveness. We have aso two paralléel
phrases supplementing one another in reference to the same matter, an
altogether regular Semitic idiom. Finally, the tone of the whole
(‘glutton’, ‘drunkard’, ‘friend’) could be an allusion to the joyousness
which characterized this table-fellowship. We are prepared to argue that
thisis areasonable understanding of the invective: it refersto the
practice of Jesusin holding table-fellowship with ‘tax collectors and
other Jews who had made themselves as Gentiles', and it characterizes
that table-fellowship as joyous.

Matthew 8.11

| tell you, many will come from east and west and sit at
table with Abraham, |saac and Jacob in the kingdom of
heaven.

This saying demands a context such as the table-fellowship we are
discussing. It clearly refers to the expected messianic banquet of the
time of salvation, (see our discussion below) and it emphasizes the
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universalism that will be afeature of it. In view of the emphasis upon
‘tax collectors and sinners that is so widespread in the tradition, it is
natural to see this emphasis upon universalism as arising out of that
concern. Teaching relating to a messianic banquet is a commonplace of
Jewish apocalyptic, but, in view of the pointed reference normally to be
detected in sayings and parables of Jesus, we would not expect his
saying to be either general or commonplace. That it should have its
point of departure in the table-fellowship with tax collectors and sinners
Isso natural initself and so fitting to the concern of the saying that we
are surely justified in setting the saying in this context. But in that case,
this saying tells us a great deal about the table-fellowship; it tells us that
the fellowship was an anticipation of that to be expected in the
Kingdom. (On the future aspect of the fellowship, see our discussion of
this saying below.) The parallel between the situation envisaged in the
saying and that providing its point of departure in the ministry of Jesus
Is such that we must see the table-fellowship of that ministry as a table-
fellowship ‘of the Kingdom’ and as anticipating atable-fellowship ‘in
the Kingdom'.

Finally, there are the parables that reflect the offence created by Jesus
relationship to, and acceptance of, ‘tax collectors and sinners’, above al,
the Prodigal Son, Lost Sheep and Lost Coin, discussed above. The
situation to which these are directed is clearly one of grave offence; any
cause less than table-fellowship with the outcasts in the name of the
Kingdom of God is scarcely adequate to the result. The table-fellowship
of the ministry of Jesus was not, of course, restricted to the penitent tax
collectors and sinners. These are the extreme examples of the
acceptance of the challenge of the forgiveness offered in the
proclamation of Jesus, and they are the occasion for the greatest offence
of Jesusin the eyes of his opponents; but in the group of hisdisciples
and followers they could only have been a small minority, however
spectacularly noticeable their presence in the group might be. The ‘table-
fellowship of the Kingdom’, as we have called it, was a feature of the
common life of Jesus and his followers altogether, and a symbol of the
new kind of relationship made possible by the common acceptance of
the challenge. Scribe, tax collector, fisherman and Zeal ot came together
around the table at which they celebrated the joy of the present
experience and anticipated its consummation in the future.

The central feature of the message of Jesusis, then, the challenge of the
forgiveness of sins and the offer of the possibility of anew kind of
relationship with God and with one’s fellow man. This was symbolized
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by atable-fellowship which celebrated the present joy and anticipated
the future consummation; atable-fellowship of such joy and gladness
that it survived the crucifixion and provided the focal point for the
community life of the earliest Christians, and was the most direct link
between that community life and the pre-Easter fellowship of Jesus and
his disciples. In al probability, it was the vividness of the memory of
that pre-Easter fellowship between the disciples and the earthly Jesus
that provided the pattern for the development of that remarkable sense
of fellowship between the early Christians and the risen Lord which is
such afeature of primitive Christianity -- and which has had such an
effect on the Jesus tradition. At all events, we are justified in seeing this
table-fellowship as the central feature of the ministry of Jesus; an
anticipatory sitting at table in the Kingdom of God and a very real
celebration of present joy and challenge. Here agreat deal of the private
teaching of Jesus to his disciples must have had its Stz im Leben --
especially the Lord' s Prayer must belong here -- and here the disciples
must have come to know the special way that Jesus had of ‘breaking
bread’ which gave rise to the legend of the Emmaus road (Luke 24.35).

31
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Chapter 3. Recognition and Response

In speaking in the way of recognition and response, we are intending to
cover ground that might be considered under such arubric as ‘ethics'.
But ‘ethics’ isamisleading word, because it carries with it the
assumption that there is a Christian ethic as there is a Socratic or
humanistic ethic. So far as the teaching of Jesusis concerned, this latter
Issimply not true. There is nothing in that teaching about standards of
conduct or moral judgements, there is only the urgent call to recognize
the challenge of the proclamation and to respond to it. To talk about the
‘ethical teaching of Jesus' isto talk about something that can only be
found by a process of abstraction and deduction from the teaching asa
whole. While we may sometimes wish to carry out such a process, let us
recognize that it is always a process which does violence, to a greater or
lesser degree, to the intent of the historical Jesus.

We begin this chapter by continuing the discussion of the parables, and
here the artificial nature of our division of the parables becomes
immediately apparent. For convenience of presentation, we have made a
break between the second and third of the seven groups into which we
divided the parables, but this difference is not, in fact, any greater than
that between any other two of those groups. But it is the point at which
attention is focused more sharply upon man than it has been before,
which is the only justification we can offer for our procedure.

Exegesis| » The Great Supper, The Unjust Steward. The Necessity For
Decision NOW
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The Great Supper: Matt.22.1 -14; Luke 14.16-24; Thomas 64

Matt. 22.1. And again Jesus spoke to them in parables,
saying, 2The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a
king who gave amarriage feast for his son, 3and sent his
servants to call those who were invited to the marriage
feast; but they would not come. 4Again he sent other
servants, saying, "Tell those who are invited, Behold, |
have made ready my dinner, my oxen and my fat calves
are killed, and everything is ready; come to the marriage
feast." °But they made light of it and went off, one to his
farm, another to his business, Swhile the rest seized his
servants, treated them shamefully and killed them. 7The
king was angry, and he sent his troops and destroyed
those murderers and burned their city. 8Then he said to his
servants, "The wedding is ready, but those invited were
not worthy. 9Go therefore to the thoroughfares, and invite
to the marriage feast as many as you find." 10And those
servants went out into the streets and gathered all whom
they found, both bad and good; so the wedding hall was
filled with guests.

11‘But when the king came in to ook at the guests, he saw
there a man who had no wedding garment; 12and he said
to him, "Friend, how did you get in here without a
wedding garment?' And he was speechless. 13Then the
king said to the attendants, "Bind him hand and foot, and
cast him into the outer darkness; there men will weep and
gnash their teeth." 14For many are called, but few are
chosen.’

Luke 14.16. But he said to him, ‘ A man once gave a great
banquet, and invited many; 17and at the time for the
banquet he sent his servant to say to those who had been
invited, "Come; for all isnow ready." 18But they al aike
began to make excuses. Thefirst said to him, "l have
bought afield, and | must go out and seeit; | pray you,
have me excused." 19And gnother said, "1 have bought five
yoke of oxen, and | go to examine them; | pray you, have
me excused." 20And another said, "I have married awife,
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and therefore | cannot come." 21So the servant came and
reported this to his master. Then the householder in anger
said to his servant, "Go out quickly to the streets and lanes
of the city, and bring in the poor and maimed and blind
and lame." And the servant said, 22Sir, what you
commanded has been done, and still there is room."

23And the master said to the servant, "Go out to the
highways and hedges, and compel people to comein, that
my house may be filled. 24For | tell you, none of those
men who were invited shall taste my banquet.”

Thomas 64. Jesus said: A man had guest-friends, and
when he had prepared the dinner, he sent his servant to
invite the guest-friends. He went to the first, he said to
him: ‘My master invitesthee.” He said ‘| have some
claims against some merchants; they will cometo mein
the evening; | will go and give them my orders. | pray to
be excused from the dinner.” He went to another, he said
to him: ‘My master hasinvited thee.” He said to him: ‘|
have bought a house and they request me for aday. | will
have no time.” He came to another, he said to him: *My
master invitesthee.” He said to him: ‘My friend isto be
married and | am to arrange adinner; | shall not be able to
come. | pray to be excused from the dinner.” He went to
another, he said to him: * My master invites thee.” He said
to him: ‘I have bought afarm, | go to collect the rent. |
shall not be able to come. | pray to be excused.” The
servant came, he said to his master: ‘ Those whom thou
hast invited to the dinner have excused themselves.” The
master said to his servant: ‘ Go out to the roads, bring
those whom thou shalt find, so that they may dine.
Tradesmen and merchants [shall] not [enter] the places of
my Father.’

As background to this parable, the rabbinical story of the tax collector
and the pious student isto be noted, j. Sanh. 6, 23c. (We give afree
rendering of the text as printed by O. Dalman, Grammatik des judisch-
palastinischen Araméisch und Aramaishe Dialektproben [ Darmstadit:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1960], pp. 33f. Cf. T. W. Manson,
Sayings of Jesus, p. 297; J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963],
pp. 178f., 183.)
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Two pious men lived together in Ashkelon, devoting
themselves to the study of the Law. One of them died and
no honour was paid to him at hisfuneral. Bar Ma'yon, a
tax collector, died and the whole town honoured his
funeral. The remaining pious man was deeply disturbed
and cried out that the wicked in Isragl did not get their
deserts. But his dead companion appeared to himin a
dream and told him not to despise the ways of God in
Israel. He himself had committed one evil deed and hence
had suffered dishonour at his funeral, whereas Bar
Ma'yon had committed one good deed and for that had
been honoured at his. What evil deed had the pious man
committed? On one occasion he had put on his
phylacteries in the wrong order. What good deed had the
tax collector committed? Once he had given a breakfast
for the leading men of the town and they had not come.
So he gave orders that the poor were to be invited to edt it,
that it should not go to waste. After some days the pious
man saw his dead companion walking in the garden of
paradise beside fountains of water; and he saw Bar
Ma'yon the tax collector lying on the bank of ariver, he
was striving to reach the water and he could not.

This story probably originated in Egypt and there are numerous versions
of it to be found in the ancient world, including the one in the synoptic
tradition: the story of the Rich Man and Lazarus, Luke 16.19-31.The
rabbinical version isinteresting as illustrating the doctrine of exact
retribution: the one evil deed and the one good deed are cancelled out by
the funerals, and then the two inherit their respective rewards. Neither
this version nor the one in the synoptic tradition tells us anything about
the views of the afterlife held by the rabbis and Jesus respectively; those
details are supplied from (?Egyptian) folk material and are ssmply used
to make a point. The further point of interest, and the one with which we
are immediately concerned, isthe illustration of the act of charity
involved in inviting the poor to eat a meal when the invited guests do
not turn up.

One last piece of background materia to this parable isthe saying in
Midrash Lamentations Rabbah 4.2: * None of them (men of Jerusalem)
would attend a banquet unless he was invited twice.” We are to imagine
asituation in which guests are invited to the banquet, signify their
acceptance, and then await a second invitation confirming the first one,
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perhaps giving the specific time. Such custom isimplied in a parable of
Rabban Johanan ben Zakkai (b. Shab. 153a. J Jeremias, Parables of
Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 188.) about a king who invited men to a
banquet, but did not specify the hour, and later sent messengers to
summon them to the feast. Those who were wise had dressed for the
occasion and awaited the summons. The foolish were found unready and
not admitted to the feast.

When we turn to the three versions of the parable we can see that each
evangelist has adapted the basic tradition to make it a vehicle for his
particular message. Matthew and L uke have both understood the story
as having reference to the missionary situation of the Church, andin
particular to the situation created by the success of the Gentile mission.
Matthew has heavily allegorized the story, making the feast giver aking
(= God) and the feast a marriage feast (= the life of the age to come), in
accordance with the regular Jewish use of these symbols. He has al'so
made the servants and their fate represent the servants of God and the
Jewish treatment of them, and the destruction of the city is certainly a
reference to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romansinterpreted as
the judgement of God upon the Jews, al in accordance with early
Christian apologetic. Finally, he has added a version of the rabbinical
parable of the unprepared guests, referred to above, to make the whole
an allegory of the mixed state of the Church and the sorting-out process
of the future judgement of God, atheme characteristic of his gospel
(allegories of weeds of thefield, 13.24-30, 36-43, dragnet, 13.47-50,
sheep and goats, 25.31-33). Luke has introduced allegory in connection
with the servant who is sent out three times, to the original guests ( =
Jews), to the poor, etc., within the city (= outcasts among the Jews) and
to travelers on the highways outside the city (= Gentiles). Thus, the
story becomes an allegory of the ministry of Jesus to Jews and outcasts
among the Jews, the theme of Luke's gospel, and of the ministry of the
Church first to Jews and then to Gentiles, the theme of Acts.

The version of the parablein Thomasis of extraordinary interest in that
it seems to be both completely independent of either of the canonical
versions and also more primitive than they are, except in one single
respect: the excuses. The feast giver isaman (= Luke; Matthew: king)
and the feast is a supper (deipnon; Luke: great supper, deipnon mega;
Matthew: marriage feast, gamos). Only one servant is sent out to the
guests (= Luke; Matthew: servants) and he only once (= Luke; Matthew
allegorizes heavily). The guests give four excuses (Luke three; Matthew
has no specific excuses); this part of the story is more elaborate than the
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canonical versions and the excuses are different. There isno allegory at
al in the Thomas version, and the point is made by a generalizing
conclusion which reflects gnostic contempt for the material world and
those engaged in its business. It is hard to resist the conclusion that this
version is nearer to the teaching of Jesus than either of the others. It does
not reflect the situation of the Church, nor, except for the generalizing
conclusion, isit at al concerned with anything specifically gnostic.
Except for the excuses, it isin all respects the simplest and |east
developed version, and stories grow and develop in the telling and
retelling.

We are to imagine, then, a story about a man who gave a supper and
invited his guests. As the time drew near he sent out his servant the
second time to the guests, who had previously signified their willingness
to attend, but now all begin to make excuses; for one reason or another
not one of them can come. What will the host do? Mindful of the merit
and charity of aimsgiving, he will send his Servant out to invite the poor
of that place to his supper, as did the tax collector, Bar Ma'yon.

The point of this story liesin the relationship between the guests and the
host, which is analogous to that between the Jews and God. The Jew
cannot simply assume, on the strength of this relationship, that he will
automatically ‘sit at table with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the
Kingdom of God’; to this end he must also respond to the challenge of
the hour, the Now of the ministry of Jesus and his proclamation. If he
fails to respond to this challenge, then he may find that others have
taken the place he had assumed was his. But the emphasisis not upon
these others, despite the interpretation of the story in the tradition, it is
upon the original guests and their ultimate failure to accept the
Invitation.

The Unjust Seward: Luke 16.1-9

IHe also sad to the disciples, ‘ There was a rich man who
had a steward, and charges were brought to him that this
man was wasting his goods. 2And he called him and said
to him, "What isthisthat | hear about you? Turn in the
account of your stewardship, for you can no longer be

steward." 3And the steward said to himself, "What shall |
do, since my master is taking the stewardship away from
me? | am not strong enough to dig, and | am ashamed to
beg. 4 have decided what to do, so that people may
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receive me into their houses when | am put out of the
stewardship." ©So, summoning his master’ s debtors one
by one, he said to the first, "How much do you owe my
master?' ®He said "A hundred measures of oil." And he
said to him, "Take your bill, and sit down quickly and
write fifty." “Then he said to another, "And how much do
you owe?' He said, "A hundred measures of wheat." He
said to him, "Take your bill, and write eighty." 8The
master commended the dishonest steward for his
prudence; for the sons of this world are wiser in their own
generation than the sons of light. °And | tell you, make
friends for yourselves by means of unrighteous mammon,
so that when it fails they may receive you into the eternal
habitations.

Here we have no other version to help us reconstruct the original form
of the parable, but the task is not difficult, since the tradition has sought
to make the parable edifying by means of additions at the conclusion
rather than by allegorizing the story itself. Probably it was felt that no
touching up of the story itself could make such awholly disreputable
character edifying!

The concluding verses, 8 and 9, reflect a series of attempts to use the
parable in Christian teaching or exhortation. Verse 8a, ‘ The master
commended the dishonest servant for his prudence’, isthefirst, and the
‘master’ here must be Jesus; it cannot be the rich man of the story. We
have here the words of some early Christian teacher, and they are next
expanded by the addition of the reference to the sons of thisworld and
the sons of light, the latter term now abundantly illustrated from the
Qumran texts. Verse 9 offers a quite different attempt to make sense of
the story. Following Jeremias, (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed.,
1963], p. 46.) we understand the subject of the verb ‘to receive’ to be
God and the saying as an attempt to use the steward as an example of
prudence: he used the money to help others and for this reason God will
accept him, almsgiving being a strong intercessor. This, we would
argue, is afurther attempt to use the story in Christian exhortation.

Leaving vv. 8 and 9 out of consideration, we have a parable, the force
and vigor of which can best be appreciated by translating it into a
modern idiom. We suggest: the parable of the Labour Racketeer.

‘There was a certain labour racketeer who had grown rich
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on sweetheart contracts and illegal use of the union
pension fund. One day he found that the FBI wastailing
him and he began to suspect that there was no escape for
him. So what did he do? Carefully, he put alarge sum of
money away where no one could touch it and then faced
trial. He was duly convicted and after he had exhausted all
his rights to appeal, he finally served a sentence in the
Atlanta Federal penitentiary. Having served histime, he
took his money and moved to Miami Beach, where he
lived happily ever after.’

The point of the story isthat we have hereamanin crisis. True, heisa
peculiarly disreputable man (was there an actual case known by Jesus
and his hearers or were unjust stewards as well known in that society as
labour racketeers are in our own?), but heis aman of decision: faced
with acrisis, he acted decisively. Again, we are back to the point of the
crisis of the men confronted by Jesus, his ministry and proclamation,
and the necessity for decision now.

Exegesis 2. The Labourersin the Vineyard, the Two Sons, the Children
in the Market Place, the Pharisee and the Tax Collector. The Danger of
Preconceived |deas Blinding One to the Reality of the Challenge

The Labourersin the Vineyard: Matt. 20.1 - 16

IFor the kingdom of heaven is like a householder who
went out early in the morning to hire labourers for his
vineyard. 2After agreeing with the labourers for a denarius
aday, he sent them into his vineyard. 3And going out
about the third hour he saw others standing idlein the
market place; 4and to them he said, ‘ Y ou go into the
vineyard too, and whatever isright | will giveyou.” So
they went. °Going out again about the sixth hour and the
ninth hour, he did the same. 6And about the eleventh hour
he went out and found others standing; and he said to
them, ‘Why do you stand hereidle all day? "They said to
him, ‘ Because no one has hired us.” He said to them, *You
go into the vineyard too.” 8And when evening came, the
owner of the vineyard said to his steward, ‘ Call the
labourers and pay them their wages, beginning with the
last up to the first.” 9And when those hired about the
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eleventh hour came, each of them received a denarius.
10N ow when the first came, they thought they would
receive more; but each of them also received a denarius.
11And on receiving it they grumbled at the householder,
12saying ‘ These last worked only one hour, and you have
made them equal to us who have borne the burden of the
day and the scorching heat.” 13But he replied to one of
them, ‘Friend, | am doing you no wrong; did you not
agree with me for a denarius? 14Take what belongs to
you, and go; | choose to giveto thislast as| giveto you.
ISAm | not allowed to do what | choose with what
belongs to me? Or do you begrudge my generosity? 16So
the last will be first, and the first | ast.

Verse 16 is an independent saying which isfound in various formsin
the synoptic tradition (Mark 10.31 = Matt. 19.30; Luke 13.30) and in a
gnosticized form (* For many who are first shall become last and they
shall become asingle one’) in Thomas, logion 4. The parable itself has
been well preserved in the tradition, probably because the story itself is
so natural, consistent and coherent, and it has a natural Stzim Leben
Jesu - the offence caused by his acceptance of the ‘tax collectors and
sinners’ who responded to the challenge of the forgiveness of sins.

To understand the point of the story we must compare with it the
rabbinical saying: * Some obtain and enter the Kingdom in an hour,while
others hardly reach it after alifetime’ (b. Abodah Zarah 17a. C.G.
Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels Il [1927], 274.) and the parable that
Isthe funeral oration for Rabbi Bun:

To whom was R. Bun like? To aking who had avineyard
and hired many labourersto work it. Among them was
one far more skilful in hiswork than the rest, so what did
the king do? He took him by the hand and walked with
him up and down. At evening the labourers came to
receive their wages and this one came with them and he
gave him the full amount. The others began to grumble,
saying, ‘Wetoiled all day, whereas this man toiled only
two hours, and yet the king has given him the full wage.’
The king said to them, ‘What cause have you for
grumbling? This man did more in the two hours than you
inawholeday.’ (j. Ber. 2.3c. Parallels: Eccles. R. 5.11;
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Song of Sol. R. 6.2. Cf. J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus
[rev. ed., 1963], p. 138, where it is suggested that thisis
secondary to the gospel parable.)

The point of the saying and parable is that a Jew might earn his place in
the Kingdom in a comparatively short time if hiswork were of a
superlative quality.

The story Jesus told reflects the conditions of first-century Palestine and
we are to assume, as his hearers certainly would have assumed, (that the
labourers hired later in the day expected to recelve a part of a denarius,
adenarius being aregular payment for one day’ s labour. So we share
the surprise that this was not done, but rather each group was paid the
same. Naturally, the workers hired first grumbled, and we would stress
the naturally; there never was a group of workmen who would not have
grumbled under the same conditions. The whole point is that we should
enter into their situation: How would we have reacted in this situation?
If we enter into their situation, then we are confronted by the dilemma
which confronted them: the householder’ s undeniable right to be
generous. If he wishes to treat his workmen according to their need,
rather than according to the letter of an implied contract, that is entirely
his business. Despite this fact, however, it is undeniably true that the
situation is an intolerable situation from the workmen'’ s viewpoint. It is
an intolerable situation precisely because the employer has chosen
arbitrarily to treat one group according to their rights and another group
according to his generosity. If heisto be generousto one, let him be
generousto al; if heisto be legalistic with one, let him be legalistic
with al. Incidentally, the employer is cutting his own throat; the next
time he wanted to employ workmen his reputation would have preceded
him and a very interesting situation would have arisen!

But is not the intolerable nature of this situation from the workmen’s
viewpoint the point on which the analogy turns? If the employer acts
both legalistically and generously, then the situation becomes
intolerable. By analogy, if God accepts some on the basis of merit and
others on the basis of forgiveness, the situation is ssimilarly intolerable.
Either all must work out their own salvation in fear and trembling, or all
must rejoice in the goodness and mercy of the Lord; thereis no third
possibility. With this parable, therefore, Jesus throws down the gauntlet
in challenge to an attitude to God that seeks to hold together both merit
and mercy. Since in his own proclamation and ministry he has so clearly
stressed the latter, he must of necessity challenge the former.
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Two things become evident at this point. In the first place, we seea
further aspect of the challenge of Jesus to his contemporaries not to
allow a preconceived idea, however good it might have seemed in its
own place, to blind them to the realities of the new situation created by
his proclamation and ministry. That the workman is worthy of hishireis
agood idea, but not in the context of the eschatological activity of God
and the challenge of the forgiveness of sins. Then we see, further, as
Ernst Fuchs and his pupils Eta Linnemann and Eberhard Jingel rightly
stress, that a tremendous personal claim isimplied by Jesusin that he
explicates and defends the situation of his ministry by means of a
parable which has reference, by analogy, to the activity and attitude of
God. Matthew regards the parable as an illustration of the ‘last, first:
first, last’ principle, but we must assume that it was originally spokenin
a context in which Jesus was being attacked for his attitude to ‘tax
collectors and sinners’, with all that thisimplied to many of his
contemporaries. But if thisis the case, then, as Miss Linnemann has put
it: ‘There is atremendous personal claim involved in the fact that Jesus
answered an attack upon his conduct with a parable concerned with
what God does!” (E. Linnemann, Die Cleichnisse Jesu, p.93; cf.
Parables of Jesus, p.87. Cf. E. Fuchs, Studies of the Historical Jesus, p.
36; E. Jingel, Paulus und Jesus, pp. 168f.)

The Two Sons: Matt. 21.28 - 32

28‘'\What do you think? A man had two sons; and he went
to the first and said, "Son, go and work in the vineyard
today." 29And he answered, "1 will not"; but afterward he
repented and went. 30And he went to the second and said
the same; and he answered, "I go, sir," but did not go.
31Which of the two did the will of hisfather? They said,
‘Thefirst.” Jesus said to them, ‘Truly, | say to you, the tax
collectors and the harlots go into the kingdom of God
before you. 32For John came to you in the way of
righteousness, and you did not believe him, but the tax
collectors and the harlots believed him; and even when
you saw it, you did not afterward repent and believe him.’

The history of this particular bit of tradition has been established by
Jeremias, who points out (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963],
pp. 80f.) that v. 32 isavariant of Luke 7.29f. and has probably been
added to this parable because of the verbal association, ‘tax collectors
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and harlots'. It was probably added at a pre-Matthaean stage of the
tradition, since Matthew seems already to have found it and to have used
it asthe reason for inserting it in its present context, i.e. in close
connection with another reference to the baptism of John (v. 25). We
have to consider the parable without reference either to its Matthaean
context or to its present conclusion, V.32.

Interesting as background to the parable is arabbinical simile about the
giving of the Torah to Israel:

It can be compared to a man who has afield which he
wishes to entrust to peasants. Calling the first of them he
asked: ‘Will you take over thisfield? Hereplied: ‘| have
no strength; the work istoo hard for me.’ In the same way
the second, third and fourth declined to undertake the
work. He called afifth and asked him: ‘Will you take over
thisfield? Hereplied, ‘Yes.” ‘On the condition that you
will till it? Thereply wasagain: ‘Yes.” But as soon as he
took possession of it, helet it lie fallow. With whom is the
king angry . . .? Surely with him who undertook it (Exod.
R. 27.9)

The simile that Jesus usesis similar to this, except that it reduces the
number to two and strengthens the contrast by making the first man
‘afterward repent and go'. It is certainly possible that here we have a
deliberate allusion to the rabbinical simile; in any ease, the point is
clear: to refuse and then to repent is better than to accept and then to
disobey. The allusion again isto a situation in which outcasts are
accepting forgiveness and other Jews are finding offence in this, and
thereby blinding themselves to the redlity of their own situation.

Children in the Market Place: Matt. 11.16-19 (par. Luke 7.31- 35)

16But to what shall | compare this generation? It is like
children sitting in the market places and calling to their
playmates, 17 We piped to you, and you did not dance; we
wailed, and you did not mourn.” 18For John came neither
eating nor drinking, and they say, ‘He has a demon’;
19The Son of man came eating and drinking, and they say,
‘Behold, a glutton and adrunkard, afriend of tax
collectorsand sinners!’ Y et wisdom isjustified by her
deeds.
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The arguments for the authenticity of both this simile and its application
are very strong indeed. The tradition is markedly Semitic and
retranslates readily into Aramaic; henceit is early. The reference to the
children reflects a sharp and sympathetic observation of Palestinian life
which we have found to be characteristic of Jesus rather than of the
early Church. The parable’s application reflects a high estimate of the
Baptist, since it puts his ministry and that of Jesus on the same level. We
have already seen that this, too, is characteristic of Jesus and not of the
early Church. The reference to the Son of man is certainly, asit stands, a
confessional reference to Jesus, and so the product of the early Church.
But in Aramaic bar nash could be used in such a context as an indirect
reference to the speaker himself, asin the Aramaic of Genesis Rabbah.
(E.g. Gen. R. 7.2, 3*When R. Haggai heard of this[aruling by R. Jacob
that fish must be ritually slaughtered] he said to him, "Come and be
beaten." He replied, "A son of man who gives aruling from the law isto
be beaten!" . . . When R. Haggai heard of this[aruling by the same R.
Jacob that the infant son of a gentile woman, born to a Jew, could be
circumcised on the sabbath] he sent to him, "Come and be beaten.” he
replied, "A son of man who gives alegal ruling to be beaten!"” [Cf. M.
Black, EspT60 (1948/9),p. 35.] Here ‘son of man’ is being used in
reference to the speaker himself’; although this use seems to be no more
than could be the case in English with ‘one’. It would perhaps be going
too far to describe ‘son of man’ here as a circumlocution for the first
personal pronoun. It isreported that the third edition of M. Black, The
Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, not published at the time of
writing, will contain an important discussion of the problem of the
idiomatic and titular use of ‘son of man’ in Aramaic [by G. Vermes]). It
isonly when it is translated into Greek, given the definite article and set
In the context of early Christian tradition that it becomes confessional.
Further, the designation of Jesus as ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ belongs to
the polemics of the controversy surrounding Jesus' earthly ministry
during his lifetime, rather than to the circumstances of the controversies
between the early Church and Judaism. The other epithet, ‘friend of tax
collectors and sinners’, should be understood as ‘ holder of table-
fellowship with tax collectors and other Jews who have made
themselves as Gentiles', and, together with the first epithet, it isan
unmistakable reference to the major aspect of the ministry of Jesus we
discussed at the end of our last chapter: the table-fellowship ‘of the
Kingdom of God’.” The first epithet reflects the joyousness of that
fellowship, and the second its radical nature. Finally, thereisalso no
doubt but that the parable and its application have belonged together in
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the tradition from the very beginning. On the basis of the arguments just
given, we may claim that both are certainly from Jesus, and the
comparison between them is so apt and striking that it isimpossible to
Imagine that they ever belonged, separately, to other bits of tradition
now lost, or that they were originally independent units which were
brought together only in the tradition.

The parable has reference to a situation in the ministry of Jesus with
which we have become familiar: the relationship of that ministry to, and
Jesus' personal association with, ‘tax collectors and sinners'. In this
particular instance the point of maximum offence is that Jesus enters
into table-fellowship with these people, and we must compare with this
the Pharisaic opinion that atax collector defiled any house he entered
and all within it. We can appreciate that to many the offence would have
been real, and that the challenge to change deep-rooted convictions
about the basic conditions governing relations of men with God and of
men with men very difficult to meet. But we can see from this parable
that there were also those who were unprepared for any real challenge,
and who could be offended equally by John the Baptist, to them an
unreasonabl e ascetic, and Jesus, to them alibertine.

This parable has significance beyond that of revealing the challenge of
the message of Jesus to the presuppositions of his hearers, for it offers
evidence for the fact that table-fellowship with those who responded to
the proclamation was a well-known aspect of the ministry of Jesus, and
it brings out the fact that joyousness was the keynote of this fellowship.
Aswe argued in chapter |1, above, thisis a strong indication that a table-
fellowship which anticipated the joys of the age to come was a feature
of the ministry of Jesus.

The Pharisee and the Tax Collector: Luke 18.9 - 14

9He also told this parable to some who trusted in
themselves that they were righteous and despised others:
10Two men went up into the temple to pray, one a
Pharisee and the other atax collector. 11The Pharisee
stood and prayed thus with himself, "God, | thank thee
that | am not like other men, extortioners, unjust,
adulterers, or even like this tax collector. 12| fast twice a
week, | givetithes of al that | get." 13But the tax
collector, standing far off, would not even lift up his eyes
to heaven, but beat his breast, saying, "God, be merciful

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1446 (14 of 47) [2/4/03 6:36:57 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

to me asinner!" 14 tell you, this man went down to his
house justified rather than the other; for every one who
exalts himself will be humbled, but he who humbles
himself will be exalted.’

The generalizing conclusionin v. 14bis certainly foreign to the parable
itself. It is an independent saying found elsewhere in the tradition (e.g.
Matt. 23.12; Luke 14.11) which refers to the future, the age to come,
rather than the present. Apart from this, however, the tradition seems to
have preserved the parable well. It is marked by numerous Semitisms,
much more so than any other Lukan parable, and it reflects exactly the
religious situation, customs and prayers of Palestine at the time of the
second Temple. For thisreason, it is particularly suited to the exegetical
methodology of J. Jeremias, and his exegesis of this parable (J.
Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], pp. 139-44.) is beyond all
praise, and certainly beyond our power to imitate.

The crux of the matter, for our purposes, is the fact that we are here
again confronted by the distinction between righteous Jew, here
exemplified by the Pharisee with his characteristic (Ibid., p. 142, we find
two parallels to the Pharisee’ s prayer: b. Ber. 28b and IQH vii. 34.)
prayer and attitude, and the ‘ Jew who had made himself a Gentile’, here
shown as penitent before God. In this story these characters and their
situation are not depicted by analogy but directly, and, in consequence,
the hearers are not |eft to draw their own conclusions, but rather are
challenged by the direct statement: ‘I tell you . ..” The challengeisthe
one we have seen throughout this group of parables, the fundamental
challenge of Jesus to his hostile contemporaries. We should notein
passing that ‘1 tell you . . ." with its direct challenge to dearly held
preconceptions of the period is an indirect personal claim of great
magnitude.

Exegesis 3. The Good Samaritan, The Unmerciful Servant, The Tower
Builder, The King Going to War. The Necessary Response to the
Challenge

The Good Samaritan: Luke 10.29-37

29But he, desiring to justify himself, said to Jesus, ‘And
who is my neighbour? 30Jesus replied, ‘A man was going
down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and he fell among
robbers, who stripped him and beat him, and departed,
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leaving him half-dead. 31Now by chance a priest was
going down the road; and when he saw him he passed by
on the other side. 320 likewise a L evite, when he came to
the place and saw him, passed by on the other side. 33But
a Samaritan, as he journeyed, came to where he was; and
when he saw him, he had compassion, 34and went to him
and bound up his wounds, pouring on oil and wine; then
he set him on his own beast and brought him to an inn,
and took care of him. 35And the next day he took out two
denarii and gave them to the innkeeper, saying, "Take
care of him; and whatever more you spend, | will repay
you when | come back." 36Which of these three, do you
think, proved neighbour to the man who fell among the
robbers? 37He said, ‘ The one who showed mercy on
him.” And Jesus said to him, *Go and do likewise.’

As it stands in the tradition, this parable has been attached to the Lukan
equivalent of the lawyer’ s question about the greatest commandment
(Mark 12.28-31), probably because of the catchword ‘ neighbour’, but
thisis an editorial connection and we must disregard it. (Miss
Linnemann has convinced the present writer of this point; E.
Linnemann, Parables of Jesus, p. 138.) Treated as an independently
circulating parable, it still has reference to the question ‘“Who is my
neighbour? a question of great concern to both first-century Judaism
and the early Christian Church, and so it has anatural Stzim Leben in
both the ministry of Jesus and the life and work of the Church. Since the
vividness and power of the story itself is adequate testimony to its
authenticity, we may assume that it was a parable told by Jesusin
answer to such a question, although the circumstances of the questioner
and the questioning are now lost to us.

The parableitself is an ‘exemplary story’ and as such is concerned to
teach by example, in this instance the example of true neighbourliness.
Of the three characters involved, only one is motivated by the
recognition of overwhelming need. The others alow other concernsto
override the challenge of the stranger’ s need, and no doubt the original
hearers of the parable would have supplied these concerns in their own
minds as they listened, each according to his own estimate of ‘priest and
Levite': fear of involvement, possibility of ceremonial defilement if the
man were dead, ecclesiastical hypocrisy, and so on. Actually, the
original hearers would have expected an Israelite layman to appear as
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the third character, and it is hard for us today to recapture the sense of
shock that the words ‘But a Samaritan . . ." must have occasioned. Jews
and Samaritans hated one another passionately at this period, on both
religious and racial grounds, and lost no opportunity to express that
hatred. The fact that the true neighbour turned out to be a Samaritan is
as important as that the Prodigal Son became a swineherd, and, asin that
parable the father is made to go through every redlistically possible act
of welcoming the son, so in this one the Samaritan is made to take every
possible step to care for the stranger. Jesus leaves no stone unturned in
his effort to make the point: Be prepared to abandon presuppositions.

The purpose of the parable isto give an example of neighbourliness, to
teach that the crucial aspect of human relationshipsis response to the
neighbour’ s need. There is no need for usto labour this point, since the
parable speaks far more effectively for itself than any modern author
could speak for it. But a point we would make is that this teaching has to
be set in the context of Jesus' proclamation of the forgiveness of sins
and his table-fellowship with ‘tax collectors and sinners'. All the various
aspects of the teaching of Jesus are closely interrelated, and to speak
ofiesus as teaching the necessity of response to the neighbour’ s need as
the crucial aspect of human relationshipsis misleading, unlessit is
clearly understood that thisis an imitation of God’ s response to one’'s
own need. Because one knows God as responding to human needsin
terms of the eschatological forgiveness of sins, one must respond to the
needs of a neighbour in terms of whatever may be appropriate to the
immediate situation.

This point is not made in the parable by direct reference to the
forgiveness of sins, but rather becomes apparent only when the parable
IS set in its context in the ministry of Jesus. At first sight the parable
teaches aradically new concept of neighbourliness -- in terms of need as
over against mutual membership in aracial or religious group -- and that
it does thisis, of course, true enough. But the full force of its message is
felt only when it isrealized that thislesson is being taught by one who
proclaimed aradically new concept of the forgiveness of God.: it
extended even to the ‘ Jew who had made himself a Gentile'. The two
belong together as obverse and reverse of the same coin; the showing
mercy is aresponse to being shown mercy. This point is somewhat
obscured in the tradition by v. 37b, where the * Go and do likewise'
transforms the parable into a general exhortation, but this was most
probably added in the tradition. (R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic
Tradition, p. 178.)
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The Unmerciful Servant: Matt. 18.23-35

23Therefore the kingdom of heaven may be compared to a
king who wished to settle accounts with his servants.
24When he began the reckoning, one was brought to him
who owed him ten thousand talents; 2°and as he could not
pay, hislord ordered him to be sold, with hiswife, and
children and all that he had, and payment to be made.
2630 the servant fell on his knees, imploring him, ‘Lord,
have patience with me, and | will pay you everything.’
27And out of pity for him the lord of that servant released
him and forgave him the debt. 28But that same servant, as
he went out, came upon one of hisfellow servants who
owed him a hundred denarii; and seizing him by the throat
he said, ‘ Pay what you owe.’ 2° So his fellow servant fell
down and besought him, ‘Have patience with me, and |
will pay you.” 30He refused and went and put him in
prison till he should pay the debt. 31When his fellow
servants saw what had taken place, they were greatly
distressed, and they went and reported to their lord all that
had taken place.32Then his lord summoned him and said
to him, *Y ou wicked servant! | forgave you all that debt
because you besought me; 33and should not you have had
mercy on your fellow servant, as | had mercy on you?
34And in anger hislord delivered him to thejailers, till he
should pay his debt. 35So also my heavenly Father will do
to every one of you, if you do not forgive your brother
from your heart.

Verses 34 and 35 are to be regarded as additions to the story, made
perhaps by Matthew himself; they convert the original challenge of the
parable into awarning, and v. 35 is entirely Matthaean in phraseol ogy
and sentiment. The fact that such a simple addition made it suitable for
Matthew’ s purpose, and its own natural balance, has preserved the story
in what must be very much the form in which Jesus taught it. The
present connection with Peter’s question is, of course, editorial; we
must, as aways, treat the story as an isolated piece of tradition.

The story itself is unusual among the parables of Jesusin that it does not
reflect Palestinian conditions. The Jewish monarchy had never been
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absolute as this one is pictured as being; in Jewish law the wife could
not be sold into slavery; and in Palestine torture would not have been
inflicted on a man imprisoned for debt (the word trandlated ‘jailers’ inv.
34 also means ‘torturers’). Only in one respect does it accord with
Jewish practice, and that isin v. 30, where the servant isimprisoned and
not sold into slavery. According to Jewish law, a man could not be sold
into slavery because of a sum less than the sum for which he would be
sold, (Mekilta Ex. 22.2 [Lauterbach |11, p. 104]. We are indebted to J.
Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], pp. 211f., for the
information about the Jewish law and practices.) and he could not be
sold for debt, only for theft. Indeed, almost the only really Palestinian
touchisinv. 28: ‘seizing him by the throat’. The Mishnah begins a
discussion of a hypothetical case, ‘If aman seized a debtor by the throat
inthe street . . .", assuming this to be the normal practice (B. B. 10.8)!
The story, in fact, reflects the kind of hearsay knowledge of the absolute
monarchies of the East and the practices of their courts that a Palestinian
might have been expected to have. In thisrespect, it hasits own kind of
verisimilitude; it corresponds to the Palestinian’s picture of foreign
kings and their courts and so would be meaningful to him.

The point of the story is clear: as you have been forgiven, so must you
forgive. The Kingdom of God is known in terms of the experience of the
forgiveness of sins; the only proper response to that experienceis a
preparedness in turn to forgive. The story istold in terms of kings,
servants and debts large and small, and as such it is an exemplary story,
asisthat of the Good Samaritan, except that it makes the point in
reverse. The servant of this story is held up to the judgement of the
hearers as an example of what should not have been done. In passing
judgement on him, the hearers are affirming the principle upon which
this aspect of the teaching of Jesus turns. the experience of God
demands aresponse in terms of imitation of that experiencein
relationship to one’s fellow men.

The Tower Builder and the King Going to War: Lukel4.28-32

28For which of you, desiring to build atower, does not
first sit down and count the cost, whether he has enough
to complete it? 290therwise, when he haslaid a
foundation, and is not able to finish, al who see it begin
to mock him, 30saying, ‘ This man began to build, and was
not ableto finish.” 310r what king, going to encounter
another king in war, will not sit down first and take
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counsel whether heis able with ten thousand to meet him
who comes against him with twenty thousand? 32And if
not, while the other is yet a great way off, he sends an
embassy and asks terms of peace.

To these parables we must add one from Thomas: the Assassin.

Thomas 98. Jesus said: ‘ The Kingdom of the Father is
like a man who wishes to kill a powerful man. He drew
the sword in his house, he stuck it into the wall, in order
to know whether his hand would carry through; then he
slew the powerful (man).’

Here we have three vivid pictures of men from very different walks of
life who have one thing in common: awillingness to prepare themselves
realistically for the responsibility they assume. The man building the
‘tower’ is probably afarmer contemplating building farm buildings; the
emphasis upon the cost of the foundation makes it probable that alarge
building isin question, and the word translated ‘tower’ (pyrgos) can also
mean ‘farm buildings . (B.T.D. Smith, Parables of the Synoptic Gospels
[Cambridge: University Press. 1937], p. 220). The king going to war
would be afamiliar enough figure in embattled Palestine, and the
assassin ‘draws upon the stern reality of the Zealot movement’.(J.
Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 196.) There is every
reason to accept them as authentic; their very vividness, the fact that the
tradition has misunderstood the first two (v. 33 makes them examples of
self-denial) and the extreme unlikelihood of anyone but Jesus using a
Zealot assassin as an example (cf. the Labour Racketeer!), are
overwhelming argumentsin their favour.

Asfar as the interpretation of these picturesis concerned, C. H.
Hunzinger has recently pointed out (‘ Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus
dem Thomas-Evangelium’, Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche
[Festschrift fur Joachim Joachim Jeremias], ed. W. Eltester, pp. 209-20.)
that the canonical ones begin with the rhetorical question, ‘Which of
you . ..?7 andin thisrespect they belong to awhole group of parables
(e.g. Luke 11.11 par.; 11.5; 15.4) which draws a conclusion about God
from the conduct of man. This being the case, these three should also be
understood in this way; they challenge men to consider: What God has
begun, he will carry through. But, as Jeremias points out, (J. Jeremias,
Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963], p. 197, n. 23) the pictures are not of
successfully concluding something half begun, but of preparing oneself
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for atask. The farmer calculates his resources, the king estimates his
strength over against his enemy’s, the assassin assures himself that his
hand has not lost its skill; the natural point of comparison hereis not
God, but man. We are justified, therefore, in claiming that Lukeis, so to
speak, half right: these parables are parables of discipleship, although
their point is not self-denial. Set in the context of the eschatological
challenge of Jesus' proclamation, these parables challenge men to sober
judgement. The Hid Treasure and the Pearl challenge to a recognition of
the joy of fulfillment of long-held hopes, these to a recognition that, as
the present writer heard T. W. Manson put it, ‘ Salvation may be free,
but it is not cheap.” These parables emphasize the earnestness and self-
preparedness that must characterize the response to the challenge of
Jesus' proclamation.

Exegesis4. The Friend at Midnight, The unjust Judge. Confidence
in God

The Friend at Midnight: Luke 11.5-8 (The Importuned Friend)

SWhich of you who has a friend will go to him at
midnight and say to him, ‘ Friend, lend me three |oaves,
6for afriend of mine has arrived on along journey, and |
have nothing to set before him'; 7and he will answer from
within, ‘Do not bother me; the door is now shut, and my
children are with me in bed; | cannot get up and give you
anything'. 8l tell you, though he will not get up and give
him anything because heis his friend, yet because of his
importunity he will rise and give him whatever he needs.

In this parable we find again the sympathetic observation of Palestinian
peasant life so characteristic of Jesus. The Palestinian peasant wife
baked bread for the day before sunrise, normally there would be none
left after dark. The responsibilities of hospitality were sacred in the
ancient East and three loaves are ameal for one person. The importuned
friend isliving in a one-room cottage, the whole family sleeping on a
mat on araised platform, and getting up and unbolting the door, itself a
cumbersome business, would necessarily disturb the whole household.

The one difficulty in the story is the phrase translated ‘ because of his
importunity’ (anaideian). This can be referred either to the importuner,
asin the tranglation above, or it can be referred to the importuned, in
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which case it must be understood in the sense of ‘so as not to be
shamed'’, i.e. not to lose face. (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed.,
1963], p. 158.) There can be no certainty as to which of these is correct,
but the fact that the parable is so strongly Palestinian in atmosphere
lends weight to the latter, the more oriental of the two possibilities. If we
accept this as the correct rendering, then the whole weight of the story
falls not upon the importuner, but upon the importuned, for it ishis
conduct that is singled out for explanation and comment. We would,
therefore, call it the ‘Importuned Friend’, and, with Jeremias, (1bid.)
read it as one long rhetorical question followed by a pungent comment.
‘Isit conceivable that one of you could have afriend who would come
to you at midnight . . . could you answer from within . . .? No, you could
not. Even if his friendship did not get you up, the shame of refusing to
accept responsibility for the needs of hospitality would be more than
sufficienttodoso !’

The parable argues from the lesser to the greater, and the natural
interpretation is: If the importuned has to answer his friend, how much
more must God hear you. We must remember that the context of the
parable as the total proclamation of Jesus and that its messageis,
therefore, a supplement to that proclamation. Those who hear the
proclamation may have full confidence in the God of which it speaks: If
... how much moremust . . . Luke, concerned with the ongoing life of
the Church and experience of the Christian ‘way’, understands the
reference to be to confidence in prayer; but it ssems more probable that
the original reference was to the totality of the proclamation asit
challenged the hearer.

The Unjust Judge: Luke 18. 1-8 (The Importuned judge)

1And hetold them a parable, to the effect that they ought

alwaysto pray and not lose heart. 2He said, ‘In a certain
city there was ajudge who neither feared God nor
regarded man; 3and there was awidow in that city who
kept coming to him and saying, "Vindicate me against my
adversary." 4For awhile he refused; but afterward he said
to himsalf, "Though | neither fear God nor regard man,
Syet because this widow bothers me, | will vindicate her,
or she will wear me out by her continual coming."” 6And
the Lord said, ‘ Hear what the unrighteous judge says.
And will not God vindicate his elect, who cry to him day
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and night? Will he delay long over them? 8| tell you, he
will vindicate them speedily. Nevertheless, when the Son
of man comes, will he find faith on earth?

Verse 1 isthe Lukan introduction; asin the case of the Importuned
Friend he understands the reference to be to God as the answerer of
prayer, and vv. 6, 7 and 8 are a series of comments accruing to the story
m the tradition. Restricting ourselves to vv. 2-5, we have avivid picture,
of which an exact modern parallel has been reported, (By H. B.
Tristram, quoted in B. T. D. Smith, Parables of the Synoptic Gospels, p.
150, and summarized by J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [rev. ed., 1963],
p. 154, n. 7.) of an Eastern judge whose judgements are responsive to
bribery and a poor widow whose persistence in importunity wins the day
for her. Again, it is an argument from the lesser to the greater, and the
probable reference is the total proclamation of Jesus as it challenged the
individual hearer. If an unjust judge can be importuned into responding
to apoor widow, how much more can you trust the God who reaches
Out to you in the word of forgiveness.

The application of these twin parables to prayer is natural and proper.
Certainly trust extended to the God known in the experience of
forgiveness would lead naturally to the practice of prayer, and the
existence of the Lord’ s Prayer itself is evidence enough that Jesus did, in
fact, lead his followers from the general attitude of trust to the particular
expression of it in prayer.

Thus far we have discussed the challenge of Jesus to recognition and
response in terms of the parabolic teaching; now we must turn to
another aspect of the matter: the challenge of Jesusto faith. ‘Faith’ isa
dangerous word to use in connection with the teaching of Jesus, because
its constant theological, ecclesiastical and evangelical use among
Christians inevitably leads to a tendency to associate ideas with the
word in the teaching of Jesus which really have no place there. Despite
this danger, however, we have no choice in the matter, because Jesus
did, in fact, challenge men to ‘faith’. The most we can do isto stay as
close to the text as we can, mindful that the real issueisthe way the
word is being used, not what ideas we may associate with it.

‘Faith’ in the Teaching of Jesus (See on this subject: R. Bultmann,
Faith [Bible Key Words from Gerhard Kittel’ s Theol ogisches

Wo0rter buch zum Neuen Testament], London: A. & C. Black [No. 10],
and New Y ork: Harper and Row [Val. |1l with Spirit of God], 1961. G.
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Ebeling, ‘Jesus and Faith’, in his collected essays Word and Faith [ET
by J. W.Leitch of Wort und Glaube (1960). London: SCM Press, and
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1963}, pp. 201-46.)

The discussion of this aspect of the teaching of Jesus has only very
recently come alive in English language research. For along time it did
not get very far and for this there are a number of reasons. One difficulty
has been that scholars tending to a conservative view of the tradition
have, as a consequence, also tended to regard the various claims and
challenges of the Christ of the gospels as constituting the situation of the
ministry of the historical Jesus. Since there is no point at which the
gospel tradition is more influenced by the post-Easter situation thaniit is
In this aspect of the depiction of the risen Lord of Christian experience
in terms of Jesus of Nazareth, this has not proven afruitful approach to
the problem. On the other hand, scholars who were sensitive to the
differences between the historical Jesus and the Christ of the gospel
tradition tended to see their task as depicting the historical Jesusin such
away that they and their readers might enter into his experience and so
share his confidence in God, (For example, B. Harvie Branscomb, The
Teachings of Jesus [New Y ork: Abingdon Press, 1931], p. 209: ‘Thisis
the source and ground of Jesus' confidence and courage. . . . We usually
call this Jesus' teaching of faith in God. He constantly urged greater
faith on hisdisciples. . .”) which iswhat they understood faith to be.
There has recently been areturn to aview similar to this, although very
differently expressed, in the work of Ernst Fuchs, who speaks of Jesus
faith, of Jesus' decision, and of the need to repeat Jesus' decision, and
who speaks also of Jesus' personal prayer as ‘the most eminent part of
his own obediencein faith’, and of the disciples as being let ‘take part in
his prayer’.(E. Fuchs, Studies of the Historical Jesus, pp. 11-31 [*The
Quest of the Historical Jesus'] and 48-64 [* Jesus and Faith’']. Quotations
arefrom p. 62.). But the difficulty with thisis always that it assumes
two things: that faith is concerned with one’ s attitude to God, which is
true enough, but much too broadly conceived; and that the crux of the
challenge of Jesusis that men should share his faith, (Fuchs would want
to express the matter in words very different from these.) whichisa
sweeping assumption, indeed. A further problem is that many of the
most characteristic sayings about faith in the gospels are associated with
miracles, especially healing miracles, and critical scholarship has found
this aspect of the tradition very difficult. Liberal scholars tended either
to rationalize the stories, or to speak movingly of ‘the supreme meaning
of Jesus' wonders: God’swill of mercy and salvation was expressing
itself through him,” (E. J. Goodspeed, Life of Jesus [New Y ork: Harper
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& Bros., 1956], pp. 55f.) and then move quickly to a more congenial
subject! Form criticism, building on the foundations of the immense
comparative studies of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule, dismissed the
stories as typical products of the legend-making propensities of ancient
religious movements, to be paralleled in both Jewish and Hellenistic
religious literature.(E.g. R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition,
pp. 209-44.) In either case, there was no desire to discuss the concept of
faith involved in these stories as an aspect of the teaching of Jesus. A
further factor at work in the situation was the feeling that a discussion of
‘faith’ in the teaching of Jesus would lead to a discussion of Jesus' faith
and this would be an illegitimate psychol ogizing about Jesus. (Cf.
Bultmann’s comments on the work of Fuchs, in The Historical Jesus
and the Kerygmatic Christ, ed. C. E. Braaten and R. A. Harrisville [New
Y ork: Abingdon Press, 1964], pp. 32f.) It can readily be seen that there
are strong reasons for the fact that Bultmann’s article on Faith, in
Kittel’s TWNT, in many ways a classic, did not include a discussion of
the teaching of Jesus.

Today, however, it is being increasingly recognized that the tradition of
miracle stories in the gospel s deserves much more serious attention than
either the older liberal or the earlier form-critical scholarship gaveit.
Further, a closer study of this tradition throws into sharp relief therole
played in it by referencesto ‘faith’.

The view of the miracles held by critical scholarship has, then, changed,
and for this there are a number of reasons. One is that parallels quoted
from Jewish and Hellenistic literature have been more carefully
examined, and they turn out to be not completely convincing as sources
for al that we find in the synoptic accounts.

As amatter of convenience, and because these are the crux of the matter
so far asthe ministry of Jesus is concerned, we will restrict ourselvesto
exorcisms, giving two characteristic passages from the Hellenistic
literature.

Philostratus, Apollonius of Tyana iv. 20

(Apolloniusis discussing the question of libationsand in
his audience is ayouth with ‘ so evil areputation for
licentiousness, that his conduct had once been the subject
of coarse street-corner songs . This youth interrupts
Apollonius with loud and coarse laughter.) Then
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Apollonius looked up at him and said: ‘It is not yourself
that perpetrates this insult, but the demon, who drives you
on without your knowing it.” And in fact the youth was,
without knowing it, possessed by a devil; for he would
laugh at things that no one else laughed at, and then he
would fall to weeping for no reason at all, and he would
talk and sing to himself. Now most people thought that it
was the boisterous humour of youth which led him into
such excesses; but he was really the mouthpiece of a
devil, though it only seemed a drunken frolic in which on
that occasion he was indulging. Now when Apollonius
gazed on him, the ghost in him began to utter cries of fear
and rage, such as one hears from people who are being
branded or racked; and the ghost swore that he would
|leave the young man alone and never take possession of
any man again. But Apollonius addressed him with anger,
as amaster might a shifty, rascally, and shameless slave
and so on, and he ordered him to quit the young man and
show by avisible sign that he had done so. ‘1 will throw
down yonder statue,” said the devil, and pointed to one of
the images which were in the king' s portico, for there it
was that the scene took place. But when the statue began
by moving gently, and then fell down, it would defy
anyone to describe the hubbub which arose thereat and the
way they clapped their hands with wonder. But the young
man rubbed his eyes asif he had just woke up, and he
looked towards the rays of the sun, and won the
consideration of al who now had turned their attention to
him; for he no longer showed himself licentious, nor did
he stare madly about, but he had returned to his own self,
as thoroughly asif he had been treated with drugs; and he
gave up his dainty dress and summery garments and the
rest of his sybaritic way of life, and hefell in love with
the austerity of the philosophers, and donned their cloak,
and stripping off hisold self modeled hislifein future
upon that of Apollonius. (Quoted from the translation by
F. C. Conybearein the Loeb Classical Library.)

L ucian, Philopseudes 16

“You act ridiculously,” said lon, ‘to doubt everything. For
my part, | should like to ask you what you say to those
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who free possessed men from their terrors by exorcising
the spirits so manifestly. | need not discuss this: everyone
knows about the Syrian from Palestine, the adept in it,
how many he takes in hand who fall down in the light of
the moon and roll their eyes and fill their mouths with
foam; nevertheless, he restores them to health and sends
them away normal in mind, delivering them from their
straits for a large fee. When he stands beside them as they
lie there and asks: "Whence came you into his body?' the
patient himself is silent, but the spirit answersin Greek or
in the language of whatever foreign country he comes
from, telling how and whence he entered into the man;
whereupon, by adjuring the spirit and if he does not obey,
threatening him, he drives him out. Indeed, | actually saw
one coming out, black and smoky in colour.” (Quoted
from the trandlation by A. M. Harmon in the Loeb
Classical Library.)

It becomes apparent that many of the details in the synoptic accounts are
paralleled in the Hellenistic literature; that Christian writers did use
Hellenistic models can be seen quite clearly in the apocryphal Acts of
Peter, where the author improves on aversion of astory similar to that
told by Philostratus.

Acts of Peter XI

And as Peter spake thus and embraced Marcellus, Peter
turned himself to the multitude that stood by him and saw
there one that laughed (smiled), in whom was a very evil
spirit. And Peter said unto him: *Whosoever thou art that
didst laugh, show thyself openly unto all that are present.’
And hearing this the young man ran into the court of the
house and cried out with aloud voice and dashed himself
against the wall and said: ‘ Peter, there is a great
contention between Simon and the dog whom thou
sentest; for Simon saith to the dog: " Say that | am not
here." Unto whom the dog saith more than thou didst
charge him; and when he bath accomplished the mystery
which thou didst command him, he shall die at thy feet.’
But Peter said: ‘ And thou also, devil, whosoever thou art,
in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, go out of that young
man and hurt him not at all; show thyself to all that stand
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here.” When the young man heard it, he ran forth and
caught hold on a great statue of marble which was set in
the court of the house, and broke it in pieces with his feet.
Now it was a statue of Caesar. Which Marcellus
beholding smote his forehead and said unto Peter: ‘A
great crime hath been committed; for if this be made
known unto Caesar by some busybody, he will afflict us
with sore punishments.” And Peter said to him: ‘| see thee
not the same that thou wast alittle while ago, for thou
saidst that thou wast ready to spend all thy substance to
save thy soul. But if thou indeed repentest, believing in
Christ with thy whole heart, take in thine hands of the
water that runneth down, and pray to the Lord, and in his
name sprinkle it upon the broken pieces of the statue and
it shall be whole asit was before.” And Marcellus,
nothing doubting, but believing with his whole heart,
before he took the water lifted up his hands and said: ‘|
believein thee, O Lord Jesus Christ: for | am now proved
by thine apostle Peter, whether | believe aright in thy holy
name. Therefore | take water in my hands, and in thy
name do | sprinkle these stones that the statue may
become whole asit was before. If, therefore, Lord, it be
thy will that | continue in the body and suffer nothing at
Caesar’ s hand, let this stone be whole as it was before.”’
And he sprinkled the water upon the stones, and the statue
became whole, whereat Peter exulted that Marcellus had
not doubted in asking of the Lord, and Marcellus was
exalted in spirit for that such a sign was first wrought by
his hands; and he therefore believed with his whole heart
in the name of Jesus Christ the Son of God, by whom all
things impossible are made possible.(Quoted from M. R.
James, The Apocryphal New Testament [Oxford :
Clarendon Press, 1953], pp. 314f.)

None the less, there is one thing conspicuous by its absence from these
Hellenistic stories and that is the use of ‘faith’ in such asaying as ‘Y our
faith has saved you' . Such ause of ‘faith’ is not only completely absent
from these stories, it is also without parallel anywhere in the Hellenistic
literature.

We might expect that the Jewish literature would provide a closer
parallel to the gospel narratives, and, indeed, exorcism stories are more
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common here than they arein the Hellenistic literature. We give three
examples from the Babylonian Talmud, quoting the Soncino edition.

b. Me'ilah 17B

(R. Simeon and R. Eleazar are going to Rome to work for
the annulment of anti-Jewish decrees.) Then Ben
Temalion [ademon] came to meet them. He said: ‘Isit
your wish that | accompany you? Thereupon R. Simeon
wept and said: ‘ The handmaid of my ancestor’ s house was
found worthy of meeting an angel thrice [Hagar: Gen. 16],
and | not even to meet him once. However, let the miracle
be performed, no matter how.” Thereupon he [the demon]
advanced and entered into the Emperor’ s daughter. When
R. Simeon arrived there he called out: ‘Ben Temalion
|leave her, Ben Temalion leave her’, and as he proclaimed
this he left her. He [the emperor] said to them: ‘ Request
whatever you desire.’

b. Kiddushim 29b

Now a certain demon haunted Abaye’ s schoolhouse, so
that when [only] two entered, even by day, they were
injured. [R. Ahab. Jacob ison hisway to visit Abaye] He
[Abaye] ordered, ‘Let no man afford him hospitality [so
that he would be forced to sleep in the schoolhouse];
perhaps a miracle will happen [in his merit].” So he
entered and spent the night in that schoolhouse, during
which it [the demon] appeared to him in the guise of a
seven-headed dragon. Every time he [the Rabbi] fell on
his knees [in prayer] one head fell off. The next day he
reproached them: ‘Had not a miracle occurred, you would
have endangered my life.’

b. Kiddushim 39b-40a

Asin the case of R. Haninab. Pappi, whom a certain
matron urged [to immorality]. He pronounced a certain
[magical] formula, whereupon his body was covered with
boils and scabs [so asto protect him from temptation]; but
she did something and he was healed. So he fled and hid
himself in a bathhouse in which when [even] two entered,
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even in daytime, they would suffer harm [from demong].
The next morning [seeing he was unharmed] the Rabbis
asked him. “Who guarded you? Said he to them, ‘Two
Imperial [armour] bearers guarded me all night.” Said they
to him, ‘ Perhaps you were tempted with immorality and
successfully resisted? For it istaught, He who is tempted
with immorality and successfully resists, amiracleis
performed for him.

It can be seen at once that here again the emphasis upon faith so
characteristic of the synoptic storiesis completely missing. Thereisno
equivalent to ‘Y our faith has saved you'; rather, power over the demons
is an attribute of a particular rabbi, or it is granted in answer to prayer or
asareward for ameritorious act. We have restricted ourselves to
exorcisms, but the same thing istrueif all types of miracle stories are
considered. After considering twenty-one miracle stories of al kinds as
arepresentative cross-section of the rabbinic tradition, L. J. McGinley
points out that ‘faith is never demanded from the patient’.(L.J.
McGinley, ‘ The Synoptic Healing Narrative and Rabbinic Analogies’,
Theological Studies 4 [1943], p. 95.) Asin the case of the Hellenistic
stories, so also here the characteristic * Y our faith has saved you' of the
gospel narratives is conspicuous by its absence.

Set in the context of their Hellenistic and Jewish parallels, then, the
synoptic narratives offer many features that are reminiscent of features
present in those parallels -- in this respect the work of Bultmann
mentioned above isjustified -- but they also offer one strikingly
different feature: the emphasis upon the faith of the patient, or his
friends.

Another factor entering into the discussion at this point is the increasing
willingness of critical scholarsto accept the premise that Jesus did, in
fact, ‘ cast out demons’ in away considered remarkable by his
contemporaries. The evidence for thisis strong. We have the testimony
of the Jewish sources; the fact that such stories occur in al strata of the
tradition, including the two earliest, Mark and Q (criterion of multiple
attestation); and the authentic Kingdom-sayings related to exorcisms,
especialy Matt. 12.28 par. Today, the pupils of the original form critics
are prepared to accept elements of the tradition their teachers rejected.
(Most important in this context is E. Késemann’s article, ‘Wunder V.
ImNT’, RGG3 VI [1962], 1835-7, especially the opening paragraph.)
We cannot, of course, diagnose the diseases and their cures over the gulf
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of two thousand years and radically different Weltanschauungen. Nor
can we accept the necessary authenticity of any single story asit stands
at present in the synoptic tradition; the ‘legendary overlay’ (Ké&semann)
and the influence of parallel stories from Hellenism and Judaism on the
tradition are too strong for that. But we can say that behind that tradition
there must lie ahard core of authenticity, even though its details are
unrecoverable today. But if thereis a hard core of authenticity, and if the
process of transmission has been largely an expansion of this tradition
by, and its accommodation to, the influence of parallel storiesin other
traditions, then the unique element in the tradition in comparison with
its parallelsis that which has the highest claim to authenticity. Although
we cannot, today, reconstruct a single authentic healing or exorcism
narrative from the tradition we have, we are none the less entitled to
claim that the emphasis upon the faith of the patient, or hisfriends, in
that tradition is authentic.

We are concerned with the frequently occurring ‘Y our faith has saved
you' or its equivalent: Mark 5.34 par. (woman with the flow of blood);
Mark 10.52 par. (blind Bartimaeus); Luke 7.50 (woman who was a
sinner); Luke 17.19 (Samaritan leper); Mark 2.5 (the paralytic's
friends). Although we are not prepared to argue for the authenticity of
any of the narratives concerned, we are arguing for the authenticity of
such an element in the historical ministry of Jesus: he did help those
who confronted him in their need in away his contemporaries regarded
as remarkable, and he did link this with the ‘faith’ of the people
concerned.

In order to investigate the meaning to be attributed to ‘faith’ as Jesus
used it, we have to consider, in addition, the complex of sayings about
faith *moving mountains' or ‘uprooting trees . The two fundamental
sayings here are Matt. 17.20 and Luke 17.6.

Matt. 17.20. He said to them, ‘ Because of your little faith.
For truly, | say to you, if you will have faith asagrain of
mustard seed, you will say to this mountain, "Move hence
to yonder place”, and it will move; and nothing will be
impossible to you.’

Luke 17.6. And the Lord said, ‘If you had faith asagrain
of mustard seed, you could say to this sycamine tree, "Be
rooted up, and be planted in the sea; and it would obey
you."
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In addition, Mark 11.23 has a saying, ‘Whoever saysto this mountain
"Be taken up and cast into the sed", and does not doubt . . .but believes.
.. it will be done for him’, set in the context of the dialogue about the
meaning of the withered fig tree, and in this he is followed by Matthew
(21.21). Then Paul appearsto alludeto thesayingin| Cor. 13.2, . . . if |
have al faith, so asto remove mountains. . . and gnosticized versions of
it occur twice in Thomas, where the gnostic ‘unity’ which is expressive
of the state of salvation is such that ‘they shall say to the mountain: "Be
moved", and it shall be moved' (logion 48, cf. 106).

The most reasonable explanation of this complicated complex of sayings
would appear to be (1) that there is widespread tradition that triumphant
Christian (or gnostic) faith is such as to be able to * move mountains’ (|
Cor. 13.2; Thomas 106; 48). Then (2) Mark 11.23 (= Matt. 21.21)
should be recognized as a mixed saying in that it has parts of the two
originally separate metaphors: the mountain from aversion such asis
now in Matt. | 7.20 and the seafrom aversion such asis now in Luke
17.6. (3) Matt. 17.20 and Luke 17.6 should be recognized as two distinct
sayings making exactly the same point: the inconceivable power of
faith. They have different but equally vivid metaphors of contrast: the
proverbially small mustard seed with the power to move mountains, and
the same seed and the power to uproot a sycamine (sycamore: Heb.
shikmah) tree. The latter metaphor comes alive for us when we
recognize that the Pal estinian sycamine tree was notably deep rooted;
the Mishnah says: ‘A tree may not be grown within twenty-five cubits
of acistern, or within fifty cubitsif itis. .. asycamore (shikmah) tree
(B. B. 2.11). (Cf. T. W. Manson, Sayings of Jesus [London: SCM Press,
1949], p.141.) Since a developing tradition does not sharpen and isolate
metaphors but rather mixes and blunts them, we may assume that these
two sayings have given nse to the tradition of faith ‘moving mountains
in the Church rather than vice versa, and there is good reason to accept
their authenticity. Their vividnessis a characteristic of the teaching of
Jesus in metaphor; there are no parallels in Judaism to thisform of a
concept of faith, (G. Ebeling, Word and Faith, p. 229, with references.)
and they are entirely coherent with the emphasis on faith in the exorcism-
healing tradition. Nor may it be supposed that an early Christian
emphasis upon faith has been read back into the tradition. The concept
involved is different from that to be found in the early Church in that it
Is absolute and not directed towards Jesus (criterion of dissimilarity),
and it is consistent in both miracle stories and sayings (criterion of
multiple attestation).
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The datawe haveto interpret, then, is that Jesus did help certain people
in their need in away his contemporaries regarded as remarkable, but he
insisted that ‘Y our faith has saved you’; and that he taught that the
veriest particle of faith could ‘ move mountains or uproot even sycamine
trees’. What does ‘faith’ mean in these contexts? Well, it is clearly being
used absolutely; there is no direct relationship to God or Jesus himself,
men are not being asked to believe in God, to believe on Jesus. They are
not even being asked to count themselves, in the moment of faith, a part
of aregular religious community. Faith isimputed to the Samaritan
leper, the Syrophoenician woman and the Gentile nobleman irrespective
of any confessional standing in regard to a specific religious faith.
Whatever may be our critical estimate of the authenticity of the
individual stories, thisisall so startlingly unlike anything that we could
parallel in Judaism (the disregard of the community of faith) or the early
Church (faith not directed to Jesus) (Except in Matt. 18.6, the only place
where the specifically Christian Greek construction pisteuein eisis
found in the synoptics and where the eils eme is clearly secondary, being
absent in the source, Mark 9.42.) that it must be the usage of Jesus
himself.

To come closer to an interpretation of the data we should note another
factor in this tradition: faith is used both in connection with the
forgiveness of sins (Luke 7.50) and with healing (Mark 5.34 etc.);
indeed, the two are linked as being one and the same thing in the context
of faith (Mark 2.5ff.). Now, thisis not only fully in accordance with the
relationship between sin and suffering as understood by the Jews at the
time of Jesus (John 9.2), but it is also the reason for the very existence
of an exorcism-healing element in the ministry of Jesus. We argued in
chapter |1, above, that Jesus was, above all, the Proclaimer of the
Kingdom of God and that a major specific aspect of that proclamation
was the eschatological forgiveness of sins. But if Jesus proclaimed the
forgiveness of sins as areality for those who accepted the challenge of
his proclamation, then this proclamation must be accompanied by a
ministry of exorcism and healing. So deep-rooted was the connection
between sin and suffering to a Palestinian Jew of the first century that if
there had been no such aspect of the ministry of Jesus, the proclamation
of the Kingdom of God and the forgiveness of sins must have been
regarded as a vain and empty sham. The present state of the tradition
testifies to the reality of this connection in the ministry of Jesusin the
way in which it equates the two in the context of faith. Recognition of
this brings us closer to an understanding of the absolute use of faith by
Jesus, in that it calls our attention to the fact that both the offer of the
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forgiveness of sins and the exorcisms were the subject of controversy
between Jesus and some of his contemporaries. The synagogue scene at
Capernaum pictures Jesus being accused of blasphemy in connection
with the forgiveness of sins (Mark 2.7), and, although thisis, no doubt,
an ‘ideal’ or ‘typical’ scene, we have no reason to doubt its essential
correspondence to an aspect of the historical ministry of Jesus.
Similarly, the Beelzebul controversy (Mark 3.22-27), again certainly
corresponding to an aspect of the ministry of the historical Jesus,
pictures Jesus as being accused of collusion with the prince of demons
in his exorcisms. In both contexts, therefore, faith must necessarily
begin as recognition: recognition that Jesus does, in fact, have the
authority to forgive sins, and recognition that the exorcisms are, indeed,
amanifestation of the Kingdom of God, all possible arguments to the
contrary notwithstanding. In this respect, faith is essentially an assent to
a particular interpretation of an event, an interpretation not necessarily
self-evident in the event itself. Jesus could have been blaspheming, his
exorcisms could be collusion with evil forces, and what his opponents,
no doubt, regarded as the indiscriminate nature of both the forgiveness
(including tax collectors and sinners) and the healings (Samaritan leper)
could be an argument against these aspects of his ministry, but for faith
both are a manifestation of the kingly activity of God.

Faith, then, includes this vital element of recognition; it isin no small
part trust in the fact that God is, indeed, active in the ministry of Jesus
and that Jesus is what he implicitly claimsto be. But although this faith
has thus an ultimate reference both to God and to Jesus, it is by no
means confidence in God or faith in Jesus. It could become this, on
reflection, but the fact is that faith is used absolutely in the characteristic
“Your faith has saved you’, or ‘faith asagrain of mustard seed. . . .’ Itis
not there further defined as faith in God, in Jesus, in the good news, as it
Isin the characteristic reformulations in the tradition, for example Mark
1.15: ‘... believein the gospel’. The force of this absolute useisto
concentrate attention upon the concrete nature of faith. ‘ Faith is concrete
faith in its being related to a concrete situation.’ (G. Ebeling, Word and
Faith, p. 244.) It isfaith in relation to a specific occurrence, agiven
event, an immediate challenge. Faith means to recognize the concrete
situation for what it is and to respond in the only appropriate manner to
its challenge.

The appropriate response is implicit in the concept of faith itself as it
was understood in ancient Judaism, for there the primary meaning of
faith is certainly trust. A traditional saying, attributed in the Babylonian
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Tamud (b. Sot. 48b) to Rabbi Eliezer b. Hyrcanus and hence certainly
coming from New Testament times, runs. ‘Whoever has a piece of bread
in his basket and says "What shall | eat tomorrow?" belongs only to
them who arelittle in faith.” Faith hereis clearly trust, in thisinstance in
God' s provisioning, and the ‘faith as a grain of mustard seed’ in the
teaching of Jesus would seem to be an allusion to some such saying as
this one. Although to do so isto lose the pungency of the original, we
may certainly understand it as ‘ even the smallest particle of trust, if itis
real trust . . ." So the appropriate response to the challenge is trust;, trust
in God, but trust in God in the concrete situation and in the particular
instance, trust in relation to the specific challenge. But to the Jews trust
must of necessity issue in obedience, faith becoming faithfulness, (Note
the absolute use of faith in the sense of faithfulnessin Wisd. of Sol.
3.14; 1V Ezra6.28; 7.34, and as parallel to righteousnessin | Enoch
58.5; 61.4.) and so here we must understand the response of faith as
including both trust and obedience, absolute trust and complete
obedience.

Oneis entitled to use words such as absolute or complete in connection
with trust and obedience in the teaching of Jesus. In the first place, both
the absolute use of ‘faith’ and the imagery of the mustard seed are
evidence that faith either isor is not; so far as the teaching of Jesusis
concerned, there is no less or more to faith. The point of the mustard
seed image in thisinstance is not that a mustard seed growsinto alarge
bush, but that there is no such thing as alarge mustard seed! Again, we
have the vivid saying, Luke 14.26: ‘If anyone comes to me and does not
hate his own father and mother and wife and children and brothers and
sisters, yes, and even hisown life, he cannot be my disciple.” This may
be regarded as authentic because of the vividness of the imagery and
because the variant in Matt. 10.37 (‘is not worthy of me’ for ‘cannot be
my disciple’) goes back to an original Aramaic in which we have the
unusual word shwly (Shwly = apprentice. the usual word for disciple of a
rabbi istlimyd. T.W. Manson, Teaching of Jesus, p. 238.) for disciple. As
an authentic saying, it vividly illustrates the nature of the obedience
required as part of the faith response to the challenge of Jesus and his
proclamation. Luke 9.62: ‘No one who puts his hand to the plough and
looks back isfit for the Kingdom of God' has equal claim to authenticity
(the imagery isvivid and without parallel in Judaism, Billerbeck,
Kommentar ad loc.; the use of Kingdom of God is dominical) and
makes the same point in a different way. Involved in faith is absolute
trust and compl ete obedience. We may summarize: Jesus challenged
men to faith as recognition and response to the challenge of his
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proclamation -- recognition that God was, indeed, active asking in his
ministry, and in a specific event, occasion or incident for the individual
concerned, and response in terms of absolute trust and complete
obedience.

We have stressed the direct and concrete nature of the challenge to faith
in the teaching of Jesus; we turn now to explore further the response-as-
obedience aspect of that teaching in terms of a group of sayings which
exhibit the radical and total character of the challenge of Jesus
altogether. These are: Luke 9.62; Mark 10.23b, 25; Luke 9.60a; Matt.
7.13f.; Mark 10.31; Mark 7.15; Mark 10.15; Luke 14.11; 16.15; Matt.
5.39b-41; Matt. 5.44-48.

These sayings have been chosen from among the residue of logiawhich
survives the extensive, and brilliant, investigation of ‘ Jesus as the
teacher of wisdom’ by R. Bultmann in his History of the Synoptic
Tradition (pp. 69-105). Thisinvestigation is so thorough, the emerging
history of tradition so convincing and the application of what we have
called the criterion of dissimilarity so careful, that we feel no need to do
more than quote Bultmann’s conclusion: *All these sayings contain
something characteristic, new, reaching out beyond popular wisdom and
piety and yet (they) are in no sense scribal or rabbinic, nor yet Jewish
apocalyptic. So here, if anywhere, we can find what is characteristic of
the preaching of Jesus.’” (R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition,
p. 105) No discussion of the authenticity of these sayings, therefore, will
be offered here.

Exegesis 5. Luke 9.62; Mark 10,23b, 25; Luke 9.60a; Matt. 7.13f.;
Mark 10.31; Luke 14.11, Cf. 16.15. The Challenge To Discipleship

Luke 9.62

No one who puts his hand to the plough and looks back is
fit for the Kingdom of God.

This saying has both the vivid naturalness of imagery and the radical
nature of the demand which are typical of the ‘ethical’ teaching of Jesus.
The reference to the plough isa parable in itself (‘ To what shall we
compare the Kingdom of God? It is like a man who puts his hand to the
plough and moves steadfastly across the land, looking neither to the
right nor to the left, and least of all behind him!") and characterizes the
single-mindedness that is an essential aspect of the response to the
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challenge of Jesus' proclamation.

Some idea of the vividness of Jesus' teaching can be seen by comparing
this saying with arabbinical one of similar import: ‘If a man was
walking by the way and studying and he ceased his study and said,
"How fineisthistree!" or "How fineisthis ploughed field !" the
Scripture reckons it to him as though he was guilty against his own soul’
(Aboth 3.8).

Mark 10.23b, 25

How hard it will be (v. 24: is) to enter the Kingdom of
God. . . .Itiseasier for acamel to go through the eye of a
needle than for arich man to enter the Kingdom of God.

The tradition here varies between the present tense and the future in Vv.
24 and 23 respectively. There is no need for us to make any decision on
this point, because both would be equally fitting in the teaching of Jesus,
since, as we have seen and as we shall have occasion to see, thereisin
that teaching an absolutely characteristic tension between present and
future.(On this see N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 185-99.)

‘To enter the Kingdom of God'’ is an idiom found both in Judaism and
in the early Church, and it is, therefore, indefensible on the basis of the
criterion of dissimilarity. But it is so widespread in the tradition
(criterion of multiple attestation), and so much more used in the
synoptic tradition than anywhere else in Judaism or Christianity, that we
may accept it as part of the teaching of Jesus, and we may certainly
accept this saying on the basis of Bultmann's analysis of the tradition.
There is no need for usto blunt the hyperbole of the reference to the
camel and the eye of the needle. Rabbinic Judaism knows well the
Imagery of an elephant going through the eye of a needle as a symbol
for the impossible, (Billerbeck, Kommentar |, 828.) so Jesus' imagery
was readily understandable as well as apposite.

This attitude to riches is radical. The Jews recognized the danger of
riches becoming a hindrance to the observance of the Law, and they had
had such an experience of the wealthier among their people succumbing
to the temptation of aworldly Hellenism that the word * poor’ had
become a synonym for ‘pious . None the less, the rabbis strove for a
balance in this matter, and their view iswell expressed in Midrash
Exodus Rabbah 31 on Ex. 22.24:
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Y ou will find that there are riches that positively harm
their possessors and other riches that stand them in good
stead.

When Solomon built the Temple, he said in his dedication
prayer: ‘Lord of the Universe! Should a man pray unto
thee for money and Thou knowest that it will be harmful
to him, then do not grant his request; but shouldst Thou
see one that will do well with hisriches, then do grant
him.’

Jesus, on the other hand, seesin riches agreat danger. Thereason is
probably that he saw in riches a hindrance to the absolute nature of the
self-surrender necessary as response to the challenge of the
proclamation.

Luke 9.60a

‘Leave the dead to bury their own dead.” [Matthew (8.22)
precedes this with ‘Follow me', and L uke continues, ‘ but
asfor you, go and proclaim the Kingdom of God’, a
characteristically Lukan emphasis.]

Thisis possibly the most radical of the sayings of Jesus on response to
the challenge. In Judaism the responsibility for burying the dead was
one that took precedence over all other duties enjoined in the Law. ‘He
whose dead lies unburied before him is exempt from reciting the
Shema’, from saying the Tefillah and from wearing phylacteries’ (Ber.
3.1, some texts add: ‘and from all the duties enjoined inthe Law’). So
radical isthe gospel saying that it has often been suggested that there
must either be a mistrandlation here (a noun participle ‘burier of the
dead’ misunderstood as an imperatival infinitive) or the reference must
be to people spiritually dead. Neither of these suggestionsis convincing,
and, indeed, the radical nature of the saying is the guarantee of its
authenticity. The response to the challenge of the Kingdom is all-
demanding; it must transcend all other responsibilities and duties,
however naturally and normally important those might be.

Matt. 7.13f.
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13Enter by the narrow gate; for the gate is wide and the
way is easy, that leads to destruction, and those who enter
by it are many. 14For the gate is narrow and the way is
hard, that leads to life, and those who find it are few.

Following a hint by Bultmann, (R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic
Tradition, p. 82.) we may recognize in this saying and its Lukan parallel
(Luke 13.24: ‘ Strive to enter by the narrow door; for many, | tell you,
will seek to enter and will not be able’) an original saying of Jesus about
striving to enter (the Kingdom) by the narrow gate which has been
expanded in the tradition by the addition of commonplaces of Jewish
exhortation. Billerbeck found that the imagery of the gate was extremely
rare in Judaism, whereas that of the two ways, and the concept of ways
leading to ‘life’ and ‘destruction’ respectively, occur frequently.
(Billerbeck, Kommentor |, 460ff.) Furthermore, the terms ‘ destruction’
and ‘life’ are not characteristic of Jesus; entering or failing to enter the
Kingdom would be what we would expect.

A saying concerning striving to enter the Kingdom by the narrow gate
would, again, stressthe radical nature of Jesus' demand.

Mark 10.31

‘But many that are first will be last, and the last first’ (par.
Matt. 19.30; cf. Matt. 20.16; Luke (3.30).

Cf. Thomas 4. * For many who are first shall become last
and they shall become asingle one.’

With this saying we reach the climax of this particular aspect of the
teaching of Jesus. The Kingdom is God’ s Kingdom: his activity in the
present and the consummation he will establish in the future. The
responsibility of man isto respond to that activity in his present --
radically, thoroughly, with complete self-surrender -- so that he may
both deepen his experience of God in his continuing present and move
towards the goal of the future. Again, the response will be God's, in the
sense that it will be according to the impact which God makes upon the
individual. So it will be the case, both with the activity and the response,
that it will not necessarily be in accordance with man’s previous
expectations, nor in accordance with human values -- not even human
values ascribed to God! So the first will be last and the last first; the
poor will be rich and the rich poor; tax collectors and sinners will be
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found within the Kingdom and scribes and Pharisees shut outside it.
Here this same point is made in a different way.

‘For everyone who exalts himself will be humbled, and he
who humbles himself will be exalted.’

Here the passives, as frequently, refer to the activity of God, and the
point is that human values may well be reversed; all must be, and will
be, in accordance with the values of God.

Exegesis 6. Mark 10.15; Matt. 5.39b-41; Matt. 5.44-48.
The New Attitude
Mark 10.15

Truly, | say to you, whoever does not receive the
Kingdom of God like a child shall not enter it.

Thisis perhaps the most memorable and pregnant of all the sayings of
Jesus, and aworthy tribute was paid to it by the Jewish scholar, C. G.
Montefiore: ‘. . . the beauty, the significance, the ethical force, and the
originality . . . of the great saying in (v.) 15, can aso only with injustice
be overlooked, cheapened, or denied, (C. G. Montefiore, The Synoptic
Gospels | [1927], p.238.) It sums up awhole aspect of the teaching of
Jesus in one unforgettable image: a man must bring to his response to
the activity of God the ready trust and instinctive obedience of achild.
Only in thisway is he truly able to enter into the depth of the experience
that has now become areal possibility for him.

Matt. 5.39b-41

39bBut if any one strikes you on the right cheek, turn to
him the other aso; 40and if any one would sue you and
take your coat, let him have your cloak as well; 4land if
any one forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles.

Thereferenceinv. 41 isto the Roman practice of impressing civilians
Into temporary service, asin the case of Simon of Cyrene being
compelled to carry Jesus' cross (Mark 15.21). It was a bitterly resented
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practice, but the power of Roman arms was such that the moral
philosophy of the day found avery practical reason for accepting it. ‘If
thereisarequisition and a soldier seizesit (your ass), let it go. Do not
resist or complain, otherwise you will be first beaten, and lose your ass
after all’ (Epictetus).(Quoted by T.W. Manson, Sayings of Jesus, p.
160.) The teaching of Jesus challenges men to an attitude radically
different from the prudential morality of an Epictetus: they areto seein
the imposition a challenge to service and to accept it gladly. ‘ The first
mile renders to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s; the second mile, by
meeting opposition with kindness, renders to God the things that are
God's.’(lbid.)

Essentialy, the same challenge is expressed in the other two examples:
the acceptance of insult and the refusal to stand on on€e’srights. The
reference to the right cheek indicates that the act envisaged isaformal
insult and not a spontaneous act of violence. (Normally, a right-handed
person would strike the |eft cheek of the victim. The referenceis, then,
to a back-handed slap which, according to the Mishnah [B.K.8.6], was a
grave insult. Seeibid., p. 51.) The‘coat’ and ‘cloak’ inv. 40 are not
particularly happy choices to trandate the garments referred to, although
in all fairness to the trandators it must be admitted that no better could
be found. The difficulty isthat the modern wardrobe is vastly different
from that of first-century Palestine! Then, the male attire consisted of
two garments, an inner garment and an outer garment, the latter being a
kind of blanket which served as clothing by day and bedding by night.
Legally, no one could claim the outer garment (Ex. 22.26f.; Deut.
24.12f.), so theinjunctionis. ‘Do not stand on your rights but rather
give more than could be demanded of you!’ Luke (6.29) has changed the
scene from a court of law to an act of robbery, probably because his
readers would not understand the allusion to a Jewish legal principle. ‘In
either case the issue would be nudism, a sufficient indication that it isa
certain spirit that is being commended . . not aregulation to be slavishly
carried out.’ (Ibid., p. 51.)

Thislast point is particularly important and we would pause for a
moment to stressiit. The teaching of Jesus is spectacularly devoid of
specific commandments, and nowhere is that more evident than in these
three sayings. In fact, they are quite impossible to carry out except under
special conditions and in very limited circumstances. True, aman could
accept insult in this spirit -- so long as he was living in a community
which recognized the dignity of the individual and therefore could be
touched by the spirit of the act. Again, aman could respond to military
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imposition in this spirit and it would be effective -- with some armies or
some soldiers. But the ‘coat/cloak’ saying is, literally taken, ridiculous.
A man acting in that manner would soon be back before the court on a
charge of indecent exposure! If we may accept the axiom that Jesus
knew what he was talking about, then we must recognize that these are
not specific commandments and that they were never meant to be taken
literally. What we have here are illustrations of a principle. The
illustrations are extreme, and in the one instance so much so asto
approach the ridiculous; but that is deliberate. They are intended to be
vivid examples of aradical demand, and it is as such that we must
regard them. The demand is that a man should respond to the challenge
of God in terms of aradically new approach to the business of living.
This approach isillustrated by means of vivid examples of behaviour in
crisis: in response to grave insult, to alawsuit and to amilitary
impressment. Not natural pride, not a standing on one’s own rights, not
even a prudential acceptance, are the proper response to these crises
now, however much they might have been so before. In light of the
challenge of God and of the new relationship with one’s fellow man one
must respond in anew way, in away appropriate to the new situation.
What the specifics of that new way are is not stated; these sayings are
Illustrations of the necessity for a new way rather than regulations for it.
But the implication of these sayingsis, surely, that if one approaches the
crisisin this spirit, and seeks the way in terms of the reality of one's
experience of God and the new relationship with one’s fellow man, then
that way can be found.

Matt. 5.44-48

44But | say to you, Love your enemies and pray for those
who persecute you, 45so that you may be sons of your
Father who isin heaven; for he makes his sun rise on the
evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on the
unjust. 46For if you love those who love you, what reward
have you? Do not even the tax collectors do the same?
47And if you salute only your brethren, what more are you
doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles do the same?
48Y ou, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly Father
IS perfect.

We have no need to concern ourselves with the exact wording of these
sayingsin their original form. A comparison of this passage with its
Lukan parallels (Luke 6.27-28, 32-36) shows that three things are being
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said: Love your enemies; exceed the requirements of natural love; in
this, be an imitator of God. That Jesus challenged his followers in these
termsis not to be doubted and, indeed, is never doubted. Let us,
however, stress the fact with which we are concerned, namely, that this
teaching is directed to those who have experienced the love of God in
terms of the forgiveness of sins. Aswith all of this aspect of the teaching
of Jesus, it isdirected to those who are consciously seeking to respond
to the challenge of God. We must envisage it as directed to the group
gathered together in the ‘table-fellowship of the Kingdom’, of which we
spoke at the end of our last chapter.

Set in this context the teaching becomes explicit. The correct response
to God, indeed the only response to him, isto imitate the reality one has
known. Gathered around the table are those who have been ‘enemies’ of
God, aswell as those who have ssimply found a new means of knowing
him. Whether areturned prodigal or ayoung man who had hitherto
lacked one thing only, each rejoices in the experience which has brought
him to thistable, as he rgjoices in the fellowship he now shares. Here he
must accept the challenge to imitate what he has known, and knows. If
he has enemies, then the challenge is to love them. He has neighbours
and friends; the challenge is to exceed the normal and natural attitudes
of love, affection, kindness and courtesy. In al things heisto strive to
Imitate the reality of God.

We have no need to labour the point. Once these words of Jesus can be
seen in their original context, any words of ours become superfluous.

Mark 7.15

There is nothing outside a man which by going into him
can defile him; but the things which come out of aman
are what defile him.

The Jewish commandments to ritual purity were born of adesire so to
purify the externals of everyday human life that God might truly be
known in the circumstances of that life. The basic conviction was that of
alegitimate distinction between sacred and secular: between things
which by nature and circumstance belonged to God and through which
he might be known, on the one hand, and those which belonged to the
world and tended, therefore, to separate a man from God on the other. It
was believed that some of these things were so foreign to God that they
must simply be avoided at all costs, atomb, for example, or the shadow
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of a Gentile; but that others were of such a nature that if they were
ritually purified they would cease to separate man from God, household
utensils, for example, or the tools of one’'strade. No Jew doubted the
legitimacy of this approach to the problem of living in the world and yet
not being separated from God. The characteristic response to the
increasingly secular and Hellenized nature of Jewish life at the time of
Jesus was to intensify the effort to attain ritual purity, e.g. by the
Pharisees and, even more, by the Qumran sect. We have only one
instance of amovement in the opposite direction, Johanan ben Zakkai
(died about AD 80), who doubted the mechanical aspects of ritual
defilement and purification by water, etc., but felt obliged none the less
to maintain the commandments concerned simply because they were
commandments: (he said to hisdisciples) ‘By your life! It is not the
dead that defiles nor the water that purifies! The Holy One, blessed be
He, merely says. "I have laid down a statute. | have issued a decree. Y ou
are not allowed to transgress my decree."’ (Numbers R. 19.8. The saying
Is also found elsewhere, refs. in Billerbeck, Kommentar I, 719.) His
point is that the defilement isreal and the ritual effective, not because of
any special properties of dead bodies or water as such, but simply
because God has so ordained matters.

Mark 7.15 is, therefore, completely without parallel in either rabbinic or
sectarian Judaism, and, more than this, it completely denies a
fundamental presupposition of Jewish religion: the distinction between
the sacred and the secular. The Jesus tradition flatly denies that there are
any external circumstances in the world or of human life which can
separate a man from God; a man can be separated from God only by his
own attitude and behaviour. Not the world, nor life, but only man
himself isthe ‘defiling’ agent. Thisis perhaps the most radical statement
in the whole of the Jesus tradition, and, as such, it is certainly authentic.
The tradition itself (Mark 7.17-23 par.) shows how the early Church
struggled to comprehend the significance of so radical a statement, and
reached the mundane, although correct, conclusions that this makes all
food ‘clean’ and human sins the means of defilement. More than this,
the saying is completely coherent with the aimost equally radical
attitude and behaviour of Jesus in connection with ‘tax collectors and
sinners'; indeed, it is, so to speak, the ‘theoretical’ aspect of what is
there exhibited in practice.

Setting the saying in the context of the Kingdom proclamation, as
always, we can see at once that the experience of God acting as king
requires aradically new attitude to life in the world. That experienceis
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known precisely in terms of life in the world, and it requires, therefore, a
radical reorientation toward life and the world. A man experiences God
within the circumstances of hislifein the world, and henceforth that
world s, for him, transformed. No longer isthere ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’;
no longer isthere ‘Jew’, ‘ Jew who has made himself a Gentile’ and
‘Gentile’. Thereis now only the reality of God, and the life that isto be
lived in terms of that reality. There are now only men who respond to
the challenge of that reality and men who fail to do so.

The Responseto the Challenge of the Reality of God

The keynote in the ‘ethical’ teaching of Jesus, then, isthat of response to
the reality of God. Since all the teaching is set in the context of the
proclamation of the Kingdom, it follows that the ‘ethical’ teaching is not
to be considered, and indeed could not exist, apart from the challenge to
recognize God eschatologically at work in the experience of men.
Crucia to an understanding of the teaching of Jesus at this point is the
central petition of the Lord’s Prayer, Matt. 6.12 = Luke 11.4, which may
be rendered: ‘Forgive us our sins, as we ourselves herewith forgive
everyone who has sinned against us.” We discussed this petition in some
detail in our previous work (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 194-6, 201f.) and
have no need, therefore, to give here afurther detailed exegesis of it.
What we shall say below isto be regarded as supplementing our
previous work.

In contrast to the Son of man sayings and Mark 9.1, further work and
reflection on this petition has not led us to any change of opinion. We
are more than ever convinced of its authenticity, for it is indubitably
early, being amgjor part of the tradition from the beginning. Further, it
Isstrongly Aramaic: the variation between the aorist (Matt.) and the
present (Luke) in the second part of the petition represents the Aramaic
perfectum praesens, and the word play debt/sin goes back to the
Aramaic word hoba'. It satisfies the criterion of dissimilarity absolutely.
In both form and content it contrasts sharply with Jewish prayers for
forgiveness (in the directness, brevity and intimacy of the wording, and
in the linking of the human preparedness to forgive with the reception of
the divine forgiveness), asin emphasis it contrasts with the teaching of
the early Church (Matt. 6.14f.(On this saying as a development from the
petition in the ‘ eschatological judgement pronouncement tradition’ of
the early Church see chapter I, above, pp. 22f.) ‘legalizes’ the concept
by making the forgiveness or non-forgiveness of God an exact reward or
punishment for that of men, thus losing the dynamic of the petition
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itself). No saying in the tradition has a higher claim to authenticity than
this petition, nor is any saying more important to an understanding of
the teaching of Jesus.

We pointed out at the end of our second chapter that the Lord’ s Prayer
must be regarded as having its Szt im Leben in the table-fellowship of
Jesus with hisfollowers; it is strictly adisciples prayer. Those who are
taught to pray it are men and women for whom the forgiveness of sinsis
already aredlity. They are those who gather around the ‘table of the
Kingdom’ with Jesus in celebration of the joy and reality of their
experience, and in anticipation of its consummation in God'’ s future. So
the prayer for forgiveness is the more remarkable, and the more
significant: those whose new relationship with God is made possible by
an initial experience of the forgiveness of sins are taught to pray for a
continuation of that experience. (On thisin more detail see, N. Perrin,
Kingdom, pp. 190-9. esp. p. 194.) But the Lord’ s Prayer does not
contain adetailed listing of all possible concerns of a disciple of Jesus; it
picks out only the most significant, and the most representative. It
should also be noted that just asin the case of the forgiveness of sins, so
also in the case of the ‘coming of the Kingdom', the Lord’' s Prayer
teaches disciples to pray for a continuation of that which they have
already experienced: ‘ Thy Kingdom come.” The Kingdom referenceis
certainly areference to the experience of God acting as king; the
forgiveness of sinsreferenceis equally certainly areference to the
central aspect of that experience. But this latter referenceis not all-
inclusive; it does not exclude any other kind of experience of God as
king, but only points to its central aspect. In other words, the disciples
are taught to pray for a continuation of their experience of God as king;
‘Kingdom’ and ‘forgiveness are terms intended to direct attention to
major aspects of that experience, but also to include the devel opments
that will go on asthe discipl€e’ s relationship with God grows and
develops.

Thisisthefirst point to be recognized here: that discipleship begins and
continues in the context of the experience of the activity of God as king.
And the second point follows from this: *. . . aswe aso forgive. . .’
indicates that this continuing experience is contingent upon a proper
response. The Aramaic perfect that originally stood in this petition
indicates an action which takes place at the same time as the action of
the previous verb (N. Perrin, Kingdom, pp. 195f., following J. Jeremias.)
and must be trandlated ‘ as we herewith forgive', aswe did trandate it
above. The recognition of this contemporaneity of action in the petition
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Is absolutely crucial to an understanding of the teaching of Jesus. If we
lose it, then the human forgiveness becomes either an echo of the divine,
and while thiswould be true so far as it goesit would do less than
justice to the dynamic of the teaching of Jesus, or it tends to become a
means whereby we earn God' s forgiveness, as is happening in Matt.
6.14f. But in the teaching of Jesus the contemporaneity of the action
envisages aresponse by man to God that is at the same time afull
acceptance of the human responsibility in face of the divine mercy. In
the context of God' s forgiveness men learn to forgive, and in the
exercise of forgiveness toward their fellow man they enter ever more
deeply into an experience of the divine forgiveness.

Thisis not only the crux of the teaching of Jesus about forgiveness; it is
also the key to understanding the ‘ethical’ teaching of Jesus altogether:
asmen learn to live their lives in the context of their experience of the
divine activity, so they must learn to live them in terms of the
appropriate response to that activity. In the case of forgiveness, that
response isto forgive; in the case of love, it isto love. Thisisthe
keynote of the ‘ethical’ teaching of Jesus.

31
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Chapter 4. Jesusand the Future

Exegesis|. The Sower, Mustard Seed, L eaven, Seed Growing of
Itself. Confidencein God’s Future

The Sower

Mark 4.3-9. ‘Listen A sower went out to sow. 4And as he
sowed, some seed fell along the path, and the birds came
and devoured it. °Other seed fell on rocky ground, where
it had not much soil, and immediately it sprang up, since
it had no depth of soil; 6and when the sun rose it was
scorched, and since it had no root it withered away.
’Other seed fell among thorns and the thorns grew up and
choked it, and it yielded no grain, 8And other seeds fell
into good soil and brought forth grain, growing up and
increasing and yielding thirtyfold and sixtyfold and a
hundredfold.” SAnd he said, ‘ He who has earsto hear, let
him hear.’

Thomas 9. Jesus said: ‘ See, the sower went out, he filled
his hand, he threw. Some (seeds) fell on the road; the
birds came, they gathered them. Othersfell on the rock
and did not strike root in the earth and did not produce
ears. And others fell on the thorns; they choked the seed
and the worm ate them. And others fell on the good earth;
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and it brought forth good fruit; it bore sixty per measure
and one hundred and twenty per measure.’

In this particular instance there is no point in attempting to reconstruct
the original form of the parable. It was the story of a Palestinian peasant
sowing and harvesting, and the interim period of the fate of parts of the
seed sown has been described, both to add vividness and verisimilitude
to the story and to prepare artistically for the contrast of the successful
harvest. In the process of transmission details would be added and
varied in accordance with knowledge of agricultural processes and
dangers, e.g. the worm eating the seed in Thomas, and the scorching sun
in Mark/Matthew versus the lack of moisture in Luke. Perhaps aso
details were added and varied in the pre-Markan stage of the tradition in
accordance with the allegorizing in the Church now to be found in Mark
4.13-20 par., but this does not seem likely. Since all of the details are
natural rather than artificial, and the explanation is separate from the
parableitself, it is more probable that the explanation simply uses the
text already found in the stage of the development concerned. But in any
case, additions and changes of detail in connection with the fate of the
seed are completely unimportant, since the significant thing is smply
the fact of a story of a peasant sowing and harvesting. The details, in
thisinstance, are ‘window dressing’ and of no substantial significance.

There is no good reason to doubt the authenticity of the parableit
reflects the Palestinian practice of not ploughing before sowing and the
Semitisms are numerous; (J. Jeremias, Parables of Jesus [re. ed., 1963]
p. 149, n. 80) the difficulties raised by Miss Linnemann (E. Linnemann,
Parables of Jesus, pp. 117, 181-4.) concern its original meaning, not its
authenticity. But the meaning of the parableis, in fact, not difficult to
grasp, once we banish from our minds the varied interpretations known
to us, from early Christian allegorizing to the ‘ parables of growth’
Interpretation of liberal theology. When we recognize the original point
asthat of the contrast between the handful of seed and the bushels of
harvest, and when we set the parable finally in the context of the
proclamation of God acting as king in the experience of men confronted
by the message and ministry of Jesus, what is the significance of a story
about a Palestinian peasant who sows handfuls of seed and, despite all
the agricultural vicissitudes of that time and place, gathersin bushels of
harvest? It is surely that of a contrast between present and future: in the
present forgiveness, but also temptation; here and now table-fellowship
in the name of the Kingdom of God, but only in anticipation of its
richest blessings. Seed-time and harvest are well established Jewish

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (2 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

metaphors for the work of God in the world and its consummation. With
the proclamation of the Kingdom by Jesus on the one hand and this
parable on the other, we are justified in arguing that Jesus, for al the
claims he made and implied about the significance of his ministry and
message, none the less looked forward to a consummation to which this
was related as seed-time to harvest. With its original picturesgue
emphasis upon the vicissitudes endured by the seed, and the consequent
heightening of the success aspects of the harvest, this parable was
probably originally concerned to inculcate confidence in God' s future;
but for our purposes we must note only that it does look from the
present to the future, from the seed-time to the harvest, from a beginning
to its consummation. We may have al kinds of difficultiesin
interpreting this as an emphasisin the teaching of Jesus, but this should
not prevent us from recognizing that the emphasisis, in fact, there.

The Mustard Seed

Mark 4.30-32. And he said, ‘With what can we compare
the kingdom of God, or what parable shall we use for it?
311t islike a grain of mustard seed which, when sown
upon the ground, is the smallest of all the seeds on earth;
32yet when it is sown it grows up and becomes the
greatest of all shrubs, and puts forth large branches, so
that the birds of the air can make nestsin its shade.’

Thomas 20. The disciples said to Jesus: ‘ Tell us what the
Kingdom of Heavenislike.’ He said to them: ‘Itislike a
mustard seed, smaller than all seeds. But when it fallson
thetilled earth, it produces alarge branch and becomes
shelter for the birds of heaven.’

The Thomas version has introduced gnosticizing elements into the
parable, the tilled ground representing the aspect of labouring in the
gnostic soteriology, and the great branch the growth of the ‘heavenly
man’, (B. Géartner, Theology of the Gospel According to Thomas, p.
232.) and has characteristically omitted the Old Testament allusion (H.
Montefiore [with H.E.W. Turner], Thomas and the Evangelists [ Studies
in Biblical Theology 35 (London: SCM Press, 1962), P. 51 and n. 2.) (to
Dan. 4.21 or Ezek. 17.23; 31.6) in the reference to the birds resting in
the shade/branches. The parallelsin Matthew (13.31-32) and Luke
(13.18-19) indicate that aversion of this parable was found both in Mark
and Q. Matthew and Luke agree against Mark in referring (wrongly) to
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the mustard plant asa‘tree’, and in having the birds nest in its
‘branches’ (although actually it is the shade which attracts them); in
both instances Mark is the more correct. Matthew probably conflates
Mark and Q, whereas L uke chooses Q over against Mark. But the
Markan form of the parable seems superior in that it more vividly and
correctly represents the Palestinian mustard plant.

The parable presents a striking contrast between a seed, proverbial for
its smallness, and a bush, large and shady enough to be especially
attractive to birds as atemporary roosting-place. This contrast is the
point of the parable, and the reference becomes clear to us when we
recognize that here again we have an allusion to a metaphor regularly
used in Jewish expectation concerning the End. In the Jewish literature
birds nesting in the branches of atree could and did symbolize the
nations of the world coming, penitently, to join the Jews in the blessings
of the End time. (T. W. Manson, Teaching of Jesus, p. 133, n. |, with
references.) Jesus' parable uses this image, with the change from
branches to shade necessitated by the fact that the referenceisto a
mustard bush rather than to a cedar tree or the like. We have again, then,
a parable which looks from the present beginning to the future
consummation, and one, moreover, which implies a point of departure
in the success of the challenge to ‘tax collectors and sinners’, and an
expectation of this being consummated in a moment when all men come
together into the Kingdom of God. The small beginning contains within
itself the promise of the particular glory of God' s future, precisely
because both the present and the future are God’s.

The Leaven

Matt. 13.33 par. He told them another parable. ‘ The
kingdom of heaven is like leaven which a woman took
and hid in three measures of meal, till it was all leavened.’

Thomas 96. Jesus [said]: ‘ The Kingdom of the Father is
like [a] woman, (who) has taken alittle leaven [ (and) has
hidden] it in dough (and) has made large loaves of it.’

The Thomas version of this parable has been transformed in the service
of gnosticism. The picture is now that of awoman who, using leaven, is
able to produce ‘large loaves', and the |leaven now equals the heavenly
particle of light, the spiritual element within man which makes salvation
possible. (B. Géartner, The Theology According to Thomas, p. 231.) This

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (4 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

version, therefore, is of no value to usin our particular context. The
synoptic version is atwin of the Mustard Seed, making the same point
of ‘Simple beginnings: great endings’ by means of the homely analogy
of the leaven and the dough. It would be natural to seein thisthe slow
but sure ‘leavening’ of the world by the spirit of Christ, or the like, as
did the older liberalism, if we did not recognize, again, that the point of
departure isthe activity of God as king. The beginning of the activity in
the experience of men confronted by the challenge of Jesus and his
ministry will reach its climax in the consummation of it, as the putting
of leaven into meal reachesits climax in the batch of leavened dough.
The emphasis is upon God, upon what he is doing and what he will do,
and the parable, like all the parables of this group, is an expression of
the supreme confidence of Jesusin God and God's future.

The Seed Growing of Itself: Mark 4.26-29

26And he said, ‘ The kingdom of God is asif aman should
scatter seed upon the ground, 27and should sleep and rise
night and day, and the seed should sprout and grow, he
knows not how. 28The earth produces of itself, first the
blade, then the ear, then the full grain in the ear. 29But
when the grain isripe, at once he puts in the sickle,
because the harvest has come.’

This parable bears the stamp of authenticity, not only in that it coheres
with the others of this group, but also in that we find ourselves once
again confronted by the sure and sympathetic observation of Palestinian
life so characteristic of Jesus. The Palestinian peasant knew nothing of
the process of growth as visualized by modern men; to him thiswas a
divine mystery. So, although he would do certain things by rule-of -
thumb experience -- plough after sowing, protect the field from birds or
wandering animals, etc. -- for the most part after sowing he went his
daily round with his prayers said, his fingers crossed and awary eye on
the field. The seed grew of itself, he knew not how; what he knew was
that suddenly, from one day to the next, the hour of harvest would come
and he would be galvanized into activity again. All of thisis most
vividly expressed in the parable, and we have here once again the use of
agricultural imagery to express the reality of God at work. Asthe
Palestinian peasant, after sowing, trusts to God and waits for the
moment of harvest, so the man who recognizes the challenge of the
activity of God in the ministry of Jesus must learn the lesson of patient
waiting, in sure confidence that what has been sown will be reaped, that
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what God has begun he will bring to a triumphant conclusion.

The message of this group of parablesis clear enough: Out of the
experience of God in the present learn to have confidencein God's
future. How we may interpret this message, however, isavery different
matter, and the question as to whether it has any significance other than
that of establishing the historical fact that Jesus had confidence in God
and sought to incul cate upon others this confidenceisavery real
question. But it is a question that must wait until we have more data, for
the parables are only part of the message of Jesus, and we must include
in our deliberation here what we may learn also from other aspects of
the teaching.

Exegesis 2. Luke 11.2=Matt. 6.10; Matt. 8.1= Luke 13.28-29. The
Kingdom of God as a Future Expectation

That the Kingdom of God is afuture expectation in the teaching of Jesus
IS not a matter of dispute in the current discussion. The present writer
has set down in detail elsewhere the course of the discussion which has
led contemporary biblical scholarship to thisall but unanimous
conclusion, (N. Perrin, Kingdom, passim.) and although he now finds
himself more skeptical than once he was about the authenticity of some
of the elements of the teaching involved, this does not change the fact
that this emphasis was a part of the teaching of Jesus; thereis still more
than sufficient evidence to show this. In what follows we will discuss
only the two most important sayings, not so much to establish the point
asto determine, so far as we can, the form in which it is presented in the
teaching of Jesus.

Luke 11.2 = Matt 6.10: ‘ Thy Kingdom Come’

There are good grounds for accepting the authenticity of this petition in
the Lord s Prayer. The following ‘thy will be done, on earth asin
heaven’ in Matthew is doubtless liturgical explication, but the petition
itself differs from the Kaddish petition, ‘May he establish his kingdom
in your lifetime and in your days and in the lifetime of all the house of
Israel, even speedily and at a near time’, which it parallels in sentiment,
In ways which are characteristic of Jesus, not the early Church: the
brevity of formulation (cf. ‘ Father [abba]’ versus‘Our Father who art in
heaven’); theintimate ‘ Thy’ for the formal ‘his'; and the use of the verb
‘to come’ rather than ‘to establish’ (the early Church prayed for the
coming of the Lord, not the Kingdom, cf. | Cor. 16.22 [Aramaic:

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (6 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

Maranatha]; Rev. 22.20). As authentic, and as paralleling the Kaddish
prayer in sentiment, it is a petition for the coming of God' s Kingdom, a
pleafor God to manifest himself as king in the experience of his people -
- of this there can be no doubt. But we must remember that the Lord’s
Prayer is not a prayer taught to the general public, but adisciple's
prayer; it isaprayer intended to be prayed by people who recognize that
God has acted and is acting as king in their experience. If this were not
the case for them, they would not pray this prayer at al, for they could
not address God as abba. Aswe argued earlier, (Ibid., p. 192) the use of
this extraordinary mode of address to God symbolizes the change
wrought by the fact that the Kingdom had, in areal sense, ‘come’, so far
as these people were concerned. Since thisis the case, we must interpret
this petition either as a prayer that others may experience the ‘ coming of
the Kingdom’, or as a prayer from a present experience to a future
consummation. (\We are repeating in essence our previous argument, N.
Perrin, Kingdom, p. 193.) Of these two, the latter is much the more
likely possibility, both because the highly personal nature of the Lord’s
Prayer altogether would make the former ajarring note and also because
it coheres with the emphasis we have aready detected in the parables.
This petition is, then, further evidence that Jesus did look toward a
future consummation of that which had begun in his ministry and in the
experience of men challenged by that ministry.

Matt. 8.11=_Luke 13.28-29

111 tell you, many will come from east and west and sit at
table with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of
heaven.

28There you will weep and gnash your teeth, when you
see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and all the prophetsin
the kingdom of God and you yourselves thrust out. 2°And
men will come from east and west, and from north and
south, and sit at table in the kingdom of God.

The saying has been used differently by the two evangelists; Matthew
usesit in the story of the centurion’s servant, immediately following the
saying about the centurion’ s faith (v. 10), to formulate a promise that a
Gentile with such faith will share in the messianic banquet, and he
follows it with another saying (v. 12) which threatens judgement on the
Jews who have no such faith. Luke has no such conclusion to his
version of the story (Luke 7. 1-10); after the saying about the
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centurion’sfaith (v. 9), the story concludes with the report of the
servant’s cure. There can be no doubt but that Luke has, in this respect,
the more primitive version of the story; Matthew’svv. 11 and 12 are
certainly Matthaean additions. Thereis no paralel to Matthew’sv. 12 in
Luke; it isto be regarded as a Matthaean formulation using traditional
phraseology, but hisv. 11 turns up in a Lukan collection of sayings
about the difficulties of salvation (Luke 13.22-30). This collection does
seem to be Lukan rather than from Q; Klostermann has shown (E.
Klostermann, Das Lukasevangelium [Handbuch zum Neuen Testament
5 (Tubingen : J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck] 1929)], pp. 146f.) that
although some of the materia in it isfrom Q the present arrangement
and form is Lukan. Both Matthew and L uke, therefore, make different
uses of an originally quite independent saying.

So far asthe form of the saying is concerned, Matthew seems to have
preserved the more original wording. Luke' s order is clumsy and seems
designed to link the saying to the remainder of the pericope (v. 25 ‘stand
outside’, v. 28 ‘there’), and ‘all the prophets and ‘and from north and
south’ seem to be Lukan additions, the former perhaps under the
influence of Christian apologetic, which regularly claimed that the Jews
had rejected the prophets and Jesus, and the latter under the influence of
passages such as Ps. 107.3. The Matthaean version, on the other hand, is
simple in construction and the movement of thought within it is natural.

The saying moves in the world of the regular Jewish symbolism of the
messianic banquet. This takesits point of departure from the picture of
the feast of God upon the mountainsin Isa. 25.6-8, and from there
spreads widely throughout the ancient Jewish literature, both
apocalyptic and rabbinic. (Billerbeck’ s listing of such references
occupies more than ten pages, Kommentar 1V, 1154-65.) A
characteristic passage from apocalypticis| Enoch 62.14:

And the Lord of Spiritswill abide over them

And with that Son of man shall they eat

And lie down and rise up for ever and ever.
and from the rabbinical literature, Ex. R. 25.8:

It iswritten, ‘ For the Lord thy God bringeth thee unto a
good land’ (Deut. 8.7) -- to see the table that is prepared
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in Paradise, asit says, ‘| shall walk before the Lord in the
land of the living’ (Ps. 116.9). He (God) asit were sits
above the patriarchs, and the patriarchs and all the
righteous sit in His midst (toko) asit says, ‘And they sit
down (tukku) at thy feet’ (Deut. 33.3), and he distributes
portionsto them. . . . He will bring them fruit from the
Garden of Eden and will feed them from the tree of life.

The expectation plays areal part m the life of the Qumran sectaries,
since they have a sacred meal (? their regular daily meal) which they eat
in anticipation of the day when they will eat it in the presence of the
Messiah: 1QSaii. 11-22, cf. IQS vi. 4-5.

As can be seen by simple comparison, Matt. 8.ii 15 concerned with the
same kind of expectation as the apocalyptic and rabbinic passages, but
there are some striking differences. First, there is the vividness of detail
over against the apocalyptic passage, and both vividness and brevity
over against the rabbinic. Although we chose those passages at random,
no amount of searching the literature would produce an apocalyptic or
rabbinic statement on this theme with such vividness and brevity; in
these respects Matt. 8.1 is reminiscent of the parables and the Lord's
Prayer. Further, the saying uses the Kingdom of God to designate the
End time state of blessedness, a usage characteristic of Jesus and
extremely rare in Judaism. We have been unable to find any instance of
a Jewish text referring to this messianic banquet which has Kingdom of
God, and if one were found, it would be extremely uncharacteristic: Age
to Come, Paradise, Messianic Age and the like are the characteristic
Jewish phrases. Finally, the Jewish concept is concerned very much
with the ‘righteous’, the ‘elect’, and so on, who enjoy this blessing; the
reference to the outcast and Gentilesimplied in Matt. 8.1 (and certainly
understood by both Matthew and Luke), while it would not be
absolutely foreign to Judaism, would certainly, again, be extremely
uncharacteristic.

Asfar asthe early Church is concerned, the saying could be a prophetic
word in the context of a sacred meal anticipating the messianic banquet,
at atime when the Church was concerned with the influx of the
Gentiles. On the other hand, it could be a saying of Jesus addressed to
the table-fellowship of the Kingdom that was a feature of his ministry,
and celebrating the coming of the ‘ Jews who had made themselves as
Gentiles' into that fellowship. Of these two possibilities, the latter is
overwhelmingly the more likely. Not only because of the dominical
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characteristics of the saying noted above, but also because it coheres so
completely with undeniably genuine sayings, such as the eschatol ogical
simile of the marriage feast, Mark 2.19, and the parables discussed
earlier in this chapter. We are, therefore, justified in regarding Matt 8.11
as a genuine saying of Jesus.

We have argued the authenticity of this saying with some care, not
because of any need to controvert skepticism with regard to it -- indeed,
most critical scholars accept its authenticity -- but because of its
intrinsic importance. Arising directly out of the table-fellowship of the
Kingdom in the ministry of Jesus, it directs attention towards a moment
in the future when that fellowship will be consummated. The fellowship
of the ministry of Jesus, immensely significant though it is, is still only
an anticipation of the ‘sitting at table with Abraham, |saac and Jacob in
the Kingdom of God'. So, again, the same theme is found: the
fulfillment in the present, although it istruly fulfillment, still only
anticipates the consummation in the future.

Exegesis 3. The Apocalyptic Son Of Man Sayings (See annotated
Bibliography No. 7: Jesus and the Coming Son of Man.

Our interest at this point isin the teaching of Jesus concerning the
future, so we shall limit our discussion to the so-called ‘ apocalyptic’
Son of man sayings, the core of which may be regarded as being found
in Mark 8.38; 13.26; 14.62; Luke 12.8f.par.; 11.30; 17.24 par.; 17.26f
par. The other two groups of Son of man sayings, those having a
‘present’ reference, e.g. Mark 2.10; 2.27f., and the ‘suffering’ Son of
man sayings. Mark 8.31; 9.12, etc., lie outside the scope of our present
enquiry. We hope to discuss them at some future date as part of awider
investigation of New Testament christological traditions. The
apocalyptic sayings are sufficiently distinct from these others to warrant
quite separate discussion.

Before we can discuss the apocalyptic Son of man sayingsin the
synoptic gospels, we must first discuss the Son of man in Jewish
apocalyptic, for agreat dea depends upon our assumptionsin regard to
this. A widespread assumption, especially in German language research,
Isthat there existed in Jewish apocalyptic the conception of a
transcendent, pre-existent heavenly being, the Son of man, whose
coming to earth as judge would be a major feature of the drama of the
End time. H. E. Todt, for example, has as a heading for the first chapter
of hisbook The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition, ET by D.M.
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Barton of Der Menschensohn in der synoptischen Uberlieferung [1963];
London: SCM Press, and Philadelphia; Westminster Press, 1965
[hereinafter = Son of Man].) ‘ The Transcendent Sovereignty of the Son
of Man in Jewish apocalyptic literature’, and in the subsequent
discussion he assumes that there is a unified and consistent conception
which revealsitself in various waysin Dan. 7, | Enoch 37-71 (the
Similitudes) and IV Ezra 13, the conception of atranscendent bringer of
salvation: the Son of man. He sees that there are differences between
Daniel and | Enoch on the one hand and IV Ezra on the other, such asto
suggest that there is not, in fact, aunified and consistent conception in
Jewish apocalyptic, but he argues that in any case a conception did
develop in early Christianity in which consistency was achieved and
differences disappeared. This enables him to conclude his chapter with a
summary of the elements which he regards as common to the different
seers. Their vision is of aheavenly being, a saviour to whom are
ascribed supernatural and even divine powers and functions. His
sovereignty and power are not those of an earthly being, as could be the
case with the Messiah, but come from the future, from the Second Aeon.
The seers' conception is characterized by a strict dualism which
radically distinguishes between the present and the coming Aeon, and
which determines the transcendental character of the conception of the
sovereignty of this redeemer figure. (H. E. Todt, Son of Man, pp. 22,
30f. Cf., in more summary form, F. Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel,
pp. 28, 29; Ph. Vielhauer, ‘ Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der
Verkindigung Jesu’, Festschrift fur Ginther Dehn [Neukirchen: Verlag
der Buchhandlung des Erziehungsvereins Neukirchen, 1957], pp. 51-79,
esp. p. 52; E. Jingel, Paulus und Jesus, pp. 246ff.; A. J. B. Higgins,
Jesus and the Son of Man [London: Lutterworth Press, 1964], p. 15.)
Despite the widespread acceptance of this assumption there seemsto be
anumber of difficultieswithiit.

In the first place, neither of the two cycles of tradition using Son of man
subsequent to Dan. 7 in Jewish apocalyptic introduce Son of man as an
Independent conception with atitle which isin itself a sufficient
designation; rather, each cycle begins afresh with clear and careful
references to Dan. 7. Whether we regard | Enoch 70, 71, as the climax
of the Similitudes or as the earliest use of Son of man in the Enoch saga,
thisremains true, for | Enoch 71 has clear referencesto Dan. 7 (e.g. wv.
2, 10) while I Enoch 46, where Son of man isfirst introduced in the
Similitudes as they now stand, is virtually amid-rash on Dan 7.13. |V
Ezra13.3 carefully identifiesits ‘as it were the form of aman’ which
comes from the sea as the one who flies ‘with the clouds of heaven’, i.e.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (11 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus
as the Son of man from Dan. 7.13.

Further, the differences between the Son of man in | Enoch and the Man
from the seain |V Ezraare such that the reference to Dan. 7.13 isthe
only thing they have in common, apart from the fact that pre-existence,
in the special apocalyptic sense, is ascribed to both figures, asitisto
many other things. In view of the fact that 1V Ezra 13 does not have a
titular use of Son of man at all, we are not justified in regarding it as
supplementing | Enoch in references to a Son of man concept. Having
identified its Man from the sea with the figure from Dan. 7.13, it then
goes on to refer to him as ‘the same Man’ (v.12), ‘a Man from the sea
(vv. 25, 51), ‘aMan’ (v. 32), but never as‘Son of man’. Asfor the
distinction between the sovereignty and powers of the (earthly) Messiah
and those of the (pre-existent, heavenly) Son of man, it should be noted
that although IV Ezra 13.26 has the Man from the sea being kept ‘ many
ages by the Most High, the description of the redemptive activity of
thisfigurein vv. 9ff. is couched in language drawn largely from Ps. Sol.
17, adescription of the activity of the (earthly) Messiah.

What we have, in fact, in Jewish apocalyptic is not a Son of man
conception at al, as Todt and others assume, but a use of Dan. 7.13 by
subsequent seers, a usage which does not end with apocalyptic, but
continues on into the midrashim. In so far as Dan. 7.13 exhibitsa
concept we may speak of a Son of man conception in Jewish
apocalyptic, but it would be better to speak of an ‘image’, and,
therefore, of the varied use of * Son of man imagery’ in Jewish
apocalyptic and midrashic literature. In order to make our meaning
clear, and in view of the intrinsic importance of this subject, we shall
offer an analysis of the use of ‘ Son of man imagery’ in Jewish
apocalyptic and midrashic literature as we seeit.

1. Dan. 7 itself takes up an existing image from ancient Canaanite
mythology, the nearest parallels to which, in texts now available to us,
are from Ugarit and Tyre. (Endless possibilities from the history of
religions and from Jewish speculative theology have been proposed as
the origin of the Son of man figure n Jewish apocalyptic, but two recent
areticles have pointed strongly to Ugarit and Tyre: L. Rost, ‘ Zur
Deutung des Menschensohnesin Daniel 7, in Gott und die Gotter:
Festgabe fUr Erich Fascher [Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1958],
pp. 41-43 [Ugarit], and J. Morgenstern, ‘ The "Son of Man" of Dan.
7.13f. A New Interpretation’, JBL 80 (1961), 65-77 [Tyre]. C. Colpe,
himself a Religionsgeschichtler of real standing, has investigated
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thoroughly all the proposed possibilities and reached the conclusion that
this * Canaanite hypothesis comes nearest to meeting the needs of the
case, so far as our present knowledge goes, TWNT article, B. Das
religionsgeschichtliche Problem, esp. BV ¢ Ergebnis. Thisinvestigation
IS so thorough and convincing that its publication may be expected to
produce a general consensus of agreement. For details of this work by
Colpe, see Annotated Bibliography No. 7.) Thisisto be found in Dan.
7.9, 10, 13, 14, which because of its metric structure isto be
distinguished from the remainder of the chapter, and is the account of an
assembly of gods at which authority is passed from one god, designated
Ancient of Days, to another, younger god, designated Son of man. This
existing image the author of Daniel weaves into his vision, a procedure
altogether characteristic of apocalyptic literature, and then goes on to
offer hisinterpretation of the Son of man figure (v. 27). It represents
‘the people of the saints of the Most High', almost certainly the
Maccabean martyrs, and his coming to dominion, glory and greatnessis
their coming to their reward for the sufferings they have endured. In
other words, the use of Son of man in Daniel isacryptic way of
assuring the (Maccabean) readers of the book that their suffering will
not go unrewarded. In exactly the same way the Christian apocalyptic
seer uses a vision of white-robed figures ‘ before the throne and before
thelamb’ (Rev. 7) to assure the persecuted Christians that their suffering
will not go unrewarded. In al probability, the author of Daniel was
attracted to the mythological scene he uses becauseit isacryptic
reference to a giving of power and glory, and, therefore, will bear his
message, and also because it has in it a mysterious figure which he can
set in contrast to the beasts of hisvision. That the figureis ‘one like unto
aSon of man’ is probably a pure accident; any other cryptically
designated figure would have served his purpose equally well. His
purpose was to bring to his readers a message of assurance, of power
and glory to be theirs as areward for their constancy, and nothing more
should be read into his use of this Son of man imagery than that. But
Daniel becomes the fountain-head of a stream of apocalyptic and, like
much else in his book, the Son of man scene is taken up and used by
subsequent seers.

2. Thefirst use of the imagery from Dan. 7 in subsequent apocalyptic is
in | Enoch 70-71. We accept M. Black’s contention that thisis earlier
than the remainder of the Similitudes, that it is, in fact, the third of three
descriptions of the ‘call’ of Enoch (14.8ff., 60, 70-71), each of whichis
built upon the model of Ezek. 1, and describes Enoch’s call to a
different task. (M. Black, ‘ Eschatology of the Similitudes of Enoch’,
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JTS[n.s] 3[1952], 1-10.) These are not doublets but rather
developments going on within an ever-expanding Enoch saga.

The Enoch sagais a major development in Jewish apocalyptic, inspired
by the cryptic references to Enoch in the Old Testament, especially Gen.
5.22, 24: *Enoch walked with God; and he was not, for God took him.’
Indeed, the ‘call’ of Enochin | Enoch 70-71 is an elaboration of the
second part of thisversg, i.e. the reference to Enoch’ s trandation to
heaven, with a characteristic use of existing imagery, in thisinstance
Ezek. and Dan. 7. From Ezek. 1 come the chariots of the spirit (70.2),
the flaming cherubim (71.7), the fire which girdles the house (71.6; in
Ezekiel fire surrounds the cherubim); and Enoch, like Ezekidl, fallsto
the ground when confronted by the vision (71.11; Ezek. 1.28). From
Dan. 7 come the stream (s) of fire (71.2), the Head of Days (71.10) and,
above all, the use of the Son of man in connection with Enoch. It is easy
enough to see what has happened: the seer has interpreted the trandlation
of Enoch in terms of the call of Ezekiel and of the appearance before the
Ancient of Days of the Son of man. This was no doubt the easier
because in Ezek. 2.1, Ezekid is addressed as Son of man; indeed, that
use of Son of man may well have been the connecting link for the seer,
that which brought together for him the two scenes he usesin
connection with the trandlation of his hero. Because the translation of
Enoch isinterpreted in terms of Dan. 7.13, Enoch becomes the Son of
man.

Dan. 7 and the figure of the Son of man having been introduced into the
Enoch sagain thisway, they come to play amajor rolein that part of the
sagawe call the Similitudes. In Enoch 46 the scene from Dan. 7 is taken
up again and attention focused anew on the Son of man, who now for
the seer is Enoch. Significantly, the first thing said about him is that he
has ‘ righteousness' (46.3), which is surely an allusion to Gen. 5.22, 24,
where Enoch ‘walked with God’ (MT), ‘was well pleasing to God’
(LXX). At this point the characteristic concerns of apocalyptic come to
the fore and Enoch/Son of man reveals ‘the treasures that are hidden’,
namely, the way in which through him the wicked shall be destroyed,
and the passage moves on to concentrate upon the coming destruction of
the wicked. In connection with this revealing of the hidden we must
remember that the basis for the work of the apocalyptic seer is always
the idea that the things which will make up the drama of the End time
already exist, so to speak, in prototype, in ‘the heavens', where they
await the moment of their revealing. An apocalyptic seer is granted a
vision of these things prior to their being revealed to all the world at the
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End; hence, he has a message concerning the End to bring to his
audience. In this sense all the features of the End are pre-existent,
including the New Jerusalem of 1V Ezra and the Christian apocalypse,
and these are the hidden treasures which are revealed to Enoch.

In | Enoch 48.2 the Son of man/Ancient of Days imagery is taken up
again, and the Son of man is further distinguished as the one whose role
had been determined (48.3). We are on the way to an assertion that heis
pre-existent in the heavens awaiting his revelation at the End. Therole
of the Son of man is elaborated in terms taken from the prophetic books
of the Old Testament, especialy Isaiah, and in the course of this
elaboration of the role of the Son of man, his pre-existence, in this
apocalyptic sense, is affirmed (48.6), and he is further identified with
the Messiah (48.10).

The imagery from Dan. 7 is taken up for athird timein 62.5. Here the
seer depicts the distress of the kings and the mighty when they see the
Son of man ‘sitting on the throne of hisglory’. Clearly he hasin mind
Dan. 7.14, and he is expressing the idea of the dominion, glory and
kingdom of the Son of man from that verse in these terms. With his
mind set on the Son of man on his throne, the seer proceeds to elaborate
the role of the Son of man as judge of the oppressors and as the one with
whom the elect and righteous will dwell for ever. Both of these are, of
course, common apocalyptic themes. Normally in apocalyptic, God
himself is the judge, but in the Similitudes of Enoch, the Son of man
assumes this function. But again, the reason is the scene from Dan. 7. In
47.3 God himself isthe judge, but God designated as the Head (Ancient)
of Days. Precisely because the Son of man is given the throne of the
Ancient of Daysin Dan. 7.14, as our seer understands it, he can assume
the role of apocalyptic judge; indeed, this becomes his mgjor role.
Having assumed the role of judge, he can also assume that of |eader of
the redeemed community, which elsewhere is also the role of God
himself (Isa. 60.19, 20; Zeph. 3.15-17).

The seer returns to Dan. 7 for the last time in 69.26-29, which isthe
close of the third parable and a kind of closing summary of the role of
Enoch as Son of man. The name of that Son of man is revealed to the
righteous, i.e. the (future) function of Enoch as Son of man is revealed,
and he sits on the throne of his glory and exercises his function of
judgement. It isinteresting that here in this summary we should have
reference only to the revealing of the name of the Son of man to the
righteous, the characteristic message of hope to the readers of
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apocalyptic, and to the function of the Son of man asjudge. This latter
fact, together with the sheer extent of the references to thisfunctionin
the previous Son of man passages, indicates that the seer is concerned
predominantly with the Son of man as judge.

What has happened in | Enoch is, then, in our view, that in the course of
the development of the Enoch saga the trandlation of Enoch has been
interpreted in terms of Ezek. i and Dan. 7, and Dan. 7 has then been
understood as referring to the giving of the role of eschatological judge
to the one represented by the Son of man figure (a quite different
Interpretation from that given to this scene by the author of Daniel)
which in this sagais Enoch. Then the saga goes on to elaborate on the
theme of the judgement to be carried Out by the Son of man, athough
constantly returning to theinitial scene, and in the course of this
elaboration, other ideas characteristic of apocalyptic, e.g. pre-existence
in the special apocalyptic sense, are introduced.

In what we have said above it has been assumed that the Similitudes of
Enoch are the work of one seer and, further, no attempt has been made
to differentiate between things said of the Son of man figure on the basis
of the different Ethiopic expressions which are represented by Son of
man or Man in the English version of | Enoch. With regard to the first
point, even if there are several seers represented in the Similitudes as
they now stand, their work is sufficiently homogeneous to be treated as
aunity. With regard to the second, the Ethiopic text itself is atranslation
of a Semitic original, and a division into sources on the basis of
linguistic factors would only be justified if the use of different terms
corresponded to the occurrence of different conceptions, whichis
certainly not the case in this instance.

3. Thevision of the Man from the seain IV Ezra 13 aso makes use of
Dan. 7. ThisMan has *as it were the form of aman’ and he flies *with
the clouds of heaven’ (v. 3). In the interpretation of the vision heisthe
one whom the Most High is keeping many ages (v. 26), i.e. heis pre-
existent in the apocalyptic sense. But, as we noted above, the Man from
the seais not called Son of man, and the description of his activity is
largely taken from Ps. Sal. 17.

Thevisionin IV Ezra 13 isnot avision of the Son of man at all but a
vision of the Messiah (‘my [i.e. God’'s] Son’, wv. 32, 37, 52). Itis
reminiscent of Ps. Sol. 17 (which concerns the ‘ Son of David’), from
which it takes much of its language, and, indeed, it might be described
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asatrandation of Ps. Sol. 17 into the more fanciful style of apocalyptic
fantasy. In the course of the vision the imagery of Dan. 7.13 isused to
describe the manner of the Messiah’ s appearance (‘as it were the form
of aman’) and the mode of his movement (‘this Man flew with the
clouds of heaven’). The argument that we have here a transcendent
sovereign Son of man conception must turn entirely upon two points,
that the Messiah hereis ‘kept many ages' (R. H. Charles, Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament I, 616, n. 26, finds this
sufficient to identify the figure with the Son of man of | Enoch [G. H.
Box]). and that he functions as a redeemer, for these are the only things
in common between this figure and the Enochic Son of man.

The latter point cannot be held to be significant. The central concern of
apocalyptic is with the coming redemption, and the fact that two figures
function as redeemers only unites them into some such broad category
as ‘apocalyptic redeemer figures', of which, incidentally, thereisalarge
number. Thisis especially the case in this instance, since the main thrust
of the redemptive activity is clearly derived from different sourcesin
each case. The activity of the Son of man in Enoch has been derived
largely from the concept of his taking the throne of God, while that of
‘my Son’ in IV Ezra comes from the description of the redemptive work
of the Son of David in Ps. Sol. 17. Everything turns, then, upon the fact
that pre-existence, in the special apocalyptic sense, is attributed to both
figures. But that pre-existence is attributed to many thingsin
apocalyptic. If this were not the case there could be no apocalyptic
literature, for, as we pointed out earlier, what the seer seesis alwaysthe
things which the Most High is ‘keeping many ages' until the time of
their appearance at the End. Because of this, we remain completely
unconvinced that this one point will bear the weight of the whole
‘transcendent sovereignty of the Son of man in Jewish apocalyptic’,
especialy in view of the facts that Son of man isnot used as atitlein IV
Ezra and that there are no other points in common between the two
figures.

One further point about IV Ezra 13 isthat thisis the first timein the use
of Dan. 7.13 that the phrase ‘with the clouds of heaven’ is understood as
referring to the movement of the Son of man figure. In the original text
of Danidl it should be understood as introductory to the whole scene, the
clouds forming the background or frame to the celestial scene, and not
as a description of the approach of the Son of man figure to the throne.
(R.B.Y. Scott, ‘Behold, he cometh with clouds', NTS5 [1958/9], 127-
32.)
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4. The use of Dan. 7.13 in connection with eschatological expectation
does not end with the apocalyptic literature, but continues into the
talmudic and midrashic tradition, whereit is also used in connection
with the Messiah. Here the mgjor use is a development of that found in
IV Ezra 13 in that the ‘clouds’ phrase is understood as descriptive of the
figure’s movement, but it goes a step further in that the figure now
moves from heaven to earth. Thisisthe first time that this happensin
the use of theimagery in the Jewish traditions. It can be urged that |
Enoch implies that the Son of man will be revealed as judge from
heaven to earth, but it is nowhere definitely stated that he ‘comes', much
less that he ‘ comes with the clouds of heaven’. However, this now
happensin b. Sanh. 98a: ‘R. Alexander said: "R. Joshua opposed two
verses: it iswritten, ‘and behold, with the clouds of heaven one like a
Son of man came’ (Dan. 7.13); whileit iswritten, ‘lowly, and riding
upon an ass' (Zech. 9.9). If they are meritorious [the Messiah will come]
‘with the clouds of heaven’; if not ‘lowly, and riding upon anass' ." * A
similar understanding and use of the text is found in the midrashim:
Tanhuma B 70b; Aggadath Bereshith 14a (Billerbeck, Kommentar |,
957); Num. R. 13.14, and also in Gen. R. 13.11, where, however, the
reference is to the coming rain clouds, not to the Messiah.

5. Finally, the midrashic tradition also maintains the original meaning of
thetext in that Dan. 7.13 is used as descriptive of the Messiah’s coming
to God, not of hiscoming to earth: Midrash on Ps. 29 and 21.5. 2.9 is
concerned with the glory of the Messiah, and it quotes Dan. 7.13a,
interpreting it in terms of the glory and dominion which the Messiah
will be given by God; 21.5 15 concerned with the manner in which the
Messiah will come into the presence of God, quoting and contrasting
Dan. 7.13b and Jer. 30.21, and then reconciling the two.

The above is, we believe, an account of the significant eschatol ogical
use of Dan. 7.13 in the ancient Jewish traditions, and it can be seen at
once that each use is accounted for, the developments envisaged are
reasonable and the hypothetical relationships are smooth. What we have
IS not the conception of the coming of atranscendent, sovereign figure,
the heavenly redeemer, the Son of man. Thereis no sufficient
relationship between the use of Son of man in | Enoch and IV Ezrafor
us to suppose that they are both reflections of a common conception.
What we have is the imagery of Dan. 7.13 being used freely and
creatively by subsequent seers and scribes. These uses are independent
of one another; the common dependence is upon Dan. 7.13 on the one
hand and upon the general world of apocalyptic concepts on the other.

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (18 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

Similarly, the scribes of the midrashic traditionsin their turn use the
imagery of Dan. 7.13 in connection with the Messiah. Although they
abandon the general world of apocalyptic concepts, none the less they
find Dan. 7.13 every bit as useful in their presentation of the Messiah as
did the seer of IV Ezra13in his.

It is proposed that some such account as the one we have given be
accepted as the background against which to view the apocalyptic Son
of man sayings in the synoptic tradition. In particular, attention is called
to the free development of the tradition in the Enoch saga, once Enoch is
identified as Son of man by reason of the interpretation of his translation
interms of Ezek. 1 and Dan 7. It will be argued below that a similar but
completely independent thing happened in the Christian tradition as a
result of the interpretation of the resurrection of Jesusin terms of Dan
7.13. Just as Enoch becomes Son of man on the basis of an
interpretation of his trandlation, so Jesus becomes Son of man on the
basis of an interpretation of his resurrection.

The apocalyptic Son of man sayings with a claim to authenticity fall
naturally into three groups: those clearly reflecting Dan. 7.13: Mark
13.26, 14.62; the judgement sayings. Luke 12.8f. par., Mark 8.38; and
the comparison sayings. Luke 17.24 par., 17.26f. par., 11.30.

Sayings reflecting Dan. 7.13: Mark 13.26; 14.62

Mark 13.26. And then they will see the Son of man
coming in clouds with great power and glory.

Mark 14.62. And Jesus said, ‘lam; and you will see the
Son of man sitting at the right hand of Power, and coming
with the clouds of heaven.’

We have conducted an intensive investigation of the apocalyptic Son of
man sayings in the synoptic tradition on the basis of the hypothesis that
the point of origin was the use of Dan. 7.13 in a Christian exegetical
tradition connected with the resurrection. As aresult of this
investigation we believe that we can now satisfactorily explain and
interpret the sayings Mark 13.26 and 14.62. (On Mark 14.62 see N.
Perrin, ‘Mark 14.62: End Product of a Christian Pesher Tradition? NTS
12 [1965/6], pp. 150-55.) It is our contention in particular that the
synoptic tradition, and related parts of the remainder of the New
Testament, preserve traces of three exegetical traditions using Dan. 7.13.
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Most obvious of all isthe purely apocalyptic and parousia type usage
represented by Mark 13.26. As compared with any version of Dan. 7.13
known to us from outside the New Testament, this saying has changed
the order of words to bring the ‘clouds' phrase Into close connection
with the verb ‘coming’, a change common to every allusion to this text
in the New Testament. It is a change obviously made to make
unambiguous the fact that the clouds are the medium for the figure's
movement and that the movement is one from heaven to earth. Such
changesin atext are common in, and indeed a hallmark of, the Qumran
pesharim, to the methodology of which the Christian exegetical
traditions are certainly indebted. (B. Lindars, New Testament
Apologetic, pp. 24ff. N.Perrin, ‘Mark 14.62 . .." NTS 12 [1965/6], p.
151) This double emphasis now occurs for the first time in the use of
Dan. 7.13 in apocalyptic literature, Jewish or Christian. (Assuming for
the moment that Mark 13.26 represents the first use in Christian
apocalyptic. If, aswe shall argue below, thistext is not thefirst usein
Christian tradition, then we would substitute another text for Mark
13.26, but the essential point would remain the same: this double
emphasisisfirst known to us from a Christian text.) As we pointed out
above, the linking of the clouds with the movement of the figure first
occursin Jewish apocalyptic in IV Ezra, but there the figure does not
come from heaven to earth. The LXX version of Dan. 7.i3 must
certainly be regarded as understanding the figure as moving on the
clouds, because it trandates the Aramaic preposition involved by the
Greek epi (‘upon’), whereas the Theodotion version uses the more
correct meta (‘with’). But the scene is still purely a heavenly scene, and
the change in the word order characteristic of the Christian tradition is
not, of course, found.

Mark 3.26 has neither the LXX ‘“upon the clouds' nor the Theodotion
‘with the clouds' (= Aramaic), but uses the preposition en ‘in clouds'.
Thisis asecond change over against the original text, and again it has
the appearance of a characteristic pesher type change in the service of
the text’ sreinterpretation. The phrase ‘in clouds' is characteristic of Old
Testament epiphanies (Ex. 16.10; 19.9; Lev. 16.2; Num. 11.25), and the
use of it here, therefore, emphasizes the fact that the coming of Jesus as
Son of man is an epiphany.

We are assuming that Mark 13.26 is a Christian product, and that the
reference, Son of man, isto Jesus. The latter point would present no
difficultiesif the former point isto be granted, but thereisa
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considerable body of opinion that Mark 13 is based upon a piece (or
pieces) of Jewish apocalyptic and that v. 26 should be reckoned part of
that Jewish Vorlage. (So, most recently, A. Suhl, Die Funktion der
alttestamentlichen Zitate und Auspielungen in Markusevangelium
[Guterdoh: Gerd Mohn, 1965], p. 18, n. 46.) That Mark 13 has been
constructed in large part on the basis of Jewish apocalyptic material we
do not doubt, but we would argue that the Markan reworking beginsin
thisinstance at v. 26 and not, as Suhl and those whom he follows argue,
at ‘V. 28. Inthefirst place, for v. 26 to be a product of Jewish
apocalyptic, there would have had to exist in late Judaism the complete
and consistent Son of man conception, the existence of which we have
denied above. Then, this Jewish conception would have had to produce
a saying which exhibited those characteristics which are regularly to be
found in the Christian sayings, but, apart from this one text, not at all in
Judaism: the ‘they will see’, and the change in word order bringing the
cloud phrase next to the verb. Further, the Jewish apocalyptic texts
would then have had to lose al trace of this form of the conception, for
in no other such text does the Son of man ‘ come with the clouds',
except for this one instance preserved by Christians, and, finally, the
Christian tradition would have had to be indebted to this one Jewish
saying for the features most characteristic of the specifically Christian
expectation. All of these things are possible, but they are so extremely
unlikely that we will waste no further time on this text as a product of
Jewish apocalyptic and seek, instead, an explanation of its featuresin
terms of Christian traditions.

If this text, and the particular form of Son of man expectation which it
embodies, is a product of Christian tradition, then one thing becomes
clear: Jesus must first be regarded as having ascended to heaven as Son
of man before he can ‘come with the clouds' from heaven as that Son of
man. Thisisavery important point so far as our discussion of the
apocalyptic Son of man sayings is concerned. If aclearly defined
conception of the Son of man ‘ coming with the clouds’ existed in late
Judaism and produced such a saying as Mark 13.26, then Jesus could
have alluded to it, and the Christian tradition have taken it over, simply
identifying Jesus as that Son of man. If such aclearly defined
conception of the Son of man ‘ coming with the clouds' did not,
however, exist in late Judaism, and Mark 13.26 is a Christian
production, then Jesus could not have aluded to it, and the Christians
must have had some factor at work in their traditions to produceit. It is
for this reason that we have discussed at some Iength both the Son of
man concept in ancient Judaism and the origin of Mark 13.26, and on
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these points we now simply rest our case and go on to explain the
Christian traditions on the assumption that we may be right. We would,
of course, regard our case as being strengthened if we are able to explain
satisfactorily the Christian traditions on the basis of our assumption.

We have reached the point in our discussion where we must seek a
factor in the Christian tradition which could be the occasion for the
development of the conception of Jesus ‘ coming with the clouds’ as Son
of man, and we claim that the only factor sufficient for this purpose
would be an interpretation of the resurrection as Jesus having ascended
to heaven as Son of man. In other words, there must be a moment in the
Christian tradition when the resurrection of Jesusis interpreted in terms
of Dan. 7.13, just asin the Enoch traditions there is the moment when
Enoch’strandation isinterpreted in thisway (I Enoch 70, 71). Of
course, we may expect to find only traces of such a moment, because it
must have been one of the first things to develop in the early Christian
theol ogizing, since the expectation of the return of Jesus as Son of man
isafeature of the very earliest forms of Christianity, and all our
documents are comparatively late. But if we are correct in our argument
thus far, then it should be there. Isit?

WEeéll, the interpretation of the resurrection of Jesus as an ascension is
certainly there; indeed, it is the most prominent feature of the New
Testament understanding of the resurrection. Moreover, this
understanding is reached by means of an interpretation of the
resurrection in terms of an Old Testament text, Ps. 110.1. We called
attention in our first chapter to B. Lindars' s demonstration of the fact
that Luke, in Peter’ s Pentecost speech, has preserved for us the primitive
Christian interpretation of the resurrection in terms of various passages
from the Psalms, including Ps. 110.1, and his further demonstration of
the way in which this exegesis then underlies traditions widespread in
the New Testament. As we pointed out there, Lindarsis able to establish
the fact that Luke, in Acts 2, isreproducing very early Christian
theologizing, and, indeed, that Luke is reproducing an early use of Ps.
110.1 rather than himself pioneering in such a use, no one would doubt.
The use of Ps. 110.1 isreflected everywhere in the New Testament and
cannot, therefore, have been introduced by L uke.

Luke himself emphasi zes the ascension aspect of the resurrection;
indeed, it becomes a major part of histheology, and he goes so far asto
systematize the ascension as an event separate from the resurrection
(Luke 24.51 [RSV margin]; Acts 1.9), whereas elsewhere in the New

http://www.religion-online.org/cgi-bin/relsearchd.dll/showchapter?chapter_id=1447 (22 of 52) [2/4/03 6:37:37 PM]



Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus

Testament it is always an aspect of the resurrection itself. But for all
this, heis not himself responsible for the understanding of the
resurrection as an ascension,; this he derives from the primitive Christian
interpretation of the resurrection in terms of Ps. 110.1, an interpretation
reflected throughout the New Testament.

There are two placesin the New Testament where Ps. 110.1 and Dan.
7.13 are used together: Mark 14.62 par. and Acts 7.56. Mark 14.62 asa
whole will concern us later; for the moment we note only the first Old
Testament allusion in that verse: ‘. . . the Son of man sitting at the right
hand of Power’. Thisisan allusion to both Dan. 7.13 and Ps. 110.1, and,
taken by itself; is evidence that the resurrection of Jesus has been
interpreted in terms of both these texts: in his resurrection Jesusis
understood to have ascended to God' s right hand (Ps. 110. 1) as Son of
man (Dan. 7.13). Let it be noted that there is here no parousia reference;
were it not for the ‘you will see’ which comes before, and the explicit
parousia reference which comes after, also alluding to Dan. 7.13, there
would be no hint of aparousia, only of an ascension, inthe“. . . Son of
man sitting at the right hand of Power’ of Mark 14.62a.

Acts 7.56 is Stephen’ s account of hisvision:

...and he said, ‘Behold, | see the heavens opened, and
the Son of man standing at the right hand of God.’

Thisis an extraordinarily interesting verse. In the first place it represents
amajor aspect of the Lukan theology. Luke himself is not greatly
concerned with the parousia; although he echoesit (Luke 21.27 [= Mark
13.26]) as atraditional Christian hope, his own concern is with the
ongoing present of Christian experience and Christian work, rather than
with the future of the parousia. In the course of the rethinking of
primitive Christian eschatology which this entailed, and as a part of his
own distinctive eschatology, he develops the conception of the death of
a Christian as a kind of individual experience of the parousia, (We are
here indebted to C. K. Barrett, * Stephen and the Son of Man’, in
Apophoreta. Festschrift fir Ernst Haenchen, ed. W. Eltester (Beihefte
zur ZNW 30 [Berlin: Alfred Tépelmann, 1964]), pp. 32-38. In what
follows we are consciously contrasting our views, in part, with those of
H. E. Todt, Son of Man, Excursus 11, pp. 303-5, to whom we are also, at
some points, indebted.) and offers us this understanding here in

Stephen’ s vision. At his death Stephen sees Jesus rising (hence, the
‘standing’) to come to him as Son of man. In the service of this
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understanding of an individual parousia, Luke has modified Mark 14.62
(Luke 22.69). He has omitted the ‘you will see’ addressed to the High
Priest, since the individual parousiaisto be a Christian experience, and
substituted for it, ‘from now on’; and he also omits the specific
reference to the parousiain Mark 14.62, because he is preparing for
Stephen’ s vision and the individual parousia. Aswe shall argue below,
this ‘you will see’ comes from Christian ‘ passion apologetic’ addressed
primarily to Jews, and Luke, knowing this, must have regarded it as
inappropriate here. The very reason which makes it appropriate for
Mark (and Matthew), i.e thisallusion to ‘ passion apologetic’, makes it
inappropriate for Luke. This gives us: ‘But from now on the Son of man
shall be seated at the right hand of the Power of God’, which isnow a
preparation for Stephen’ s vision and is to be read together with Acts
7.56 to give the particular Lukan understanding of an individualized
Christian parousia. That Luke is dependent upon Mark, or the tradition
which Mark isusing, in Luke 22.69 is, we believe, to be argued from the
way in which he maintains the Semitic circumlocution for God,
‘Power’, while adding ‘of God' for the sake of his Gentile readers who
may not understand the construction. In Acts 7.56 he has not the same
immediate Vorlage and, hence, there we find the direct ‘right hand of
God'.

Acts 7.56, therefore, serves amost definite purpose within the Lukan
theology, as does L uke 22.69, but this does not mean that the particular
thing which concerns us at the moment, i.e. the combination of allusions
to Dan. 7.13 and Ps. 110.1 in the * Son of man standing at the right hand
of God’, isawholly Lukan construction, although the particular verb
‘standing’ may well be supplied by Luke in the service of his particular
understanding. The allusions themselves, indeed, cannot be L ukan; not
only does Mark 14.62 have the same combination of allusions, but there
Isalso no indication that Luke ever uses Son of man except in
dependence upon a Vorlage. His use in his gospel is determined by his
Vorlage there, largely Mark, (H. Conzelmann, Theology of S. Luke, p.
171, n.2.) and thisis the only occurrence in Acts. Moreover, thereisan
indication that Luke s, at any rate in part, dependent upon a Vorlage in
Acts 7.55f.; witness the clumsy combination of the singular ‘heaven’ in
v. 55 (the normal Lukan use) and the plural ‘the heavens’ in v.56 (the
non-Lukan use). (H. E. Todt, Son of Man, p. 305.)

One further point about Acts 7.56 to be taken into account is the
reference to ‘the right hand of God'. In Luke 22.69 we have ‘the right
hand of the Power of God’ which we argued above was a L ukan
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explanatory expansion of his Markan Vorlage, ‘the right hand of
Power’. It is awell-known feature of Luke's editorial work that he
follows his sources as closely as he can; to restrict himself to the
explanatory addition rather than to remove the, to him, unnecessary
Semitic circumlocution would be quite typical. The other changes he
makes in that verse are forced upon him by the theological point he
intends to make by the combination of Luke 22.69 with Acts 7.56. But if
Luke is dependent upon a pre-L ukan formulation in Acts 7.56, and we
are following Todt (Ibid.) in arguing that heis, then the phrase ‘the right
hand of God' is not specifically Lukan, despite the fact that it is oriented
towards the Gentile world in that it mentions God directly and not by
circumlocution. This would be in accordance with Luke’s own
predilections, but if he were going to introduce the phrase for some
other phrase in his source he would have done so in Luke 22.69. Hence,
‘the right hand of God’ must have stood in the pre-Lukan formulation of
Acts 7.56. But this means that the combination of Ps. 110.1 and Dan.
7.13 found in Mark 14.62 and the same combination found in the pre-

L ukan formulation of Acts 7.56 cannot be dependent upon one ancther,
since the one, Mark with the circumlocution, reflects a Jewish way of
thinking, and the other, Acts with the direct mention of God, reflects a
non-Jewish way of thinking. Y et both have exactly the same
combination of Old Testament texts.

Our thesisis that these two verses represent the remnant of a Christian
exegetical tradition in which the original interpretation of the
resurrection in terms of Ps. 110.1 was expanded by the use of Dan. 7.13:
the resurrection of Jesusis now interpreted as his ascension to God as
Son of man. Such ause of Dan. 7.13 in connection with the resurrection-
ascension of Jesus would parallel the use of the text in connection with
the trandation of Enoch in | Enoch 70, 71 to which we called attention
earlier. Additional support for this thesis, that atradition linking
ascension and Son of man tradition existed in primitive Christianity, can
be claimed from the ascension story in Acts 1.9. As an ascension story it
Is dependent ultimately upon the Ps. 110.1 tradition, and it also contains
an echo of Dan. 7.13, the reference to the ‘ cloud’ which takes Jesus
away. Thisisan alusion to the ‘clouds of Dan. 7.13 just asis the same
singular ‘cloud’ in Luke 21.27 (= Mark 13.26 ‘clouds'), and is,
therefore, additional evidence for the existence of atradition combining
Ps. 110.1 and Dan. 7.13. The original text of Ps. 110.1 has ‘my right
hand’, God being the speaker, but in using the text in an exegetical
tradition, where God would no longer be directly identified as the
speaker, it would be necessary, and natural, to make the ‘my’ specific.
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This could be done either directly or by circumlocution, depending on
the susceptibility of the scribe concerned. In this case, the Mark 14.62
reference comes from one form of this tradition and the pre-L ukan
formulation of Acts 7.56 from another.

An argument in favour of our thesisisthat it explains an aspect of Acts
7.56 that other exegetes have found puzzling. In his excellent study of
the Son of man sayings in the synoptic tradition, T6odt argues
convincingly for the existence of a pre-Lukan formulation in Acts 7.56,
but then finds it impossible to relate the resultant synoptic-like Son of
man saying to the synoptic tradition because the words are not on the
lips of Jesus, and there is no specific parousia reference. * So we cannot
share the view that there is a pre-Lukan tradition underlying both Luke
22.69 and Acts 7.56 which would complement and render
comprehensible by the concepts expressed in it the synoptic tradition
concerning the Son of man.” (H. E. Todt, Son of Man, p. 305.) Thefirst
point is not too significant, because Son of man sayings were certainly
formulated in the Church, and it is, therefore, the (admittedly surprising)
fact that they are normally only found on the lips of Jesus which
requires explanation, not an appearance out of such a context. The
second point iswhat really matters, and here Todt is quite right: in the
pre-Lukan formulation of Acts 7.56 there is no parousiareference (since
we are dealing with the pre-L ukan formulation, the specifically Lukan
individualized parousia does not come into consideration). But then in
Mark 14.62athere is also no parousiareference; only when we read the
first Old Testament allusion in Mark 14.62 in the light of the second
does it become a parousiareference, for the parousia first comes into
Mark 14.62 with the second allusion ‘. . . coming with the clouds of
heaven'. Todt attempts to relate Acts 7.56 to Luke 22.69 directly, and
here we would agree there is nothing to be found relating to the general
synoptic concepts of Son of man. But if we relate it to Mark 14.62a,
then there is very definitely something to be learned, namely, the
existence of a non-parousia, ascension usage of Dan. 7.13in the
synoptic tradition like that in | Enoch 70, 71, and the pre-Lukan
formulation in Acts 7.56 takes its place in the total structure of synoptic
Son of man traditions.

We have so far argued for the existence of two Christian exegetical
traditions using Dan. 7.13, one (represented in Mark 13.26) using Dan.
7.13 in the parousia sense, and the other (represented in Mark 14.62 a
and Acts 7.56) a development of atradition interpreting the resurrection
interms of Ps. 110.1 and using Dan. 7.13 inits original Danielic, non-
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parousia sense. But this cannot be the end of the matter, if only because
we have so far found no explanation for significant parts of both Mark
13.26 and 14.62: the ‘they will see’ of the one, and the ‘you will see' of
the other. If our basic assumptions are correct, then there must be an
explanation of this aspect of these texts also in terms of early Christian
exegetical traditions. We may not call it a‘ characteristic apocalyptic
touch’ or the like, because in our view these texts are not the product of
a general apocalyptic conception, but of specific Christian exegetical
traditions.

The next step in our thesisisto claim that there are to be found in the
New Testament remnants of athird exegetical tradition using Dan. 7.13,
atradition whose starting-point is not the resurrection but the
crucifixion. It iswell known that earliest Christianity used the Old
Testament extensively in her attempts to present a crucified Messiah to
the Jews, (B. Lindars appropriately calls this ‘ passion Apologetic’.) and
one such text used was Zech. 12.10ff., or rather a selection from these
verses. ‘ They shall look (epiblepsontai) upon him whom they have
pierced . . . and they shall mourn (kopsontai) over him, all the tribes of
the earth.” Thisis used of the crucifixion in the fourth gospel:

John 19.37. And again another scripture says, ‘ They shall
look upon him whom they have pierced’,

where it should be noted that the verb represented by ‘they shall look’ is
not the LXX epiblepsontai, but opsontai. John 19.37 represents an
example of early Christian ‘ passion apologetic’; al Jewish expectation
to the contrary notwithstanding, a crucified Messiah is a possibility.
Indeed, God had foretold that crucifixion through the scripture fulfilled
in Jesus' crucifixion.

Once the use of Zech. 12.10ff. is established in early Christian passion
apologetic, it would be natural to go on to use other aspects of the
passage to formulate Christian expectation, a practice we find often
enough in the Qumran pesharim. This could lead to a development in
which the ‘they will mourn’ part of the passage was introduced to add to
the apologetic the note that, just as ‘they’ have seen him crucified, so
‘they’ will have occasion to mourn, namely, at his coming as Son of
man. Thisis exactly what we find in the Apocalypse:

Rev. 1.7. Behold, he is coming with the clouds, and every
eye will see him, every one who pierced him; and all
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tribes of the earth will wail on account of him. Even so.
Amen.

Like John 19.37, this passage varies from the LXX by having opsomai
for the LXX epiblepsomai. In this text we can see that the apologetic
begun by using Zech. 12.10ff. of the crucifixion has been carried, not
one stage further, but two. First, the ‘they will mourn’ has been used as
the basis for the introduction of the note of the crucified one’s ‘ coming
with the clouds', and then, a further step, the weight has been shifted to
this aspect of the interpretation of the text. In doing this, the original
referencein ‘they will see', to the crucifixion, has been lost and the
reference of that verb now isto the parousia

The use of Dan. 7.13 in connection with the idea of the crucified one’s
‘coming’ would be the occasion for the change in the word order of that
text which is common to all parousia uses of it in the New Testament.
We shall argue below that thisis, indeed, the first parousia use of Dan.
7.13 in the New Testament, that the idea of Jesus’ ‘ coming with the
clouds' as Son of man developed out of this passion apologetic.

Our argument at this point is that John 19.37 and Rev. 1.7 are remnants
of a Christian exegetical tradition using Zech. 12.10ff. and Dan. 7.13,
the one of an early stage of this tradition and the other of alater. As
evidence of this, we offer for consideration the verb opsomai, found
both in John 19.37 and Rev. 1.7. Thisis acommon divergence from the
LXX of Zech. 12.10, which has, as we pointed out above, epiblepsomai.
But it is more than this, for the verb opsomai has two very interesting
features: in meaning it is the same as epiblepsomai, and in form it
differs from the other important verb in the Christian exegetical use of
Zech. 12.10ff., “‘to mourn’, kopsomai, only in omitting the initial k. A
marked feature of the Qumran pesharimis the play on words, both with
regard to meaning and form, and similar word-plays must have been a
feature of the Christian exegetical traditions, related asthey are in
methodol ogy to the Qumran pesharim. We suggest that it is such a word-
play in a Christian exegetical tradition which has caused opsomai, with
its relationship in form to kopsomai, to replace epiblepsomai in the
Christian use of Zech. 12.10if. The fact of this common use of opsomai,
and also the fact that we are able to explain the switch from crucifixion
to parousia reference on the basis of our hypothesis, is, of course, the
hub of our argument for arelationship between John 19.37 and Rev. 1.7,
a common relationship to different stages of a Christian exegetical
tradition.
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If our argument is correct, then the verb opsomai, when it is used in
relationship to areference to Jesus ‘ coming with the clouds’, is by no
means a general apocalyptic touch, but a specific allusion to an
exegetical tradition in which Zech. 12.10ff. and Dan 7.13 have been
used together in Christian passion apologetic, and thisis then the casein
both Mark 13.26 and 14.62. So far as 13.26 is concerned, we have proof
that we are right, for we can show that Matthew has understood it in this
way. In hisversion of Mark 13.26, Matthew adds areference to Zech.
12.10ff. !

Matt. 24.30. . . . then will appear the sign of the Son of
man in heaven, and then all the tribes of the earth will
mourn, and they will see the Son of man coming on the
clouds of heaven with power and great glory.

That, we would argue, is the Christian exegetical tradition in its fullness,
with the word-play kopsomai/opsomai, and it is evidence that the ‘they
will see’ of Mark 13.26, and with it the same verb in 14.62, isan
alusion to this tradition.

We have argued that there are three Christian exegetical traditions using
Dan. 7.13: aparousiatradition (Mark 13.26); an ascension tradition
developing from an interpretation of the resurrection in terms of Ps.
110.1 (Mark 14.62a and Acts 7.56); and a passion apologetic tradition
using Zech. 12.10ff. (John 19.37; Rev. 1.7; Matt. 24.30). How these are
related to one another, and specifically which came first, we cannot
know for certain. They are al much earlier than any text we now havein
the New Testament; al that we have are remnants and reminiscences of
them reflected in the various authors’ works. It isfor this reason that the
comparative dates of the various New Testament works are compl etely
unimportant in this connection; a comparatively late work could include
areminiscence of acomparatively early stage of such atradition, and
vice versa. But Lindarsis able to show in general terms that the
interpretation of the resurrection comes first, (B. Lindars, New
Testament Apologetic, esp. pp. 32ff.) as, indeed, we would expect, since
without the experience of the resurrection there would have been no
Christian theology at all, and this would lead us to assume that the
Christian exegetical tradition using Ps. 110.1 and Dan. 7.13 isthefirst to
use Dan 7.13 at all. We can support this by arguing (1) that the use of
Ps. 110.1 is so early and so widespread in the New Testament that it
would be natural to assume that atradition using Dan. 7.13 in
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association with it antedates any other use of that text. Again, (2) the use
of Dan. 7.13 in an ascension sense is the most natural one from the text
of Dan. 7.13 itself; witness the use in | Enoch where thisis the first use
(70, 71) and the parousia use never develops at all. Further, (3) the full-
blooded apocalyptic usein Mark 13.26 embodies the ‘you will see’,
itself dependent upon the tradition using Zech. 12.10ff. and Dan. 7.13,
so this cannot be the earliest of the traditions; it must represent a
tradition secondary to the one using Zech. 12.10ff. Finally, (4) the
parousiatradition in Mark 13.26 shows signs of developing away from
the exegetical tradition which gave it birth and moving towards
becoming an independent Christian apocalyptic tradition. Specifically, it
has ‘in clouds', which is moving away from Dan. 7.13 in the interests of
defining the coming of Jesus as Son of man as an epiphany.
Christologically, thisis a more devel oped conception than that of the
passion apologetic of Rev. 1.7.

So we argue that it is reasonable to regard the traditions as having
developed in the following order. First, there was the ascension use of
Dan. 7.13in atradition already using Ps. 110.1. Thistradition
establishes the concept of Jesus at the right hand of God as Son of man.
Second, there came the use of Dan. 7.13 in a passion apologetic
tradition already using Zech. 12.10ff., adding to that tradition the idea
that the one who has ascended to God as Son of man will return as that
Son of man, and ‘they