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1 Introduction

1.1 Jesus and the Gentiles: What are the issues?

The aim of this study is to contribute to our ursd@nding of Jesus’
attitude towards the non-Jews i.e. the Gentilesill not only survey
the sayings and the deeds which connect Jesus tBehtiles, but | will
also emphasize the first century context of JeByshe aid of archaeo-
logical results and enlightened by the ancienttemitsources as Jose-
phus’ works, we will survey the sociological, histal, religious and
ethnic world of Jesus. Crucial questions concerlilgga how Jewish or
Gentile was it? What was the general attitude efGlalilean and Judean
Jews towards the Gentiles? Would Jesus have médil€3ean a daily
basis when driving his mission in the towns anthgigs of Galilee?

A face-value glance at the four Gospels producgscture of
Jesus whose mission was geographically center&hiitee and targe-
ted especially at the Jewish people living theilee Gentiles had only a
marginal place in Jesus’ missidrSanders lists as one of the eight
“almost indisputable facts” that “Jesus confined &ctivity to Israel ®
According to Matt 10:5b—6 and 15:24 Jesus resttittis and his dis-
ciples’ activity to the Jews. Jesus’ mission, se Gospel of Matthew
claims, was for the lost sheep of the house oklsilauke emphasized
that Jesus searched and healed the sick Jews bdbaysvere sons and
daughters of Abraham (Luke 13:16; 19:9). Also Pthé, apostle of the
Gentiles, admits that Jesus “came to serve thermicsed,” Rom 15:8.
These notions suggest that Jesus’ mission was dntered, but we

Y in this study | will use the words Gentile and oatiThe wordnationsrefers to all the
nations, including Israel. According to the canahiGospels Jesus was in contact with
individual Gentiles, not with the nations as sugbwever, when we study Jesus’ eschato-
logical views it becomes relevant to use the teations. In Greek the wordvog refers

to a Gentile nation, people or to a non-Jewishgrer the LXX and in the NT the holy
and chosen people, Israel and/or the Church, isislly callectdvoc, but radc. In the
Hebrew language there are different words for atil®eperson, for Gentile-people and for
nations:»s/am, =1, -+ and =1, For a discussion concerning the terms used forJeovs see
chapter 1.8. See Feldman, 1993, 53.

® Fredriksen, 1999, 94.

% Sanders, 1985, 11.
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shall further inquire whether Jesus intentionaktgleded Gentiles from
the sphere of his mission, and if so, for what eeasloreover, the Gos-
pel of John does not recall Jesus healing a si@glile, while the Syn-
optics credit Jesus with occasionally helping aedain Gentile indivi-

duals. At the same time we are to note that all Gospels seem to
support the Gentile mission. In the resurrectionoaats the disciples
are commissioned with a mission for all nations #mel whole world

(Matt 28:16-20; Luke 24:46-49).

The Synoptics indicate that Jesus helped the Sympbian
woman’s daughter (Mark 7:24-30; Matt 15:21-28) #mel centurion’s
servant-boy (Matt 8:5-10; Luke 7:1-10). Also thergtof the Gerasine
demoniac is most probably to be understood as coimgpa Gentile
man (Mark 5:1-20; Matt 8:28-34; Luke 8:26-39). Tnhdlsree stories
are valid evidence for the claim that from timeitoe Jesus actually, al-
though seldom, helped certain Gentiles who reqddsite help. Despite
these concrete occasions, it is to be noted tlratrding to the Synoptics
Jesus never took the initiative to help the Gestilde never visited
Gentile areas in order to practice Gentile misshdhthe relevant narra-
tives in the Synoptics indicate that certain Gestibccasionally took the
initiative to request Jesus for help. Jesus, adegr the Gospels, hesi-
tantly answered positively to their need. It ishi® emphasized that in
the case of the Syrophoenician woman and the dentfrom Caper-
naum Jesus is said to have performed the healimy & distance. Jesus
did not go and meet the Gentile patient, he did ewder into his/her
house. Reading the Gospels at their face-valuedbimes obvious that
Jesus remained distant from the Gentiles and hgedhis mission
among the Jews.

Mark 3:8, Matt 4:25 and Luke 6:17 tell that multies came to
hear Jesus and to be healed by him. These mubitadethe previously
listed verses state, included people from the sidst of Jordan, from
Idumea, from the Decapolis, from the districts gféand Sidon. How-
ever, it is not to be taken for granted that thexyneoming from the fo-
reign lands were Gentiles. Of course Mark can hiangied that among
the ones coming from foreign regions as Tyre ardbi®i some were
Gentiles. The editor’s interpretative note in Ma%x17-18, 21 support
such a conclusion. The saying-material of the Stinspwhich are attri-
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buted to Jesus, does contain some positive wogasdimg the Gentiles.
In the scholarship the saying about the great batnlgais been regarded
as essential because scholars have often intedgtets containing a re-
ference to the Gentiles who are to enter into thiegdom of
God/Heaven in the eschatological future. In thehatiogical banquet
of the kingdom of God the Gentiles will dine in tbempany of Abra-
ham, Isaac and Jacob (Matt 8:11-12/ Luke 13:28-R3us is recalled
to have compared “this generation” and the inhakstaf Capernaum,
Bethsaida and Chorazin with Gentiles of Israel’klibal past. These
comparisons are always done for the advantageeoGtmtiles — Tyre,
Sidon, Sodom, the people of Nineveh and queen eb&liMatt 11:20—
24; Luke 10:13-15; Matt 12:39-42; Luke 11:29-32).the light of
these sayings, the worst of the Gentiles, the Sitdenwill have it more
tolerable during the judgement day than the town&alilee, in which
Jesus is said to have centered his mission.

On the basis of the Gospels’ stories, sayings ardbtes we
might receive the impression that Jesus restritisdmission to the
Jews, but that he expected that in the eschatabéiture, during the
day of Judgement and when the banquet in the kingdb heaven
would be served, an eschatological reversal wakd place. In this re-
versal the worst of the Gentiles, such as the Sdademand the many
peoples coming from around the compass (Matt 8:2),vtould have it
more tolerable than Jesus’ Jewish contemporahiesinembers of “this
generation” and the residents of Capernaum, Chorazd Bethsaida.
Despite these positive hints for the Gentiles, veeta recognize that the
saying-material, attributed to Jesus, contains &lyand minimal refe-
rences to Jesus urging, hoping or predicting thatdisciples would
practice a Gentile mission — i.e. to preach for@emtiles — in the escha-
tological future (Mark 13:10; 14:9). Moreover thene no clear hints of
Jesus giving advice to his disciples regarding lloey should relate to
the Gentiles who would eventually become believer€hrist: should
Christ-believing Gentiles be accepted as Jesusiples and as Chris-
tians? And if so, should they be circumcised anijated to follow the
Torah? Such questions, which became urgent andatdat the early
Christians during the 40s (Acts 15; Gal 2), are adtiressed in the
Gospels.
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When studying Jesus’ attitudes towards the Gentilesare not
solely to restrict ourselves to the concrete sayiagd practices which
directly deal with the Gentiles. In accordance vgiédtond temple Juda-
ism the eschatological restoration and consummaiaays influenced
the Gentiles and the nations in some manner. Dileigdact, Jesus the
Jew, if his mission is to be seen in a contextswhatological restora-
tion, most probably had some kind of a view of Gentilesper se In
accordance with this vein of reasoning, Jesusbastand words, which
ought to be seen as eschatological in some seasamply a message
for the Gentiles. Certainly it is difficult to exgh the early Christians’
Gentile mission in the 40s by referring to the feecasions where Jesus
hesitantly healed individual Gentiles. It can bguad, perhaps more
credibly, that the eschatological role in Jesusssiain gave rise for the
early Jewish-Christians’ conviction that the Christssage ought to be
proclaimed for non-Jews too.

1.2 Clarifying the possible reasons for the early

Church’s Gentile mission

The Gentile mission of the early Church demandsohcal expla-

nations. How can it be explained that a movemehtchvwas centered
on a Jewish man who had a mission for the Palastidews, came to
result in a strong Gentile mission? All of Jesuiscibles were Jewish.
According to the Gospels, Jesus, did not explicgtynmission or pre-
dict the Gentile mission of the early Church durhig earthly mission.
The Gospels relate that Jesus drove his missidgheogoil of ancient Is-
rael. He is not told of travelling around the Diasp wherede facto

most of the Jews lived during the first century TOFom these factors,
found in the Gospels, it is highly surprising thla¢ early Church felt

4 Schnabel, 2004, 122-123. Schnabel states themaotipon p. 122: “It is estimated that
the small, pre-exilic Jewish population of perh&p8,000 grew to around 8 million in the
first century AD. Of these, only 700,000 to 2.5liil lived in Palestine. This means that
between 2 million and 7 million Jews lived outsialestine in the Diaspora.” We are on
speculative grounds when trying to estimate the sfZfirst century Jewish population in
Palestine and in the Diaspora, despite this; weasanredly claim that the vast majority of
Jews lived in the Diaspora already during the fialf of the first century. See Raisénen,
2010, 36. The most important centers for Jewsertiaspora were Rome and Alexandria.
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that crossing the ethical lines over to the Gestilas a “natural exten-
sion” of its missior’. How did Jesus, with his Jewish roots, come to
launch a movement, which grew into its Gentile fefuDid the Church,
as it went over to the Gentiles, deny and forsakeJéwish roots in
Jesus? Whether or not the early Christians’ Gentiksion was a “natu-
ral extension” in line with Jesus’ visions has rémd a matter of dis-
pute among the scholars.

For example J. P. Meier claims that the Gentilesiis divided
the ranks of the early Christians because Gentiteeach and preaching
the Gospel for the Gentiles was something thatccook be associated
with the mission or will of the historical Jesuseidr insists that the

“programmatic mission to the Gentiles during therse of this
present world was a wrenching departure for thdy edrurch

and caused so much controversy in the first Chrisgieneration.
Neither the actions nor the words of the historidasus had
given precise and detailed instructions for suchéiative.”

Sanders and several other scholars such as FredriB&rd and Theis-
sen, argue that there is no support for the clagm any Christian group
opposed Gentile mission as sddpaul, as Bird notes, had great disputes
concerning his Law-free Gospel (Gal 1:6-12; 2:1-1#)ich he prea-
ched for the Gentiles, but from his letters we d@d know of any dis-
putes concerning the legitimacy of the Gentile iisss suclf.Paul’s
letter to the Galatians reveals that there wer@utés regarding by
which means the Gentiles could turn towards Clamst God. In sum,
what was at stake were the questions as to whétbeGentiles, who
had turned to Christ, should be circumcised anéyatdd to follow the
Torah (Acts 15:1, 5; Gal 5:2) or not. Should thegdme Jews in order
that they might turn to Jesus Christ? Evidentlyfaass we are aware on
the basis of our sources, no one opposed the fdgal3entiles should

® Fredriksen, 1999, 94. Fredriksen states thatahlg €hristians regarded the Gentile mis-
sion as a “natural extension” for the early Chusahission.

® Meier, 1994, 315.

7 Sanders, 1985, 220. Fredriksen, 1999, 94. Birtip2034. Bird, 2006, 53.

8 Bird, 2006, 4-5.
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become part of the Christ-movement. But during4fie and 50s some
conservative Jewish-Christians insisted that theti@s who became
Christians should be circumcised and obligatedotiow the Torah. In

view of this, the question becomes even more prgssin what basis
did the early Church so unanimously and seeminglpaturally extend

its mission also to the Gentiles?

Several answers have emerged to explain the edmlist@ns’
Gentile mission. It could be argued that the JeMdbhistians began
with the Gentile mission because their messagenotaccepted by the
Jews (Acts 13:46). This explanation proposes thatshift to Gentiles
was motivated by a practical reason: the Gentileszvopen to accept
the Gospel, while the Jews as a people were nailddob be that the
early Church simply adopted the assumed missiopeagtice and uni-
versal vision of the Jews of the second templeopl@riThis explanation
is not convincing because the evidence does ngicstithe claim that
Judaism was a missionary religion during the fiesttury CE. There are
no convincing signs of the Jews practising an amgghoutreach for the
Gentiles, which could be credibly compared with &aly Christians’
Gentile mission driven by Paul and oth&rg/e shall deal with the
complex question of whether Judaism was a missjoragdigion in chap-
ter 2.4. In its Gentile mission the early Christamere quite unique —
they were part of the formation of the first reassionary religion in the
ancient world.

There is the possibility that the eschatological &fnristological
views of the early Church led the Christians to tbaviction that the
salvation of the Gentiles had arrived. As we havied, according to the
Jewish eschatological visions the salvation or datian of the Gentiles
belonged clearly to the eschatological era. Sandersvell as Fredrik-
sen, explain the Gentile mission of the early Giams by emphasizing
both Jesus’ and the early Christians’ eschatolbgiaareness and their
belief that the end times had arrived. Sandersstagat

° Bird, 2010, 12. Bird, 2006, 2.
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“one of the surest proofs that Jesus’ career iset@een within
the general context of Jewish eschatological egpects is that
the movement which he initiated spawned a Gentigsion."'°

Jesus’ mission was understood by the early Chusdhlfilling eschato-
logical hopes — the end of days had arrived (Rori11312; 1 Cor 7:29).
The fact that the early Church was centered insddem supports its
eschatological self-understanding. Fredriksen Uiy the fact that the
early Christians had their leading position in 3atem and that the city
was considered important (Gal 1:17; Acts 1-8; 111%4; Rom 15:25—
27). As Paul writes, the “pillars’o{diol), namely Jacob, Kepha and
John (Gal 2:9), were stationed in Jerusalem at bhaéng the early his-
tory of the Christian movement. It would not haw®b obvious that the
original twelve disciples of Jesus would have choderusalem as their
center. After all Jesus’ mission was centered e@alilean rural towns
such as Capernaum and none of the Twelve discipdes from Jerusa-
lem. In service of the Gentile mission and for #tvantage of the Dia-
spora community we could expect that the centeftfar pillars” would
have been for example Caesarea Maritima, whichtia&oman capital
of the Judean procuratorship. Moreover Caesarediiiarhad a great
harbour and due to its location was at the certémternational traffic
crossroads and thus a cosmopolitan and internatpmis with a size-
able Gentile population. Fredriksen argues credihigt the apostles
such as Peter chose Jerusalem as the leading &@mtiee early Church
because of the city’s mythical role in the fulfiémt of the eschatolo-
gical expectations. The word of God would go fditbm Zion as Isa
2:2—4 foretells Admittedly the early Christians’ beliefs in a rieab
eschatology could have resulted in their interedhie salvation of the
Gentiles and the city of Jerusalem. The salvatibthe Gentiles would
be a sign that the eschatological era had arrilredhis recent studies
Michael F. Bird has come to the following conclusi§The primitive
Christian mission arose principally out of a corti@mt of eschatology

10 sanders, 1985, 212.
1 Fredriksen, 1999, 94-96.
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and Christology and reading the Jewish Scriptunelsght of new per-
spectives in these areds.”

One possible reason and explanation for the CanistiGentile
mission is that Jesus had actually, in some wagniwed it for his follo-
wers. Scholars have traditionally and also quitendy argued against
this explanation. It is widely held that Jesus dit launch a Gentile
mission and that he did not predict or hope thatdisciples would be
engaged in preaching the Gospel for the Gentiles.eikample Meier
states that Jesus “did not view either himselfierdisciples as charged
with the task of undertaking a mission to the Qestwhile this present
world ran its course’® According to my stance Meier fails to offer a
credible historical explanation for the early Chisiss’ Gentile mission.
Martin Hengel, on the other hand, is more realistibis claim. Hengel
states the following:

“It is worth noting that the Jewish-Messianic mowsthin the
early church was able to go beyond the geograpbiddns of
Eretz Israel and the religious borders of stricdalsm so
quickly, in relatively few years. This chain of ewe is without
parallel in the history of Palestinian Judaism amast have its
roots, finally, in the actions of Jesus himselfeTgromises utte-
red by the prophets concerning the end times tlea¢ wo come
with the appearance of the Messiah included thetfet mem-
bership in the people of God would be opened td3etiles.

1.3 A glance at previous research from Joachim

Jeremias to the present

Joachim Jeremias published Besu Verheissung fir die V6lker1956.
Jeremias’ book stands as the most influential scholvork regarding
Jesus’ attitudes towards the Gentiles. Accordingdemias Jesus did
not intend that he himself or his disciples woutdqtice Gentile mis-
sion. Despite this Jeremias claimed that Jesusipatid the fulfillment
of the eschatological pilgrimage of the Gentile® iMount Zion or the

2 Bird, 2010, 12.
13 Meier, 1994, 315. Sanders, 1985, 218-221. Dun®32639.
4 Hengel, 2010, 53.
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kingdom of God in accordance to passages suchaa®:2s-4 and Tob
13-14. Jeremias’ main theses are followed by skearaent scholars.
In 2006, Michael Bird wrote his monograpésus and the Origins of the
Gentile Mission Bird maintained that Jesus’ mission concerne@-for
most Israel and the Jews in the context of thellfuént of Israel's
eschatological restoration. Bird concluded thateithe eschatological
fulfillment was already in a state of partial realion, the eschatological
climax, the salvation of the Gentiles, was alsoobeiag a reality. Bird
claims that the few Gentiles who were healed byslésreshadowed the
coming salvation for the Gentilés.In contrast with Jeremias, Bird
allows that Jesus would have foreseen his discipleslaiming the Gos-
pel for the Gentiles, because God, although workiogereignly, often
acts through agents — Israel and individuals — rideo to fulfil his
plans’® In Bird’s view the zeal of the early Jesus-movetrterconvert
Gentiles finds its explanation in Jesus’ eschaioklignission to restore
Israel and from the Christological implicationgigiited to Jesus.
Between Jeremias and Bird there are no other asgixe mono-
graphs on this topic. In the so called Third Qdesthe historical Jesus
the Jewishness of Jesus and his mission has bgarasized. Especially
in the Third Quest some scholars have proposedidsats restricted his
and his disciples’ mission solely for the Jews that he did not address
the question of the salvation of the Gentiles iy elear manner. Con-
cerning the Synoptics and the Jesus traditionsaddlistates that “they
fail to address the issue of circumcision and haggt to nothing —
perhaps nothing at all — to say about Gentilestheil place in the com-
munity of salvation.*® Several scholars of the Third Quest maintain that
Jesus most probably expected — in line with theontgj of early first
century Palestinian Jews — that in the eschatore Bentiles would be
saved and they would make pilgrimage to the redt@ien’® This idea
differs from Jeremias’ stance in the sense thatndixs claimed that
Jesus had quite a clear vision of the salvatidh®fGentiles. This vision

5 Bird, 2006, 173-177.

16 Bird, 2006, 16-17, 172, 177.

¥ Bird, 2010, 12. Bird, 2006, 173-177.

18 Allison, 1997, 112-113. See also Catchpole, 2006:-178.

19 For references see Bird, 2006, 18, n. 100. Le\AA66, 62, 64—72.
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was loyal to a salvation historical pattern: fitlsé Jews, then the Gen-
tiles. Moreover according to Jeremias Jesus exgéltesalvation of the
Gentiles to follow a five-stage pilgrimage of ther@les, and that the
disciples would be totally passive in this proceélise view that Jesus
would have neither thought nor talked about thesensial implications
of his message is somewhat implausible becausdevesh eschatolo-
gical visions — although they would be centeredZmm and on Israel —
always dealt with the question concerning the Gentand the world.
For example we may note that in the strictly pattidstic and nationa-
listic Qumran community the eschatological hopest@ioed visions of
the Kittim and the nation®.If Jesus is regarded as an eschatological fi-
gure — a prophet or the Messiah — in the contexsiafel’'s eschatolo-
gical restoration, then it is presumable that hér@sked the question of
the Gentiles in some way.

1.4 Methodological considerations and the ques-

tion of sources

In order to reach the historical Jesus we will make of the criteria of
historicity: i.e. criterion of embarrassment (omtradiction), disconti-
nuity, multiple attestation, plausibility, coherenand the criterion of
rejection and execution. We shall also emphasieePilestinian envi-
ronment and context. With good reasons Allison doubts that the crite-
ria of historicity will lead the scholars to an ebjive truth regarding
particular sayings and deeds of Jesus. The critedao be understood
as tools which are to be used cautiously, becanfiss times the criteria
do not form the scholar’'s view of Jesus, but rathercriteria are used
by the scholar to support their view of Jesus.sélfi states that the crite-
ria of “dissimilarity, multiple attestation, cohe@, and embarrassment
have been used to concoct many different sortigafds.” | agree with
Allison on the point that no refined criteria hded or will lead scholars
to an authentic consensus regarding particularcéspg Jesus’ deeds

0 See Bird, 2006, 14.

2 See Meier, 1991, 167-184. Dunn, 2003, 330-33@e,P2005, 26-29. For a severe
criticism of these criteria, which have been widalyuse during several decades, see,
Allison, 2011, 3-30.
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and saying$? The scholar’s will is evidently stronger than ttriteria,
and thus the criteria do not overcome our subjiegtfé Although admit-
ting that we are forever biased, scholarly disars$s not flawed and
useless. Every criterion is to be criticised andaneto strive for object-
tivity by using scholarly reasoning. The criteriihistoricity are to be
used, but we are to acknowledge that they do nonzatically lead the
scholar into aorrectdiscerning of the authenticity of individual saymn
and deed$!

Jesus studies are not exact sciences, and themfaoe results
concerning the authenticity of particular sayingsl aleeds are not the
most crucial when aiming at reaching Jesus of Ndhadesus’ sayings
and deeds, his person, left impressions on the meofohis disciples,
and these impressions and memories, many are foomdthe Gospels,
are transmitted into the Jesus tradition. Thatréate saying and deed
coheres with a great bulk of material supportsdteclusion that Jesus
quite possibly said and did something like thaEertainty in individual
and specific sayings is difficult to gain, but ntraess we can achieve
reasonable certainty in the greater motifs and &seaof Jesus’ mission —
i.e. he proclaimed the kingdom of God, he calledl 8 father, he was
known from his healings and excorcisfisAfter his death Jesus
remained in the memories of his disciples. Natyrdtir a short time the
short-term memory guarded the details, but the-tlengn memory held
fast in the impressions and in the big picture efu$ mission. We can
assume that the Gospels’ Jesus traditions reflece rar less correctly

2 Allison, 2011, 12. On p. 9 Allison states thedaling: “Our criteria have not led us into
the promised land of scholarly consensus, so ¥ there designed to overcome subjecti-
vity and bring order to our discipline, then thegvh failed: the hopelessly confusing
parade of different Jesuses goes on.”

3 Allison, 2011, 9, 19.

24 Allison demonstrates how, when applied to a certdblical passage, different criteria
can lead to totally contradictory results. Soméeda can support the passage's authenti-
city, while other criteria support its inauthertyciSee Allison, 2011, 9, 14-22.

% See Theissen & Winter, 2002, 197-199. Theisseni&tal/ note that recently scholars
have not aimed at resolving the authentic word3ests ipsissima verbpbut rather the
authentic voice of Jesupgissima vox

% Allison, 2011, 24-25. Dunn, 2011, 202—204. Dunoppses credibly that the characte-
ristic themes and motifs of Jesus’ mission arescééld in the Jesus traditions. The memory
of what Jesus did and said was kept alive in thenfj tradition” of the disciples, see
Dunn, 2011, 204-205.
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the impressions which Jesus left on the discigl@sgy time memory —
certain details might be wrong, i.e. the sentebcgthat does not mean
that the big picture is wrong. Allison states that

“we should proceed not by looking at individual tsninicrosco-
pically but by gathering what may be called maampgles of
material. We might even find that colletives digpleatures or a
Gestalt not discernible in their individual compotse™’

In this study | will concentrate on Jesus’ Paleatinlewish con-
text. Concerning accurate passages an importarstignewill be whe-
ther they have a plausible Sitz im Leben in thee$talian context of
Jesus’ mission, or if they suit better the contexd reality of the early
Church. Despite the fact that the early Church itabase in Palestine,
it is clear that the historical Jesus and the eaHgistians had a differing
mission especially when it comes to the Gentilexefal scholars have
suggested that the positive statements and aggasding the Gentiles
attributed to Jesus in the Gospels, are actualfieateons of the
Church’s views and practices. The connection betw#ssus and the
Gospels is complicated especially at this poin& $fying or action attri-
buted to Jesus contradicts with the practice arkfbeof the early
Church, then, with the aid of the criteria discoatiy, its authenticity
can be supported. Of course we are to be cautioasawing conclu-
sions too quickly when applying the criteria to ukestudies. Jesus’
deeds and sayings are more credible if they angsitile in his Palesti-
nian Jewish context of the first half of the ficgtntury?® But Jesus left
an impact on his disciples, and thus the traditfosliving memorycer-
tainly shaped the beliefs, practises and convistiohhis disciples. In
this study we shall concentrate mostly on the odndé Jesus in first

27 Allison, 2011, 22—-25. The citation is from p. Zh p. 21 and 22 Allison states the fol-
lowing: “After our short-term memories have becoflorg-term memories they suffer
progressive abbreviation.” “The early Jesus tradiis not a collection of totally disparate
and wholly unrelated materials. On the contrarytaie themes and motifs and rhetorical
strategies are consistently attested over a widgeraf material. Surely it is in these
themes and motifs and rhetorical strategies, i iitnywhere, that we are likely to have
some good memories.”

%8 Theissen & Winter, 2002, 210-212, 246.
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century Palestine. This context is revealed inugixsources from the
second temple period as well in archaeological eadians.

The term “Palestinian environment” is vague and icextude a
vast number of meanings. | understand it as refgro the Palestinian
context, which is formed of physical and culturaljgious and political,
historical and economic factors. The Palestiniamext is partly revea-
led by the Jewish writings of the second templéggeand also partly by
the Tannaitic literature, which of course has taubed cautiously since
the Mishnah was composed only about 200 CE. | evitically make
use of the Pseudepigrapha — includingThetaments of the Twelve Pat-
riarchs — because this work arguably contains some Jewmiaterial
from the second temple period. From among the [ZEdScrolls (DSS)
Aramaic texts ofL Enochand Tobit, and Hebrew texts déibileesand
Sirach have been discovered, as well as other wawksted among the
Pseudepigrahpa and the OT Apocrypha. Consequédmlgiscovery of
the DSS has given the Pseudepigrapha more créyliagi Jewish wri-
tings from the second temple periddJosephus’ works are, strictly
speaking, not writings of the second temple perimd,they are of pri-
mary importance when studying the history of thatiqd. Of course the
OT as such, as it largely forms the basis for thiéings and religious
ideas of the second temple Judaism, is not to bdanked. The Palesti-
nian context cannot be revealed only with the emitsources, and so in
addition to the written sources | will make consatde use of the
archaeological results from first century Galilee.

The particular sayings, aphorisms and parabletodre seen and
evaluated in the historical context of Jesus’ roissand thus the Pales-
tinian context is crucially important for understiémg Jesus. The con-
text often gives important clues for the meaningtioé particular
sayings. | maintain with Horsley: “Jesus cannotsiidyg be understood

2 See Harrington, 2001, 28-30. Vermes, 2004, 15247 Ware, 2005, 147-148. Ware
states that “in the present form tfiestaments of the Twelve Patriardssa Christian
document, composed in Greek probably in the laterse century. However, while the
origins of these Testaments are perplexing, iersain that they incorporate older Jewish
traditional materials. In th€estament of Lewn particular, the author apparently utilized a
Jewish Levi document very similar to that underdythe various Aramaic Levi fragments
found at Qumran and elsewhere.”



24

except as embedded in both the movement he cadadys®the broader
context of Roman imperial Palesting.”

1.5 The Gospel sources

Traditionally Jesus scholars have found their sesiio the Synoptics:
Mark, Matthew and Luke. The two-source hypothesedpminates in
current studies: Mark and Q are the foremost saiifcEhese sources
are used by Matthew and Luke. The dating of the pmsition of the
Gospels is a difficult task, but scholars have ligueoncluded that
Mark was written around the year 70, Matthew caC#&) Luke ca. 90
CE and John ca. 100 CEMark, the earliest Gospel, is written and
composed from the basis of oral or/and written sesir Luke and Mat-
thew had their own special traditiofisThe question regarding Q is
complicated, and we are to remind ourselves this I§ypothetical. De-
spite the hypothetical nature of Q, it seems mid&tlyl that a written
source of Jesus’ sayings, which we call Q, exidtédeier claims that in
the study of the historical Jesus we deal witheghmain sources — Q,
Mark and John. In addition to these main sourcesmieations “two
minor and problematic sources”: M and L. The questvhether John's
Gospel occasionally draws from an independent soigra disputed and
live questior®> When needed, | shall take all these possible ssuirc
consideration in my analysis.

* Horsley, 2006, 38.

* Meadors, 1995, 1-2.

%2 Chilton, 1999, 15.

3 Meier, 1991, 43-44. Evans, 1999, 4. Thus we wdalde four synoptic sources: Q,
Mark, Matthew and Luke.

34 Kloppenborg Verbin, 2000, 11. “Modern scholarshipthe Saying Gospel Q is founded
on a hypothesis. It is a venerable one... Yet thethgsis has withstood criticism. Becau-
se it offers the most economical and plausible @atiog of the form and content of the
Synoptic Gospels, it continues to be by far thetmodely accepted solution to the Syn-
optic Problem.” See also Meadors, 1995, 1-2.

* Meier, 1991, 44—45. Evans, 1999, 3-4. Whethewobdahn is to be considered an inde-
pendent source is a matter of scholarly debatetHeorecent discussion see Charlesworth,
2010, 4-10. Dunn, 2003, 40-41. During the lasturgniohn’s Gospel has been held as a
foremost theological Gospel but without any histativalidity. Charlesworth (Charles-
worth, 2010, 4-10) mentions several respected achatho bypass the Gospel of John in
their study of Jesus: G. Bornkamm (Jesus of Nazat®60, 13—-14), E. P. Sanders (1985,
62; 1993, 128, 57), J. D. Crossan (Historical Je284, 427-432), N. T. Wright (1996, p.



25

The Synoptic Gospels constitute the most importastorical
basis for studying Jesus. Our use of the Gospédbbh and the Gospel
of Thomas (GThom) is scarce, since they are cldatér than the Syn-
optics® and additionally, they often depend and build loa traditions
which are used already by the Synoptics. The cthiam the Gospel of
Thomas knew an independent source, from which be this material,
is highly disputed. GThom most plausibly used theanical Gospels as
his sources but in an indirect manner. The claiat the writer of the
GThom had an actual canonical Gospel or the Syeepiifront of him
is unlikely and naive. It seems, however, thatwiiger of GThom used
the canonical Gospels indirectly: he knew the sameces used by the
canonical Gospels in a written or oral form andgidy he wrote at
least partly from his/her memory.Notably, the Gospels of John and
Thomas do not contain crucial material regardingroain interest. Evi-
dently all the Gospels have their own theologieaidencies, and thus
we are to evaluate every passage individually deoto decide whether
it contains historical tradition that can be trabedk to Jesus.

1.6 The Dead Sea Scrolls

Use of the Dead Sea Scrolls (DDS) for the histbrdesus studies has
been a subject of long discussions, and | see iithwdile to clarify at
this stage my own views regarding the matter. | egkcasionally make
use of the DSS since | support the view that theycantral for clari-
fying an important part of Jesus’ Palestinian crntéccording to
Evans the non-Jewish and non-Palestinian featrésedGospels have
been exaggerated in the scholarly studies througtesu20 century.

xvi), J. Klausner (Jesus of Nazareth, 1944, 125)FIDsser (Jesus, 1969, pp. 7-8, p. 58)
and G. Vermes. Recently, however, several soméngatholars have taken John's Gos-
pel into account in their studies of Jesus, seel&@aorth, 2010, 38-39. Some of the ar-
chaeological results have raised interest in JoBo'spel because occasionally John intro-
duces information about the Palestinian contextespkcially about Jerusalem which has
been ratified by recent archaeological investigeticcee Charlesworth, 2010, 32, 40-43.
% Chilton, 1999, 15. Chilton clarifies that that @ekof John is generally thought to have
been written ca. 100 CE in Ephesus and the Go$pdiamas in Edessa sometime during
the middle of the second century.

% For the discussion concerning the relation betwtaenGThom and the canonical Gos-
pels see Uro, 1998, 8-32.
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Evans claims that the plausible context for thep@tsis mainly to be
found in the Jewish Palestinian context and nothi& Greco-Roman
world among the pagans and Diaspora Jews. Evatigefuinsists that
“all of the major themes or emphases in the Syesgiave close paral-
lels in the scrolls, thereby underscoring once raglag¢ Palestinian and
Jewish provenance of these Gospélsl”’maintain with Evans in his
claim that the main ideas represented in the “cembdlls — which re-
semble with central themes in the Gospels — wet@sigectarian as has
often been assumed. As several subjects from ti& li2Se clear paral-
lels in the Gospels, it seems that these ideas ma@reo far from main-
stream Judaism of the tinfe.

It is true that scholars of the historical Jesugehzot paid enough
attention to the DSS, as Horsley claims. The NewesDeertainly did
not emphasize the DSS for understanding the histodiesué® Horsley
regards the Dead Sea community as a comparable goitynto the Je-
sus-movement. The community behind the DSS andJgsis-and-mo-
vement”, as Horsley calls it, are the only Jewishts from whom we
have notable sourcd5.The movements certainly considered several
similar themes as central for themselves: divineelagion, eschatolo-
gical fulfillment, the Holy Spirit and communal dliry. Both movements

% Evans, 2006, 75-76, 95. The citation is from p. @B p. 95 Evans concludes as fol-
lows: “It is important to consider that in the caxfealmost every principal topic in the
Synoptic Gospels, there is significant overlap vdistinctive emphases in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, especially with regard to the “core” stgolt the very least this recognition un-
derscores the Palestinian, as well as Jewish, dimerf the Gospels. This is not to say
that they give no evidence of Greco-Roman or Diesjiteas.”

%9 Evans, 2006, 95. As paralleling ideas betweerD®8 and the Gospels Evans recounts
the following: 1) the motif of secrecy, 2) the nistof righteousness and fulfillment, and
3) the motifs of election and community.

40 Horsley, 2006, 37-38. Horsley claims that in theent several books on the historical
Jesus, written by leading scholars of the subfeut,discuss the historical context of Jesus
in depth and even fever discuss the relevanceeob®S. Horsley refers to the works of J.
D. Crossan, E. P. Sanders and J. P. Meier as inesdlaat they, the leading scholars, have
not made enough use of the DSS in studying therigal Jesus. Horsley seems to be
somewhat overstating his claim. Jesus’ Jewish gomtas been a point of focus for the
scholars of the third quest, and scholars as Ghaoieh and Collins (Collins, John J.,
1995), in particular, have richly used the DSSigtdrical Jesus studies.

“1 Horsley, 2006, 38—41.
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were also critical towards the temple of Jerusadem its priesthootf:
Horsley states the following:

“In the central way of expressing the fulfillmerft(¢srael’s) his-
tory now happening, both Qumran and Jesus-and-mawvem
thought of themselves as engaged in a new exodlisemewed
Mosaic covenant. In somewhat different ways the taove-
ments saw Isaiah’s prophecy as now being fulfili&d.

Basically, as Horsley notes, the Qumran commurdtysisted of scribal-
priestly circles, while the “Jesus-and-movemeng’ he calls it, consis-
ted of Galilean rural population. Unlike the Qumsett did, Jesus for-
med a popular movement, not a scribal and priestlyement. The Tea-
cher of Righteousness revealed the mysteries oftGalde scribes and
priests of Qumran, while Jesus thanked the Lordhiding the mysteries
of the Kingdom of God from the wise and intelligeahd for revealing
them to the infant§

1.7 Archaeology in the study of Jesus

The Palestinian context of Jesus is revealed not by the Jewish
written sources of the second temple and Romawnggrbut also by the
archaeological results. If the DSS have sometineenttoo scarcely
used in the studies of the historical Jesus, thermight insist that the
use of the archaeological results in our field tfdg have also been
poorly representef. However several scholars of the historical Jesus
have, in recent years, acknowledged the importaricarchaeological
results for the Jesus studies. Since the 1980s ammtenore archaeolo-

“2 Horsley, 2006, 45-50. On p. 49 Horsley statesahewing: “Jesus’ popular-prophetic
condemnation of the temple and high priesthood tawallels the scribal-priestly condem-
nation found in the Dead Sea Scrolls...” On p. 50ty continues by writing that “It
would appear that both the Qumran community (eviderthe DSS) and Jesus and the
Jesus movement(s) (evident in the Synoptic Gospdltion) were movements dedicated
to the renewal of Israel over against the temptetagh priesthood. They had rejected the
temple at different points in Second Temple histangl from different social locations.
Neither movement needed the temple and its sdafifialt for expiation and forgiveness
of sins.”

“3Horsley, 2006, 43.

“ Horsley, 2006, 59-60.

* Freyne, 2006, 64—68.
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gical and historical investigations of the Romaniquk Galilee have
shown up, and nowadays plenty of monographs, dalctbssertations
and articles are being published on these issuegn€ is correct that
the “quest for the historical Jesus” has partlypired and influenced the
archaeological and historical studies of RomanogeGalilee®

The archaeological results cannot be ignored wheraxe stu-
dying the historical Jesus. Reed asserts that &aabgy’s contributions
to the study of the Gospels and the historical slesunnot be overesti-
mated.*’ These contributions are, however, most often rederof con-
crete finds of artifacts and cities which can bsoagted with Jesus and
with the Gospels. More to the point, modern anérgdically respon-
sible archaeologists of the late second templeodd?ialestine are not in
the fashion of Indiana-Jones-style searching fem# and sites mentio-
ned in the NT. Archaeology serves the historicaldestudies by revea-
ling the social and cultural world of first centuPglestine. This task is
accomplished partly by the archaeologists’ spade intend to analyse
patterns among the sites — villages, towns andscitiand the unearthed
artifacts. Thanks to serious archaeological exéanstin Palestine we
gain information regarding the context of Jesuse-thpolitics, culture,
demographics, religion or economf&aAll our texts from the second
temple period are always biased in some directima, thus present a
particular point of view. Somewhat in contrast witle textual points of
view, the archaeological excavations have, morenpftevealed conti-
nuity of material culture in the Levant generallyne archaeological ex-
cavations reveal coins, pottery, building styleaftgrns of living etc.
and often these results shed light on the conmecti@tween Jews and
Gentiles.

The contribution of archaeology to our subjectspexially im-
portant because we are interested in the ethnisistence of the first
century Palestine. Ancient artifacts, buildingsnspstatues and inscrip-
tions can be used as markers which reveal thecetbkality of the first
century Galilee. As clear markers of Jewish resideat least four indi-

¢ Freyne, 2007, 13.
4" Reed, 2006, 40. Charlesworth, 2010, 32, 40.
8 Reed, 2006, 40-41, 54.
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cators: pools for ritual immersion (miqvaot), stovessels, secondary
burial in shaft tombs and the absence of pork endtet, can be coun-
ted*® Pagan temples and statues of the Emperor cameoaother hand,
be seen as markers of Gentile residence. The aicugeal contribu-
tions will be important especially in chapter thriewhich we deal with
the Galilean context of Jesus’ mission.

1.8 Defining the Gentiles: The terms used for the

non-Jews
By the end of the second temple period the Hebngwession»u/am:
had become a technical term for a non-Jew. In %KX b is almost al-
ways translated a&voc, while the singulamy is translated asodc.
Schnabel states that in the LXX the te¢émoc is found 1003 times, and
that it is stereotypically translated from, which typically designates
“the other,” the counter group to the chosen pedplethe time of the
translation of the Hebrew Bible into Greek the lepitiadc/oy came to
denote the holy people, Israel, in contrast tathé6voc, which referred
to the Gentiles? In the NT&voc corresponds most often with the Heb-
rew wordom:, and thus on these occasidtgoc clearly denotes the non-
Jews/Gentiles! In Hebrewe~: often had a negative tone. In the Hebrew
Bible there are also other epithets for foreign@éte epithets:, -+ and
23 are used for the non-Israelites in the Mosaic LBle termm: means
a non-lsraelite resident alien or a sojourner whbving in the land of
Israel. In the LXX-: is translated 77 times asoonivtoc. Notably in
the Pentateuch of the LX% is almost always translated as a proselyte
(mpoorirvtoc).* The = usually took part in the religious life of the Heb
rews, i.e. the Israel®. The termsw and==: and its equivalents:n 32
designates people who are “aliens” in a more glegithnic or political
sense. In contrast to the the-r and-=: are not permanent residents in

4 See Reed, 2006, 52-54.

%0 Schnabel, 2004, 134. See Kittel, 1964, 365.

®1 Kittel, 1964, 370.

%2 Schnabel, 2004, 134.

%3 Schnabel, 2004, 67—69. See also Bird, 2010, 33/16&0n, 1999/2008, 192—-193.
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the land of Israel. The prophets often wsand-->; when they address
foreign nations. Schnabel notes that the are portrayed in the OT in a
negative manner and their fate in Israel is worablg the different
kinds of foreigners?In this study | understand the epithet Gentileeas r
ferring to a non-Jew. The word Gentidéyoc, is to be understood as re-
ferring to the non-Jewish ethnic background offieeson. Moreover the
Gentiles in first century Galilee were most oftésoareligiously alien to
the Jews — i.e. they did not practice the religgdrdudaism. If Gentiles
were interested in Judaism and if they believetthénGod of Israel, they
would have been either Godfearers or full prosslythe Gospels do
not explicitly mention of Jesus as ever being intaot with a Godfearer
or with a proselyte.

My intention is not to survey Jesus’ attitudes toigaforeign
political entities and towards foreign nations @wvards the Roman Em-
pire. Jesus, according to the Gospels, was ocalbian contact with
individual Gentiles (Matt 8:5-13; Mark 7:24-30). Several pgss Matt
5:47; 6:7. 32 and Mark 10:42 claim that Jesusaiziéd the Gentiles
(¢8voc). In these instances the Gentiles are seen asup gonsisting of
non-Jews. They, the Gentiles, are #he they might live in Palestine or
in any other part of the world, but what is empbediis that they are not
ethnically and religiously Jewish. They are peopl® are not members
of the Jewish people ethnically, culturally or gadusly. They are out-
side of the covenant between Israel and her God 2Ep1-12).

%% Schnabel, 2004, 70. See Isa 1:7; 2:6; 60:10; &R2B; Jer 2:25; 3:13; 5:19; Lam 5:2;
Hos 7:9; 8:7; Obad 11; Ezek 7:21; 11:9; 44:7.
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2 Jews and Gentles in the late second

temple period: Theology of mission

2.1 Introductory remarks

The vast majority of scholars are convinced, ondggimunds, that Jesus
did not practice a mission to reach the Gentileth Wwis Gospel about
the kingdom of God. This leads us to the questiichthe other Jews of
Jesus’ time practice Gentile mission? Was theradea of universal
mission in early Judaism? Some scholars have d@ustbiat Judaism, as a
religion, was indeed eager to drive a Gentile missin this chapter we
are mainly clarifying part of Jesus’ ideologicaldareligious context.
Our two principal questions in this chapter are ftiillowing. First, was
late second temple Judaism, or some faction afrjssionary religion?
Secondly, in what manner would the fate of theamstibe realized ac-
cording to the eschatological hopes of Judaism?wWilealso evaluate
how the Jews of the second temple period regaraeid mission, task
and ultimate meaning in the world, among the Gesitil

Some earlier scholars have claimed that the miasjopractices
of the early Christians were adopted from Judai$hus they under-
stood Judaism as a strongly missionary religionctvlaimed converting
Gentiles into Judaism. According to this view, thpid spreading of the
Christian Gospel becomes understandable becaussatheChristians,
Paul in particular, had adopted the missionary tima@and manners of
the Jews of their tim&. Recently several scholars have claimed that Ju-
daism did not intend to convert Gentiles, and tfeeeeit cannot have
functioned as a model for the early Christians’eza@entile mission.
Goodman and Bird explicitly claim that Judaism, doiéts lack of pro-
selytizing movements, does not explain the straryunparalleled mis-
sionary zeal apparent in the early Chutth.

*® For a discussion concerning these arguments desaBel, 2004, 92-93. Ware, 2005,
23-55.
% Goodman, 1992, 53, 74-75.
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2.2 lIsrael and its universal task

Bird, Ware and Wright have correctly emphasized thaour sources,
i.e. in the OT and in the writings of the seconapée period, Israel has
a unique purpose and task for all the natfdriBhis universal purpose
arouse from the belief that there is only one G&dWH, who has crea-
ted the world and chosen Israel to be his seniohotheism in itself
leads naturally to the idea that the one and anly God is to be wor-
shipped by all humankin®.The Gentiles served idols and did not have
the Torah of God, which was given to Israel on Bitsael's ultimate
purpose was to transmit God’s blessing to the waaoldbe a “light to the
nations” and to bring forth God’s glory to the wbrAdmitting this, we
are to recognize that Israel's universal task didl mean that Israel
should be active in proselytism — in the OT thewension of the Gen-
tiles is an eschatological event and God is mosnoits sole subject.
Quite recently Ware has emphasized that Paul thothgih the Gentile
mission was actually the mission of G8d.

Several scholars have emphasized that in the GiEllsioes not
have a mission to preach to the Gentiles. The tmlgsionary journey”
to reach the Gentiles can be attributed to the bponah who delive-
red the message of God’s doom to the Ninevitesafddn2; 3:2, 4-7).
Otherwise there are very few passages which speakfuturistic mis-
sionary duty of God'’s servants to preach God’s worthe Gentile§’
The passage of Isa 66:19 and the Isaianic SenamgsSconstitute the

% Bird, 2006, 126—130. Wright, 1992, 267-268. Waf#)5, 57-159.

%8 See Schnabel, 2004, 58-60. On p. 59 Schnabes staieectly that “Israel’s confession
of the uniqueness of YHWH is the foundation for sifesary concepts.”

% Ware, 2005, 291-292.

0 Despite the fact that Jonah is sent to NinevetheédGentiles, it is obvious that his mis-
sion can barely be seen as supporting a GentilsionisThe Ninevites repent, but there is
no hint of them being circumcised and there isnmication that Jonah would have been
compelled to convert the Ninevites into the religaf the Hebrews. Moreover in the rab-
binic writings Jonah is not considered as a missipio the Gentiles. The Ninevites’ re-
pentance is regarded as exemplary for the JewJaan 2:1;b. Taan.16A; b. Ros. Has
16B; Mek. R. Yishm. Piskd; y. Sanh 11:7 (30b);Gen. Rab44:12. In the tradition attri-
buted with Jesus, the sign of Jonah and the repemtaf the Ninevites poses a challenge
of repentance to Israel. So to say, the Ninevitessaen as exemplary in their willingness
to repent: Matt 12:39-41/Luke 11:29-32; Matt 165&e Schnabel, 2004, 87. Wilson,
1973, 1-3.



33

only passages of the OT anticipating human emissao preach the
word of God to the Gentiléd.Ware emphasizes the role of the book of
Isaiah for Jewish universalism: “The relationshigGmd of Israel to the
nations is in Isaiah, to a greater degree thamynagher book of the Old
Testament, a prominent and consistent theme.” Alicgrto Ware in
Isaiah a conversion of the Gentiles in the eschatemvisioned, but this
conversion will be solely realized by G8&dln the OT in general,
Israel's universal reason of existence is not cotetewith its need to
proclaim God’s message to the Gentiles and actiredgh out to them.
On the contrary, the universal mission of Israaldmes fulfilled when
she acts obediently to her covenant with the omeamty God (Jer 4:1—
2). Schnabel states that

“the mission of Israel, focused on following joyduand obedi-
ently the injunctions of the covenant that YHWH fwaented Is-
rael, was local. What is universal, is the futuoesequences of
this obedience®®

This principal idea is stated in various ways ia ®T% In the Psalms
the conversion of the Gentiles in the eschatomaggedy anticipated. Nu-
merous Psalms envision the universal reign of Gatleking of Zion°>

6 Schnabel, 2004, 85.

62 \Ware, 2005, 59-60, 106-107. See Isa 2:2-5; 11;25:6-9; 60:1-16; 66:18-24. On p.
61 Ware notes that “Israel has no part in the c@iwe of the nations; it is God who will
turn the nations to himself and bring them to Moditn (Isa 2:2; Hag 2:7; Zech 9:7;
Zeph 2:11; Ps 22:27).

8 Schnabel, 2004, 77-78. The citation is from p. 78.

% As a clear representative of this Deut 26:18-19 fwa mentioned: “Today the Lord has
obtained your agreement: to be his treasured peaplae promised you, and to keep his
commandments; for hino set you high above all nations that he has madpraise and

in fame and in honour; and for you to be a peopmlly o the Lord your God, as he promi-
sed " Deut 26:18-19 bears the principal claim whishalso apparent in Matt 5:13-16:
The disciples/the holy people of the Lord are stgrfior the glory of God because of their
good works and faithfulness.

5 Ware, 2005, 68—70. For the universal reign of Gotis anointed king, see Pss 2:8-12;
22:27-28; 46:8-10; 66:1-4; 72:8-11; 96:10-13; 99;88:1-9; 110:1-2. The nations are
summoned to praise God: Pss 47:1-2; 66:1-8; 6838298:1-2, 7-10; 97:1; 98:4-6;
100:1-2; 117:1. In the Psalms the conversion ofridons is an eschatological expec-
tation: Pss 22:27; 66:4; 67:4—6; 86:9; 102:15-87 211-23. In certain Psalms the hearer is
called to proclaim God’s wonderful deeds amongrtatons, but there is no clear com-
mand to engage in missionary preaching: Pss 96:3; 905:1-3.
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The salvation of the Gentiles was part of the e®dbgical vi-
sion, it belonged to the expectations regardingnbesianic age. During
the time of eschatological fulfilment the bless&dn would in a centri-
petal fashion gather Gentiles to herself (Isa 2;2441-10). According
to Isaiah, the Servant of the Lord (Isa 42:1, 448:1, 6; 52:15) and
some human emissaries (66:19) would be activedolgiming the word
of God to the Gentiles and in gathering them tanZIdespite these futu-
ristic visions it is quite clear that accordingth® OT the Hebrews did
not practice Gentile mission. In the OT only somdividuals, such as
Ruth, are mentioned as having joined the peopt@asf as convert¥. In
Isaiah and in the OT in general the conversiorhef Gentiles was ex-
pected in the eschaton. In the context of the ésldwical gathering of
the exiled Jews and the restoration of Zion theti®snwould make pil-
grimage to Jerusalem. This explains why the Jedsdi practice Gen-
tile mission although they anticipated the hopehef Gentiles conver-
sion®’

The OT and the second temple Jewish writings aeytaissoci-
ate Israel with both particularistic and universtdi terms. Lundgren
emphasizes correctly that the self-conception amsion of the Jews
and Israel, from the times of the OT to the pewnbddormative and clas-
sical Judaism, was stamped with the idea of botticpéarism and uni-
versalism. Lundgren states that

“the concept that unites the particularistic anel gmiversalistic

feature is the concept of the mission of Israghdkis the wit-

ness and servant of God for all mankind, ‘a light the Gen-

tiles’... Thus God acts for the benefit of all buesdsrael as his
agent.®8

Israel is the chosen people (Deut 7:6-9; 32:8+#),kingdom of priests
(Exod 19:5-6), and its destiny and calling is toablelessing for all the
families of the earth (Gen 12:2-3). The fact thet Jews of the second
temple period agreed that Israel was God’s chosmplp is attested

% See Schnabel, 2004, 78-86, 90-91.
7 Ware, 2005, 60-61.
% Lundgren, 2001, 19-31. The citation is from p. Qde, Blenkinsopp, 2002, 115-117.
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throughout our sources. This idea of being Godtsseh people formed
the core of the Jews' self-conceptitnisrael was to keep itself se-
parated from the Gentiles and their pagan belief$ practices. In 1
Macc 1:11 the “wicked men” of Israel encourage ttiger Palestinian
Jews to abandon this Jewish separateness, whichkmasiblematic fea-
ture of the Jewish people: “Let us go and makevewant with the Gen-
tiles around us, for since we separated from theanyndisasters have
come upon us’ Israel is, as Num 23:9 states, “a people livingnel
and not reckoning itself among the nations.” At saene time the uni-
versal calling for Israel is apparent in the OT amdhe writings of the
second temple period.

2.3 The universal hopes concerning Israel’s escha-

tological restoration

2.3.1 Restoration eschatology

What is meant by the hope of Israel's eschatoldgistoration differs
from text to text, but basically Jews shared hogfes time of blessed-
ness, fruitfulness, peace and prosperity (Deut-3M). These eschatolo-
gical hopes were often connected with visions ofeaadus and ideas
according to which one or two messianic figures @appear. Accor-
ding to some sources the temple would be restoredbuilt and a pil-
grimage of Gentiles and nations would flow into #heuse of God. Sa-
tan and the demons would be annihilated and dooarati Zion would
be transformed into a paradise. Wright has empédsirat several Jews
expected foremost that the God of Israel wouldrreta Zion!* Regar-
ding the eschatological hopes it is to be emphdsilzat during the se-

% See Bird, 2006, 126. Wright, 1992, 259-268. Luedgr2001, 19-22, 25-28. Dunn,
2003, 289-290. The following passages state thetfedt Israel was considered to be
chosen by God: Deut 7:6-16; 14:2; Exod 19:5; P§233t35:4; Isa 41:8-9; 44:1-2; 45:4;
Sir 46:1; Wis 3:9; 4:154 Ezra2:15-17; 5:23-29; 6:58pec.1:303;Vit. M0s.1:278;Jub.
15:31-32;Ps. So0l9:9-10 etc.

0 See Catchpole, 2006, 172.

™ For clarifications of restoration eschatology asthatological beliefs of the Jews du-
ring the second temple period see the followingnexices: Bird, 2006, 27. Donaldson,
1997, 70. Sanders, 1985, 77-119. Sanders, 19922289Wright, 1992, 299-338. Dunn,
2003, 393-396. Dunn, 2003B, 4-7. Levine, 2006, 3663, 68—69.
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cond temple period Jews did not share a “single ptet® narrative
wholly agreed as to its details”. | concur with Dismstatement:

“What we have in Israel’'s eschatology is a commasidoutline
of trust and hope elaborated and suplemented gnfiabhes of
insight and inspiration’®

In this work restoration eschatology is used asracept that describes
the wide spread eschatological beliefs of the Jefwthe second temple
period according to which God was expected to nedbis people, re-

store Israel, and bring forth a time of blessedn&b#s would be a time
during which the prophecies of salvation would biilfed — apparently

fulfilment would mean damnation to some who weegarded as
sinners. Despite the various complex visions odidbs eschatological
restoration, the restoration would always strorajffgect the world and

the Gentiles in some manner. Thus the eschatologisdoration of

Israel and the messianic age would concern not lsndel and the Jews
but also the Gentiles.

2.3.2 Jeremias and the pilgrimage of the nations
Jeremias formulated a neat five-stage eschatologicdel of the pilgri-
mage of the nations from the GTHe claimed that Jesus shared the
main lines of this five-stage model of eschatolabigilgrimage. Jere-
mias has, for understandable reasons, been cettidar simplifying the
eschatological visions of the OT and second terdeWish thought. The
Jews of the late second temple period were ceytaiot united in a
strictly formulated dogma of the pilgrimage of thations. There were
various scenarios of the fate of the Gentiles m ¢ischatological era.
The OT itself contains several eschatological séesavhich are occa-
sionally in contradiction with each other.

2 Dunn, 2003B, 34-36. The citations are from p. 34.

" The eschatological fulfillment of Israel’s narsagtiwould be incomplete if the Gentiles
and the whole world were not addressed in some eraigird, 2006, 27, 29. See also
Vermes, 1983, 35. Sanders, 1992, 265-270.

4 Jeremias, 1971, 247. Jeremias, 1981, 57-60.
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Jeremias’ model of the eschatological pilgrimageststs of the
following five stages:

1. God’s glory is revealed to the nations (Zech 2:17;
Isa 40:5; 51:4; 52:10; 60:3).

2. The calling of God (Isa 45:20, 22; 55:5; 66:19-
20; Ps 96:3, 10).

3. The actual pilgrimage of the nations to Zion (Isa
2:3; 19:23; 60:11; 66:18; Ps 47:10; Jer 3:17;
Mich 7:12; Zech 8:21, 23; 14:16).

4. The destination of the pilgrimage is the world
sanctuary (Isa 45:14, 23; 56:7; 66:18; Pss 22:28;
96:7-8; Zeph 3:9).

5. In the world sanctuary the nations are
incorporated into the people of God. They take
part in the banquet at the world mountain (Isa
25:6-9).

Jeremias emphasizes the universal hopes of the@il¢claims that the
negative remarks of the fate of the Gentiles reprea later and margi-
nal view in the OT. Moreover, Jeremias states ftreg attitude of late

Judaism towards non-Jews was uncompromisingly eéeerd that “the

dominant popular expectation eagerly awaited thealalivine venge-

ance, especially on Rome, and the final destructibthe Gentiles.”

Jeremias insists that these negative eschatologiqagctations regar-
ding the Gentiles were popular among the Jews tlaaidthese expecta-
tions were part of Jesus’ religious environm@rtowever, on p. 61 of
Jesus’ Promise to the Natiodsremias admits that

“the pilgrimage of the Gentiles is also to be foundhe extra-
canonical literature. It has repeatedly been iesentto the text
of the Septuagint (LXX Isa 54:15; Amos 9:12 = At&17).”

Jeremias lists passages such as Tob 18ib30r.3:716—-717, 725-726,
772-775;T. Ben.9:2;1 En.10:21; 48:5 and 90:33 as representatives of
the fact that extra-canonical writings of the seté@mple period also
contained the hope of the Gentiles entering ineoworld sanctuary in

S Jeremias, 1981, 40-41.
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the eschaton. Jeremias further claims that someshleroups of the late
second temple period clearly believed that parthef Gentiles would

benefit from the coming of the Messiah in the etmh@ss. Sol17:31;

4 Ezra13:12-13;T. Ben.11:2; T. Levi 18:9). For Jeremias the “late
Judaism” turns out to refer mainly to the rabbihiclaism of the post-70
period. In the rabbinic literature, so Jeremiassins

“the exclusively nationalistic conception of the #8@nic age
which envisaged the destruction of the Gentiles ¢@upletely
prevailed after the destruction of the temple in AD""®

In my view, Jeremias does not address clearly eémttug question how,
according to his understanding, the Jewish relgiemvironment of
Jesus’ time could be negative and positive tow#ndsGentiles! Jere-
mias claims that the Jews of the first century wdnigen with a great
zeal to convert the Gentiles into Judai$nie argues that the cultural
and religious environment of Jesus was strongly-Gattile in its
eschatological expectations. Despite this, Jereatrowledges the se-
veral extra-canonical passages which testify forenpositive hopes re-
garding the fate of the Gentiles in the eschatoddittonally, the pas-
sages which bear proof for anti-Gentile eschatohmgivisions, are
mostly from the rabbinic literature, and thus tlag later and they do
not necessary portray the common beliefs of thee datond temple pe-
riod. In light of the writings of the second temleriod it is plausible to
maintain that prior to the destruction of the teenffle Palestinian Jews
quite widely shared positive hopes regarding tle & the Gentiles in
the eschaton. The “final destruction of the Gestilwas not, according
to our sources, a commonly shared hope, althougthtipe also existed
among certain circles. Certainly the eschatoloditgdes were complex
and various. At the popular level there quite delyaexisted widely
supported eschatological hopes of the Messiahwekirey David, ruling

7® Jeremias, 1981, 61-62.

7 Jeremias, 1981, 40-41, 61-63.

8 Jeremias, 1981, 11-19. In an article | have dtatithe Jewish hopes regarding the role
of the Messiah. According to my view a great maews) of the first century anticipated

the next world ruler would rise from Judee(l. 6:312). This ruler-gestalt was certainly
associated with messianic beliefs in some Jewisiesi See Sankamo, 2012, 293-308.
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over the Gentiles and the nations (Bed. 6:312;2 Bar.39:7; 40:1 and
4 Ezra12:31-32Pss. Sol17-18)"°

2.3.3 Sanders and the fate of the Gentiles
According to Sanders the pilgrimage of the Gentigesnly one of the
several visions which can be found in the OT. Semdgroduces six
different predictions from the OT which deal withetfate of the Gen-
tiles®® Evidently all of these predictions are mentioneithwarying
degrees of frequency in the OT and also in theingst of the second
temple period:
1. The wealth of the nations flow into Jerusalem
(Isa 45:14; 60:5-16; 61:6; Mic 4:13; Zeph 2:9;
Tob 13:11; 1QM 12:13-14).
2. The kings of the Gentiles and the Gentile nations
bow and serve Israel (Isa 49:23; 45:14, 23; Mic
7:17;1 En.90:30; 1QM 12:13).
3. Israel will be a light for the world. Her salvation
shall shine to the ends of the earth (Isa 49:6;
51:4; 2:2; Mic 4:1). Gentiles may be added to
Israel and thus be saved (Isa 56:6-8; Zech 2:11;
8:20-23; Tob 14:6-7t En.90:30-33)
4. The Gentiles and their cities are destroyed and
conquered (Isa 54:3; Sir 36:7, BEn.91:9; Bar
4:25, 31, 35; 1QM 12:10).
5. The Gentiles face the revenge of Israel (Mic
5:10-14; Zeph 2:10-11T. Mos. 10:7; Jub.
23:30;Pss. Sol17:25-27).
6. The Gentiles survive but they will live outside
the land of IsraelRss. Sol17:31).

™ Collins, 1995, 68. Collins states the followindhis concept of the Davidic messiah as
the warrior king who would destroy the enemiessoé¢l and institute an era of unending
peace constitutes the common core of Jewish mésisiaaround the turn of the era.” Hor-

sley & Hanson, 1985, 109-110. In an article | halegified the Jewish hopes regarding
the role of the Messiah. According to my view aagn@any Jews of the first century anti-
cipated the next world ruler to rise from JudBall; 6:312). This ruler-gestalt was certain-
ly associated with messianic beliefs in some Jeuwiistes. See Sankamo, 2012, 293-308.
% sanders, 1985, 214-215.
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Out of this more or less contradictory list of estthogical ex-
pectations it is impossible to form one dogmatid anifying expecta-
tion which would be shared in detail by the Jewgeéneral. It is, how-
ever, clear that the pilgrimage of the nations waedely supported vi-
sion among the Jews of the first century. It ibéonoted that despite the
complicity of the vision attested in the OT andtlre later writings of
the second temple period, Sanders still claimsdhenhg the time of Je-
sus Judaism was quite united in its conviction tihat eschatological
restoration of Israel would launch the pilgrimadehe nations to Mount
Zion® Regarding the Jews’ eschatological hopes aboutGiaetiles
Dunn states that “more commonly the expectation feashe Gentiles
to come in pilgrimage to Zion to pay tribute onorship God there®
The popularity of the vision of the eschatologigédgrimage of the Gen-
tiles is also emphasized by Ware. According to i expectation of
the Gentile pilgrimage to the restored Zion is ad&gpread, fundamen-
tal and characteristic feature of Jewish thinkiegarding gentiles in the
second temple period.” This fervent hope and logdinds its expres-
sions in the works of LXX Isaiah, Sibylline Oracl@sWisdom, Parab-
les of Enoch (1 En. 48; 62), Philo, Tobit and’estament of LeviAl-
though claiming this, Ware admits that there wemae Jewish groups —
especially the Qumran sect — in which the idednefdschatological pil-
grimage of the Gentiles was marginalized, but mdaltly abandoned
(1Qlsa-a, Targum of Isaiah, Qumr&n).maintain with the view that the
eschatological pilgrimage of the Gentiles into Ztornworship God was
a popular vision.

In the light of our sources the Jews of the latmad temple pe-
riod were considerably united in one belief: Issebkchatological resto-
ration would affect the Gentiles. Eschatologicdldfs of the restoration
of Israel concern, almost without exception, thegjion of the fate of

81 See Sanders, 1993, 191-193. Sanders states thay ‘Taws” held eschatological hopes
according to which the Gentiles would be converrd that they would make pilgrimage
to Mount Zion in order to praise the Lord in Hisngle. All this would result from the
Gentiles’ future turning to God. According to Sargléa good number of Jews” shared
such beliefs, and that these visions/beliefs wévag-standing and deeply held hopes
among the Jews.”

8 punn, 2003B, 5.

8 Ware, 2005, 111-112, 153-154. See Bird, 2006, 28.
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the Gentile$* According to a minority view the Gentiles would teo-
med and totally destroyéd.Despite the destructive vision it is impor-
tant to note that the vision of destruction anda@bn is not to be seen
in too absolute terms. Scholars have recognizedithaur sources the
predictions of doom and salvation for the Gentdaa be found insepa-
rably close to each other. Thus, the predictiondaafm for the Gentiles
do not necessarily mean that they were in an atesssknse doomed to
damnation. This is evident in texts such as Isd%&1;2 Bar. 72:2—-6
andPss. Soll17:22-25, 30-31, in which the predictions conaggrthe
destruction and salvation of the Gentiles is sepdrhy only a couple of
verses®

2.3.4 The pilgrimage of the nations

The pilgrimage of the nations is influentially iottuced by Isaiah, and
the vision has spread to various books and passafgdise Hebrew
Bible. The pilgrimage, as expressed in Isa 2:2¢Rears in passages
such as Mic 4:1-3; Jer 3:17 and Zech 8:20-23. ésahpassages the
Gentiles make pilgrimage into Zion in order to wopsthe Lord, hear

84 See Dunn, 2003, 394-395. In some occasions thtl€eare foreseen as making an es-
chatological pilgrimage to Mount Zion in order tap to the Lord, and in another vision
the Gentiles are flowing to Zion in a negative mamin order to pay tributes to the Israelis
and in order to serve them as slaves. Eschatolqggigeimage in which the Gentiles will
come to Zion in order to serve the God of Israsl2R:27-28; 47:6-9; 68:30-32; 86:9; Isa
2:2-4/Mic 4:1-3; Isa 45:20-23; 56:6-8; 66:19-20, X 3:17; Zeph 3:9-10; 8:20-23;
14:16-19; Tob 13:11; 14:6-T;En.10:21; 48:5 (=in this verse pilgrimage is not éifly
mentioned despite the fact that “all who dwell amtle shall fall down and worship before
him” — i.e. the Son of Man); 90:30-38jb. Or.3:702-719, 772-775;. Ben.9:2; 2 Bar.
68:5-8;. The eschatological pilgrimage accordingvtoch the Gentiles will bring gifts
and tributes to the Israelites: Isa 18:7; 45:143606; 61:5-6; Hag. 2:7-9; 1QM 12:13—
14; 19:3-9Ps. Sol17:30-34Sib. Or.3:772-776. The following passages concern the es-
chatological conversion of the Gentiles or the fhat the divine truth will become evident
to the whole world during the end times:En. 10:21; 50:2—6; 90:30-36; 91:1%; Sim.
7:2;T. Lev.4:4; 8:14-15T. Napht.8:3; T. Asher7:3;T. Dan.6:7.

8 ps 2:8-9; Zeph 2:9-11; Sir 36:1-Jb. 15:26; Isa 34:2; Mic 5:15; Zech 12:8; Mos.
10:7; Jub. 15:26-32;1 En. 48:7-10; 63:1-12; 91:9; 1QM 1:9-10; 4:12; 6:5-6G-9;
11:13-17; 12:10-16; 15:1-16:15; 1QpHab 5:4; 1Q24.1A pessimistic vision concer-
ning the Gentiles could be argued to be in accaeldn the destructive stories of the
Egyptians drowning into the Red Sea and the tra$pSennacherib being miraculously
put to death outside the walls of Jerusalem. Sed BD06, 27. See 1 Macc 4:9; 7:39-42;
2 Macc 8:19-24; 15:20-27; Sir 48:17-82ll. 5:375-4192 Bar.63:3; 1QM 11:9-10.

% Bird, 2006, 28.
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his Torah and serve him. In the writings of theosectemple period this
view is presented for example in Tob 13:11, 14:6ad@Sib. Or.3:715—
723, 767-775. In other instances the Gentiles doamive solely for
cultic and religious reasons, but in order to brimfputes and the
“wealth of the nations” to Jerusalem (Isa 60:3-719 13; 61:6; 66:12).
Due to these gifts of the Gentiles the formerly pgmn will become
rich at the expense of the formerly rich Gentildswhen become poor.
The kings of the Gentiles come to Zion and bring ¢hildren of Zion
with them, and consequently the eschatological esahd the pilgri-
mage of the nations are realizenultaneously These royal Gentiles
will then humbly give child care for the newborrislsrael and serve
them (Isa 49:22-23; 60:16; 66:12). As this overvighews, the book of
Isaiah contains two different visions of the Gesdilarriving in Zion
during the eschatological time. According to thestfiview they will
make pilgrimage in order to serve the Lord, seeglasy and hear and
obey his Torah (Isa 2:2—4; 66:18-21, 23). Accordmthe second view
the Gentiles arrive in Jerusalem in order to seheelsraelites and in
order to bring the “wealth of the nations”, whicteams gold and silver,
camels and flocks of sheep, into the city (Isa 60632

In the Gospels we do not find any evidence thaislemuld have
shared the vision of Gentiles flowing to the kingdof God or to Zion
in order to serve as slaves for the Jesus-groufprosome other in-
group. The Jesus tradition does not even contgticiixsayings accor-
ding to which the Gentiles or outsiders would mpkgrimage to God'’s
kingdom in order to pray to God and listen to hisah. It is possible to
find evidence according to which Jesus expectedyrdaws and Genti-
les to make “pilgrimage” or simply to travel intbet kingdom of God

where agreat banquetvould be served (Matt 8:11-12/par.). The Jesus

traditions do not connect the destination of tHgrjphage to Zion, the
House of the Lord or Jerusalem, but only as thgdam of God, where
a banquet is served in company of Abraham, IsadcJanob. A diffe-
rence between the classical views of the pilgrimayghe nations and
the Jesus-traditions is the notion that the pilgde of the Gentiles was
not clearly associated with a meal or banquet at&ion. In Matt

8 See Stansell, 2009, 233-255.
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8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29 the destination of the mageographically
unclear, but what is emphasized is that at theérggin, in the kingdom
of God, a meal will be served. It is certainly emtrto note that our writ-
ten sources from the OT and from the second tepgaiied do not indi-
cate that there was to be a banquet at the firdindgion of the eschato-
logical pilgrimage. The most outstanding passad¢keneschatological
pilgrimage, namely Isa 2:2-3 and later Tob 13-bindt, in any way,
refer to a banquet. However it is quite likely tttze reader/hearer of Isa
2:2-3 would have understood these verses in caonegith Isa 25:6—
10% From the point of view of the first century Jeutsis difficult to
imagine any other eschatological context for Is&6250 other than Isa
2:2-3%

2.4 Did Jews practice proselytism?

So far we have clarified the varying beliefs of defrom the second
temple period concerning the fate of the Gentitethe eschaton. Now
we shall highlight the concrete practices of thevsléowards the Gen-
tiles. Scholars have intensively discussed whetheiot the Jews of the
second temple period were driven with zeal for @Gemission. In other

words, was Judaism a “missionary religion™? If Jadawas embraced
with a missionary zeal to convert the Gentilesntliesus, who accor-
ding to the Gospels did not partake in driving mission among the
Gentiles, was strikingly different from many of ltientemporaries. This
is what Jeremias insisted. According to him, durihg time of Jesus,
Judaism was driven with an unparalleled zeal fagsion in its history.

He states that “Judaism was the first great missioneligion to make

its appearance in the Mediterranean worfdl’ooking at the history of

% Bird, 2006, 88-89.

8t is credible to claim that from the first centureaders’ or hearers’ point of view “this
mountain” of Isa 25:6 would have been understoollasnt Zion at least due to the fact
that Mount Zion is mentioned previously in Isa 1:& has been argued that the eschato-
logical vision of a banquet (Isa 25:6-10) did nelong together with the vision of the es-
chatological pilgrimage. For the related discusser Beasley-Murray, 1986, 170. Bird,
2006, 88. Allison, 1997, 186.

9 Jeremias, 1981, 11-12. On p. 12 Jeremias state&J#sus thus came upon the scene in
the midst of what was par excellence the missioageyof Jewish history.” He also claims
that the gradual decline of Jewish missionary #@gtlhregan in the post-70 period, and that
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scholarship it is obvious that around the turnhs twentieth century
most scholars claimed that Judaism was a missiaetigion. Jeremias’

conclusion about the missionary zeal of Judaism aveiew which was

still widely supported in scholarly circles durihis time?* The problem

seems to be that our sources reveal a fervent &tmet and hope of
conversion of the Gentiles in the eschaton. Deghigehope of the Gen-
tiles’ conversion there are only a few vague refees to Jews actively
converting Gentiles to Judaism, but confusingly;, saurces reveal that
in the ancient world there were considerably maoryverts, as well as
God-fearers who had partially converted to Judafsm.

2.4.1 What is mission?

Among scholars the concept of Gentile mission terofunderstood in
different ways and this naturally impacts the reswf the scholars’
view of the question. To begin with, we can notat thnission in general
is to be understood as intentions and actions il by the aim of
reaching, achieving something and of getting sonagahJeremias un-

the Jewish missionary efforts gradually died awaZhristianity emerged as the state reli-
gion of the Roman Empire and conversion to Jud&isoame illegal. Jeremias, 1981, 11—
12, 17. On p. 17 Jeremias states that “conversithet Jewish religion meant nothing less
than naturalization, becoming a Jew: the Jewislsiorisivas at the same time national pro-
paganda.” He is convinced of the popularity of @Gentile mission among the Jews of the
late second temple period: “Jesus grew up in tldsiaf a people actively engaged, both
by the spoken and written word, in a Gentile migsishose impelling motive was a pro-
found sense of their obligation to glorify their &m the Gentile world.”

! Bird, 2010, 8-9. Bird refers to notable scholassAgolf von Harnack, Emil Schiirer,
Julius Wellhausen, T. Mommsen, G. F. Moore anda®dghel who regarded Judaism as a
missionary religion during the end of the secondple period. See Schurer, 1986, 158—
176.

92 Ware, 2005, 47-55. On p. 54-55 Ware concludes'flests in antiquity did not, as far
as our evidence indicates, engage in planned dicpeiissionary preaching to gentiles.
The only Jewish missionaries we know of in antigaite the Jewish Christians we meet in
Paul's letters, the book of Acts, and other eafyiflian documents.” For the evaluation
of the number of partial converts in antiquity, $gare, 2005, 44—47. Our sources suggest
that there were gentiles who had partially coneketteJudaism, but at the same time we
are to note that conversion to the nascent Chmigfidecame more popular at an early
stage. As Ware states on p. 47 “these conversmrldaism were not comparable in
scope to the missionary gains of the early churd@y .the middle of the second century at
least, Christians simply took for granted thatitimeimbers far exceeded those of the entire
Jewish population worldwide” — se2 Clem.2:3; Justin Martyr, Dial. 117; Irenael3em

94; EusebiugHist. Ecc.1.4.2.
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derstood Gentile mission as “national propagantacause the Jewish
religion cannot be separated from the Jewish natimh people. More-
over he claims that the Gentile mission was intdridefulfil the hope of
glorifying God in the midst of the Gentile worldy spread the light of
the Torah to the Gentiles and tonvert Gentiles to Judaisn®urpri-
singly for Jeremias, Jesus, as he claims, stroogposed this Gentile
mission, which was widely supported and practicembrag the Jews of
his time (Matt 23:155° According to Jeremias this mission was initiated
and practised by certain individuals (John 7:35pJi&it compelled to
practice Gentile mission — i.e. to realize the endal ends of Judaism.

It is important to note that not even Jeremias, wlons that Ju-
daism at the time of Jesus was a religion stroeglgaged in Gentile
mission, insisted that the initiative to practibe imission was made by
the official institutions of Judaisfif.From the times of the OT through-
out the second temple period the only period whercan talk about an
organized mission-campaign intending to convertGamtiles occurred
during the reign of the Hasmoneans at the end efsétond century
BCE. Josephus informs us that during the reignadfnJHurcanos |
(134-104 BCE) the Judeans forcefully converted Ithemeans, and
later during the reign of Aristobulos | (104-103 BCthe Itureans were
converted by force to Judaism. Josephus statesiftihe Idumeans
wished to stay on the recently invaded lands, wiiehe now annexed
into the kingdom of the Hasmoneas{. 13:257-258, 319), they were
to be circumcised. It has been noted by GoodmanBirdl that this
great and organized campaign cannot be regardedidsnce for the
Jews’ readiness to spread Judaism around the vRalther, these cam-
paigns were motivated by the Jews’ willingness e¢efkthe land of Is-
rael pure and Jewish. The ideological and religimaivation behind
the campaign of the Hasmoneans was certainly sitailthe motivation
which urged the Maccabeans to circumcise all tharcmmcised boys
by force — both Jews and Gentiles — whom they folimdhe confines

9 Jeremias, 1981, 17, 17-39.

9 Jeremias, 1981, 16-17. Jeremias admits that waotidhave any documents which
would contain an official sending of the Jewish siogaries to the Gentiles. There are
only scattered references here and there abowircendividuals teaching the Torah for
the Gentiles — or as we might put it — bringing lthght to the Gentiles.
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of Israel” (1 Macc 2:46). The Maccabeans fulfilldds duty at the be-
ginning of their revolts, which suggests the higiportance of the act.
Josephus mentions that in 67 CE two great men,wdre under the ju-
risdiction of the king Agrippa Il, came to Galile€he Galileans were
about to force these two Gentiles to be circumciéddey would stay
among themY(ita 113). Here it is to be noted that in the caséefdon-
version of the Idumeans and these two courtie&sgoippa ll, it is em-
phasized that they were allowed to stay in the Lamlg if they got cir-
cumcised Ant. 13:257-258, 319, 394-39Vijta 113, 149-154). If they
left the Land, there would be no compelling reakmmthem to be cir-
cumcised. This of course suggests that the Jewsvation to circum-
cise the Gentiles residing on their land was patheir will to keep the
holy land Jewish and religiously pure. These ingidecannot be
counted as evidence for the Jews’ willingness ticfice Gentile mis-
sion. It is clear that the social pressure to euancised was great in
Galilee and Judea. Bird's statement is correct:e“™ircumcision of
Gentiles here (in Israel) is not a matter of missio conversion but of
maintaining the holiness of the land and proteciinggainst defile-
ment.®® The need to keep the holy land purified and uneéfis appa-
rent in various passages in the second templengsitiDuring the Mac-
cabean revolts the pagan cult objects were eréseddown and several
Gentiles were driven out from the land: 1 Macc 44%, 5:68; 13:47—
48, 50; 14:36° The theological motivation for these cultic referm
came no doubt from Deut 12:2—4.

Since the 1990s Jeremias’ claim that Gentile misgias highly
practised during the time of Jesus has been aéticand abandoned by
Goodman and McKnight. We can certainly state thatdonsensus ac-
cording to which Judaism was a missionary relidias been abandoned
among current scholars. However it is clear thatod®an and
McKnight's negative conclusion about the missionzegl of Judaism is
partly dependent on their narrow definition of Glenmission. In his de-
finition of Gentile mission Goodman states that twnscious moti-
vation behind the mission is of high importancecéwing to him the

% Bird, 2010, 35, 59-60. Goodman, 1992, 64-65. \2065, 49.
% See Schnabel, 2004, 96-97. Bauckham, 2005, 94-102.
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direct motivation behind Gentile mission is to pysize, and not solely
to inform, educate or justify a view of faith widn apologetic inten-
tion.”” Due to this apparently strict definition Goodmanyleets several
passages containing mentions of apologetics andatidn when he
judges whether Judaism was a missionary religionadr In a similar
manner McKnight understands a missionary religism aeligion which
self-consciously intends to evangelize non-memlsershat they will
convert to the religio® Dickson criticizes McKnight and Goodman'’s
minimalistic definition of Gentile mission becausey tend to regard
mission too narrowly as an activity which can dikgbe connected with
aims of converting the non-member. According ts tiarrow definition
mission is understood practically as evangeliziregphing to non-
members in order that they would convert. Howevéssian, which
aims at the conversion of non-members, can be isebroader terms.
Prayer, apologetic teaching, and good works onlbeh#ée non-mem-
bers is often to be seen as being indirectly mu#iveby a missional
commitment — i.e. a desire that the non-memberddydn some man-
ner, become members or associates.

Dickson is certainly right in his claim that a mi@zary religion
is not solely recognized by its practical acts mfgehing, evangelizing
and winning over non-members, but also by sevetla¢roactivities,
which are not directly to be seen in serving thevession of the non-
member. The mission commitment of a religion i®aesen in its reli-
gious beliefs and visionS.We may state that the question of Judaism as
a “missionary religion” is too simplistic. It prggposes that Judaism
was united in these great intentional questions ~that Jews in general
wished for the conversion of the Gentiles, and thay acted in accor-
dance to this hop¥? To such a question an easy and correct answer
must be “no,” because in the presupposed sensésdugas not a mis-
sionary religion. However Judaism certainly corgdiruniversal hopes,

" Goodman, 1994, 4-5.

% McKnight, 1991, 4-5.

% Dickson, 2003, 10. Dickson defines mission as ftmge of activities by which mem-
bers of a religious community desirous of the cesioa of outsiders seek to promote their
religion to non-adherents.”

190 pickson, 2003, 11-13.
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which | think, were shared by the majority of treswg. These universal
hopes contained the vision that Israel would bewace of blessing and
light to the nations (Gen 12:2-3; Isa 49:6), arat the Gentiles would
make pilgrimage to the glorified Mount Zion in thechaton because of
God's miracle™ Among the Jews there certainly were some teachers
who sought to teach and reach the Gentiles in ottur they would
come to salvation, under the “wings of the Shekitgh

2.4.2 Evidence of Jewish proselytizing practices

Our purpose is not to go too deep into the disomssf the missionary
activity of certain Jews during the second tem@eqal. Here | will in-
troduce the main passages important for the questfidlewish Gentile
mission only in passing. To begin with, both thenRm and the Jewish
written sources suggest that some individual Jenastised Gentile mis-
sion during the second temple period. There aremweee or less expli-
cit references to individual Jews proselytizing @es in Rome. The
first dates to 139 BCE and the second to 19 CEo#ling to Valerius
Maximus, who was a writer in the early first ceptuthe Jews were ex-
pelled from Rome in 139 BCE due to their spreadifgheir religion
(Factorvm et Dictorvm Memorabilivni.3.3)*® The second reference
to possible proselytizing activity in Rome conceyesar 19 CE when,
according to Josephu#irt. 18:81-84), TacitusAnhn. 2:85), Suetonius
(Tib. 36) and CassiuPfo, 57.18.5a) a great multitude of Jews were de-
ported from Rome. It is noteworthy, that only Casstlearly states that
the reason for the expulsion was the proselytizaagjvities of the
Jews'® According to Josephus the expulsion of four thadsRoman
Jews to the island of Sardinia was due to one Jesvisndler who “had
been driven away from his own country by an acdéosdtid against

o ware, 2005, 90, 93-94, 107, 116-117, 143, 153-154.

%2 ponaldson, 1997, 59. Dickson, 2003, 12-13, 49-50.

103 yalerius Maximus13. 3-4. Dickson, 2003, 24-25. Valerius comphésiwork during
the reign of Emperor Tiberius (14-37 CE). McKnighho is, as we have seen, skeptical
about the claim that Jews would have been engag€emtile mission, states on the basis
of Valerius Maximus'texts that during this time Jeindeed practiced proselytism to some
degree. Further he states that this activity seerhave been so powerful that the Romans
needed to take some contra-actions against it. MtKn1991, 73.

104 Dickson, 2003, 26-27.
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him for transgressing their lawsAnt. 18:81. This unnamed Jewish
swindler, who was “in all respects a wicked marédrescaped his pe-
nalty to Rome where he now “professed to instruenrin wisdom of
the laws of Moses”, 18:81. Working with three otldews, who were
“entirely of the same character” as himself, th@gersuaded Fulvia, a
woman of great dignity, and one that had embrabedléwish religion,
to send purple and gold to the temple at Jerusal@B182. Fulvia gave
them the money to be sent to Jerusalem, the mehtheemoney them-
selves. The deception became however known toukbkamd of Fulvia,
who told it to the Emperor Tiberius, 18:83. Congatly Tiberius bani-
shed the whole Jewish community of Rome, altogefber thousand
Jews, if Josephus is to be relied on, from the taitthe island of Sardi-
nia, 18:84. From Josephus’ account it is possiblead an implicit refe-
rence to Gentile mission as these men were teatchsn@ orah to the
people, and as they were in contact with a corteeltidaism. Moreover
the idea of sending gifts to the temple in Jerusatan be understood in
the light of the wider visions of the pilgrimage thie nations to Zion,
which is often accompanied with the hope of the ltheaf the nations
flowing into the city (Tob 13:11; Isa 60:5-13; Hag; Ps 72:10). Other
foreign converts also sent money to Jerusalemh;20:50-53.

Dickson interprets these two stories in Rome apaudor the
claim that some individual Jews spread the teashioigJudaism in
Rome, and no doubt also in other cities in the Eeqpn order to con-
vert Romans to Judaistf. McKnight hesitantly admits that there is evi-
dence which suggests that in Rome, at the two g&moeentioned, there
were Jews who attempted to convert Romans to JudacKnight
stresses that the evidence from Rome is exceptarhdeals only with
Rome’® It is however more likely that it would have beaore dange-
rous and difficult to practice proselytism in Rothan in other cities or
towns in the Empire. As Dickson remarks, the offiqiestrictions for
promoting other religious beliefs were stricterRome than elsewhere
in the Roman Empire. Consequently, it can be asduthsd proselytism

1% Dickson, 2003, 30-31.
1% McKnight, 1991, 74.
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was also practiced by other individuals elsewherthé Empiré®’ It is
possible that Paul knew about the infamous inciderd9 CE in Rome
as is suggested by verses Rom 2:17-24, which méjét to the inci-
dent. If this is the case then Paul (Rom 2:17-243 wariticizing the Je-
wish missionary activities on the basis of theg#ividuals who decei-
ved the Romans despite the fact that they had tabghrorah to them.
The passage of Rom 2:17-24 refers to the Jewsidesgto the blind,
while in Sib. Or.3:194-195 “the nation of the Mighty God... shail to

all mortals the guide of life.” Moreover i@ib. Or.3-4 the Gentiles are
encouraged to abandon their idols and to serve'®dchese passages
from the Sib. Or.3-4 supports the view attested in Rom 2:17-24racco
ding to which some religious Jews saw it as thetydo proclaim some
kind of ethical monotheism to the Gentiles. Accogdto my view there
is a weak possibility that Rom 2:17-24 actuallyerefto the incident
mentioned by JosephuArit. 18:81-84) and the three other sources, but
even if it does not refer to that incident it stithnds as evidence of Je-
wish missionary practic¥®’

In addition to these two references to missionatwiy in Ro-
me, Josephus mentions by lenghtm{. 20:17-96) the conversion of He-
lena, the queen of Adiabene and his son Izatesr Theversion in Nor-
thern Mesopotamia would have occurred ca. 30 CEeeQuHelena is
mentioned also in the rabbinic sources:Naz.3:6. Josephus states that
Ananias, a Jewish merchant, got among the womeheimoyal house-
hold, and “taught them to worship God accordinghe Jewish reli-
gion.” Additionally, he also urged Izates to emlerdadaism, 20:34-35.
Izates became a convert, but he felt that he “cooldbe thoroughly a
Jew unless he was circumcised,” 20:38. Helenamioither, and the Je-
wish merchant Ananias tried to convince him thatatld be too dange-
rous for him to be circumcised because he wasititg &nd his subjects
would never allow themselves to be led by a JewB2a10. For the mo-
ment Izates was convinced that he could serve ®Ged & not circum-
cised, 20:41-42. Afterwards, however, Eleazar, & ffem Galilee,

17 Dickson, 2003, 31. See Ign&hld. 6:1.
18 5jh, Or.3:5-10, 547-579, 624—634, 732—740; 4:162-167.
199 Dickson, 2003, 31-32.
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came to meet the king. He persuaded Izates tlater to serve God as
a Jew, he would have to be circumcised. Therefpages was circum-
cised, 20:43-48%

In this respect it is interesting that when Phildtes about the
converts, as he quite often does, he never menti@atthey would have
been circumciset! Notably in Sib. Or.4 the message for the Gentiles
does not mention circumcision but is a messagemfatiheism and the
future judgement. Circumcision is not required were mentioned, but
what is required from the Gentiles is a purificatlwath Gib. Or.4:162—
177). It seems that the Jews had various opinionsarning what laws
the converts, the God-fearers and the Jew-sympmathizhould keep.
Circumcision was not required of the God-fearersfdhe Gentiles who

110 gee Dickson, 2003, 33-37. The question whetheiGigtiles who converted to Ju-
daism were obligated to be circumcised, is cergagoimplicated. Borgen (Borgen, 1987,
220, 223) states the following: “According lto Sabb31a, Hillel gave the status of prose-
lyte to a heathen who came to him and accepte@dhden Rule as summary of the Torah.
Philo and Hillel's understanding has thus been Iiealily circumcision was not the requi-
rement for entering the Jewish community, but wae of the commandments which they
had to obey upon receiving status as a Jew.” @Q2p Borgen states: “Although Philo, ac-
cording toQE 2:2, gave heathens the status of proselytes ohasis of ethical circumci-
sion of the pagan pleasures, he meant that thevalve® of bodily circumcision was to
follow.” In QE 2:2 Philo interprets Exod 22:21 and states thae “tbjourner (=
mpoonAvtog) iS one who circumcises not his uncircumcision bist desires and sensual
pleasures and the other passions of the souléelins that for Philo a full proselyte could
be circumcised in the sense QE 2:2, and that a physical circumcision was not rded
(Borgen, 1987, 218-219). Philo clearly emphasibes & proselyte was identified due to
his or her ethical behaviouyift. 102—-104). According to Borgen'’s reading of Phitori-
version meant that the proselytes made a sociitigd and ethnic break with pagan soci-
ety and joined another ethnic group, the Jewisiomatin line with Virt. 102-104 they
abandoned their family, their country and theirtomss in order to join a new “common-
wealth” (moiitele). Borgen, 1987, 212-213. Bird, 2010, 106-107. \Wa0€5, 140-143.
See:Virt. 180, 219, 214Spec.1:51-153. On pp. 210-211 Borgen (Borgen, 1987210
211) claims that Philo’s passage concerning coieiig Virt. 178-179 works as a “mo-
del for the instruction of pagans in Philo’'s owmé.” The whole section of Virt 175-186
pictures the virtue of conversion. We may notedious passage of Tacitushtist. 5:5,
which concerns Gentiles who have joined with thesle some way — perhaps as prose-
lytes: “Those who come over to their religion adtiy practice, and have this lesson first
instilled into them, to despise all gods, to disaeir country, and set at nought parents,
children, and brethren.” In the texts of Philo wet the impression that conversion was
marked by following some ethical virtue¥it. 102—-104, 180-182), but Philo does not
mention that the converts would have been physicailéumcised.

11 Donaldson, 1997, 64. Philo introduces certain Benas righteous and pious despite
the fact that they did not live in accordance ® Tiorah:Spec.2:42—-48. Philo wrote about
the Gentiles’ conversion Mirt. 178-179.
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had loosely joined with the Jewish community andesteed some of the
Jews’ religious practices such as the Sabbath &edlightning of
lamps™? Fredriksen is right in insisting that during thecint times the
Gentiles’ joining with the Jews in their worship tife God of Israel
must be understood in the context of the “religieasmenicalism that
marked pagan culture generally.” Some Gentiles edbmany practices
and views from the Jews, some joined their worshig, at the same
time these “sympathizers” of the Jewish religion axation still remai-
ned Gentiles™ They did not usually convert to Judaism becausé th
would have required circumcision and a whole tramsftion of one’s
identity at its core. A full conversion, marked biycumcision, would
have meant that the convert was to obey the whiofleeoTorah as Paul
claims in Gal 5:3* Fredriksen is worth citing in length:

“Conversion accordingly meant ceasing traditionafjgn wor-
ship altogether, thus cutting oneself out of theiaoand reli-
gious fabric of the ancient city. This was a sesi@and conse-
quential step. Virtually all civic activities inwdd sacrifices.
Failure to participate in the cults of the city andthe empire
(which mandated homage to the emperor and to thaigef
Rome) could easily result in at least resentmémipti actual cri-
minal charge

12 Schiirer, 1986, 165-176. See especially pages17&5,175. On the edited version of
Schurer’s work on p. 173 it is stated: “For theeptance of real proselytes into the Jewish
community during the existence of the Temple tldemands were to be made, according
to the rabbis: (1y>w, circumcision; (22w, baptism, i.e. a purificatory immersion; (3)
127p rz3on, an offering to the Sanctuary.” See various deraarwhcerning the Gentile
convertsm. Ker.2:1; m. Pes8:8; m. Eduy5:2.

113 Bird, 2010, 84-85. Also Bird emphasizes this paindl notes on p. 85 that “since the
Roman religion was not exclusivist in principlepactice, it was relatively easy to estab-
lish new cults in the imperial capital itself ardworship in a variety of religious temples
and associations. That is why a Roman noble wornah as Julia Severa could be a pa-
gan high priestess and also the benefactor of agegue at Acomia in Phrygia.” See
Schirer, 1986, 164. On p. 164 it is stated thefohg: “The possible forms of the union
of gentiles to Judaism, and the extent of theieoletion of the Jewish Law, were clearly
very varied. Tertullian speaks of gentiles who w@rped their pagan gods as well as ob-
serving individual Jewish precepts. On the otherdh#hose who underwent circumcision
presumably undertook thereby the obligation to ples¢he entire Law to its full extent
(cf. Gal 5:3).” See Bird, 2004, 124, 129.

4 Schirer, 1986, 165-176.

115 Fredriksen, 1999, 129-132. The citation is fronl®0. See also Bird, 2010, 22—23.
Bird notes correctly, in line with Fredriksen, tleainversion to Judaism meant that the per-
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According to my view there is no reason to doubkthhsic histo-
ricity of Josephus clarification of the conversiohthe queen of Adia-
bene and her son lzates. The circumcision of |zatesan exceptional
matter, which, as the story claims roused fearsdm®ined serious con-
sideration, and the persuasion of the GalileanhieaElieazar. Good-
man is correct in stating that

“circumcision is a painful business and cases acerr
ded from the ancient world of this being the stickipoint for
would-be converts: Izates of Adiabene hesitatednidertake an
act which might prove disastrously unpopular with $ubjects
(Ant. 20:38-39).216

The requirement of circumcision was not somethirigictv was ne-
cessarily connected with the activity of the Jewistissionaries™"’
This again proves that Judaism of the second tep®yied did not prac-

tice a wide-ranging and intentional Gentile missinrorder to convert

son had to renounce his or her former pagan relggpractices and beliefs. A pagan could
be devoted to Isis or Dionysious and add to hisenrpre-existing religious convictions the
devotion to some other pagan deity. Such syncretiss theoretically impossible for a
convert to Judaism because Judaism was a monathigigh, which excluded all other
deities. On p. 33 Bird states that “circumcisiorswviae end point or the final bridge to be
crossed in the movement towards the Jewish waeofTlhe implication is that Judaizing
by Gentiles was a broad concept, but circumcisias the terminus of conversion.” See
Bird, 2010, 24, 30-31, 33-34. Circumcision as apfor full conversion is apparent in
the following passages#int 20:38; 13:257-258, 31®Bell. 2:454; Jdt 14:10. See Bird,
2010, 24-40.

16 Goodman, 1994, 81.

17 See McKnight, 1991, 79-82. There are referenc@etttiles becoming Jews and being
circumcised, but these are not always connectel aviy kind of a mission to reach the
Gentiles: Jdt 14:1Bell. 2:454;Ant. 11:285. During the Hasmonean Judaizing campaigns
the ltureans and the Idumeans were forced to lserotised and to become Jews if they
wished to stay in their lands, which were now ia Hands of the Jewant. 13:257-258,
318-319, 397; 15:253-254. If a Gentile was marteed Jew, there is evidence that the
Gentile converted to Judaism and was thus circiedcint. 16:225; 20:139, 145-146.
These passages clearly indicate that circumcisias an act of conversion and through it
the person became a member of the Jewish peopleerits to be that those who wished to
live among the Jews in Galilee and Judea were sbiatepersuaded to convert and to be
circumcised Yita 113). But | do not find convincing reasons to sag#that the Jewish
“missionaries” would have, not at least in genecainpelled or persuaded the Gentiles
and “sympathizers” of Judaism in the Diaspora teibmumcised.
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(by circumcision) Gentiles into Judaismi. Admittedly certain indivi-
dual Jews took the initiative to spread “ethical notheism” and to
“evangelize” about the God of Israel to GentilekeTews did not as a
rule, however, demand or wish that the Gentilesldvtnecome Jews —
i.e. full members of the Jewish peopt&.

Philo certainly had the view that the religion eiddism was to
serve the whole world. Philo hoped that the Gemtiould abandon
their weird laws and adopt the Torakit. Mos.2:44: “| think that in that
case every nation, abandoning all their own indigiccustoms, and ut-
terly disregarding their national laws, would charand come over to
the honour of such a people only; for their lawmisly in connection
with, and simultaneously with, the prosperity of thation, will obscure
all others, just as the rising sun obscures thes.5tBhilo also mentions
that unlike the adherents of the mystery religiofisAlexandria, the
Jews practiced their religion openfypec.1:320-323. Philo claims that
the teaching of Judaism was for the benefit ofaalll thus it was and
ought to have been taught in the market place11:Bhe fact that Phi-
lo does not mention the synagogue but the marleetesl of Alexandria
strongly suggests that he hoped that the gloriedudfism would be
taught for al®° Philo states that the Hebrew Bible was translattal i
Greek because some Jews thought that it would sedadalous thing
that these laws should only be known among onepmatfon of the hu-
man race” and consequently, due to the Greek aios| the Bible was
made available for the barbarians and the Greehka Mos. 2:27). As
further evidence for certain Jews being willingsfmread the teaching of
Judaism to the Gentiles we can refer to Gal 5:bimR:19-24 and Matt
23:15.The passage from Galatians most probablgates that Paul had

18 Bijrd, 2010, 12-13, 40. See also: Schiirer, 1986;165.

119 See Bauckham, 2005, 99. Rabbinic writings from Taémudic period state that the
Gentiles are encouraged and obligated to keepathe of the sons of Noah, i.e. the Noa-
chide Laws If. Sanh58b—59a). The writings concerning the Noachided ave too late to
be applied as sources to our study. Despite tleis\tbachide Laws of the Talmud reveal
that the Jews wanted to spread ethical monothesBentiles, although they did not wish
the Gentiles to convert fully to Judaism. A listlafvs given to the sons of Noah is found
in Jub. 7:20-21. See Neusner, 2005, 288—290. Lundgrerl, Z2®-31.B. Sanh.56a;t.
‘Abod. Zar.8:4;Gen. R34:8 andSeder Olam R4.

120 pickson, 2003, 38-39. McKnight, 1991, 55-56.



55

been involved in preaching “circumcision” to therBkes during the pe-
riod prior to his revelation of Christ.

The saying of Matt 23:15 has been interpreted uerse ways.
Does it imply that some Pharisees travelled toiforéands in order to
convert Gentiles?' Or does it reflect some Pharisees’ willingness to
convert other Jews into their party or s&&?Both of these
interpretations are unlikely because they cannosupported by clear
writings from the second temple period. | concuthwiare in his
conclusion that Matt 23:15 relates the eagernessmk Jews to convert
the God-fearers and Jewish sympathizers througtumicision into
Judaism. This explanation gains support from tleysof Eleazar, the
Galilean Jewish teacher, who travelled to foremmdk in order to com-
plete the conversion of gentile 1zatés{. 20:43—-46). Eleazar compelled
Izates to be circumcised in order to convert toallud — following
Jewish ethical monotheism as such was not enoudtirfo'?®

Although there is not enough evidence to claim thataism was
a “missionary religion,” it is clear that quite myanof the Jews felt and
believed that their mission was to spread the iegshof Judaism —
ethical monotheism — to the Gentiles. In this respiee idea that Israel
is the kingdom of priests is especially importditod 19:6; Isa 61:6. In
accordance to these verses lIsrael fulfils its pyieduty as a people
when she obeys the Torah, the voice of God..lbevil4:1-4 it is poin-
ted out that the Levites are to obey the Toratrdteoto shine in front of
the nations, and so the light would enlighten evaan: “For what will

121 Jeremias, 1981, 18-19. Feldman, 1993, 298.

22 Goodman, 1994, 69-74.

123 \Ware, 2005, 53-54. See Gal 1:7; 2:4, 11-13; A&t4.1This view is also held by
McKnight and Bird. McKnight, 1991, 106-108. Bird)®, 127-137. Bird (Bird, 2004,
120-122, 136-137), McKnight (McKnight, 1991, 106#),0Goodman (Goodman, 1994,
69), Davies and Allison (Davies & Allison, 1997,728288) argue that Matt 23:15 has its
core in the tradition but that the saying has emmed by Matthew into its present form.
Concerning the meaning of Matt 23:15 Bird (Bird020 136) states the following: “In
sum, | have suggested that Jesus criticizes theseba for Judaizing a God-fearer with a
view to indoctrinating him with nationalistic pragenda where, if he accedes and enacts
such a perilous programme, the proselyte will sliiaeefate of his mentor and burn like
Jerusalem in the ashesg#heenan the aftermath of the terror wrought by the Rarfex
gions.” Interestingly, Josephus informs us thaesghforeigners and Idumaeans, who had
been converted to Judaism, eagerly took part iJévdsh war against the Romaie.
4:224-355; 5:15, 248-250, 358; 7:191): see Bir042030-131.
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all the nations do if you become darkened with @tydt You will bring
down a curse on our nation because you want toajeite light of the
Law which was granted to you for the enlightenmehevery man.”
Parts of theTestament of Lewdan be dated to the second or first century
BCE because a copy of this work was found in QumtaThe Wisdom
of Solomon (Wis 18:4) states that “They (i.e. thgytians) had kept in
captivity your children, by whom the indestructilight of the Law was
to be given to the world.” This passage, too, iaths that Israel’s mis-
sion is to bring forth the Light for the world. lfudaism the light, in
such connotations, is usually understood as refgto the Torah and to
the knowledge of God: Isa 51'%. This idea is apparent also in Paul
(Rom 2:19; 2 Cor 3:7-18).

JosephusBell. 7:45) mentions that in Antiochia the Jews “also
made proselytes of a great many of the Greeks peibe and thereby,
after a sort, brought them to be a portion of tlwin body.” Josephus
also states iBell. 2:560-561 that a great multitude of the women af D
mascus were “addicted to the Jewish religianf{uévog tf Toudaikf
fpnokeie).*? Finally we are to notice that according to Phile toors of
the Synagogues were open in every city during eB&albath $pec.
2:62-63). Josephus also boafisAp.2:282) that

“the masses have long since shown a keen desiaofat our re-
ligious observances; and there is not one cityeléier barba-
rian, nor a single nation, to which our custom letaining from
work on the seventh day has not spread, and wherfasts and

24 Feldman, 1993, 294-295. Ware, 2005, 147-151. EdperegardingT. Levi14:3-4
Ware states the following on p. 149: “the largete-ghristian origin of this passage is
indeed remarkably confirmed by the Qumran fragrdépitevi-a ar 3-5 (=4Q213 3-5), for
these highly mutilated fragments, where their texireserved, correspond quite strikingly
to the text ofTestament of Levi4:3—4.This fragment shows that the Jewish tiawmtiun-
derlying Testament of Levi4:3-4 are probably Palestinian in origin.”

125 See Prov 6:23Apoc. Bar.59:2; 77:164 Esra 14:20-21Dtn. R.7:3 jaSifr. Num6:25.
For the dating of the Wisdom of Solomon, see W2065, 117. Ware states that the Wis-
dom of Solomon “was composed in Greek anywhere faoound 120 BCE to around 45
CE. The widespread assumption that the work wagposed at least partly for gentiles in
order to promote their conversion has little evitieto support it... The book was appa-
rently addressed to a Jewish audience.”

126 See Bird, 2010, 96-97.
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the lighting of lamps and many of our prohibitidnsghe matter
of food are not observed®

This suggests that several non-Jews who were siggtén the Torah,
the Jewish religion, philosophy or the Jewish pepptcasionally joined
the Synagogue service and adopted certain mattarsthe Jews. These
notions suit with the references in Acts 13:42-48 45:21 according to
which God-fearers were present in the Synagoguesndrthe Dia-
spora‘?® Although Judaism obviously tended to be an aitrageligion
and way of life for many Gentiles and pagans, tlies not imply that
these individuals were converted into Judaism bymaeof circumci-
sion!?°

Finally, several scholars have noted that the Jepwispulation
had increased manifold during the second templieg&t° Feldman sta-
tes that

“only proselytism can account for this vast inceahough ad-
mittedly aggressive proselytism is only one possiétplanation
for the numerous conversions>

Bird rightly criticizes scholars for relying too miu on the demographic
estimations of ancient times. Surely these figuaed estimations are
vague. Bird is of course right in noting that piggsm is not the most
possible explanation for the population increadgergé were also other

reasons which resulted in the growth of the Jewisbple!*? However,

27 See alsoC. Ap.1:167-171.

128 pickson, 2003, 78-79. Hengel, 2010, 56. The sygage attracted God-fearersBxsil.
2:560-561, Acts 9:19-22 and 11:19-30 testify.

129 See Bird, 2010, 101-103.

%0 see Bird, 2010, 52-53, n 153-154. It has beemedrthat the Judean/Jewish people in-
creased from about 150 000 at the end of the flie-prriod from 4 to 8 million Jews in
the middle of the first century CE.

31 Feldman, 1993, 293. Stern, 1974, 117-118. Comugtthie Diaspora Stern states on p.
117 that the “rapid population increase of theaasiJewish communities has been remar-
ked upon by Jews and Gentiles alike. Another msgarrce of population increase was
proselytism, which reached its peak in the firsttagy C.E.”

132 Bird, 2010, 52-54. As other reasons for the Jewispulation's growth Bird mentions
“superior Jewish hygiene, Jewish refusal to engagefanticide and abortion (Tacitus,
Hist. 5.5.3), immigration, intermarriage, forced conians in lturaea and Idumaea by the
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the ancient references to the growth of the Jewmsbple, lays forth
considerable evidence that some Jews were actidesaocessful in
proselytism.

We are to abandon Jeremias’ claim according to hvidiesus
lived among Jews who were eagerly practicing Gentiission. The
Jew-centered mission of Jesus, which excluded tthetipe of reaching
out and evangelizing the Gentiles, did not, as sdigtinguish him from
his contemporaries. Despite the fact that Jewimreral did not practice
Gentile mission, it is clear that some Jewish iftlials took the initia-
tive to spread the teachings of Judaism, espeathiical monotheism,
to the Gentiles. It seems that Jews were mostlgipaly open to Genti-
les, but they seldom took the active part in regghiiut to them — not at
least in an organized missionary campaign in thespora. Judaism in
itself was apparently an attracting religion ariddiyle to several Gen-
tiles. It is often stated that according to the defthe second temple
period the possible salvation of the Gentiles vaasight to belong to the
eschatological future. This is true, and it expdaivhy the Jews of the
first century were not engaged in aggressive pytigalg. The eschato-
logical hopes, which would offer salvation alsothe Gentiles, did not
include any explicit imperative for the Jews toateaut for the Gentiles.
Our textual sources suggest that Jews in genena pasitively related
towards converts and to the fact that Gentiles didiwe according to
the principles of ethical monotheism. One intergstijuestion is how
the Jews of the late second temple period undetdtwo relationship of
the current converts and the hope of the eschatalbgonversion of the
Gentiles. On the base of our sources Ware indists &t least certain
Jews — Philo for example — regarded these presgntohnverts as fore-
shadowing the eschatological conversion and pilggenof the Gen-
tiles 1%

Hasmoneans, assimilation of the Phoenicians iméelsand an increase in the agricultural
output of Ptolemaic Egypt that could sustain lafggpulations.”
13 \Ware, 2005, 142—143, 147, 90.
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3 “Galilee of the Gentiles” and Jesus

3.1 Introduction

In recent decades Galilee has increasingly attlastbolars involved in
Jesus studies. Sean Freyne, one of the leadingtexqieGalilean early
Roman history, sums up the state of current rekdaycarguing that it
is, in the present climate of research, unthinkablelaim for any kind
of a calling or mission for Jesus without takintpiaccount the Galilean
context. This is understandable in the sense ligaaims of Jesus’ mis-
sion must be plausible in his religious, historiaatl cultural context. At
the same time Freyne states that the Third Queshéohistorical Jesus
“is rapidly in danger of becoming the quest for Historical Galilee ***
Freyne's comments are particularly true for ourjscib In this chapter
we will take an overview of the historical, cultyrathnographical and
sociological reality of Galilee during the firstlhaf the first century, or
more precisely during Herod Antipas’ reign (4 BCB9-CE). Due at-
tention will be paid to the archaeological resulikjch have been some-
what neglected by scholars of the historical J&Sus.

3.2 Galilean Judaism

On the basis of scribal evidence from the pre-7fode the Gospels
(Mark 14:70), JosephusBéll. 2:237) and the rabbinic writingsy.(
Shabb.16:8, 15d}*, quite a negative picture of the Galileans emerges
The suspicious attitude towards the Galileans wggadly most posed
by the Jerusalem orthodoxy. The Galileans were seefiax in their
Torah observancar. Ned.2:4). This is evident in the Gospel of John
(John 7:45-52: 8:48}" These negative remarks pertaining to the Gali-

134 Freyne, 1994, 75-76. The quote is from p. 76./@e2007, 13. Witherington, Ben lll,
1995, 14-15.

% Freyne, 2006, 64—66.

136 Johannan ben Zakkai the leading sage of the engergbbinic Judaism is reported to
have said “Galilee, Galilee, you hate the torahyryend will be destruction.Y. Shabb
16:8.

137 Freyne, 1988, 1-2. Freyne states that in the mabhiritings after the second century
the Galileans are described as “quarrelsome, daliotheir knowledge and observance of
halachah, and generally not very trustworthy.”
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leans are mostly from later periods and not fromfttst century. Even
though the Galileans are often portrayed in lest$efting ways, they are
never considered half-Jews or Gentif&slIn scholarly discussion the
Galileans have been stamped with various sterestyfieey have been
considered as hotheaded Zealots, non-Jews, laxoiahfobservance,
miracle-working Hasidim, and interested in apocttypeliefs*® The
Synoptics and the work of Josephus picture thel€zals of the first
century as religiously and culturally Jewish. Jéseg) as the most detai-
led describer of Galilee and the Galileans, doéswate anything excep-
tional in their way of Judaism. Josephus does mrstidbe the Galileans
as assimilated to Gentile customs.

Goodman claims that the Galileans were in a gerserase simi-
lar to the Judeans. The Galileans, like the Juddsaid the Torah as a
sacred God-given instruction to Israel. The Gafiteiept the Sabbath
(Vita 159) and the kosher regulatiome(l. 2:591-592Vita 74—76). The
Galileans made pilgrimage to Jerusalevits 348; Luke 13:1}*° The
Galileans’ concern for purity issues is supportgahe findings of nu-
merous migvaot in Galilee. When Antipas in 17 CHtbliberias on a
gravesite, he had trouble getting the locals to entwvthe newly built
city (Ant. 18:36—38). These notions support the view accgrtbnvhich
the Galileans considered themselves as Jews. @Qtresodo not discern
any local differences between Galilean and Judedaism*** Fredrik-

%8 Freyne, 1988, 1-3.

1% Freyne, 1988, 5-6. On pages 1-30 Freyne goesgihiixe history of the characteriza-
tions of the first century Galileans. See also Goad's article: Goodman, 1999, 596-617.
Levine, 2006, 162-165.

140 Josephus indicates that the Romans benefitecaritilifrom the loyalty of the Galilean
Jews concerning the Sabbath. Because of the Hasmd«ireg (103—-76 BCE), Alexander
Jannaeus’, assault of Ptolemais and Strato’s Ta@legpatra’s son Ptolemy Lathyrus at-
tacked at least two Galilean sites: Asochis angBeyis. Josephus writes that Ptolemy in-
vaded Asochis on the Sabbath, without notable teegis,Ant. 13:337—-338. Such an ob-
servation indicates that Asochis was primarily inited by Jews, who kept the Sabbath.
Later during the Jewish War the Jews in Tarichaleakeby Josephus, felt obligated not to
raise arms on the SabbaBell. 2:634,Vita 1:159.

141 Goodman, 1999, 601-602, 607, 617. Charlesworth) 2P3. Concerning the material
culture which unites Judea and Lower Galilee duthmgfirst century BCE and CE Char-
lesworth states: “Thus, the assumption that oneldhdifferentiate between Galilean and
Judean Judaisms (as reflected in the works by elgr€akman, and Kloppenborg Verbin)
and that Lower Galilee was far removed culturathni Judea need to be replaced with
precise information obtained by the present exdawatat Jotapata, Khirbet Kana, Beth-
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sen leans o€. Ap.1:34-42; 2:179 anédnt. 16:162-166, as well as on
the attestations of non-Jews to the Jews’ pragtfoeser solid conclu-
sion that the Jews of antiquity were united inghiecipal views concer-
ning the Torah, temple, Sabbath, circumcision a@athdy laws. There is
no need to doubt the conclusion that during thst fieentury CE, the
Jews of Palestine and Diaspora in general expresggéat consensus
concerning the fundamental elements of their r@figind people. These
elements were the Torah, the people, the templesdiem and the land
of Israel** Apparently the Jews of Galilee and Judea can ba ss
sharing the main indicators of the Jewish religimpmmon Judaism,”
as Sanders stat&8. These main indicators, i.e. circumcision, Sabbath
observance, purity concerns and loyalty towardstéhagple, manifested
the covenantal relationship between God and Isfa@here are no rea-
sons for drawing a clear religious and cultural dtary between Judea
and Galileé*® Goodman argues credibly that the cultural andyiciis

saida, Midgal, Tiberias, and elsewhere. The preithaeological evidence now unites
UApper Galilee with Tyre and Sidon but Lower Galilgi¢h Judea.”

142 Fredriksen, 1999, 61-62, 177-179. JosepBu#\p.1:38-42 “For we have not an in-
numerable multitude of books among us, disagrefeorg, and contradicting one another,
[as the Greeks have], but only twenty-two book$,ich contain the records of all the
past times; which are justly believed to be divifteand of them five belong to Moses,
which contain his laws and the traditions of thigiarof mankind till his death. This inter-
val of time was little short of three thousand ge#tbut as to the time from the death of
Moses till the reign of Artaxerxes, king of Persido reigned after Xerxes, the prophets,
who were after Moses, wrote down what was dongeir times in thirteen books. The re-
maining four books contain hymns to God, and prect the conduct of human lifé. It

is true, our history has been written since Artagervery particularly, but has not been es-
teemed of the like authority with the former by dorefathers, because there has not been
an exact succession of prophets since that timghaw firmly we have given credit to
these books of our own nation, is evident by wheatley for, during so many ages as have
already passed, no one has been so bold as eithadd anything to them, to take any-
thing from them, or to make any change in themjthistbecomes natural to all Jews, im-
mediately and from their very birth, to esteem ¢hlesoks to contain divine doctrines, and
to persist in them, and, if occasion be, willingydie for thent

143 Dunn, 2006, 212. Dunn rightly argues in this receticle that the Galilean Jews can be
seen under the umbrella of “common Judaism”. Sseléhzen, 2002, 280-285. Raisénen,
2010, 26-27.

144 Chancey, 2002, 4-5. Wong, 2009, 12-14, 20-21.

145 Dunn, 2006, 207-212. Dunn gives convincing supfmrthe statement that the Gali-
leans are to be regarded as Jewish.
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gulf separating the Jewish people from the Gentde®t comparable to
the cultural gap between Galilee and Jutf@a.

In his works Josephus clarifies the geographicatiuies of Gali-
lee, while he does not describe the inhabitants fileere. The Gospels
on the other hand give only scarce informationhef Galilean geogra-
phical and administrative context. According to @aspels, Galilee was
a rural area with plenty of villages. The ethoszaflilee was Jewish and
religious, which is indicated by the referencesh Galileans attending
synagogues, keeping the Sabbath, making pilgrimamgésrusalem, and
on the whole, observing the Torah. According to Slyaoptics, Galilee
was no stranger to the sick, poor and needy, nthgdHerodians, the
toll-collectors, the rich, or to the Phariseesmttte publicly acclaimed
sinners and social outcasts. In the light of suchraprehensive sociolo-
gical picture of Galilee, the absence of Gentiled the God-fearers is
worth noting.

3.3 Galilee of the nations

The composer of Matthew declares that Jesus mavézhtilee, which
he calls “Galilee of the Gentiles” (Matt 4:13, 18)atthew also knows
the account according to which Jesus instructedlikigples to “go no-
where among the Gentiles, and enter no town oStm@aritans, but go
rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israelat{M 0:5b—6). These
verses show the complicity of our issue. Does Matb indicate that
Galilee was populated by Gentiles, ringed by Gestibr governed by
Gentiles, or something else? In light of Matt 18:6ht is obvious that
according to Matthew the “Galilee of the Gentilesis not populated by
Gentiles. The Synoptics mention only one possilazieasion located in
Galilee where Jesus helping a Gentile is recorded.-the centurion of
Capernaum (Matt 8:5-13, Luke 7:1-10).

From the time of Herod Antipas and Jesus we fimdoat no re-
ferences to Galilean Gentiles in Josephus’ worksnathe Synoptics.

146 Goodman, 1999, 596, 602. Reed, 2006, 49-54. Ohasis of archaeological evidence
Reed states that the Galileans are to be seen tilembrella of “common Judaism.” Ar-
chaeological evidence reveals Jewish features é elrly Roman Galilee: migvaot
(mxmpn), stone jars, very few pork bones and no statfipagan deities and emperors.
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The literal Gentile-references in Galilee deal witherias Ant. 18:37;
and laterVita 67) and Capernaum (Matt 8:5-13). Regarding the tim
phrase from Late Hellenistic to Early Roman perjaidy once does Jo-
sephus mention the presence of Gentiles in Galllbi reference is to
the massacred Greeks of Tiberidstgd 67). The lack of references to
Galilean Gentiles in Josephus’ works is importdantes Josephus cer-
tainly was familiar with Galilee at this time pedié*’ The archaeologi-
cal evidence is congruent with these few literékmences. No archaeo-
logical remains of pagan temples or buildings, Wwhian be related to
paganism in Galilee during the time of Antipas, ddeen found. It is
worth remembering that several Jewish writings ftbm second temple
period, not to mention the passages of the OT, wier® idol-worship
and paganism: Wis. 13-1Bgt. Aris. 134-139. Hellenistic remains do
not necessary refer to Gentile residence. Remailased to paganism,
on the other hand, can most likely be taken aseede of Gentile inha-
bitance. Chancey writes in a somewhat overstatiagnar that Herod
the Great “ringed Galilee with temples to the iniglecult and other
construction projects.” Galilee and Judea noticgtditked pagan temp-
les — presuming that Banias of Caesarea Philigpndt belong to Gali-
lee!® |t is clear that pagan influences came from oetsidlilee, from
its surroundings, i.e. from pagan cities and centéer Banias, Caesarea
Maritima, Sebaste, Tyre and Sidon.

There are no references to God-fearing Gentilesgogiawn into
the synagogues of Galilee as in Antiochia of SyBall. 7:45). More-
over there are basically no accounts of clashesrevalts between the
Jewish and the Gentile population in the Galileiies; when compared
with the violent revolts, which occurred in the 60ther cities outside

147 Chancey, 2002, 168. Sanders, 2002, 35. “The @igrences to Gentiles in Jewish Pa-
lestine place them in the cities, and there are daeh references (above we noted that
there was a small population of Gentiles in Tit&ridgn short, there were not many Genti-
les in Jewish Palestine.” Sanders refers to theesdmt. 18:37 andVita 67 on p. 28-29.
On p. 168 Chancey states: “Josephus, whose intifaatdiarity with Galilee is evident in
both War and Life, also refers to non-Jewish Gafikein this period only once, in his dis-
cussion of the massacre of Tiberias’ Greeks by Jews

148 Chancey, 2002, 50. Séat 15:266-276, 328-341 and 16:136-1B8|l. 1:401-428.
We know with certainty that Herod the Great hadtbaitemple to Roma and Augustus
near Banias.
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of Galilee Bell. 2:477-483). Josephus writes that the Jews of iEiber
who arguably made up the majority of the city’s plagion, massacred
Tiberias’ Greek population during the Jewish Wafit§ 65-67).
Josephus also states that in Damascus almosteallithes of the local
Greek inhabitants of the city had been “addictetheoJewish religion”
(Bell. 2:560). Nothing in this vein has been preserveds@oncerning
the Galilean cities and their synagogues.

Even if the evidence supports the notion of a Jealilee there
are scholars who propose that Galilee indeed hawotable Gentile po-
pulation. For example Borg claims that Jesus lived reasonably cos-
mopolitan environment, and that Galilee was celgaiot “a bucolic ru-
ral backwater.” According to him Galilee containéal considerable
number of Gentiles™® Funk insists on the semi-pagan atmosphere of
Galilee even more strongly. According to him Jesas brought up in
the

“semi-Pagan Galilee, whose inhabitants, becausevteee often
of mixed blood and open to foreign influence, wdespised by
the ethnically pure Judeans.”

Moreover Funk assumes that Jesus had learned Goegelhis surroun-
ding “pagan environment” in Galilee. Both Funk aBdrg regard
Sepphoris as a great Hellenistic ¢ityMack insists that it is not cre-
dible that the Galileans would have “converted tdewish loyalty and
culture” suddenly in 100 BCE when Galilee was amteinto Judea.
Thus for Mack the “common Jewish culture” unitingli®e and Judea
at the time of Jesus is a myfh.Mack emphasizes that for 300 years
prior to Jesus, Galilee had been influenced bydiém, and thus it is
not plausible to claim that Jesus would have baemosnded by a
strongly Jewish culture in Galilee. Mack furtheates that Galilee was,
during the first century, largely Greek-speaking hiso bilingual**
Crossan claims that Sepphoris as well as Tiberakahgreat cultural

19 Borg, 1994, 26.

%0 Funk, 1996, 33-34, 79. The quotation is from p. 33
3! Mack, 1993, 59-60.

152 Mack, 1993, 57-58.
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impact on Galilee. These cities were, accordin@tossan, situated by
the main road crossing Galilee in an east-westtime. Crossan claims
that the road of Via Maris, coming through the gfdaditerranean city
of Ptolemais, passed via Galilee from Sepphori§iterias. Crossan
puts much weight on this economic traffic and ckithat it brought a
great Mediterranean cultural influence into the lghof Galilee.
According to Crossan the Greco-Roman polis of Sepphembraced
the pan-Mediterranean culture over all of GalifeCrossan’s claims
concerning the Via Maris are debatable since tier® clear evidence
that, in the first century, the Roman road wouldréh@one through
Sepphoris. However, traces of a Roman road betvsgphoris and
Ptolemais from the second century on have beerdfoun

The silence of the Synoptics and John on Jesustil&@&ontacts
in Galilee can be explained in at least two wayse. 8&n claim that Jesus
did not have contact with the Gentiles in Galilezduse there were so
few Gentiles in Galilee. In this case Jesus’ latiGentile-contacts does
not reveal anything about his attitudes towardsnth®n the other hand,
if we come to the conclusion that Galilee had attiea noticeable Gen-
tile minority, we can claim that Jesus intentiopaloided contact with
them. Both solutions, even if they are not necdygsarutually exclu-
sive, have found scholarly support. Our conclusicorscerning the eth-
nic consistence of Galilee and Palestine as a whalerally affect our
interpretation of Jesus’ stance against the Gentlleremias for example
is convinced that Jesus could not have avoidedil@entithin the boun-
daries of Palestine, and thus he must have comrsidehnether he should
drive his mission among the Gentiles 165.

The writers of Matthew, 1 Maccabees and Isaiahedatalilee
the “Galilee of the Gentiles” (Matt 4:15; 1 Maccl5; Isa 8:23). The
name of Galilee, as referred in verses Isa 9:13,8literally means
“circle of the peoples’I{uitdaia tdv EBvdviomn 5). Galilee was lar-
gely in the biblical area of the tribe of Naphtalhd it touched the areas

153 Crossan, 1991, 18-19. For a contrasting viewKseen, 2002, 285-286.

154 Jeremias, 1981, 26. Jeremias claims that Jesushawes come into contact with Gen-
tiles even within the boundaries of Palestine. kges that despite the probability that
“Gentiles may have been comparatively scarce inhitteountry of Galilee, they were
much more numerous about the Lake of Gennesarstdirmore so in Jerusalem.”
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of Asher, Zebulon and Issachar.It is debated whether the Isaianic
epithet “of the Gentiles” refers to Galilee as lgepopulated by Gen-
tiles, surrounded by Gentiles or under the cortfolhe Gentiles. The
epithet originated from verse Isa 8:23 (9:1), whittests to the early Is-
raelites’ experience of the difficulty of living sounded by hostile Ca-
naanite city state§° Of course the epithet might also refer to the non-
Jewish population of Galilee in the late eight ceptBCE. The epithet
clearly stayed in tradition as Matt 4:15 and 1 M&act5 indicate. The
epithet gained different meanings under differenetepochs. From the
Early Roman period to the Jewish revolt, 66—73 @, old epithet of
Galilee, became descriptive for Galilee’s situatomrounded by hostile
Gentiles. Freyne points this out by noting that ¢itees, mentioned by
JosephusRell. 2:477-483), in which Jews suffered from the Greeks
hostilities in the beginning of the Jewish war, evall surrounding Gali-
lee: “Scythopolis, Ptolemais, Tyre, Hippos, Gadarra] the territory of
Agrippa ll, i.e. Batanea, Hauran, and Trachonit?$.”

During the first half of the first century the dpat “Galilee of the
Gentiles” can most naturally be seen as referinGalilee’s geopoliti-
cal situation. It was encircled by the Gentile ésbas Josephus recalls
(Bell. 3:41). On the west and north side of Galilee wibe areas of
Phoenicia and Syria. The great cities of Tyre aiddiswere situated on
the coast of the Mediterranean. Decapolis withGteco-Roman cities
like Hippos, a city just 15 km from Capernaum bg,ssas found on the
eastside of Galilee. While from Capernaum one csaklthe city lights
of Hippos, Gergesa and Tiberias. Hippos and Gergesa on the east-
side of the Galilean sea, and Tiberias was on #émside of the sea. On
the south of Galilee lay Samaria, as well as Sqlhs, the greatest
Greco-Roman polis of Palestine.

%5 Josh 20:7; 21:32; 1 Kgs 9:11.

%6 Freyne, 2001, 195.

57 Freyne, 2001, 195. Josephus states that the @aasaslaughtered 20 000 Jews in one
hour, which was all of their Jewish populati@ell. 2:457-458. This event led to revolts
and further bloodsheds in surrounding cities. Joggstates in numbers that the inhabi-
tants of Aschalon killed 2500 Jews, and the inlzeitét of Ptolemais killed 2000 Jews,
Bell. 2:477-480.
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3.4 Three influential phases and individuals in Ga-
lilean history: Aristobulus I, Pompey and An-
tipas

During the first century the ethnicity of Galileeasvgreatly shaped by

three historical phases which Galilee had facest,Fihe Hasmoneans

connected Galilee to the temple state of Judea D BCE. Secondly,
after the Roman takeover of Judea in 63 BCE, Pormpéyced the Je-

wish state to the areas that were inhabited by JBel. 1:154-156).

Therefore the great Jewish state of the Hasmonezathed its end,

though Galilee remained within the Jewish statdrdlyy the Romans

gave Herod the Great control of the ‘kingdom’ inBOE. At the begin-
ning of his reign, Herod had to stand persisteagginst the resistance
that he faced among the Galileadn{ 14:432-433, 450). After the
death of Herod the Great, the client king of Palest(4 BCE), the king-
dom was divided among his three sons: ArchelaudipRind Antipas.

Herod Antipas was appointed as the tetrarch oflé&aknd Perea. He

reigned from 4 BCE to 39 CE. We will now shortlyngey these histo-

rical phases.

3.4.1 The Hasmoneans: The military invasion of the Land
It is well known that the Maccabees dreamed ofaiethg the Great Is-
rael by military forcé® The Hasmoneans, not surprisingly, justified
their conquest of land by referring to Israel’s estcal right to the land.
This religious and nationalistic justification itearly stated in 1 Macc
15:33 through the mouth of Simeon the Maccabesgmean 142/3 BCE —
i.e. at the time of declaring the independencdeflewish state?®

“We have neither taken any other man’s land, nowddold dominion
over other people’s territory, but only over thaéntance of our fathers.
On the contrary, for a certain time it was unjustld by our enemies;
but we, seizing the opportunity, hold fast the nithece of our fathers.”

%8 Freyne, 2004, 74-75, 77-80.
1% Mendels, 1992, 83. See Freyne, 2001B, 292-293.bBo& of 1 Macc is generally
dated to about 100 BCE.
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This statement reflects the Maccabeen ideology. Hagmonean realm
did conquest foreign territory, but according teittreasoning the land
belonged to them due to the promises of God. 1 Mdct6 states that
Simeon “broadened the borders of his nation, atetiraver the land.”
During the reign of John Hyrcanus | (134-104 BCHi} hationalistic
ideology, backed up by biblical justification, réed in forcefully con-
verting the inhabitants of conquered territoriesdumaea, Shechem, in
parts of Transjordan, and Samarfn{. 13:254—-258). During the reign
of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 BCE) the borderh@fHasmonean
kingdom reached out to their widest since King 8wa (Ant. 13:395-
397)1%° The ancestral right, emphasized in the second leemptings,
recalls the Hebrew conquests of Canaan in the bbdkshua (Sir 46:1-
10) in particular®

The Maccabeen war was followed by the Hasmoneamastyn
which prospered during the reign of John Hyrcanl®4-105 BCE
(Bell. 1:68-69). It was first during Hyrcanus’ reign thettive ideas
about the invasion of Galilee seem to have appeaneshgst the Has-
moneans. But before the Hasmoneans could reacke&alney had to
invade the gentile territories which ringed Galjlee more specifically,
which separated Galilee from Jud&aErom point of view of Judea, Ga-
lilee was isolated by Straton’s Tower (later Caeaavlaritima) on the
Mediterranean coast, Samaria in the hill country 8nythopolis in the
valley. Therefore Hyrcanus started an invasion egmp which some
scholars think, was regarded as “the holy warhi@ tontemporary po-
pular imaginatiort®

The Hasmoneans took over the Mediterranean codsthay in-
vaded Transjordan in the easin{. 13:255—-256). After this they destro-
yed the temple on Mount Gerizim in Samaria mostljikn 107 BCE
(Ant. 13:254-256, 281). Hyrcanus forced the Idumeans, liwld in the
south of Judea, to convert to Judaism by circurighnt. 13:256—258;

160 Mendels, 1992, 84. Nickelsburg, 2005, 93.

1 Freyne, 2004, 60-91.

%2 Freyne, 1980, 41-42.

183 Freyne, 1980, 42. This idea of “the holy war” demsupported by the fact that accor-
ding to Megillat Ta'anith the conquest of the GrB&in was celebrated as a Jewish natio-
nal holiday.
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15:254-255). During the time of Samaria’s invas&eythopolis came
into Jewish handsApit. 13:280). Until the end of Hyrcanus’ reign the Je-
wish state of the Hasmoneans included almost thitlenized cities
from the Mediterranean coast to Galilee, Transjoraiad Idumea®*

Hyrcanus’ invasions cleared the way for Aristobuly(404-103
BCE) to connect Galilee into the Hasmonean kingddow this anne-
xation of Galilee into Judea was worked out is dtenaf dispute. Jose-
phus has not written about a Hasmonean militarypzégm driven to
Galilee in order to invade the land and/or conwartinhabitants. The
idea of a Hasmonean Judaizing campaign to Galddmsed on Schi-
rer’s identification of the Iturean territory, ofr laast a sizeable part of it,
with Galilee® Josephus states that Aristobulus |

“made war against lturea, and added a great patttofJudea,
and compelled the inhabitants, if they would camtirin that
country, to be circumcised, and to live accordioghe Jewish
laws” (Ant. 13:318-319).

It is noteworthy that unlike the Idumeans, the (B8alis and Itu-
reans are never being accused of being half-Jef@ish 14:403). The
Ituraeans were an Arab tribe, and they lived prilpan the north and
northeast of Galilee, on and around Mount Lebanod Anti-Leba-
non!® Freyne states that the precise localization ofttiraeans is diffi-
cult because of our few sources, and because dé#mi-nomadic life-
style” led at least by some of their memb®&fs=reyne further concludes
that perhaps the closest connection between Itsraad Galilee is to be
found in the Itureans’ brigandage-lifestyle, whizdm be seen as having
some resemblance with the brigands of Galilee wisjglrred up bet-

164 Mantel, 1975, 268-269.

185 Schiirer, 1973, 217-218. Chancey, 2002, 42; Frey@&), 43. Chancey and Freyne
attest that most scholars have followed Schirdrisidentification of lturea with Galilee.
Freyne (1980, 42) givesnt. 13:304 andBell. 1:76 as possible evidence of a Galilean cam-
paign during Aristobulus’ reign.

166 Chancey, 2002, 44. Freyne, 2001, 189.

%7 Freyne, 2001, 188—189. See: StraBepg.16:755f. andint. 15:344-348.
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ween 47 and 4 BCE?® This of course is speculative and impossible to
prove with any certainly. While the Jews were imgoextent jealous of
the Phoenicians’ seafaring activities, Josephus o distinguish the
Itureans from the anonymity of other Arab tribethew than by negative
remarks. Some of their members are highlightedefading a precarious
lifestyle, and by the fact that the Itureans causestrations for Rome’s
ambitions in the Eagf?

From Josephus we know that the circumcised Idumeamsi-
ned, in some forms, separated from the Jews. Astprid Josephus’
portrayal several of these half-Jewish Idumeansejbithe zealous Jews
during the Jewish war, and some of them continuedkiping their na-
tive god QosBell. 4:345-353Ant. 15:253-258). Freyne points out that
in later Jewish history the Itureans, unlike thengtans, are not pictured
with such an information or profifé® Along with Freyne, | see this as a
strong suggestion that Schirer’'s conclusion highhgrestimated his
claim that during the early Hellenistic era, mosGalilee was inhabited
by Itureans.”™* More correctly, the Galilee of the time of the Hmsiean
“invasion” seems to have been scarcely inhabité@. dlaim that the in-
habitants of Galilee were, for the great part,déuns is not convincing.

In addition to the ldumeans, the Samarians weie a#asidered
to be half-JewishAnt. 9:277-291 b.Qidd75a—6a). According to Matt
10:5b Jesus especially forbids his disciples tager to the Gentiles:
“Go nowhere among the Gentiles, and enter no towwheoSamaritans.”
The reference to the Samaritans works as a clatiific. Arguably Mat-
thew’s Jesus did not regard the Samaritans ageeal. It seems that the
reference to the Samarians might have been neged3trerwise the
disciples might have preached to them, as the pitan not to go over
to the Gentiles would not necessary have excludedsamaritans in the
eyes of all first century Jews. The ethnic identifythe Samaritans was

%8 Freyne, 2001, 206—207. Freyne refers to the fatigwexts: Bell. 1:204-206:Ant.
14:158-160; Strabdseog. 16:755. See also Freyne, 2001B, 298-299. Freyrigsnr
(2001B, 298) that “little or no evidence of Ituresmaterial remains has so far come to light
in Galilee.”

%9 Freyne, 2001, 194.

10 Freyne, 2001, 205-206. Freyne refers to the fatigvtexts:Bell. 4:345-353; 6:378;
Ant. 15:253-258.

" Freyne, 2001, 205. Schiirer, 1973, 217-218.
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not quite clear r. Qidd.4:3; Ant. 9:288-291; 12:257-260). Josephus
bitterly states that the Samaritans identified thelwes occasionally
with the Jews if it brought some positive conse@esrfor them, but on
the other hand, when the Jews had difficulties thieytly denied ha-
ving any kinship with themAnt. 9:291; 11:340§

3.4.2 The ethnic roots of the Galileans: Who were they?
Horsley has argued that the Galileans consistedlynosformer Nor-
thern Israelites, but also of converted lturedAReed on the other hand
has offered a solution according to which the ®atis were Judeans
who had colonized Galilee during the HasmoneanogefReed main-
tains that Galilee was scarcely populated and maiah-Jewish before
the Hasmonean annexation. Reed claims that theseavpapulation gap
in Galilee from 700 to 200 BCE? The possible population peek in Ga-
lilee during the Hasmonean annexation is suggéstede sudden incre-
ase of sites and the overall material culture elthte Hellenistic Gali-
lee (200-100 BCE). It is noteworthy that the Galiematerial culture,
beginning with the annexation of Galilee into Jydeatches the mate-

2 Davies & Allison, 1991, 166. Catchpole, 2006, 1783: Meier, 2001, 533-534. .
Qidd. 4:3 it is stated that the Samaritans are of “diolilstatus”. The uncertainty of their
ethnic origin is also referred to Ant. 9:288-291; 12:257-260b.(Qidd.75a—6a). Accor-
ding to Josephus’ attestations the Samaritans etiiepending on their occasional ad-
vantage, that their ethnical origin was among tegcdndants of JosepAnt. 9:291) and
among the Sidonian#\(t. 12:257-291). According tAnt. 9:288—-291; 10:184 and 2 Kgs
17 the Samaritans were descendants of the Perstiweas. They had been settled on the
area by the Assyrians. It is apparent from the s=sithat there was a fierce tension bet-
ween the Jews and the Samaritans: Sir 50:25-26 10K29-37; John 4:$nt. 11:114;
18:30; 20:118-1367. Levi5-7; Jdt 9:2—4 (=commenting Gen 34). In 1 Macd3tie
Gentiles and the Samaritans are seen togetheglamg against the Jews, and therefore,
according to 1 Macc, some nationalistic Jews weréamly skeptical and critical towards
the Samaritans. See Binder, 1999, 471-475. Bn@0R,2172-177, 182-185.

3 Horsley, 1996, 22, 25-26. Horsley, 1995, 32-33489 Horsley states (Horsley, 1995,
40) on p. 40 that “during the second-temple timestninhabitants of Galilee were descen-
dants of the northern Israelite peasantry.” Fdnatsbut insightful general presentation of
the scholars’ views of the Galileans’ ethnic backgd, see Freyne, 2001B, 297-303.

" Reed, 1999, 102. Kazen, 2002, 277-278. Freyne4,26D-63. Freyne, 2001, 197.
Freyne criticizes Horsley's argument by statingt iidhe Israelite tribes had continued
their existence in and around the Galilean areayadd expect to find some cultic places
for the worship of JHWH during the period betwed®-7200 BCE. Freyne is certainly
right in questioning whether it could be possilile $uch a specific ethnic identity to be
maintained without any cultic center as Mount Geriar Jerusalem.
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rial culture of Judea, as Reed states. This shaadrial culture of Ju-
dea and Galilee consists of stone vessels, migaadtsecondary burials
with ossuaries in kokhim and the lack of pbfkReed explains convin-
cingly that the increase of archaeological findirgénciding with the
Hasmonean annexation can easily be explained byatiehat during
that time Galilee was colonized by Jude#fisAccording to Bauckham
the early first century Galilee consisted of a dapan made up from
remnants of the Israelite population, a great maungean immigrants
and some converted Gentif€1t is true that during the second temple
period, and sometime after this period, the Ismadtibes were not con-
sidered to be “lost”. They are mentioned on sevecahsions and their
location is often referred fd? although they are seldom located in
Galilee.

It seems reasonable to assume that in 104 BCE déisenbheans
colonized Galilee, which was quite a desolate dfeigther in the north
of Galilee, Aristobulus | invaded areas of the éaums and forced them
to make a decision between leaving the countryeing circumcised
and converting to Judaismiit. 13:318). Earlier, as we have seen, Hyr-
canus had given the same options to the Idumeams 13:257). The
poor conditions in Galilee, its scanty populatiamidg the second cen-
tury BCE, can explain Josephus’ silence about thBléan campaign.
After Hyrcanus had invaded the surrounding citied gerritories bet-
ween Judea and Galilee, Galilee could peacefulljoled to the Has-
monean kingdom. Ituraea contained only some ofNtbehern parts of
Galilee. It would be hard to prove why Josephusldibave called Gali-
lee Ituraea, when he could have used its propeeramiGalilee of the
Gentiles”. | maintain with Chancey’s statement: ris no event is as
significant for understanding the subsequent pdjmriaof Galilee as

" Reed, 1999, 102.

% Reed, 1999, 89, 97-99. Reed, 2000, 52-53. Chanésw2010, 23, 24-26. In agree-
ment with Reed Charlesworth writes on p. 23 thats‘inow becoming clear that a large
majority of Galilean Jews had been moved (or megtafrom Judea by one of the Hasmo-
neans.” See Charlesworth’s representation of thelady discussion concerning the eth-
nic background of the Galileans: Charlesworth, 2333

" Bauckham, 1997, 165. Willitts, 2007, 195-196, 202.

8 Bauckham, 1997, 163-164. Séet. 11:113;T. Mos.3:4, 6; 4:9;Sib. Or.2:171;m.
Sanh.10:3;2 Bar.62:5; 77:17; 78:1.
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Aristobulus’ conquest®® Judea, Perea, ldumea and Galilee were tradi-
tionally Jewish at least since the time of the Haseans® After Aris-
tobulus’ reign, in the first century BCE, Galileelbnged to the Jewish
nation, and the inhabitants of Galilee considehediselves as Jews.

3.4.3 The Romans

At the beginning of the Roman rule, 63 BCE, Pompeduced the Je-
wish state to the areas populated by Jews. ThusaJoidbper, the villa-
ges of eastern Idumaea, Jewish Peraea east adrifenJand Galilee re-
mained within the Jewish state. What the Hasmonlgaasty had con-
quered from Syria during the reigns of Hyrcanus Andtobulus, were
now lost. These areas became part of the Syriarimo® of the Roman
Empire. The reduced Jewish state lost the inlatidscof Marisa, Se-
baste and Scythopolis. Beyond the Jordan the JestdHe great Greek
cities of Pella, Hippos, Dios, Gadara and Gerabas@ cities were now
joined to the Roman province of Syria given backhiir former inhabi-
tants — i.e. to non-Jews. This was also the cademaritime cities such
as Gaza, Joppa, Dora and Caesafex. (4:74—78, 88Bell 1:156-166,
169-170)'*? It is important to note that at the time of Pomizglilee
was considered to be Jewish and thus it remaingdnathe Jewish sta-

179 Chancey, 2002, 42.

18 sanders, 2002, 16. This can be further backeddhaaological evidence in the case of
Gallilee. Chancey (2002, 46—-47) clarifies that ®ald numismatic evidence indicates that
already during Alexander Jannaeus’ reign Galiles ath politically and economically
integrated into the Hasmonean kingdom. Numismafidemce of Hasmonean presence in
Gallilee has also already been found from Hyrcameign, though not as much as from
Jannaeus’ reign.

181 Chancey, 2002, 45. This is clearly seen in thgnreif Alexander Jannaeus (103-76
BCE). Freyne, 1980, 44: “The Jewishness of Lowdilégaseems secure even at that early
state of its incorporation into the Hasmonean kamgd

182 See Schirer, 1973, 233-242. Josephus informsatiathr in history, immediately pre-
ceding the Jewish Revolt (66—73 CE) there was aatas in Caesarea in which the inha-
bitants of Caesarea killed more than 20 000 Jetis. [&d to the uprising of the Galileans.
They came from villages and burned cities of thea®yprovince as Philadelphia, Gerasa,
Pella, Scythopolis, Gadara and Hipp8ll. 2:459. These stories reveal that a Jewish
minority resided in these Hellenistic cities anliiagies in Syria. In these cities the Gentiles
and the Jews lived together under a certain pressut fearBell. 2:457;Vita 44. Freyne,
2000, 48.
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te. This crucial stage of history, once again, rgjteened the Jewish
identity of Galilee.

3.4.4 Herod Antipas’ Galilee

During the time of Jesus’ mission Herod Antipas wWestetrarch of Ga-
lilee and Perea (4 BCE-39 CE). Politically Antip&slilee was not an
Imperial province of Rome. Galilee was a tetraraliffich was allied to
Rome. As a procuratorship, Judea was ruled by agR@rocurator. It is
to be pointed out that the Roman procurators didgosern Judea and
Jerusalem on a day-to-day basis. The procuratatsher administra-
tive centers and homes in Caesarea. They visitegadlem during the
great Jewish feasts. In domestic affairs the HighsPwas thele facto
ruler of Jerusalem. The Sanhedrin was the highe#digal organ in
Jerusalem and Jud&.

The questions as to whether Galilee was Jewishemhistic, rural
or urban, are too restrictive. Hellenism and Judaigere not mutually
exclusive. The idea that they were, led the easlidolarly discussion to
the conclusion that Greek influences prove thatpiigulation of Judea
and Galilee consisted of a reasonable number ofJears, and that the
ethos throughout was pagdif Galilee is not to be seen as a monolithic
entity. There are no reasons to suppose that @alitaild not have been
as diverse as Judea. Of course Judea and Galikeedifferent in many
respects. Jerusalem was, because of Judea’s glolittiation, more
strongly influenced by Rome. The religious impodarof Jerusalem
and its temple also influenced Judea and espedialfiysalem. The city
with its temple was the worldwide spiritual and ipchl center of Ju-
daism. It gathered Jewish pilgrims during the gfeasts from all over
the Diaspora. Because of this Jerusalem felt tieeince of Diaspora
Judaism strongly, and contacts with Hellenism wddgte been unavoi-
dable. In the light of Jerusalem’s political andigieus situation it is
reasonable to claim that the city was more opgarerzo-Roman culture
and politics than the villages and towns of thes Isiginificant Galilee.

183 Gnilka, 1997, 32. Sanders, 2002, 9.
18 See Freyne, 1980, 101.
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This does not necessarily mean that the Judeankl aare been reli-
giously flexible Jews.

The Jews’ loyalty towards the Torah can be suppdrieboth ar-
chaeological and literal evidence. The many migvaools for ritual ba-
thing, which have been excavated in the Galiledlagés, the lack of
pagan temples dedicated to Augustus or to othearpggds, mark the
land of Galilee during the first half of the firséntury. It is also to be
noted that Herod Antipas did not have his own imaenped on the
coins used in Galilee. In contrast, Antipas’ brothierod Philip, who
ruled the northeasterly region of Trachonitis, @Gaitls and Batanaea,
stamped his own image on his coins. The majoritPlifip’'s subjects
were non-Jew&>” Even though Antipas was a great builder-king, ide d
not feel free to build pagan temples or statueSafilee. The most natu-
ral reason for this is that he was compelled tosictar his subjects’ reli-
gious convictions. He governed under the sociasquee posed by the
Jewish religion, and at the same time, he alsalielpressure of Rome.
He named the new capital city of Galilee for thedwoof the new empe-
ror — Tiberias. In sum, we can conclude that dutirglong reign of An-
tipas Galilee had a clear Jewish identity. We cesadly follow San-
ders’ argument according to which the Galilean$igi®us identity can
be described by the beliefs of “common Judaism”.

3.5 Galilean geography and archaeology

3.5.1 Lower and Upper Galilee

Josephus divides Galilee into two regions: Uppet Bower Galilee
(Bell. 3:38-40). In the Mishnah Galilee is divided intoee sections:
Upper and Lower Galilee and the Valley. The villagefar Hananiah,
which was located about 20 km west from Capernauas, the dividing
point between Upper and Lower Galilee. Tiberias imathe valley (.
Seb.9.2). Galilee covered an area of about 2,000'RPhe Gospels in-
dicate that Jesus was mainly active in the villagfdsower Galilee: Na-
zareth, Nain, Cain, Capernaum, Bethsaida and Cimordasephus de-

18 Stern, 1974, 286-287.
186 Schnabel, 2004, 180.
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scribes Galilee as a densely populated rural ldndllages and towns,
with a strong Jewish ethos. According to him Galifées all cultivated
by its inhabitants, and no part of it lies idl®g(l. 3:42—44). The majo-
rity of Galilee’s inhabitants were rural farmef. (Ap.1:60)%” and we
can securely state that Galilee, as well as Jugkexse agrarian societies.
In Galilee perhaps 90 % of the population livedtia countryside and
were engaged in agricultut® Besides the rural villages, Galilee had
also an urban population, which lived in Tiberiasd aSepphori$®®
These two cities were Galilee’'s administrative awbnomic strong-
holds. Josephus also states, in line with the Syempthat Galilee had
many synagogued/ita 277; Mark 1:39; Matt 4:23; Luke 4:15). Accor-
ding to Josephus there was a synagogue in Tib@fits277, 279), Dor
(Ant. 19:300-311) and in CaesareBell. 2:266—270, 284—292Ant.
20:173-178, 182-184).

3.5.2 The size of the Galilean population

Josephus claims that Galilee consisted of 204gablal/ita 235). Else-
where he states that the population of the smalidlage was 15 000
people Bell. 3:43). Josephus is clearly overestimating thesebmus be-
cause if we take him literally the population oflil@a would have rea-
ched up to over 3 million people in 67 CE. It isydifficult to estimate
the number of the Galilean population and its etlwoinsistence. This is
due to the fact that we do not have enough relistalgstic material. The
Jewish sources, Josephus and the Midrash, grosslggerate their
numbers. The Midrash Rabba insists that the copktal had 600 000
towns, Shir. R.I:16. Avi-Yonah concludes, on the basis of arclhagio
cal and scribal evidence, that at the time of Jdseisvhole of Palestine
had about two and a half million residett§This estimation of Avi-Yo-

187 Schnabel, 2004, 187-188. In the works of Josephdsin the rabbinic texts Galilee is
portrayed as a fertile land producing several kiofiguits, vegetables, legumes and spi-
ces. Agriculture was the most important work-seatopoth Galilee and Judea. Galileans
also practiced fishing.

188 Stegemann, 2011, 2302.

8 Horsley, 1996, 89.

10 Avi-Yonah, 1974, 108-109. According to Nehemiah0BO adult males returned to
Judea from the Babylonian captivity. This would gest that the whole number of retur-
nees would have risen to about 250 000 people \N&#y Ezra 2:64). 1 Macc 12:41 states
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nah is most probably too high. Horsley estimates the population of
Galilee would have been about 150 000 during tignref Antipas. He
also estimates that the combined population of Befg and Tiberias
would have been about 15 000 inhabitaftStegemann claims that it is
estimated that the population of Galilee at theetioh our concern rea-
ched 150 000 — 200 000 peopléBoth the Synoptics and Josephus give
the impression that Galilee was crowded: Mark 3:Z-8;Bell. 3:2-3,
42-43 etc. Edwards proposes that Galilee was depsgulated with
significant urban centers and numerous large \@8aY§ The textual
proof clearly speaks for the assumption that Galikas densely popu-
lated. Galilee most probably had a Jewish populatising up to about
200 000 inhabitants. We may conclude that a dersabylated village
or town was at the heart of Jewish Galilee. The waajority of first
century Israeli Jews lived in villagé¥.

Josephus implies that as in Alexandrgel{. 2:495; 7:191-192;
2:488), and other cities in the Diaspora, so atsthe border areas of
Galilee Bell. 2:503), the Jewish people lived in areas andgakasepa-
rated from the Gentiles. This suggests that thdeaal villages were not
to a notable degree ethnically mixed. Sanders ribhtgsthe only rare re-
ferences to Gentiles in Jewish Palestine occuiti@s¢ not in the villa-
ges. In Galilee the Gentiles are only noted to haaided in Tiberias.
According to Sanders there were only a few Gentilekewish Palestine
and these were concentrated to cities such asi@#erhich according
to him had a Gentile minorit}>

3.5.3 Evaluating the evidence of archaeology
Scholars have held that Upper Galilee and the Gatkene more conser-
vative than Lower Galilee. This is mainly becausarenlewish inscrip-

that during the Hasmonean times Jonathan mobii®e@00 men. This would indicate that
the whole Jewish population would have reached t5@d 000. Josephus insists to have
recruited 60 000 men from Galilee in 66 @&eJl. 2:583. This would suggest that the Gali-
lee consisted of about three quarters of a millibrabitants.

1 Horsley, 1996, 45.

192 Stegemann, 2011, 2302—2303.

198 Edwards, 1992, 55.

19 Talmon, 1991, 39. Safrai, 1976, 728. Stegemanh] 28802. Horsley, 2010, 120-121.
1% sanders, 2002, 35-36
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tions, artworks, synagogues and migvaot have be@mdfin Upper Ga-
lilee and Golan than in the villages of Lower Gedi*® Horsley states
that this judgment is misleading because the antbgeal evidence re-
ferred to derives mostly from the third and four#intury CE:’ The ti-
ming of the findings is a principal problem and li#reges the archaeo-
logical research. The timing of the discoveriesethler it is pre- or post-
70, determines much of our interpretation of thdil&m ethos, culture
and ethnical consistence. The persistent idea, Gaditee was Helle-
nistic and urban, has mostly arisen out of arctaagchl proof that has
to be re-evaluated. Horsley rightly argues thaetasn archaeological
findings of mostly the Middle (135-250 CE) and L&eman (250-363
CE) era, Galilee seems to have been politicallgnemically, and even
to some extent culturally, integrated into the Roranpire. When Je-
sus is seen as living in a Galilean context createaheously by the ar-
chaeological findings that are based on the seemwidthird centuries,
he is easily seen as an uncontroversial urbarenitif a pan-Mediterra-
nean culturé®

It is apparent that most of the found Jewish lanttmare from
the middle Roman to the early Arab period. It isvBger important to
note that in the pre-70 discoveries the emerginyi@l differences bet-
ween Upper and Lower Galilee seem to be quite sffidll is clear, as
several scholars insist, that the cultural diffeeshbetween Upper and
Lower Galilee can be explained by geographicakdéfices. Upper Ga-
lilee, so to say the north of Galilee, dominatedMbyunt Hermon and
the other mountains and hills, created challengescémmunication,
traffic and transportation. The geography of Up@aililee can be seen
as the main reason for its considerable isolatifpper Galilee was less

1% Freyne, 2000, 166-7, 174, 179, 191, 198, 217. GrLp Freyne writes the following:
“Undoubtedly, Lower Galilee, especially around lllee does present a more mixed cultu-
ral aspect than Upper Galilee/Golan, as has bemmrshy various archaeological surveys.
This difference is, no doubt, attributable to treeling and other links that were possible in
the Valley region as a result of the ease of comaoations between the various city terri-

tories and across the lake. These provided a naiutiet for any surplus production as

well as markets for the pottery and fish industridsch we know were developed in Lo-

wer Galilee.”

" Horsley, 1996, 91-92.

%8 Horsley, 1999, 59-60.

9 See Freyne, 2000, 174, 179, 191.
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urban and more separated from foreign influencas ttower Galilee.
The cultural changes did not have such great effiedpper Galilee as
they had on Lower Galilee. The archaeological resiauggest that du-
ring the Late Hellenistic period and the Hasmonpeariod, as Reed ar-
gued, Galilee was colonized by Judeans who spresadJewish religion
to Galilee. Leaning on archaeological evidence ae argue that Ga-
lilee as a whole was Jewish during the first cgnttftwe will now have
a closer look at the Galilean earthly remains ftbmpre-70 period.
Reed has shown that in the Late Hellenistic Galitheing the
Hasmonean period, there was a sudden rise ofait®verall material
culture. This coincides with the Hasmonean anneratand as Reed
suggests, it has its likeliest explanation in thet that during that time
many Judeans colonized the scarcely populatede8alilhe archaeolo-
gical remains of this period show that Judea andegaad shared indi-
cators of the Jewish religion: stone vessels, ndtwa houses, burial
practices with ossuaries in kokhim, and a diet sithpork-bone left-
overs?®! It is noteworthy that from Sepphoris, originatibgtween 100
BCE-70 CE, over one hundred stone vessel fragneamtsover twenty
migvaot have been unearthed, and both in SeppanddiNazareth stone
vessels, migvaot and Jewish-style tombs have bmamdf It is interes-
ting that the zoo-archaeological profile of Sepjhaehows no signs of
pork-bones during the first century. Stone vesaalt$ migvaot origina-
ting from the first century has also been foundTiberias, Jotapata
(Yodefat) and Gamla. Migvaot, originating from tfiest century, have
been excavated in Chorazin, Beit Yinam, Beth Sheakihirbet Shema
and Sasa. We may note that stone vessels havefdg®ah in the first
century Capernaufi? In comparison with the other areas outside of Ga-
lilee, Reed claims the following:

20 | eaning on archaeological evidence we can argaieGlalilee as a whole was Jewish
during the first century. The following scholarsioh that Galilee was Jewish during the
first century Freyne, 2000, 198. Horsley, 1996, 90-92. Dunn, 2@09. Sanders, 2002,

21. It is however to be noted that these scholars ptegete different views regarding the
origin of the Galilean Jews: Cf. Chapter 3.4.2.

201 Reed, 1999, 89-90, 97-99.

22 Reed, 1999, 100-103.
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“This archaeological profile of Galilean sites amsts with

those of the surrounding regions, accentuatindigsnct Jewish

character. The lack of stone vessels and migviaetptesence of
pork, and the differences in burial practices ctirze the ma-
terial culture of the regions surrounding Galile¢his time.?%3

The archaeological finds of Galilee during thetfrentury indi-
cate that Galilee and Judea shared the religiousriakculture and
practices during the first century. This materialtare reflects the Je-
wish ethos of the residents in Galilee. The arguneéra considerably
urbanized and Hellenized Galilee is based on enigihgsthe role of
Tiberias and Sepphoris, and the role of the econdraific via the east-
west road leading from Damascus through Tiberias S@&pphoris and
reaching the Mediterranean polis of Ptolemais (AkK@ be sure, the
centers of Galilee — Tiberias and Sepphoris — weoee Hellenized,
more pro-Roman and more ethnically mixed than r@alilee. How-
ever, it is not plausible to claim that Tiberiagi&epphoris embraced a
cosmopolitan culture over the rest of Galilee. @& tontrary, it seems
that these Galilean centers were not admired henadespised by the
Galilean villagers. The Hellenistic and cosmopaliteatures of Tiberias
and Sepphoris certainly portray the elite, but ¢hsatures cannot be
attributed to the whole of Galilee, which consistedstly of village
communities>

3.6 Jesus’ heartlands: Capernaum, Bethsaida and

Chorazin

Capernaum and its closest villages, Chorazin antdsBala, formed the
heartland of Jesus’ ministry (Matt 11:20-24). Choravas “up to the

hill” behind Capernaum, about three or four kiloersetfrom Caper-
naum. Bethsaida was about 13 kilometers from Cauenn According

to Q these villages rejected Jesus’ message anefdhe Jesus proclai-
med his harsh words of doom and woes against thehe(10:13-15;

Matt 11:20-24).

23 Reed, 2001, 117.
204 Reed, 1999, 98. Kazen, 2002, 285-286.
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3.6.1 Capernaum

Recently the calculations of the inhabitants of @apum and other Ga-
lilean villages have been revised downwards. Hgride example esti-
mates that in Capernaum there were about 1000 itanéd and not
“between 12 000 and 15 000" as sometimes thougigth ldstimations
of the population in the Galilean villages havecofirse supported the
arguments of an urban Galilean environment. Accgrdd Horsley's
calculations, if Capernaum had reached those higleatations of the
number of its population, it would be one thirdtbé size of Jerusa-
lem?2% This statement of Horsley is of course dependarthe estima-
ted size of Jerusalem’s population. According tedReCapernaum’s po-
pulation during the first century was between 666 4500 inhabitants.
Despite the seemingly low figure, Reed claims that village was re-
garded as one of the larger villages of Galff8elhe estimations con-
cerning Capernaum or the whole of Galilee’s popatatre not sol-
ved?”” As Stegemann notes the radical differences isthelars’ views
concerning the size of the population of Capernawendependent on
their views of the size of the area occupied byeCagum and by the as-
sumed number of people living per hect®felhe greatly differing figu-
res of Capernaum’s population, presented by difteseholars, are not
factual, but rather assumptions backed with moless solid archaeolo-
gical evidence. Basically the estimations suggelsieReed, Meyers and
Strange are based on their view of the size ohtiwent village and the
density of its population per hect&fé.

25 Horsley, 1996, 114.

2% Reed, 2000, 152.

27 Davies, Allison, Meyers and Strange argue forlatiseely high population of Caper-
naum. According to Davies and Allison Capernaungpyation might rise up to 12 000
(Davies & Allison, 1988, 378) and according to Mesyand Strange the population of Ca-
pernaum would have been between 12 000 and 15rd@bitants (Meyers & Strange,
1983, 58).

208 stegemann, 2011, 2296. Reed, 2000, 149.

209 Meyers & Strange, 1983, 58, 52. According to Meyand Strange Capernaum occu-
pied a land area of 300 000 square meters (30resgid hey estimate that about 400 to
500 people inhabited 10 000 square meters (onafegcand thus the size of Capernaum’s
population rises up to 12 000 — 15 000 inhabitaReed on the other hand assumes that
Capernaum occupied a much smaller land area (10@@@are meters/10 hectares) and he
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Arguably Capernaum was compartively big among thalkvil-
lages of Galilee. The Synoptics describe Capernasia village where
there was a centurion (Matt 8:5-10), a toll-cobe¢Mark 2:14; see also
Matt 17:24) and a synagogue (Mark 1:21). The cdnfugact is that
outside the Gospels the village or town is mentiborly once or twice
(Bell. 3:519-521,Vita 403—404). The OT lacks any mention of it. The
inhabitants are portrayed as quite observant Jesause, as Mark indi-
rectly suggests, they brought their sick to be dabdly Jesus only after
the Sabbath was over (Mark 1:21, 29, 32—-34). Capannseems to have
had some strategic importance because it was sheilege on the road
leading from Antipas’ territory to Philip’s territp and further to Da-
mascus=° According to Rousseau and Arav this highway ‘Viarld’
passing by Capernaum went from Damascus to Ptoteamal Caesarea
Maritima?** Capernaum’s assumed location by the highway charl
given Jesus the possibility to spread his messaderthan to the locals
in the town. Capernaum also gave Jesus a somewafeapssition. Be-
cause Capernaum was located in the border areaasaitdwas by the
seashore and close to the trade route leadingsattredorder, Jesus had
an easy possibility to flee over to Philip’s tewrit if Antipas had threa-
tened him too seriously (Luke 9:9; 13:31). It ipontant to notice that
Antipas had executed John the Baptist (Mark 6:131-P8e Gospels do
not mention Jesus criticizing Herod Philip. It midie that Philip, the
“person of moderation and quietness in the condbittis life and go-
vernment” Ant. 18:106-107), offered Jesus safer grounds tha #fie
lee ruled by his brother Antipas, who had not lasit to execute a po-
pular prophet.

Archeological investigations have shown that Cagenmm had the
narrow and irregular streets of a little villagenl@one public building
has been found — if we accept that the fourth agnéynagogue was

also estimates the number of inhabitants per he¢tabe much lower (100-150 persons/
hectare). This explains why he insists that onl§-&00 populated Capernaum during the
first century. Reed explains his low estimatiortte number of population density by in-
sisting that the houses of Capernaum were madeudfpacked basalt fieldstones, which
would not have supported, according to him, seduts. Therefore the village did not
have multiple-storied houses. See Reed, 2000, 59-1

21 bunn, 2003, 319.

21! Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 39-40.
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built on top of a first century synagogue. No teeair gymnasium has
been unearthed. There is no evidence of specidthwetite houses, fine
glass, any marble, mosaics, frescoes, or expepsiitery>*? Based on
the archaeological excavations, Binder statesGagternaum was “only
a small village occupying about fifteen acres aodsisting primarily of
private insulae®? If the village was this small it would not havedha
space for several public buildings, in additiortiie one found. It might
also be worth noting that Capernaum, as most @fiaand towns in Ga-
lilee, had no wall$** The list of walled cities of Israel according t@th
Mishnah (. Arak.9:6) does not mention Capernaum.

The synagogue of Capernaum has raised questionsgatrecho-
lars. The synagogue is of importance for our subjecause according
to Luke 7:1-10 it was built by the centurion of @apmum whose ser-
vant-boy Jesus is reported to have healed. Thes fithe synagogue
date from the fourth or fifth centuries CE. Recartthaeological excava-
tions, however, supported by the strong textuabpfimm the Gospels,
suggest that this synagogue was built on the faiom=of an earlier sy-
nagogue from the first century. Sacred buildingshsas synagogues
were often built on earlier holy sites. The synagongs constructed of
white limestone and its size is great: 24.5 x I8efers. On the southern
wall of the synagogue are three entrances whioh taawards Jerusalem.
The older layer of the walls was made of basahetand this older wall
surrounded a floor paved with cobblestones. Tharaemt that the earli-
er building was a private house can be excludegeseral grounds. All
the excavated private houses in Capernaum had wfallehewn stone,
and most of the private houses had only beateh-8#adrs. None of the
private houses were as big as the synagogue (24857xmetersj*® Ar-

%2 5ee Reed, 2000, 156-157.

213 Binder, 1999, 191. Reed, 2001,124. Reed'’s stateorep. 124 gives a picture of the
modesty of the Galilean villages: “At Capernaunt, dgample, most walls were made of
unhewn stones, packed with mud, were covered Watched roofs, and had beaten earth
floors.”

214 schnabel, 2004, 188. A walled city might have beangerous for Jesus and his fol-
lowers. Perhaps they would have been trapped wiltgrcity walls, as later happened to
Paul (Acts 9 and 2 Cor 11).

215 Binder, 1999, 186-189. It must be noted that the sf the building was 24.5 x 18.7
meters outside the walls, and inside the wall meak22 x 16.5 meters, p. 192.
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chitectural forms of the building — as much as barcompared with the
older building — resemble the main structures b&pfirst century syna-
gogues: Gamla, Masada and Herodfifrin light of the archaeological
and textual evidence, we can securely state tleab#salt stone walls
surrounding the stone paved floor, constitutedfitse century synago-
gue of Capernaurit! Consequently, the main city of Jesus’ mission was
rather a sizeable village, which embraced a clekWish ethos. The po-
pulation of Capernaum consisted of Jews.

3.6.2 Bethsaida-Julias

Herod Philip’s reign was long and successful (4 BCE4 CE). It lasted
for 37 years Ant. 18:106). In the areas ruled by Philip the majodty
the population consisted of Gentiles. In the bodistrict, close to Gali-
lee, lived numerous Jews, who as we have argudidredelt connected
to their Jewish motherland by a thousand ties. T¥pmke the same lan-
guage and dialect as the Galilean J&{3hey led a similar way of life,
and the Sea of Galilee was for many of them thairee of livelihood.
Chorazin and Capernaum were on Herod Antipas’ efdthe border,
while Bethsaida was on Herod Philip’s side of tloeder @nt. 18:28;
Bell. 2:168). Theissen points out that the border séipgréntipas’ and
Philip’s areas was political and artificial. Jewusetl on both sides of the
border in these border areas. The vanished bandeslas marked by the
river Jordan. Certainly Jews living on both sidéshe border conside-
red themselves united with each other. This argtiro@n be supported
by the fact that during the Jewish war, 66—73 @yslin both districts
adopted the same rebellious ethBdn the Gospel of John Bethsaida is

216 ginder, 1999, 192.

27 Binder, 1999, 192. If this conclusion is correbgn we are faced with the odd fact that
the synagogue of Capernaum was the biggest synagifghe second temple period, or at
least the biggest that has been found so far. Be#ps it is not mentioned in the works of
Josephus or in the Mishnah. The synagogue of Caperiis slightly bigger than the syna-
gogue of Gamla.

218 see Bockmuehl, 2005, 63-64. Galileans were, akiBoehl notes, recognizable for

their careless pronunciation. See ‘Brub. 53b, Mark 14:70; Matt 26:73. The Galilean
Jews spoke Aramaic with a Galilean Jewish accent.

2% Theissen, 1991, 50. Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 20.



85

simply called “Bethsaida in Galilee” (John 12:3%).Archaeological
finds suggest that Bethsaida was destroyed probadht before or
shortly after the fall of Gamla in November 67 GQBsephus states that
when the general rebellion against the puppet Rigdppa Il started in
66 CE, the people around and in the city of Betlesgjave their sympa-
thies to the Jews fighting against Agrippa Il, wiias supported by the
Romans Yita 398-406Y2! These notions support the claim of a Jewish
ethos in Bethsaida.

Herod Philip developed Bethsaida and renamed ihdzéda-
Julias either in honor of Augustus’ wife and Tilwstimother, Livia-Ju-
lia, or as Josephus states, in honor of Augustasigtter Julia (Ant.
18:28)** Herod Philip’s renaming and transformation of trikage
(xdun) Bethsaida into a Greek poliséfic) Bethsaida-Julias occurred in
30 CE?®In Mark Bethsaida is called a ‘villagetdun, Mark. 8:23, 26),
but in Matthew, Luke and John (Matt 11:20-21, L@k#&0, John 1:44),
it is called a city £61.c).?** The centrality of Bethsaida-Julias is pointed
out by the fact that Herod Philip was buried in ¢itg in 33 CE?®

Several houses, city walls and a large public lngidwhich ori-
ginate from the Hellenistic and Roman era, havenhgiscovered in
Bethsaida. Excavators have also found implementadoiculture and
fishing. This is not surprising due to the cityacation. Due to the fact
that Bethsaida is in the border area and in thetdgr of Philip, the

220 gee Bockmuehl, 2005, 62-63. Bockmuehl clarifieswiays in which scholars have ex-
plained the fact that John 12:21 calls Bethsaidaablean town. Bockmuehl states that
“most scholars now recognize, however, that Jewettiements in the Jordan valley and
around what is known in the Gospels as the Seaatife€ were sometimes described as
part of Galilee. Both Josephus and Luke refer waduwf Gamla as a Galilean, and the
geographer Ptolemy also viewed Julias as belortgii@alilee.” The citation is from p. 63.
See Acts 5:37Ant 18:4, 23; 20:102Bell. 2:118, 433. Josephus occasionally gives an am-
biguous description of the location of BethsaiBell. 3:57, 515Ant 18:28;Vita 403, 406.

221 Chancey, 2002, 106-107. Theissen, 1991, 50. Raussérav, 1995, 20, 100.

222 Chancey, 2002, 106. See the discussion in Chanoeye 239.

223 Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 20.

224 We can speculate that Mark called Bethsaida agéllbecause Jesus was active in
Bethsaida before its elevation to a city. This woptesuppose a very early source for
Mark, deriving from the 30s. Matthew and Luke, whire usually dated to the 80s and
90s, use the term city, because that was Bethsaiitle’ from the 30s. See Rousseau &
Arav, 1995, 67-68. Chancey, 2002, 106.

25 gtern, 1975, 135-136. Chancey, 2002, 106 A®¢€18:108.
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question emerges as to whether the population tifs@@la consisted of
Jews or Gentiles or of an ethnically mixed popolatiThis question is
important for our concern and scholars are not umams in answering
it. Chancey states that “for the most part” thehaeological remains
cannot, in the case of Bethsaida, reveal whetkdirgt century inhabi-
tants were Jewish or Gentfi&.Quite recently Savage, who works as an
assistant director of the excavations at Bethsaidacluded firmly that
the population of the first century Bethsaida cstesl of Jews. He also
states that if some Gentiles or pagans lived india, they have remai-
ned invisible in the archaeological stratum. Onlthse of archaeologi-
cal remains Savage claims that “the portrait froethBaida indicates
that there was no eclectic mix of Greek and Jewyapaand monotheist
in this part of the Galilee in the first century C&’ Savage supports
this claim by noting that five types of archaeotagiobjects have been
found from first century Bethsaida which indicatattthe city had a Je-
wish population: Hasmonean coins, stone vesseldile@a Coarse
Ware, Kefar Hannanian ware and a possible secgbiwlay. It is true
that the city most probably lacked a synagogueyattjand ossuaries,
which are also clear markers of Jewish presenceettieless, the five
objects certify the claim of a Jewish Bethsaidehinfirst century?®
According to Mishnah Abodah Zarah 3:7 the peopleSimfon/
Saidan (Bethsaida is called Saidan in the Mishwedrshipped a tree
over a pile of stones. Under the stone pile laysid®his strange refe-
rence in the Mishnah is interesting when comparét the claims of
Rami Arav. The excavator Rami Arav has arguedtti@firchaeological
evidence suggests that Bethsaida had a first-oe@&r temple of the
imperial cult. He supports this argument by inaigtthat the large pub-
lic building follows the architectural lay-out ofRoman temple with a

226 Chancey, 2002, 108. In contrast with Arav (Ara®0@&, 161) who proposes that during
the time of Jesus the population of Bethsaida wassh.

22T savage, 2011, 13-15, 135-136, 139-140, 142. Taoai is from p. 135.

228 savage, 2011, 91-92, 123. The quotation is fron®pp92. On p. 96 Savage states: “If
scholars are correct in their valuation of limestevare as a marker for Jewish presence at
a site, the value of finding such vessels at Béflaseannot be underestimated. They could
be the best indicators that we have of a possitde dentury CE Jewish community at
Bethsaida. They are known to have been used atfdtyenine different sites located
throughout Roman period Judah with their peak ageawe in Jerusalem.”
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pronaos a naosand anopisthodomusi.e. back room. The size of the
building is not huge, only 20 x 6 meters. Outsidie public building an
incense shovel and a clay figure of a female wé&t curled hair has
been found. It is however important to note, asaBavemphasizes, that
these items, interpreted as cultic, were not inbthiéding but on its west
and southeast sidéS. Arav identifies the female-figurine as Livia-Jylia
who was the wife of Emperor Augustus. In additiorher royal status
she also had a clear religious status as thepfitsstess in the Emperor
cult dedicated to Augustus in Rome. Livia-Julia vedso identified as
the mother of god and as the goddess RBfha@hree other figurines
have also been fourfd®
Chancey criticizes Arav’'s conclusions by notingtttiee building

is not to be seen as a typical Roman temple, theraimply as a rec-
tangular public building. Chancey does not finddevice which would
confirm that the female figurine is Livia-Julia,miat it is used in cultic
practices in the suggested Roman temple. Chaneéy<ithat the only
thing that the figurine can prove is that the inteiis of Bethsaida felt
free to have such a figure even when prohibitedhieyJewish tradition.
Chancey refers to Josephus who often reportedccBibman temples
located outside the Jewish Galilee, in centers siscBanias and Caesa-
rea Philippi. Josephus does not give any hint Hetod the Great or
Herod Philip had erected a pagan temple or statube city of Beth-
saida. Of course it is to be noted that the ardbgéal excavations sug-
gest that this public building was constructedhia $econd century BCE
and not during the time of Herod the Great or phiff Nevertheless the
silence of Josephus is indeed an important evidéarcie absence of a
Roman temple in first century Bethsaida. We mayp alste that Jose-
phus does not mention that the Jews would haveojyest the building
or that they would have been upset about it inwth&e of the Jewish
war. According to Josephus the revolting Jews veeneerely annoyed
and provoked to violence due to the Greek-styleichahpaintings on

229 savage, 2011, 147.

230 Aray, 2006, 162—164.

1 Aray, 1999, 18-25.

22 gavage, 2011, 148-149, 152.
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the walls of the royal palace of Tiberias. The palavas set on fire by
certain Galileans who were led by the rebel leatksus the son of
SapphiasVita 65—67). Moreover from Bethsaida, and more impadltan
from the rectangular public building of Bethsaidlagre has not been
found an altar, no clearly identified cultic objgeend no dedicatory in-
scriptions. All this suggest that the presenceheftemple in Bethsaida
prior to 70 CE is still not convincing® If Savage’s timing for the con-
struction of the building is correct — i.e. secarahtury BCE — then it
most probably cannot have been built to serve @snple of the impe-
rial cult or as a proto-synagogue. Thus Savageesigghat the building
might originally have been built during the eraSdleudic control in
order to serve as some kind of a temple of feytffit There is the likeli-
hood that this temple was later transformed int® $krvice of some
ends other than paganism. Perhaps it was usedysgogue although
certainty in this question cannot be achievedterrhoment®

However, if Arav is right in his claim that thereasva Roman
temple in Bethsaida during the first century, amdbably in function
during the time of Jesus, then we are facing soimgtbf a sensation.
The significant conclusion would be that Jesus wdwve driven his
mission in a town which had a Roman temple dedictiehe Emperor
cult. This in itself would strongly indicate thditet city was inhabited at
least partially by Gentiles. Bethsaida’'s importaiscattested in the Gos-
pels. It is the city most frequently mentioned lie {Gospels in connec-
tion to Jesus’ activity after Jerusalem and Capenfd° Arav concludes
by claiming that it is “correct to assume that $sudress to the Gen-
tiles was made in the front of the temple of therlRo emperor and per-
haps oriented towards it.” At the same time onlhsis of his archaeo-

223 Chancey, 2002, 107-108.

234 savage, 2011, 154.

2% gee Savage, 2011, 147. Savage notes correctlhthgtound plan of the building does
not resemble the architectural plans of the synage®f first century. Synagogues had a
more open and bigger open space in the major rddre.synagogues were also more
squarish. The structures of first century synagegure revealing, when they are compared
with the length and width of the building at Betidsa The structure of Gamla is 25.5 x
17m, Masada 15 x 12m, Herodium 15.15 x 10.6m.

2% References in the Gospels: Matt 11:21, Mark 68482, Luke 9:10, 10:13, John 1:44,
12:21.
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logical excavation results, Arav claims that durithg time of Jesus
Bethsaida was Hellenized only by a low degreet ifilg and that this
possible Hellenization was imposed on the city frontside, from the
small Roman templ&’ Thus Arav claims that Bethsaida was populated
by Jews from 80s BCE on, and that the city’s pdjaaremained Je-
wish for several centurié€® In light of the arguments of Arav it is a sur-
prising fact that the Gospels do not recall anylihga or any mention of
the Gentiles in the city of Bethsaida. It is alsortl noting that the Gos-
pels do not mention that Jesus would have conderiredvorship of
pagan gods and idols. The absence of such judgragaisst pagan reli-
gions suggests that in Galilee and Judea Jesusatdaced with paga-
nism. However, it is clear that at least in Caes&thilippi/Banias paga-
nism, idolatry and foreign religions were quitedaiitly present.

We can conclude that Bethsaida was a lively Jewighat the
time of Jesus. | am not convinced that there wBsman temple in the
city during the first century, at least not duritige late 20s which are
especially important regarding the study of Je3im public building,
whatever its original function might have been, wasst probably used
for some communal purpose during the time of Jesus.

3.6.3 Chorazin

Chorazin is not mentioned in any text prior to €. In the rabbinic
texts it occurs from the third to fourth centuressamong the “medium-
size towns” of Palestiné, Makkot3:8. The archaeological site localized
as the ancient Chorazin does not have any rem@nsJesus’ time. The
discovered basalt synagogue, miqvaot, houses aitdinys are from
the third and fourth centuries. The town is mergwim Matt 11:20-22
and Luke 10:13-14 in a summarizing manner, althomughpecific story
of a visit of Jesus to Chorazin has been preseiver in the Gospels.
The Chorazin of Jesus’ time has, most probablyntméte similar to
the village which originates from the third and filucenturies. This is

%7 Arav, 2006, 166.
238 Arav, 2006, 161.
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due to the fact that building techniques and malterremained the
same?*®

In sum, if we accept the notion that Jesus’ missiuais centered
on the northern corner of the Sea of Galilee ast Nl&t20—-24/Luke
10:13-15 indicate, then we can attest that Jesissiom was practiced
mainly in the rural Jewish villages and towns. Tiee explicitly men-
tioned villages of Capernaum, Chorazin and Betlasaidre all popu-
lated mainly by Jews. With the exception of Bettlaahese villages did
not have previous “biblical history” and moreovagain with the excep-
tion of Bethsaida, the archaeological findings frihva pre-70 period for
these villages were considerably scarce and $8drhe fact that the
northern corner of the Sea of Galilee was on thrddrabetween the dis-
tricts of Antipas and Philip, might have been intpat for Jesus. We
may assume that the border played some role irs'Jgscurity.

3.6.4 Nazareth

Scholars seldom find any reason to suspect thaafdtdz had been
Jesus’ hometown prior to his public ministry. Nathris not mentioned
in the OT, the works of Josephus or in the rabbimiitings. This sug-
gests that the village must have been relativelglisrburing Jesus’
public ministry he is often called “Jesus of NatiaréMark 1:24; 10:47;
Luke 4:34). With certainty we can state that Nattamgas a small Je-
wish village. It is also important to notice thaai2dreth was located only
four kilometers from Sepphoris, the Herodian adstiative center of
Galilee.

The relationship between Nazareth and Sepphocsnplicated.
Nazareth’s nearness to Sepphoris makes it pedhbarNazareth is not
mentioned outside the NT. As a neighbouring villag¢he administra-
tive and political capital of Lower Galilee, we wduexpect to find
some references to it. The reason for this silésclkowever, partly un-
derstandable due to the fact that Nazareth wasbadowed by a more
significant village called Japha, which was alstated in the vicinity of
Sepphoris. Josephus calls Japha “the greatesgeviftesun) of all Gali-

2% Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 52-53.
240 Arav, 2006, 166. For the significance of Bethsaitthe OT see Arav, 2006, 145-149.
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lee”, Vita 230. Japha was located by one of the main roadseoérea.
Even though Nazareth was close to Sepphoris, itoffahe road and it
was small compared to Japha. It is, however, olsvibat in Nazareth,
Japha, as well as in all the other nearby villagepphoris’ administra-
tive power was clearly feff* Crossan, among others, has strongly em-
phasized that Jesus as a villager from Nazareth imwaontact with
urban and Hellenistic culture due to the nearnésSepphoris. Accor-
ding to Crossan Jesus did not live in rural isolatibut in a rather urban
environment*

Sepphoris had a tragic near history, which withdautbt also af-
fected the population of its surrounding villagasliuding Nazareth and
Japha. Antipas had rebuilt Sepphoris in the 20sitainelcame his admi-
nistrative capital and the city of his resideAtdn 4 BCE, in the midst
of the political disorder which followed the death Herod the Great
(Bell. 2:55-63), Sepphoris faced a terrible attack. Rajter Herod’s
death, Judas son of Hezekiah, started a popularréction in Galilee.
At the same time Simeon, a former slave of the kitgrted an insurrec-
tion in PereaRell. 2.57). With an army of “desperate men” Judas gon o
Hezekiah attacked the royal fortress of Sepphadug.(17:271-72Bell.
2:56). This incident forced the Romans to take péwlection. Quincti-
lius Varus, proconsul of Syria, led the Roman tfpm Syria to Gali-
lee and Sepphoris. Josephus writgell( 2:68) that Varus came to Gali-
lee from Syria and “took the city of Sepphoris, dndnt it, and made
slaves of its inhabitants.” After this Varus alsariied Emmaus, which
was a nearby villageBgll. 2:71). The burning of other close-by villages,
such as Nazareth and Japha, is not mentioned.

It is of course impossible to determine what kirfdan impact
this tragedy of Sepphoris had on Jesus and onttitisdes towards the
Gentiles and more precisely towards the Romans.oUlmgdly Jesus
must have been affected in some way. Quite ceytainsome cases the
burning of Sepphoris in 4 BCE resulted in deep fead hatred against
the Romans in particular and against Gentiles megsd. Without doubt

241 Horsley, 1996, 110-111.
242 Crossan, 1991, 18-19.
23 Gnilka, 1997, 30-31.
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this tragic event caused certain Jews to abandeir tiationalistic
dreams and ethos and thus they became more ldnigatds the Ro-
mans and the Gentiles. Consequently, during theésbewar, which be-
gan in 66, Sepphoris is noted to have been a fdesitey city, which
did not join the revolt against Rome. The aftermattihe tragic events
of 4 BCE must have left a deep trauma on the Jepdgiulation near
Sepphoris and the whole of Galil&& The Roman strike to Sepphoris in
4 BCE had supposedly a long-lasting effect on theand its surroun-
dings. All talk about a Jewish king or messiah, ahdut a revolt against
Rome, would have raised suspicions in Antipas’mgjhmlds in Seppho-
ris as well as in Tiberias.

3.7 Galilee, Herod the Great and Herod Antipas

3.7.1 Herod the Great and his building projects

Herod the Great was famous for his building prgegéccording to Jo-
sephus he did not leave any part of his kingdorhaut some kind of a
temple or monument being erected in honor of thep&uor Bell.
1:407-408). Josephus, however, seems self-contmaglibecause he
states elsewhere that Herod the Great did not Ipaitghn temples or Im-
perial monuments in Judedrt. 15:329). Josephus informs us that in
Samaria/Sebaste Herod the Great built a templeugugtus and other
gods @Ant. 15:296-298). Herod the Great also provided Caaddaiti-
ma with a beautiful temple and statue for the Empérhe city had also
a statue dedicated to RomBe{l. 1:414)?* It is revealing that at the
time of Herod the Great and Herod Antipas, such ummental pagan
temples and monuments did not exist in Galileeunied, that is, in the
areas where the majority of the residents were sl Josephus’
broad statement about Herod building Imperial moants and pagan
temples all over of his kingdom is misleadir@ell. 1:407). It is more
likely, and in line with Josephus’ other informatiand the archaeologi-
cal data, that Herod the Great built such buildimgaindJudea and Ga-
lilee, i.e. outside the area of Jewish residence.

2% Horsley, 1996, 111-112. Horsley, 1999, 62.
25 Avi-Yonah, 1974, 93.
246 sanders, 2002, 21.
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JosephusBell. 2:266—-268) mentions a revolt in 66 CE, imme-
diately prior to the Jewish war. Jews from Caesd&egitima rose up
against the local Syrians and wanted to reclairr ghé@rity to the city.
They insisted that the city belonged to the Jevesibge it was built by a
Jew — Herod the Great. The Syrians admitted theatitty was built by a
Jew but insisted that it was built as a Greek €itgs otherwise Herod
would not have built statues and temples withindity In this passage
(Bell. 2:266-268) the statues and temples are seen @iifickion mar-
kers of a Greek city and as proof for the claint tha city was not Je-
wish. In accordance with the Syrians’ argumentatiaas represented by
Josephus — a Jewish city would not have paganestatod temples.

It is occasionally difficult to estimate which bdithgs or institu-
tions are regarded as offensive for Judaism. Joseptites that the He-
rodian Jerusalem had a theater, amphitheater gmgodiiome Ant.
15:267-279). According to Josephus these Greco-Rangertainment
institutions offended at least some Jewst( 15:267-279). InAnt.
15:328-330 Josephus states that even though Hbamdsteat built
pagan temples and buildings with forbidden imadwes,did not erect
them on clearly Jewish soil. The entertainmenttunsbns are Hellenis-
tic but not pagan. Archaeological investigations @ear on the fact that
no remains of pagan temples from Galilee or Judiea o 70 CE have
been found. Despite this, Greco-Roman entertainrmstitutions have
been found elsewhere than in Jerusalem. Tarichaaée hippodrome
before 70 CEBell. 2:599, Vita 132). Tiberias had a stadiudifa 92)
and a royal palace with animal decorations and Isgde furniture
(Vita 65, 68). It is also possible, as many scholarstagd, that the the-
ater of Sepphoris was built before 70 CE. This tdreeould seat about
4500-5000 spectatof¥. Josephus does not mention the theater, which
of course supports the conclusion that the themdsrbuilt only after 70
CE.

The building projects of Herod the Great and Hekotipas were
certainly expensive, and therefore they cast ayheasnomic burden on
the Jews. As well as the economic burden we muest kemind that the
pagan temples, imperial buildings and monument® o against the

247 Chancey, 2002, 74-75. Chancey clarifies the sdyaliscussion regarding this topic.
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Jewish customs, which forbid Jews to “pay any hanamages, or re-
presentations of animals, after the manner of treek&” @nt. 15:329).
According toAnt. 15:328-330 Herod the Great erected these buildings
“in order to please Caesar and the Romans”, thdwgldid not build
them “in Judea”, for that “would not have been tated” by the Jews.
Herod the Great built these disputable monumentshim country, out-
side of our bounds, and in the cities theredffit; 15:329). These pagan
and Roman buildings were laid in Gentile-dominatéks both within
and outside of Herod’s borders: Tripolis, Ptolemd@amascus Rell.
1:422), JerichoRell. 1:659, 666Ant. 17:175), Caesarea MaritimB«ll.
1:414), Samaria/Sebast8¢l. 1:403) and Caesarea Philippi/Banias
(Bell. 1:404-405¥® What is again notable is the fact that such bogeli
were built in Samaria/Sebaste, but not on Galilsaih The reason for
this is that Herod the Great regarded that ther ctegority of Galileans
were JewishStern is quite right in his conclusion:

“Herod (the Great) is to be regarded as one of st
enthusiastic propagators of the imperial cult irs hime,
notwithstanding his care not to practice it in areath a clear
Jewish majority.24°

In sum, Herod the Great is remembered as an erogptbuil-
der-king. He excelled all “Jewish kings” in buildirities during the se-
cond temple period. He built the cities of CaesaMaaitima and Sebas-
te, but his most famous building project is theuilging of the temple
in Jerusalem. Due to it Jerusalem became one dindst capitals in the
entire East>® According toAnt. 15:383-387 Herod the Great construc-
ted buildings not only in his own kingdom, but aleglaces outside his
own territory. He was a benefactor for project#\sia Minor, the isles
of the eastern Mediterranean, Greece and the tozses of Pales-
tine »* In light of these buildings and constructionibks odd that, ac-

8 sanders, 2002, 21-22.

249 Stern, 1974, 241. Sanders, 2002, 21. “Herod (tteatdid not build pagan temples in
Jewish areas such as Sepphoris; he did not buifghiimeater in Jerusalem; he did not
build gymnasia anywhere in his realm.”

0 stern, 1974, 257-259.

1 Chancey, 2002, 50.
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cording to our sources, he scarcely built anyttim@Galilee®*? Because

of his numerous building projects, which were altregirely outside of
Jewish Galilee, the reign of Herod the Great wamemically difficult
for the inhabitants of Palestif€.Many of the economically poor Gali-
leans would presumably have agreed with the bittitermath of
Herod'’s rule as stated Bell. 2:85-86:

“he (Herod the Great) had -- done much harm tccities of his
own country while he adorned those who belongéddreigners;
and he shed the blood of Jews in order to do kisskeeto those
people that were out of their bounds.”

3.7.2 The Hellenization of Herod Antipas

Antipas’ reign (4 BCE — 39 CE) in Galilee and Peraan be labeled a
success. Antipas managed to bring peace to thenmn&uring his reign
Galilee remained outside of all external militagnéicts. History does
not reveal any serious tension between Antipashidubjects. He was
no cause for revolt, as Jensen arddéblo other Jewish ruler managed
to stay in office as a national leader as long aspas during the second
temple period. He is remembered as a great buiides, built Tiberias
as the capital of GalileAqt. 18:36—-38Bell. 2:168;Vita 64—69). He re-
stored Sepphoris and Betharamathat(18:27). Tiberias was named in
honour of emperor Tiberias, with whom Antipas hedridly relations.
Antipas was highly sensitive towards the Jews. itk rebt mint any
coins with images which were forbidden for the Jews his brother
Herod Philip did. Nor did Antipas build any pagamples or statues of
the emperor, as his father Herod the Great had.@ohe these respects
Antipas differed from his father Herod the Greatl drom his brother
Herod Philip. Chancey states that compared toyhieal coins and con-
structions of the time, the absence of images amscand the absence
of temples to different deities and the emperors wiking®*® In this

22 Chancey, 2002, 50. See also Stern, 1974, 272.
23 Freyne, 1980, 190. See alsnot. 15:365; 17:308.
% Jensen, 2007, 32.

% Chancey, 2002, 51-52.

26 Chancey, 2002, 52.
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sense Galilee differed from the neighbouring amad cultures. Both
Josephus and Luke attest that Antipas attendetkthple of Jerusalem
during the great feasta(t. 18:122—-123; Luke 23:7). It seems that Anti-
pas was a loyal friend of Rome, and at the same timmade efforts to
act in a Jewish manner in order not to irritate @adilean population.
Douglas Edwards sums up correctly the essenceeoRtiman way of
ruling in Galilee:

“In the first century, Roman presence and poweméediated
through certain members of the Herodian line whorewe
sensitive to Jewish concerns and not overtly Romapractice
(notably Herod Antipas and Herod Agrippa If§*

Herod the Great built scarcely anything in Gali&eRegarding
Galilee Antipas had a different policy. In Galilee rebuilt and establi-
shed Tiberias, Sepphoris and Betharamatha. Thblisstment of Tibe-
rias and Sepphoris can be counted as Antipas’ mxtrtant political
decision and achievemefit. Antipas made Sepphoris the “Autokrato-
ris” (Adtokpatopioe) of Galilee in honour of Augustug\it. 18:27). The
name “Autokratoris” suggests that Sepphoris fumetib as an autono-
mic polis within Galilee. Josephus calls the clig tornament of Gali-
lee,” Bell. 2:56;Ant. 17:171; 18:28). The establishment of these cities
signalled a change in policy. Although Herod the&r who is to be re-
garded the greatest builder of the second tempiedyeas not reported
as having driven any major building project in Gadi his son Antipas
changed the policy by starting several buildingjguts in this are&®
Over only two decades Antipas built two major aitia Galilee. This
signaled a clear, and for many Galileans a shoakiagsage of Romani-
zation. Despite this message these new Herodiatersehad a clearly
Hellenistic and Jewish identity and ethos.

57 Edwards, 2009, 220.

%8 Chancey, 2002, 50-5Ant. 17:271,Bell. 2:56. It seems that the royal palace and the
fortress of Sepphoris were the only buildings HetwGreat built in Galilee. Interestingly
these buildings were attacked right after his death

29 Freyne, 1980, 69.

%60 Stern, 1975, 98—100. Horsley, 1999, 62. Horslé951 120.
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3.7.3 Herod, the Herodians and Jesus

How did Antipas and his supporters relate to JeJue?e are no refe-
rences to the Herodians, except for the threeerées in Mark 3:6 and
Mark 12:13/Matt 22:16, in the discovered texts ptmthe first century
and during the first centu”y* The question whether these passages are
historically valid and whether they reflect actoakasions, when Jesus
met with Herodians, is not our main conc&nOur primary interest is
to understand who the Herodians were, and thent thba relation was
with Jesus. The Gospels do not give us any cldarnmmation about the
Herodians. The term ‘HerodianHpwsievol) refers, most probably, to
the political supporters of the Herodian dyna$#yit is not clear, how-
ever, whether this nantéerodianrefers to a specific ruler of the Hero-
dian dynasty, thus the term Herodian can be seeafaging to Herod
the Great Bell. 1:319), Antipas, or to his successors Agrippa/arut
Agrippa Il (m. Sotah7:8)?** | follow Meier in his conclusion that the
Herodians in Mark 3:6 and 12:13/Matt 22:16 aretegldo the followers
of Antipas, i.e. to the supporters of his reignt Bam not convinced
that the Herodians were a political party formeduad Antipas. It is
more plausible to argue that the Herodians supgdte Herodian dy-
nasty, and had trust in its capability to rule Juded Galilee — the Je-
wish nation — because of its friendly relationshwiihe Emperor and the
Romans®® Both Herod the Greaffit. 14:385) and Herod Antipagt.

26! Meier, 2001, 560-561.

%62 \eier, 2001, 563-564, 565. Meier does not congtuereferences (Mark 3:6; 12:13) to
the Herodians as historically valid for understagdihe historical Jesus. He argues that
the stories, which these references are part af, ibehemselves problems that do not ne-
cessary support their historicity in the careedesfus.

263 Ferguson, 1987, 422. Meier, 2001, 561, 564.

264 For the discussion concerning the Herodians, andhbm the term refers, see: Meier,
2001, 560-565. Richardson, 1996, 259-260. Richardsgues that the term ‘Herodians’
suggests three main possibilities to interpret)itt is a late term that refers to the Agrippa
Il. The term, Herodians, was imported to the Gasplelit it does not denote the time of
Jesus, but rather the time of the Gospel writeflI#) term reflects the real political situa-
tion and terminology of Jesus’ time. In this cdse term refers to Antipas. 3) The term is
anchored in the ‘long’ history of Herod the Greatlais successors in the Herodian dy-
nasty. Richardson argues convincingly for the tojption.

265 Richardson, 1996, 260. The Herodians were pdlitiglativists, who regarded that the
Herodian dynasty — Herod the Great and Antipasrewders, who had realistic possibili-
ties of ruling the Jewish state in a Roman world.
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18:36) were friends of the Emperor. Certainly therdtlians would have
had connections with Gentiles. It is worth noticithgt Jesus is not ex-
plicitly told of helping or dining in company ofétHerodians. There are
no traditions indicating that Jesus would have etha meal and taught
about the kingdom of God around a table-fellowsffigderodians. Du-
ring the time of Jesus’ mission, this more or lesganized group, the
Herodians, consisted of Antipas’ servants, slaedficers, and in ge-
neral, all of his supporters.

The Gospels are silent in telling of Jesus or Hsigles seeing or
saying anything positive in the Herodians, on tbetary, if Mark 8:15
recalls a historical saying, Jesus warned his plisgiof the yeast of
Herod (unc ‘Hpgdouv). The Synoptics mention that Antipas paid atten-
tion to Jesus’ ministry (Mark 6:14, 16). This isdenstandable and plau-
sible, because earlier Antipas had executed JobnBthptist Ant.
18:116-118; Mark 6:14—29). 1Ant. 18:118 Josephus explicitly men-
tions that John the Baptist's great influence hathéred Antipas to the
extent that he had executed him. This is not ssirgj since as a Roman
client ruler Antipas had to intervene in the Bapisnfluential activity.
His options were few, and therefore the preempgixecution is not to
be seen as an unexpected outcome of the Bapiisivity 2°®

The assumed enmity of Antipas and the Herodianardsvlesus,
who was basically regarded as another influential popular Jewish
gestalt, can be based on the warnings Antipas pagaitdst Jesus (Luke
13:31-33; Mark 8:15), and on the Jesus’ withdrawaie designated
areas beyond Antipas’ borders (Mark 6:30-32; 484)%°’ Richardson
has made some interesting remarks concerning Jedthsirawals from
Antipas’ territory. According to John several ofsug’ disciples came
from Bethsaida (John 1:43-44), which belonged te térritory of
Philip. To be more specific, Bethsaida belongeth&areas of Gaulani-
tis, which had a much higher Jewish population tRhitip’s other areas
in general. Richardson raises three points to stippe claim that Jesus
had — for some reason — quite a solid footing enxbwish Gaulanitis of

” \

Philip. First, Jesus withdraws to “the other sidegic to mépav — (i.e.

%6 jensen, 2007, 14-15.
27 See Jensen, 2007, 17.
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Philip’s side) on several occasions in order td,h@ercise and to pray,
or as we may argue, to escape Antipas’ threat (Ma8%; 5:1; 6:45-46;
8:22). Secondly, both Matthew and Mark recall Pstaressianic con-
fession of Jesus to have taken place in Caesaibppi#Banias, which
was far from Bethsaida, but clearly in Philip’sriery. Thirdly, the
‘woes’ against the Galilean villages of Capernaumd €horazin pose a
threat of judgment over Antipas’ Galilee. Richanmsstates the follo-
wing:

“his [Jesus’] withdrawals and even the awkward eitary of
Mark 7:24-9:50 seem to have had a political moikdratWhen
Jesus wanted to be away from Antipas, Philip'sttaw was the
preferred place®®

Why would Jesus have spent so much of his timehilipPs terri-
tory? Richardson argues that the ‘withdrawals’ tolif’s territory are
not to be seen as extensions of the Galilean myniait as a hiatus to
his Galilean mission. The Gospel narratives cainterpreted as assu-
ring this conclusion. The reason for the ‘withdrésvaan be linked with
the political reality of Galilee and with Jesus'rgenal safety due to
Antipas threat, whether it be indirect or dir&t.These remarks,
understood within the historical context of Galjleeuld offer plausible
reasons as to why Jesus would not have visited pasiti main
strongholds: Tiberias and Sepphoris. These citiesewthe Herodian
centers of Galilee.

Would Antipas, as a relatively peaceful ruler, harelangered
Jesus? Some scholars argue that Antipas reallyJeslgs as his enemy.
Others argue that this is not the c&8elhere are solid grounds to state
that Antipas must have been quite perplexed bysJaad his fame in
Galilee. Meier is correct in stating that the Aaspunhealthy interest in
Jesus as stated by Mark and Luke (Mark 6:14-16pluk—9; 13:31—
32; 23:6-12) may bear a historical echo. Meier gmeso suggest that

%68 Richardson, 1996, 303-304.

289 Richardson, 1996, 304—305.

20 Jensen, 2007, 17. Jensen clarifies the scholasit lrguments for their views concer-
ning Antipas’ attitudes towards Jesus.
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Antipas might have used servants and allies tospgnd to discredit
Jesus publicly™* A great fame would have been dangerous for Jésus.
charismatic person connected with prophetic andsiaeig expectations
and exciting multitudes with his message of thegyéom of God, would
at least have perplexed the local ruler, who aietechaintaining peace
and security in his territory, and who dreamt oineacclaimed as a
king by the Emperor of Rom&¢ll. 2:20).

What kind of ruler was Antipas? Josephus is susabpected of
giving an intentionally negative portrait of hideuBut it is to be noted
that Antipas is not blamed for such cruelties anddars as is his father
Herod the GreatBell. 1:492; 659—-660; 2:86Ant. 16:150-153T. Mos.
6:2-7). Unlike his brother Archelaus, who was aedusf similar cruel-
ties as Herod the Gred@éll. 2:8—-13), Antipas himself is left innocent of
such crimes. Jensen concludes his definition ofpastby stating that
he was an “unremarkable ruler in deeds as welhasisdeeds, credits
as well as discredit$® Of course, as Antipas rebuilt Sepphoris and
founded Tiberias, he can be regarded as a refoaneder of some no-
table achievements. Despite these achievementsrdensorrect in clai-
ming that Antipas can hardly be seen as a motivat@s an explaining
factor for Jesus’ missioff> He did not create a society where the ten-
sion between the poor and the rich became too Kighthe base of the
archaeological surveys Aviam has recently statatlitttannot be credi-
bly claimed that during the first half of the fittntury the population of
the Galilean cities was rich while the villagersrevpoor and suppressed
by the rich?”* There are clear signs that the Galilean villagkdsnot

211 Meier, 2001, 564-565. “Thy spy systems were qoi@mon in the 1st-century Roman
empire.” Herod the Great is told of having spiesrgwhereBell. 1:492—-493.

272 Jensen, 2007, 16, 27, 29, 32. The citation is fooB2.

273 Jensen, 2007, 32.

214 See Aviam, 2011, 29-37. On p. 35-36 Aviam dessribe survey of the dozens of hu-
man bones found in the archaeological excavatiolotpata (Yodefat). It became clear
that the bones had belonged to the Jews who hadHKilel in the Jewish war, when the
Romans defeated Jotapata in 67. According to Auleey unearthed the bone-remains of
“more than 2500 human beings”. “Among the victimarevcitizens of the town and refu-
gees from nearby villages”, p. 35-36. On p. 36thtes that the bones represent the popu-
lation of a wider area in Lower Western Galilee émterestingly, the surveys on these bo-
nes suggested that the bones had belonged to wémithans. There were no signs that
the people had suffered from any sicknesses oratan.
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live in poverty, but that their economic status atahdard of living was
close to middle clas€® As an exemplary case we may state that fine
houses decorated with frescoes and stucco haveupeanthed from the
so-called “wealthy quarter” of Gamla. Although theuses in Jotapata
(Yodefat) were not as stylish as the houses ofvdalthy in Gamla, Jo-
tapata too had houses with signs of wealth, sucanasnusually high
frescoed wall and stucé® These aspects suggest that the economic si-
tuation of Galilee would not have caused revoltsrduthe reign of An-
tipas.

In conclusion, Antipas was a relatively peacefuérd ruler of
Rome. During his reign the country was economicstble and peace
prevailed. Nonetheless, as the execution of JoknBtptist suggests,
Antipas did not grant Jesus security. In this setisethreat of Antipas
can be used as a reason for Jesus’ possible ageidd#nTiberias and
Sepphoris, and for his occasional ‘withdrawalsoimhilip’s territory.
However, the ‘fear-factor’ is all but certain andsi grounded on several
assumptions and few facts. | am inclined to mamthiat Jesus as a
prophetic figure of Israel's eschatological restdion would have stood
in opposition to the pro-Roman ethos of AntipaslilBan strongholds,
which were marked with a pro-Roman ethos.

3.7.4 Tiberias: A foreign body within Galilee?

Antipas founded Tiberias in 18 or 19 CE. The eghbient of Tiberias
and Sepphoris are to be regarded as his most iamaqrdlitical achieve-
ments. Tiberias quickly became one of the greatitists of Palestine.
Antipas named the new city for the emperor Tibe(ile6-37 CE). The
new city replaced Sepphoris as Galilee’s capitad, ih became the city
of Antipas’ new residence. Tiberias, with its adistirative machinery,

215 Aviam, 2011, 29-37. Josephus claims that there av@lilean border village called
Chabulon/Kabul, which had houses with the beauty siyle comparable to the houses in
Tyre, Sidon and Berytugell. 2:504. See alsWita 246, which approves that there were
rich houses in the villages of Galilee. Aviam basissargument mainly on the archaeolo-
gical evidence unearthed from Yodefat and GamlapCBD he states that “the archaeolo-
gical excavations at both first century towns ofd€état and Gamla, show that most of
their inhabitants lived their lives between levefsprosperity and simplicity, but not po-
verty.”

216 Aviam, 2011, 30-31.
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resembled a Hellenistic polis. As such an urbawn it polis, Tiberias
was exceptional because the majority of its inlzatit were JewisH
Josephus mentions the Greeks in Tiberias only énciintext of their
massacred by the Jews during the Rewdita(65—-67). This suggests
that the Greeks had a minority position in the .EifyTiberias was not
uncontroversial. The city was founded on uncleasugd, on a grave-
yard. Josephus states that living in Tiberias meguiransgressing the
Torah @nt. 18:38)?"° Many sepulchres were taken away from the city.
Josephus also mentions that Antipas populated the aity with
strangers, poor people whom he had “collected fedhparts” ¢olg
Tovtey0Bey EmLovvayouévoug Grdpug dmopoug) of the land and many Ga-
lileans @Ant. 18:35-38).

John Rousseau and Rami Arav consider that “in dalpopulate
the city Antipas recruited soldiers, non-Jews, dresaves, landless
people, the poor, and Jews who did not care abaritlygssues” to re-
side there. Rousseau and Arav further state tHadribis was a “pagan
city.”?®® Rousseau and Arav interprént 18:35-38 too broadly and in-
correctly and thus they come to the conclusion Thia¢rias was a pagan
city. Apparently Tiberias had a Gentile minorilyita 65-67) and some
of the newcomers and strangers “collected fronpatts” were Gentiles
(Ant. 18:37). The fact that Josephus claims that Antipad to “buy”
newcomers from everywhere by offering to them fneeses and land,
suggests that the newcomers did not accept Antigféey’ without reser-
vations — this implies that many of the newcomeesanndeed Jews. Jo-
sephus’ text itself indicates that Antipas knewt the newcomers would
have to break the ancestral laws in order to moteethe city. If Antipas
had collected Gentiles he would not have had toeralch offerings.

2 Stern, 1975, 132-134.

278 Chancey, 2002, 94, 119.

219 Josephus writes iAnt. 18:38 that Antipas became the benefactor of tdse moved

to this new-built city. Antipas built the newcomemsry good houses at his own expense
and gave them land for free. This overflowing gesiy was because he was well-aware
of the fact that the ones “to make this place athtibn” were “to transgress the Jewish
ancient laws, because many sepulchers were torbedien away, in order to make room
for the city of Tiberias; whereas our laws pronaschat such inhabitants are unclean for
seven days.”

%0 Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 317-318.
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Presumably Jewish conservatives avoided Tibenmaa,way or another,
because it was built on a necropolnt. 18:35-38}! Thus Theissen
assumes that Tiberias “remained a foreign bodyimiBalilee.”®?

3.7.5 The influence of Sepphoris and Tiberias on Galilee
The assumed Hellenistic culture of Galilee is oftased on the argu-
ment that Sepphoris and Tiberias overshadowed thalewarea with
their Hellenistic influence. For instance Crossas proposed that Gali-
lee was not as rural as has often been thoughtorbthe contrary the
area was greatly influenced by the cosmopolitanHelienistic culture
of its two leading cities, Sepphoris and Tibeff&dt is, however, diffi-
cult to prove that these two Herodian administetities actually defi-
ned the cultural atmosphere of the surroundingl&ali villages. Cer-
tainly these administrative cities offered theidifcal-economic struc-
ture to the Galilean villages. The reaction to thés not cultural assimi-
lation and influence, but rather resistance amdrg drdinary Gali-
leans®* | maintain with Freyne that if any urban centemitoated the
culture of Galilean villages it was Jerusalem —Tiberias and Seppho-
ris. The Gospels implicitly confirm this picture btating that the Phari-
sees and scribes came from Jerusalem to overseg detvity among
the villagers (Mark 3:22; 7:7°

The tax collectors are regarded as sinners aniletts They re-
present the “influence of the city® This standpoint is strengthened
when we evaluate many of Jesus’ teachings and learéb which he
takes a quite suspicious attitude towards ‘urbastitutions as courts,
councils, governors, and kings (e.g., Matt 5:25+42fke 12:57-59; Matt
10:17-19¥%" It is important to emphasize that Sepphoris arzkefas
were not major Hellenistic cities comparable witheGarea Maritima
and Scythopolis. On the contrary these Herodidascivere minor pro-

28! Gnilka, 1997, 32.

%82 Theissen, 1991, 34.

28 Crossan, 1991, 18-19.

28 Horsley, 1996, 60, 119.

285 Freyne, 2004, 82—83. Freyne, 2000, 51. See K208, 284-285.
26 Freyne, 2000, 51. See also Freyne, 1988, 145-148.

%7 Horsley, 1996, 121.
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vincial center$® Moreover, Josephus informs us that the populaifon
Tiberias and Tarichaea observed the Sabbdth (57-162, 275). It is
crucial to understand that Gentile influences dat primarily come

from the Galilean centers of Tiberias and Sepphdwig from the sur-
rounding border areas of Galilee. Galilee was surded and ringed
with foreign people and influences.

Josephus names Tiberias, Sepphoris and Gabaraeathrde
greatest cities of Galile&/{ta 123). It is interesting that he seems to dis-
tinguish the Galileans from the inhabitants of thésree major cities.
Therefore according to Freyne, Josephus portraysterage Galileans
as townspeople and rural villagers in contrash&urban inhabitants of
the Galilean citie$® Freyne states that theGalileans’ considered
Sepphoris in particular to be too pro-Romafitg 30, 104, 124, 345-
348, 373, 394-395). This is why the Galilean rymabple were suspi-
cious of the citizens of Sepphoris. Freyne assuthaisthe Galileans’
hostility towards Tiberias was based on the satdigkion between the
Herodian court of Tiberias, the elite, and the Irpeople of the nearby
villages and town$”® From a strict conservative Jewish point of view
the Herodian centers were problematic because i@eras grounded
on a gravesite. Moreover, in Tiberias there watadism, in Tarichaeae
a hippodrome and in Sepphoris an amphitheatdt.is, however, hard
to estimate whether the amphitheater of Seppharisthe stadium of
Tiberias were built during the reign of Antipaslater. There is no scho-
larly consensus on this questidf.

288 Dynn, 2006, 214.

289 Freyne, 2000, 30-31.

2% Freyne, 2000, 31-33, 52-53, 78. Sepphoris hae qujtacifistic reputation which inc-
reased the Galileans distrust towards Sepphwita 848, 128). Dunn, 2003, 278. There
was a remarkable hostility amongst the ordinanyil&als towards Tiberias and Sepphoris
and their more Hellenized residents.

21 Freyne, 2000, 53.

22 Freyne, 2000, 63-64; Sanders, 2002, 31-33. Baag6, 117-118. Batey argues that
the theater was built by Antipas (p. 118-119) dvad it seated approximately 3,000. Batey
further estimates that the size of Sepphoris’ patrh would have been between 20,000
and 30,000. | find Batey’s claims credible. Antipaas raised up in Rome, he lived in a
cultural atmosphere which embraced drama and thefter he returned from Rome as a
tetrarch of Galilee, and found Sepphoris burnedhgyRoman troops, he rebuilt the city
and made it his capital. Its glory was realizechwaitbeautiful theater.
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Regarding the early Roman period it is clear thegfhoris and
Tiberias lacked pagan temples. No altar to Romariet and no clear
and large public statues have been fotiidlhe Jewish residents of
Sepphoris seem to have been liberal in their casctar the temple of
Jerusalem. Josephus accuses the Sepphoritesdaratise: they did not
defend the temple “which was common to us alfitg 348)** The
building of Sepphoris and Tiberias were aggressists of Romaniza-
tion by Antipas.

Galilee lost its status as largely independent@sés ally in 44
CE when Agrippa | died. Galilee was placed undeeaiRoman rule,
and as such it became part of the Judean Impen&ainee governed by
a Roman prefec®® This political shift naturally had a great impaat
how Sepphoris and Tiberias were developed latés.dtear that during
the beginning of the direct Roman rule, the He##aiculture and the
number of imperial symbols increased. The amphitreaf Sepphoris
might have been built during this period of dir&dman rule. Be that
how it may, Horsley suggests that the amphitheatéself announced
“Rome!"?*® |t is worth noting that Tiberias and Sepphorig, titban cen-
ters of Galilee, were modest in comparison withusalem, Scythopolis
and Caesarea Maritima, the largest Palestiniaasciiif that time. For
example in Scythopolis archaeologists have founcheraus imported
marble columns and imperial Greco-Roman artworksrsiey states
that

“nothing close to this level of imperial cosmopaiit culture is
found at Sepphoris and Tiberias, even after theerimiense Ro-
manization following the great revolt and the Baokkba
Revolt” 2’

It is undeniable, however, that Sepphoris and Talsestood out
as symbols of Romanization driven by Antipas. Hogvethis Romani-

2% Freyne, 2000, 69.

2% Freyne, 2000, 123. Sanders, 2002, 31.

2% Horsley, 1996, 51, 53.

2% Horsley, 1996, 54.

27 Horsley, 1996, 59. For the discussion of the gstatities of the first century Palestine
and Levant see: Charlesworth, 2003, 41-43.
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zation was not exceptionally powerful in these $éwdgities and their in-
fluence on the rest of rural Galilee was not tosagr

3.7.6 Sepphoris, Tiberias and Jesus: Why would Jesus

have avoided Tiberias?
There are no hints in the Gospels that Jesus wewtd have visited
Tiberias and Sepphoris. In the Synoptics Jesusrneven explicitly
mentions them. We may suppose that the evangbkstsid the Synop-
tics, and who supported Gentile mission, would Haag motives to tell
about Jesus’ healings and teachings in these tig of Galilee. The si-
lence of Tiberias and Sepphoris calls for an extian.

Tiberias and Sepphoris were both Jewish cities withasonably
Jewish atmosphere and a Gentile mindfifyThe question is obvious:
why would Jesus not have visited these cifi€d? Jesus had been un-
successful in these cities, then we would, as FEregssumes, expect
woes against them similar to those expressed agahwazin, Bethsai-
da and Capernaum (Matt 11:21-24/Luke 10:132¥BAs these cities
were distinctly Jewish, we would expect Jesus teehdriven his mis-
sion in these cities where several “publicans dndess” resided. This
would have been in line with his mission for thevde

Rousseau and Arav pose that Jesus may have avbiledy for
two reasons: he might have regarded it uncleanusecaf the presence
of the burials Ant. 18:38), or/and he might have avoided it because of
Antipas and his guards’ presence in the ¥tyThe first alternative is
difficult to maintain because the Gospel traditi@iow quite clearly
that Jesus did not avoid ritually unclean peopégmels, the sick and
dead. It seems that if Jesus intentionally avoitibérias and Sepphoris,
a somewhat plausible reason, would have been Jésarsof Antipas
and his guards, i.e., Jesus’ avoidance would haes lblue to practical
reasons. Antipas posed a direct or indirect thiedesus, and this threat

2% Freyne, 2000, 190-191.

299 Schnabel, 2004, 236—-239. Schnabel introducesatieus different scholarly opinions
to this question.

300 Freyne, 2000, 190.

! Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 318.
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would be felt especially in Sepphoris and Tiberiathe strongholds of
Antipas®®

Due to the “fear factor” posed by Antipas to Jesrs] which
could explain Jesus’ avoidance of the urban Gailitnters, we need to
take a glance at a practical point of view: did ¢fiees and towns of Ga-
lilee have walls around them? Arguably, fleeingnir@ walled city
would have been more difficult than escaping frowita without walls
(2 Cor 11:32-33; Acts 9:23-25). Richardson hadfddrthe wall-situa-
tion in Palestine prior to 70 CE. He claims thatgeneral, towns and
villages lacked walls. Major cities, capitals andtropolises were wal-
led. Sepphoris, Bethsaida, and Caesarea Philippg@Bahad walls at
least very soon after they became central capifatserias was an ex-
ceptional capital in the sense that it was notasurded by walls prior to
the Revolt. Immediately prior to the Revolt Joseppuomised to erect
walls around Tarichaeae and Tiberigstg 141-144). A small town or
village was typically not walled, but as alwaysrthavere some excep-
tions — for example Jotapata (Yodefat) and Gamleewealled. How-
ever Gamla was walled shortly before the Revolbrder to protect its
inhabitants from the Roman84Il. 4:9-10). Capernaum and Chorazin
had no walls. Our information of the wall-situatioomes from both Jo-
sephus’ writings and from the archaeological extitama. Both of these
sources of knowledge support the claim that watlgbs and towns
were uncommon in Antipas’ Galilé& Because Tiberias did not have a
wall around itself, the argument according to whigsus would have
avoided the city because of his fear of being teapthere, loses part of
its credibility.

When discussing reasons why the Gospels do notioned¢sus
visiting certain towns and cities, we are movingspeculative grounds.
It is impossible to gain full certainty of the uatgd reasons. In addition
to Tiberias and Sepphoris, the Synoptics are alspt@bout Jesus visi-

%21t was under Antipas’ power to execute the deathafty. He had full authority in do-
mestic affairs. During the adulthood of Jesus, I&alwas a tetrarchy allied to Rome.
Judea was a procuratorship under the surveillahtieeoRoman governor of Syria. For a
discussion of the political state of Judea, seal&an 2002, 9. Gnilka, 1997, 32.

303 Richardson, 2006, 126-127. Aviam, 2004, 18. Jasephentions the walls, and the
lack of walls around the Galilean cities, in corti@cwith the first revolt.
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ting great cities surrounding Galilee: Scythopoliippos, Ptolemais,
Tyre, Sidon or Caesarea Philippi/Banias. Severatially important Je-
wish towns, such as Gamla and Jotapata, which glayeentral role in
the Jewish war, are also left unnoticed in the @tssgf Jesus is regar-
ded as an ethnically open-minded and socially brecdessing man, it is
difficult to understand why there is no accounhwh visiting small and
politically insignificant Gentile villages in theobder areas of Tyre
(Mark 7:24), Decapolis and Gergesa (Mark 5:14, Zbg fear of Anti-
pas would not explain Jesus’ avoidance of thosdil@enllages and ci-
ties outside of Antipas’ territory. We are left Wwiho certain answers,
but nonetheless one quite plausible claim is teatid actually avoided
Tiberias and perhaps also Sepphoris due to theedgmoged by Antipas.

3.8 The Holy Land, ideology and religion

We will now take a glance at how the land of Isna@k considered in
the Jewish religious and nationalistic circlessltmportant to acknow-
ledge the deep meaning of the land of Israel ferkbws of the late se-
cond temple period, and to understand how powsgrthkk land was as-
sociated with eschatological hopes of Israel’'samdion. In Jewish na-
tionalistic ideologies the land of Israel claimée tight to territories far
beyond the borders of Jewish Palestine at the dindesus. Mendels cla-
rifies that during the Hasmonean and the early Ropsaiod the territo-
rial issues of the Promised Land became the maibel/of Jewish na-
tionalism. The territorial issue is alive in thewdgh writings of the
time 3% Willitts also contends that among the observamies of Pales-
tinian Jews the belief in Israel’s territorial resttion was widespread’
According to Mendels Palestinian Jews as a whalduding the Phari-
sees, Sadducees and the Essenes, shared a gegan fasthe land. In
the Jewish writings of the Hellenistic and earlynfia periods the Jews’
right to the land is emphasized by references¢cdf — to Joshua, Da-
vid, and Solomon and to the biblical propheciestha visions of the

%4 Mendels, 1992, 98-99. Mendels rightly concludes the Jews' nationalistic spirit con-
centrating on the Land lost much of its force aftex Jewish War and the destruction of
the Temple. See Freyne, 2001B, 289-303.

5 Willitts, 2007, 167—168.
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War Scroll Israel would possess vast areas of thiedst.Jubileesand
Ben Sira portray the land in romanticizing waysnieg on the biblical
promise and justification of Gofi® On the basis of many textual sources
from antiquity Willitts states that “many first-ceemy Palestinian Jews
conceived Eretz Israel not in the narrowly defirggapolitical borders
of Israel in the Second Temple period, but as epessing the utopian
borders that were originally promised to Abrahard dMoses and allot-
ted to the tribes of Israel under Joshua, althaeter fully acquired by
Israel in their history3’

In the writings of the Hellenistic and Early Romperiods the
ideal Israel’s borders are not discussed in lepgttiearly clarified. The
obvious reason for this is that the writers baseir tknowledge on the
OT, which gives several varying definitions of therderlines of the
Promised Land® It is nevertheless clear that all the Gentileiteries
where Jesus visited according to the Synopticshitdrically belonged
to the greater Israel (cf. 1 Macc 15:33—-34): thettry of Tyre and Si-
don, the territory administered by Caesarea Philgl the cities of the
Decapolis on the east cost of the Sea of Galilees@& lands were regar-
ded as Israel’'s heritage in the future because hlaglybeen promised to
Abraham®® Notablyall of these territories had a Jewish minofiyDu-
ring the first century Tyre and Sidon were consdeto be within the
biblical Israel and within her renewed bord&rsThe zeal of the Jewish
people for the Holy Land was confronted with thditipal realities and
borders. During the first century parts of the pretic Holy Land were
populated by Gentiles among whom Jews lived asnanity. In 1 Macc
we encounter how the Hasmoneans felt justifiednivading Idumea,
Galilee and areas beyond the Jordan (1 Macc 15833f3Ch. 3.4.1).

306 Mendels, 1992, 91-93. Ben Sira describes the @sicpf the Land by Joshua and
Caleb: Sir 46:1-10. The book dfibileesmentions repeatedly that the Land was promised
to the JewsJub. 13:19-21; 14:19; 15:10; 17:3; 32:19. The Landlss #old to be a good
land:Jub.12:30; 13:2-7; 25:27; etc. During the time of edological fulfillment the Jews
will dwell peacefully in their landjub.50:5-6.

7 willitts, 2007, 163.

3% Mendels, 1992, 96-98. For a clarifying discussibthe borders of the utopian, messia-
nic and biblical Israel see Willitts, 2007, 163-168

%% Dunn, 2003, 322-323.

% Dunn, 2003, 321-323.

31 Bjrd, 2006, 113.
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During these times several pagans were driven faliedand and pagan
cult objects were destroyétf. During the Jewish war some Galileans
took a rigidly separatist stance towards the Gestils Vita 112-113 in-
dicates. If the Gentile did not undergo circumaisibe had to leave the
Jewish land™®

3.9 Concluding remarks

We may conclude that during the first century b&hlileans and Ju-
deans regarded the Galileans as Jewish. In Gdises did not frequen-
tly meet Gentiles as very few Gentiles lived irstt@rritory. This can be
supported by textual as well as archaeologicalendd. Galilee was rin-
ged with Gentile cities, but their influence on thensely populated ru-
ral Galilean villages and towns was not considgrabiong. Galilee had
two main capital cities, Sepphoris and Tiberiastiiey represented the
highest level of Hellenization and pro-Roman etlwsGalilee, they
were not very respected and influential among #st of rural Galilee.
Most probably Jesus felt at least an indirect thfeam the Herodians
and Antipas. Jesus quite possibly wanted to aveédfate of John the
Baptist at the hands of Antipas — this might be ohéhe reasons why
Jesus occasionally withdraw to Philip’s territonndavhy there is no ac-
count of him visiting Tiberias and Sepphoris. We afso to note that
Jesus, whose mission is to be seen in the contdstael's eschatologi-
cal restoration, would have been ideologicallytarls contrast with the
pro-Roman ethos of Tiberias and Sepphoris. The eqanof the Holy
Land — biblical Israel — was deeply rooted in thwidh nationalistic and
religious ethos. The land, and especially Jerusaless to be kept holy
(see chapter 2.4.1).

312Cf. Ch. 2.4.1. See 1 Macc 4:42-45; 5:68; 13:47-50814:36.
%13 See Freyne, 2001B, 302-303.
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4 Jesus’ Jewish mission

4.1 Introduction

In this Chapter we shall discuss whether Jesusishemission excludes

his interest in the salvation of the Gentiles. We @ investigate how

Jesus related to the land of Israel. Did he conffiiseand his disciples’

mission within the borders of Israel? Emphasisaid lon the mission

discourse found from the Synoptics. Additionallye are also to clarify

whether Jesus held that the eschatological regioratas in some sense
in a state of realization. Lastly, in this chapier question whether the
Jews regarded sinners as Gentiles and Gentilésrass.

4.2 Jesus and the land of Israel

4.2.1 Why would Jesus have visited foreign territories?
Jesus drove a mission on Jewish land in GalilesusJand his disciples
did not have to travel long distances in Galile@nfr Capernaum it was
only a one or two day trip to most of the Galileawns either in Lower
or Upper Galilee. According to the Gospel tradisialesus occasionally
visited Gentile areas: Samaria (Luke 9:52-53; 1;7Jblhn 4:4), the terri-
tory of Decapolis (Mark 5:1-20; 7:31), the terntasf Tyre and Sidon
(Mark 7:24, 31) and the surrounding villages of €aea Philippi (Mark
8:27; Matt 16:13¥** The reasons for the occasional visits outsidesef J
wish Galilee and Judea are not clearly expresseatensospels. Jesus
might have visited the foreign areas for variouasoms. Perhaps he
wanted to search for the lost sheep of the housaratl, escape the
Herodians, preach the Gospel to the Gentiles, Somde rest and take a
vacation, go to the far-off-lands in order to prayperhaps he wanted to
travel in the border areas of biblical Israel inlerto pose a political or
theological message. There are several possibiktngl the definite rea-

314 Bird, 2006, 102. Chancey, 2002, 176-177. Schn@0&4, 180. Schnabel clarifies that
“from north to south, Galilee measured 50 km Idngm west to east about 40 km. — Any
Galilean town or village could be reached in twgslaf walking at the most.” According
to Josephus the journey from Galilee to Jerusaledd km) was usually done over three
days Yita 269).
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sons are difficult to determine. Presumably Jesua eeligious leader,
connected through his teaching and miracles tintipes of Israel’s res-
toration, would have had some ideas regarding thig Hand.

Without going into in-depth discussions regardihg historicity
of the individual border-crossing visits here, llwiake some principal
questions and overall statemerigst, it has been argued that the trips
are to be seen as Jesus widening the geograploicalaf his mission.
Some scholars have reasoned that the evangelggesiuthat these trips
to Gentile lands foreshadowed the future Gentilesion. This state-
ment is problematic because these visits are ndtayed as mission
journeys. In comparison with Mark 1:38-39 we se# the visits to the
Galilean cities and towns served the purpose oflpiming the king-
dom of God throughout Galilee. No such programmstiidements can
be seen as motivating the visits outside of Galiledudea. Moreover,
during the border-crossing visits Jesus is notieitiyl noted of giving
any clearly positive statements concerning theréutentile mission of
his disciples. Notably there is no account of Jessiing the Gentile ci-
ties of Caesarea Maritima and Antiochia, which beeaenters for the
nascent Christianity (Acts 11:19-27; 21:8-16). dtimteresting that
Luke, who evidently supported the Gentile missimentions Jesus visi-
ting Gentile lands only once — i.e. in the storyttef Gerasene demoniac
(Luke 8:26-39). Unlike Mark and Matthew, Luke (9+P2) does not
connect Peter’s confession of Jesus’ identity withterritory of Caesa-
rea Philippi.

Secondly although we are told of Jesus entering imporé&e-
tile regions such as the districts of CaesareapgpiiBanias, where there
was an outstandingly beautiful pagan temple bdilthe white marble
(Ant. 15:363-365Bell. 1:404), there is no account of him giving critical
and condemning statements against paganism. Theseawemple for
Zeus in the polis of Gerasa, and according to §mftics (Mark 5:1)
Jesus exorcised a man in the country of the Geeas@ie journeyes, as
they are represented in the Gospels, did not attplgerve the aim of
having Jesus proclaim judgment on paganishirdly, while there is an
account of Jesus visiting the district of Tyre &idon, nothing is said
about his attitudes towards those major cities etreugh they are
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fiercely doomed in several OT prophecies. The ib@s and motives
for these visits are not clarified by the Synoptics

Freyne argues that if Jesus is to be regardedpbaspaet of Isra-
el’'s restoration, it is no surprise that he wous/ér wished to visit the
borders of the prophetic greater Isriéllt is evident that in the Synop-
tics the theme of the land of Israel is not applafléiatt 5:5). There is no
evidence to claim that Jesus would have nurturgcotams or hopes of a
military conquest while visiting the surroundingas of Tyre and Sidon
and Caesarea Philippi. Moreover, Jesus, as fareaarevaware, did not
make any territorial claims for the soon to beaos=d Israel (cf. 1 Macc
14:16-17; 15:33§* It is historically plausible that he would havesivi
ted the border areas in Upper Galilee, within thdtipal districts of
Tyre and Sidon, and the surrounding villages ofsaesa Philippi, in or-
der to “search for the lost sheep of the Housesafel.®*’ Despite the
fact that these foreign lands, which Jesus visitazbrding to the Synop-
tics, were outside the political borders of Antip&alilee, they were
within the biblical borders of Israel, and thererevdews living in these
areas'® Jesus’ mission is strongly marked by its Jew-gedigess, and
by visiting the surrounding areas of Tyre, Sidod &aesarea Philippi,
he would not necessarily have contradicted his dentered mission.
The claim according to which Jesus visited the ifpreterritories in
search for the lost sheep of the house of Israblowever, weakened by
the fact that in the Gospels Jesus does not Vie#tet foreign territories
for a purpose of driving a mission — i.e. preachimgheir Jewish com-
munities.

315 Freyne, 2004, 75.

%16 Freyne, 2004, 80, 89.

317 Freyne, 2004, 76—77. Freyne states: “There isimgthistorically implausible, there-
fore, in suggesting that a journey of Jesus tor#iggon (Caesarea Philippi at this case)
could well have been based on his (Jesus’) corifmrthese lost sheep of the house of Is-
rael', while operating with a different perspectiva what constituted the ideal Israel.
From Jesus’ point of view they did live within therders of Israel as this was ideally
understood, and they too should be reassuredhbgtvtere invited to participate in the
new ‘family’ which he was gathering for the banquéth Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.”
Dunn, 2003, 323. Freyne, 2001B, 306. 310.

38 Schnabel, 2004, 182.
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4.2.2 Defining the borders
We know that the rabbis of a later period claimieat the Jews living
within the biblical borders of the Greater Israatifio live in accordance
with the halakhic laws given for the holy land evkthey lived outside
Israel’s political borderd'® Some writings from the Talmud refer to vil-
lages located on and around the foothills of Madetmon as Jewish
villages which were obligated to follow the HalakahErez Israef®®
Freyne refers ton. Hall. 4:11 andBell. 7:43 in support for the claim that
Syria was regarded as part of the land of Isra®hdever acquires land
in Syria is like one who acquires it on the outskiof Jerusalem®*
Stern argues, in line with Theissen, that the Jew&yria and Phoenicia
formed part of the major centers of Jews duringtitine of our concern.
The Syrian and Phoenician Jews were like the Jé@atlee. They saw
each other as partners and alffésAccording to Josephus’ information
tens of thousands of Babylonian Jews were movdehtzenicia C. Ap.
1:194). From the early Roman period we have clgateace of Jewish
communities in the Phoenician centers of Ptolengige and Sidor>
Some later texts from the Talmud refer to an imaxyirborder-
line of the Land of Israel, which differed from tpelitical borderlines
of ancient Palestine. This imaginary borderline Wakl by those retur-
ning from Babylonian captivity, and the Jews insth@reas observed the
rabbinical law for the “Land of Israel'T( Shebuoth:11; Sifre Ekeb
[Dtn. 11:24] 51y. Shebuotl36c). This imaginary borderline did not fol-
low the political borderline of the time. These tenrines are note-

9 Willitts, 2007, 165-166.

20 Freyne, 2004, 77-80. Dar, 1993, 26-27. Dar rdferbe following passagey: Seb.
VI:1, 36.3;t. Seb.84,11; Sifre Deut. 51. Besides these referentes Talmudic list of
“forbidden fruits of Paneas” also indicates, acawydo Dar, that Jews lived in the vicinity
of Paneas and at the foothills of Mount Hermon.seh&ews, Dar suggests, grew or impor-
ted fruits. The notion of the “forbidden fruits Bneas” is in the Jerusalem Talmyd (
Demaill:1, 22).

21 Freyne, 2004, 76. Willitts, 2007, 165. See atso:Abod. Zar1:8. Apparently part of
the Halakha concerning renting and selling of heusmed land was valid in the land of
Syria, because it was seen as belonging to biliicadl.

22 gtern, 1974, 137-138. Theissen, 1991, 66-67.

32 Stern, 1974, 142. Jews were in Ptolem8igll( 2:477), Tyre Bell. 2:478) and Sidon
(Ant. 17:324;Bell. 2:479). Stern explains the scarcity of concreteremces to Jews living
in the Phoenician towns due to accidental causd<ld
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worthy for our subject because they exclude froeltand of Israel the
areas inhabited by non-Jewish residents. The Tatratderline may
thus aid us in determining the extent of Jewistiesaent outside the po-
litical borders of Jewish Galilee. Of course, thamudic texts cannot
straightforwardly be applied to second temple Rmlesbut as Avi-
Yonah attests, the boundaries referred to in tHed@ might go back to
the second temple period. Notably the areas ardiyne and Caesarea
Philippi were included within the imaginary bordee of Israef?* and
there were actually Jewish settlements and villag#dsn these regions.

It is a complicated task to decide the borderlioEshe ancient
world. This is especially true in the case of Phoarand Galilee. It is a
well-known fact that the definite borders of TymdaGalilee were espe-
cially unclear because the border areas lacked Cestural marks”
which would have defined the political border. Frelg statement regar-
ding the border districts separating Galilee anckTy correct:

“The physical features here are much more compheithat no
outstanding natural boundary suggests itself tokrodir the re-
gion in any particular direction. Perhaps we shaudtl then be
surprised to find that the political boundaries dapparently
reflected this confusion of natur&®

Historically the borders between Galilee and Tyerengradually
moved. For example during the Jewish revolt Kedeah clearly in the
Tyrian district, but earlier in history, during thiene of Jonathan (152—
143 BCE) the village had marked the border betw@aliee and Tyre
(Ant. 13:154). Josephus states that during the Hasmehezsign Mount
Carmel belonged to Galilee but during the time efddl Antipas, it be-
longed to Tyre. During our time of concern Mountri@al marked the
southern border area of the district of Tyre. Hettlois area marked the
north-western border-area of Galilee in quite widems, as Josephus
clarifies Bell. 3:35)?° During the reign of Antipas the territory of Tyre

324 Avi-Yonah, 1974, 103-104. See also Jeremias, 13®&1Davies & Allison, 1991, 546—
547.

325 Freyne, 1980, 8.

326 Mussies, 1997, 265-266. Theissen, 1991, 76-77.
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stretched north over the whole of Upper Galilee mathed the basin of
Lake Huleh by the River Jordan. Thus Jesus wouldchecessity, have
touched the territory of Tyre if he had travelednir Galilee to Caesarea
Philippi (Mark 8:27)**" Quite naturally the culture was mixed in these
border areas, where different worlds met. Joseptaiss that “Zebulon,
a strong city of Galilee, which was called the GifyMen..., was of ad-
mirable beauty, and had its houses built like thos&yre, and Sidon,
and Berytus,'Bell. 2:503-505, see alsn. Sot.8:3. Josephus writes that
this city, which is seemingly influenced by GrecorRan architecture,
“divides the country of Ptolemais from our natioBgll. 2:503. This no-
tion suggests once again that the Hellenistic, uebal possibly to some
extent pagan influences came from outside the berdeGalilee, and
not predominantly from Galilee’s own urban centersd Herodian
strongholds — Tiberias and Sepphoris. Foreign émfties were mainly
spread from surrounding non-Jewish centers sucRtalemais, Tyre,
Sidon, Scythopolis and Hippo.

I maintain with Davies and Allison that “as a matté history,
Jesus himself probably never left the boundariethefJewish popula-
tion”, although he crossed the borders of Gafffé@he Gospels do not
explicitly suggest that the border-crossing visitre practiced in order
for Jesus to drive his mission among the Gentilé®re were Jews li-
ving in these remote areas in their own villaged eommunities. It is
true, however, as Chancey notes, that visiting Gentile areas, for
example the region of Tyre, would unavoidably hkdeJesus into con-
tact with Gentiles. Admitting this Chancey also é@gizes that all of
the Gentile areas which Jesus is said to havesdisiad a remarkable Je-
wish minority®?° Dunn’s conclusion is credible:

“We certainly cannot exclude the possibility thasus himself
saw it as part of his task to extend his missioth&ochildren of
Israel still resident in these territories — hettoe poignant epi-
sode with the Syrophoenician womati>”

327 Jeremias, 1981, 36. Davies & Allison, 1991, 54654
328 Davies & Allison, 1991, 546.

2% Chancey, 2002, 177.

330 punn, 2003, 323.
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4.2.3 The district of Tyre as a growing soil for Jewish

nationalists
Josephus mentions that the city of Tyre was sudedrby the rural dis-
trict of Tyre, which neighbored Galile®¢lIl. 3:38). Among other villa-
ges the above mentioned Kedesh was situated imidtdct of Tyre
(Bell. 2:459, 588; 4:105). It was well inland, and natffam Upper Ga-
lilee. Both Mark and Matthew place the meeting @uk and the Syro-
phoenician woman outside the city of Tyre, in itsreunding. Accor-
ding to Mark 7:24 the meeting occurred in the “oggof Tyre” and as
Matt 15:21 indicates, in the “district of Tyre am®ldon.” Elsewhere
Mark clarifies that a multitude of people came @wahJesus from “Ju-
dea, Jerusalem, Idumea, beyond the Jordanthencegion around Tyre
and Sidof, Mark 3:8. In the summary of Mark 3:8 the geodragl ori-
gin of the people is revealed, but not their etityidt is likely that Mark
3:8 refers to both Jews and to Gentiles livinghe district of Tyre and
Sidon. Notably the regions mentioned in Mark 3:&-®ar. are to be
understood in the context of Mark’s narrative iniethJesus is depicted
as the king of the Jews who gathers the Jewishlpempund himself**
Immediately after this list of geographical locasp Mark 3:13-19
notes that Jesus chose the Twelve. In this plagatifering, calling and
searching for the Jews, it seems that the listte$ sn Mark 3:7-8 is not
coincidental.

In the context of the Jewish mission portrayed iarl1-4 it is
probable that the sites of Mark 3:7-8 recall cémjemgraphical destina-
tions around the compass: Jerusalem was southlidé¢&dayre and Si-
don were by the Mediterranean coast in the wesin§jordan was in the
east and Idumaea was far in the south. At this daves were residing in
all of these destinatiorid? Jesus is said to have visited all of these geo-
graphical locations: Phoenicia in the west (MarR4j; Peraea and the

31 gee: Jesus calls individuals (Mark 1:17—-20; 2:¥3-The whole population of Caper-
naum has gathered around the house where Jesdssré$i32—-33). Jesus acknowledges
his necessity to preach in the villages of all afil8e (Mark 1:38-39).

332 Marcus, 2000, 257, 260. Bell. 2:43 andAnt. 17:254 it is noted that Jews from Judea,
Galilee, Idumea, Jericho, Perea and beyond Jordtirergd into Jerusalem for the Pente-
cost feast in year 4 BCE.
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Decapolis to the east (Mark 5:1-20; 7:31; 10:1nJb#28) and the areas
around Caesarea Philippi up north (Mark 8:27)slgéenerally agreed
that the list of Mark 3:7-8 is a Markan summaryeTiassage is surpri-
sing as it claims that at this early stage of Jesuisistry crowds gathe-
red to see him from distant regions, from ldumead &ransjordan, from
Tyre and Sidor®®

Certainly the summary of Mark 3:7-8 is formulatgdthe evan-
gelist in accordance to his intentions. In the Marlplot featured in the
sections of Mark 1-4 and Mark 5-8, the crowds #énatcoming to Jesus
from all around and outside of Palestine (Mark 8)7are to be under-
stood as Jews and probably also as Gentiles. geshers people both
from Jewish as well as from non-Jewish territofiédt is worth noting
that in none of the occasions when Jesus is redoadehaving met a
Gentile according to the Synoptics, is there amwlciation that he would
have wished to convert the Gentile through circioai to Judaism or
that he would have wished that the Gentile or teates would depart
from the territories which belonged to the Greddesel, the Holy Land.

The regional information mentioned in Mark 3:8 @rfcularly
interesting when it is compared to certain passagdssephus’ works.
Josephus clarifies that John Gischala had colleatbdnd of 400 men
from the region of Tyre and its villageBdll. 2:588). They formed part
of his most faithful followers in the Jewish revairom Josephus we
know that the regions around Tyre, and the villag@sounding it, were
partly populated by Jews who were strongly tiethi Jewish culture. |
concur with Theissen’s claim:

“We have to suppose that he (John Gischala) anébhisvers
were convinced adherents to the Jewish faith, gssit is often
the case that the most fanatical nationalists cioame border re-
gions or from abroad®®®

33 Marcus, 2000, 260.

3341t has been argued that the geographical sitkctehe location of early Christian com-
munities, or that they foreshadow the Church’s Gntission or that they set out a plan
for Jesus’ mission. In the last case Mark 3:7-8ldidunction in a similar fashion as Acts
1:8, which sets a geographical plan for the witeagesSee Dunn, 2003, 322-323. Freyne,
1980, 358-359, 362. Freyne, 2001B, 305-307. Jesert®81, 33—-36. Marcus, 2000, 260.
5 Theissen, 1991, 67.
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John Gischala operated on the borders between (pgldee and Tyre,
which was in constant turmoiBEll. 4:105-106). The passage Béll.
4:105 testifies that several Gentiles who livedha villages and towns
around Tyre hated the Jews. Undoubtedly the atnewsph the border
areas between Phoenicia and Galilee was tensetfEbetiveen the Ga-
lilean Jews and the Phoenicians Gentiles had didipab roots, which
were further strengthened by the current econori@tion. Josephus
mentions that at the outbreak of the Jewish raheltHellenistic coastal
cities were targets of Jewish raidde(l. 2:266—294;Ant. 20:173-178).
Ptolemais and Tyre slaughtered or imprisoned thein Jewish inhabi-
tants, while Sidon spared its Jevigell. 2:458-460; 477-480%° Jose-
phus mentions three Syrian cities, namely Sidonamga and Antio-
chia, which did no harm to their Jewish citizendhat outbreak of the
great revolt in 66 CEBell. 2:479).

It is reasonable to raise the question about Jaséphtentions
and the reliability of his statements concerning ¢laim that John Gis-
chala collected his loyal supporters from theseti&erterritories. We
can suspect that Josephus aimed to support trenrtbtit John Gischala
gathered his most loyal men from outside Galilee.rilght have done
this in order to show the Galileans in a more pasitight®*’ In Vita
372 Josephus further tells of John Gischala’s sodphn Gischala col-
lected 1500 stranger&yo.) from Tyre, the metropolis. The ethnicity of
the “strangers” is not clear.

4.3 Jesus and the “lost sheep of the house of Is-

rael”
4.3.1 The Twelve and Jesus’ mission discourse: Introduc-
tory remarks
The vast majority of scholars hold that Jesus imett his and his dis-

ciples’ mission to the Jews. The question arisé@bs:Jésus’ mission to
the Jews totally exclude the idea of a Gentile ioig% In answering this

336 Chancey, 2002, 143-144.
%7 Chancey, 2002, 164, n. 294.
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question we shall survey Jesus’ mission discowsthe Twelve discip-

les. According to the Synoptics Jesus gatheredTthelve, whom he

sent on an urgent mission to preach and heal itothies of Israel. Matt

10:23 states that the Twelve would not have timestzxh all the cities
of Israel before the Son of Man would come — thésse can easily be
understood as implying that a Gentile mission wontd come into

question since the disciples would not even hawmigim time to reach
all of Israel.

The mission discourse is included in all the SyrepiMark 6:8—
11; Luke 9:2-6; Matt 10:5-42). Besides the misslmtourses we shall
concentrate on the sayings of Matt 10:5b—6 and4l3:Bese sayings are
among the so called “Israel-sayings”, which emmeadesus’ and his
disciples’ mission for Israel and the Jews. Witk thsrael-sayings” |
refer to the following sayings, which are attribdite Jesus: Matt 10:6,
23; 15:24; 19:28/Luke 22:30. These sayings condestis’ and his dis-
ciples’ mission to “the house of Israel”, to “th@wins of Israel” and to
“the twelve tribes of Israel”. All of these “Israshyings” are obviously
Jew-centered, and some of them seem to be eveiGantile (Matt
10:5b-6, 23; 15:24). The “Israel-sayings” almostegooccur in the
Gospel of Matthew. Moreover the Matthean versiothef mission dis-
course contains two “Israel-sayings” (Matt 10:6,).2Bhe important
guestion is whether the “Israel-sayings” of Matt6lL.®3 were originally
part of the sources of the mission discourse ink\aad possibly Q.

The authenticity of the mission discourse for thgelve is of
course dependent on the premise that Jesus acyaaligred a group of
disciples, who were close to him. Independent ti@us of the Twelve
are arguably found in Mark (3:14, 4:10 etc.), J¢bohn 6:67, 70-71)
and Paul (1 Cor 15:5). Besides these instancesra speculative tradi-
tion of the Twelve can be found in L and Q (Matt28 Luke 22:30§*®
The claim that Jesus actually gathered a groupvelive men is credible
in light of the criterions of historical researcfhe authenticity of the

33 Meier, 2001, 141. Meier summarizes that “Mark,nldhaul, probably L, and probably
Q give multiple attestation from independent sositttet the Twelve existed as an identi-
fiable group during the public ministry.” See Megefull survey of the Twelve in the NT
sources, pp. 128-147.
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Twelve is supported by the criteria of multipleeatation and embar-
rassment. Jesus is told of giving the Twelve grelas in the eschatolo-
gical future (Matt 19:28/Luke 22:29), however iretbarly Church their
roles do not apparently fulfill the hope as theyrevexpressed in Matt
19:28%*° The claim that Jesus gathered a group of Twelwerilied by
most scholars. The tradition has preserved the Vieyélideke, as a
fixed expression already in the early 50s (1 Cor5150ne of the
Twelve, Judas Iscariot is remembered as the betafy@esus. It would
be difficult to prove that the early believers inted such embarrassing
stories of the Twelve (Mark 14:10-11, 17-21, 4345Banders has
placed the existence of the Twelve disciples asafrthe most certain
facts we can know about JestsConsequently, did Jesus have some
specific purpose for gathering the Twelve? Werg ttaled to take part
in Jesus’ mission?

4.3.2 The mission discourse

The mission discourse in Matt 10:5-25 uses MarkriMa8—11) as well
as the hypothetical Q (Luke 9:2-5, 10:3-16) assdsrces. Luke also
uses both of the existing sources, Q and Mark,isrrdconstruction of
the mission discourse. Arguably the non-Markan Ifdsaof Matt 10
and Luke 10 had a mission discourse of its owngchvhiad its source in
Q. Fitzmyer, Allison, Davies and Meier support thiew.>*? Meier fur-
ther argues that “both the Markan and Q forms efdiscourse show
signs of earlier traditions that have been edifétiMatthew’s mission
discourse contains eschatological sayings (Matt 7425), and some of

2 Meier, 2001, 137.

%0 Davies & Allison, 1991, 151-152.

%1 sanders, 1985, 98-106.

*2 Fitzmyer, 1981, 751-752. Fitzmyer, 1985, 842. Bav& Allison, 1991, 163-164;
Meier, 2001, 154-155.

343 Meier, 2001, 155, 186-187, n. 95. The citatiofras p. 155. Uro, 1987, 115. Uro cla-
rifies the scholars’ common views concerning therse for the missionary discource on
p. 98. Uro himself maintains on p. 115 that “théestt ‘kernel’ of the mission instructions
was seen to be represented by the Q instructiohska 10:4—7ab. This piece of tradition
was part of the unit which we have called the ‘eanission code’, a set of instructions
forming the common pattern behind the mission atmaf Mark and Q. This common an-
tecedent has been preserved in the Q instructibbhske 10:4-11 in a more original form
than in Mark 6:8-11."
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these sayings find parallels in Mark’s and Luke&hatological dis-
courses (Mark 13 and Luke 2*ff.Matthew has also sayings which are
totally absent from both Mark and Luke. These ideluhe “Israel-say-
ings” (Matt 10:5b—6 and 23). Some scholars assuraethis unparal-
leled material is founded in Matthew's special seu(M). Others, for
example Davies and Allison, have argued that M@tsli—6 and 23 be-
long to Q, even though the sayings are not fourlduke 3** The source
of these sayings is very difficult to determine dulll certainty is not to
be found.

Matthew’s long mission discourse is compiled ofesal sayings
originating from several different speeches andrasi This plentiful
material of the mission discourse is then bounctttogr in Matthew's
mind. Scholars often divide the mission discourg®e two main sec-
tions, which are argued to have different souréésst, verses Matt
10:5-16 form the corn of the mission discourse clliiias its sources in
Mark, Q and possibly M* Secondly, verses Matt 10:17-25 recall, ac-
cording to Meier, the history of the early Churaeingd therefore its say-
ings originate, most likely, from a prophet withhe early Church who
wanted to support and comfort the suffering witesssf Jesus. It is ap-
parent that the predictions of Matt 10:17-25 ardfitfed” quite clearly
in the mission of Paul (2 Cor 11:23-27; Acts 1620-18:12-17).
Moreover a great deal of the verses Matt 10:17-@§inate from
Mark’s eschatological discourse (Mark 13:5-37) antl from his short
mission discourse (Mark 6:7-1%Y.

Finally, does the mission discourse derive fronistohical occa-
sion in the life of Jesus? A positive answer soysidasible. It would be
understandable that Jesus had given the Twelvethomgeo do during
his mission. It would also be understandable thkestus would have
shared his mission with his closest disciples —Th&lve. The claim
that Jesus sent disciples on an urgent, short emaus mission to pro-
claim and practice miracles in the towns of Isiiaetredible. Its basic

344 Davies & Allison, 1991, 163-164.
3% Davies & Allison, 1991, 165.

348 Meier, 1994, 339. Bird, 2006, 52.
37 Meier, 1994, 339.



123

historicity is supported by the criterion of mul&pattestation in Q and
Mark3*® The eschatological statement of Matt 19:28—29/12&&29-30,
which was not fulfilled in the early Church, suggethat the function of
the Twelve concerned the gathering of the twelviees of Israel. |
maintain with Meier that the gathering of the Tveeldisciples was a
symbolic act which recalled the eschatological gdtig of the twelve
tribes. The urgent mission of the Twelve to allsfel further empha-
sizes Jesus’ intention of symbolically restoringé&3* In the minds of
the second temple Jews, the calling of the Twelgaldvhave inevitably
signaled the idea of regathering the twelve tritfelsrael and of restora-
tion. Despite the fact that Jesus is associatekl tlvie motifs of Israel’s
restoration, the Jesus tradition does not suggastie would have em-
braced the territorial and militaristic ideas asatd with the hopes of
restoration. Unlike the policy of the biblical Joshand the later the
Maccabeans, the Jesus tradition does not imply X&stis would have
anticipated the departure of the Canaanites oittheans — i.e. the Gen-
tiles and pagan$? The passages of Mark 3:7-8, Matt 8:11-12/Luke
13:28-29, Mark 13:26-27 and Luke 14:15-24/Matt 220Lreflect an
inclusive attitude which is in contrast with an ksive attitude. As
Jesus and his mission is to be seen in the coofdzstael’s restoration,
it is clear that Jesus would have been opposedhdoyHerodians. Jesus
would not have embraced the pro-Roman ethos of riibeand
Sepphoris.

8 Meier, 2001, 154155, 158-159, 162-163. Allisotligén, 1997, 104-119) suggests
that Paul probably knew the mission discourse df.ake 10:2-16). He states on p. 105
that “several have argued that there is enougheaei for the conclusion that Paul knew
some version of Jesus’ missionary discourse”. Ohlfh. Allison concludes by stating the

following: “The Jesus tradition circulated in bleckom a very early time; some of these
blocks appear to have been known by Paul; Pawdptibly knew at least one saying that
appeared in Q’'s missionary discourse; and the Ewsetters contain several lines that
echo portions of Luke 10:1-16. Are we not invitedéckon seriously with the possibility

that Paul knew a form of the missionary discouetated to Q 10:2—-16?" Allison refers to

following connections between the Pauline passagdsthe missionary discourse: 1 Cor
9:14/Luke 10:7b/Matt 10:10; 1 Cor 9:4, 7, 13/Luk@&7h; 1 Thess 4:8/Luke 10:16. See
Allison, 1997, 110-111. See also Uro, 1987, 106-108

349 Meier, 2001, 154, 158.

*¥05ee Ch. 2.4.1,3.4.1 and 3.8.



124

4.3.3 Who and where were the “lost sheep of the house of

Israel”?

The descriptive words of Matt 10:6 and 15:24, thest' sheep of the
house of Israel”, have mostly been interpreted amsoholars as Jews
in general and especially as Galilean Jews amormmndesus drove his
mission. The emphasis on the “lost sheep” has eloéferences to the
outcasts of society, the poor, the sick, the hunard to the sinners
whom Jesus is recorded as having associated®#i@ertainly the “lost
sheep of the house of Israel” resonates with I'srdate in the OT. In
the light of 1 Kgs 22:17 and Num 27:16-17 the kistep of the house
of Israel could have referred to Jews who werengvinder poor politi-
cal and religious leadership. In the light of J8r128 the same epithet
could have been a reminder of Jews and Israeliagliin the Dia-
spora®>

The identity of the “lost sheep of the house o&ddt is connec-
ted with the question of their location: are theseep lost in Galilee and
Judea or in the Diaspora? According to Isa 53:6,50e6 and Ezek
34:5-6 all Jews can be counted among the lost shre@mot just the so
called sinner€>® The genitive of the clauset mpdpate T dmorwidta
otkou “Topanr — can be understood as the lost sheep beingvltsh the
land of Israel, but this is not the only possitdading. Pitre notes that in
(LXX) Ezek 34:30 “the house of Israel” is connectedthe lost sheep,
and apparently in Ezek 34, as well as in Jer 23 |dkt sheep of Israel
refers to the Jews scattered in the Diaspora. 3 @nd Ezek 34:13
promise that God will gather his flock, his losesp from all the count-

1 willitts, 2007, 191-195.

%2 Recently Willitts has proposed that in the Matthearrative the lost sheep of the house
of Israel refers mainly to the Jews who were in samay linked with the biblical people
of Israel, i.e. the Northern Kingdom of Israel, wimiwas exiled by the Assyrians in the
730s BCE: Willitts, 2007, 194-195, 200. Willittsrfiwer states that in the context of Mat-
thew's Gospel the “lost sheep of the house of ISdesignates the “Jews living in rural
Galilee and the northern region of the ideal Lahdsmel who were remnants of the old
Israelite population of the Northern Kingdom ofalsf’: Willitts, 2007, 179. According to
my view Willitts’ thesis is credible for the Matthe Jesus, read in the context of the Mat-
thean narrative, but for the historical Jesus sunfission for the former Israelites in Gali-
lee is not convincing.

*3Davies & Allison, 1991, 167, 551.
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ries and from all the peoplé¥. Thereforetd mpdPoto té dmorwidra
olkou “Topanid can refer to Israel who is lost in the Diaspofahé sheep
of Israel in Matt 10:6 are understood in such a,vhgn it is clear that
the saying of Matt 10:6 does not restrict the gites’ mission to within
the borders of Israel. More correctly, the sayifigviatt 10:6 does not
contain an explicit restriction, but rather statest the mission is to tar-
get the sheep of Israel, who are certainly to b#etstood as Jews. In
Matt 10:6 the target group of the mission is defimthnically but not
geographically. In line with Ezek 34 and Jer 23 lhgt sheep of the
house of Israel would be in the Diaspora, scattamdng “all the na-
tions”. If Matt 10:6 is interpreted in this fashiothen it would indicate
that Jesus sent his disciples outside the bordetsrael in order to
search for the Jews who were lost in the Diasfeitee shows a convin-
cing list of OT verses which can be found to suppbis interpreta-
tion.3>® Certainly several Jews of the first century wohlave under-
stood the phrase “the lost sheep of the houseaéllsas referring to the
exiled Israel.

The Diaspora-interpretation, however, is not thy gossible or
plausible way of understanding the meaning of theep of Israel in
Matt 10:6 and 15:24. In 1 Kgs 22:17 the expresstha lost sheep of
the house of Israel” is used to describe the pitoation of the Israelis
who were under bad leadership. The rhetoric of Haghk, sleepy, blind
and careless shepherds (Isa 56:9-12) is conneztpdlitical criticism
in the OT as well as in the intertestamental It In the light of such
an interpretation the Jews are suffering undeinfaileadership of their
king and priestd>® The congregation of Israel, in Num 27:16-17, needs

4 pitre, 2005, 277.

%5 pitre, 2005, 276-277. Jer 50:4-8; Ezek 34:11-48;13:14; 53:6; Jer 23:1-5; Mic
2:12-13; 10:2, 6-12.

%6 See especially Jdt 11:19, in comparison with #ilerfes of the leadership: Jdt 7:23-24;
8:9, 11-14. Inl En.89:72-77, a passage which deals with the seconpléeperiod from
the time of Cyrus to the time of Alexander the Grehe priests are called “blind she-
pherds” and the people of Israel are called “bBhéep”. They are blinded by the second
temple which they have polluted with un-pure s@e#,1 En.89:73—-74. Moreover, due
to the bad shepherds — Jewish priests and rulére sheep were dispersed over the field,
they were destroyed, and the shepherds did notteemefrom hands of the beasts, 89:75-
77. Willitts, 2007, 128. Willitts states that thedk of Judith derives from the Maccabeen
period, approximately around 100 BCE.
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to have a leader so that the “congregation of thiel Lmay not be like
sheep without a shepher&f*This meaning of the phrase well suits Mat-
thew's (Matt 2:1-6; 9:36) and arguably also Jesis& of it. The Jesus
traditions contain harsh criticism towards the railef Jesus’ days — both
the political and the religious leaders are tardje8&ome of this critique
against the leaders derives credibly from J&¥us.

The assumed geographical restriction of the dissipiission
cannot be credibly based on Matt 10:6, but on treceding verse,
10:5b. Recently Pitre has questioned the assumegraghical restric-
tion of Matt 10:5b. Pitre maintains that Matt 10:6bhas almost syste-
matically been mistranslated and misinterpretede $hying of Matt
10:5b has been read “go nowhere among the Genties'the Greek
text literally says “along a road of the Gentilesribt go.” Scholars have
understood Matt 10:5b—6 as Jesus commanding higpl#is to go “no-
where among the Gentiles,” and prohibiting thenmfrgoing into “Gen-
tile territory” or outside “the land of Israel.” €hranslation according to
which the disciples are not to go “nowhere among @entiles” of
course excludes the possibility of preaching thessage for the Gen-
tiles. The more literate and exact translation @tttV 0:5b certainly em-
phasizes that the mission is for the Jews, butéschot restrict the prea-
ching only to the Jews, if the disciples happemech¢et Gentiles among
the Jews™® Bird interprets Matt 10:5b—6 as restricting thecifiles’
mission geographically: “the disciples’ missiorlimited to the confines
of Galilee since Gentile territory lay to the weastrth and east with the
Samaritans to the soutf® In a similar manner Jeremias states the fol-
lowing:

“By the instruction not to go to Samaria the soigtitlosed to
them, while the command not to go the Gentiles tusn off

37 willitts, 2007, 129-132. Willitts emphasizes tlimtthe Targums of Num 27:17; Ezek
34:5 and Zech 10:2 the idea of Israel without gpbhkel is stressed. The shepherd is seen
as a king and leader. In the Targum Zech 10:2—-&wsdted king-shepherd is clearly con-
nected with a messianic hope.

8 See: Luke 13:32; Mark 11:27-33; 12:1-12; 12:38-40.

%9 pitre, 2005, 275-277.

%0 Bijrd, 2006, 52.
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from the other three points of the compass: hehey tare
limited to Galilee.®®*

Pitre states that the correct translation of thee®&rtext (Matt
10:5b-6; 15:24) securely places Israel and the d&ahe main objects
of Jesus’ and his disciples’ mission. Pitre, howgaéso argues that the
saying does not totally exclude the possibilityaoGentile missiori®?
Matt 10:18-19 states that the disciples are torbadht in front of go-
vernors and kings for the sake of Jesus, and treréiiis seems to sug-
gest that the disciples will go beyond the boragrdewish Galilee. Ob-
viously the fact that Matthew includes Matt 10:18- the mission dis-
course suggests that he did not understand thelme ia conflict with
Matt 10:5b—6. Davies, Allison and Pitre concludattthe wordsic
060V €Bvav un amérdnte in Matt 10:5b simply instruct Jesus’ disciples
to avoid roads “leading to a Gentile cifff® The passage of Mishnah
Abodah Zarahl:4 emphasizes that the roads, which solely leadder-
tain kind of a city, are prohibite§?

In accordance to Matt 10:5b the disciples are aowvander on
roads leading to purely Gentile cities such as ;THippos and Scytho-
polis/Beth Shean. Notably the Gospels do not mantibJesus or his
disciples visiting Gentile cities. According to Mai7:24/Matt 15:21
Jesus traveled around the rural district of Tyrd,dtayed out of the ac-
tual city. Similarly Jesus, according to Mark 8iZatt 16:13, moved
around the small villages in the region of Caes&aitippi, but did not
enter into the city. This avoidance of the Gentikes is also apparent
in the story of the Gerasene demoniac: Jesus andlisCiples never
enter into the city (Mark 5:1, 17, 20). The saybfgVatt 10:5b—6 is to

%! Jeremias, 1981, 20.

%2 pitre, 2005, 274-275.

%3 pitre, 2005, 275. Davies & Allison, 1991, 165.

%4 MishnahAbodah Zarah:4. “A city in which there is an idol — [in theem] outside of it

is permitted [to do business]. [If] an idol was side of it, [in the area] inside it is permit-
ted. “What is the rule as to going to that plagéten the road is set aside for going to that
place only it is prohibited. But if one is able to take tisaime road to some other place, it
is permitted. A town in which there is an idol, ahdre were in it shops which were ador-
ned and shops which were not adorned — this wasea io Beth Shean, and sages ruled,
“Those which are adorned are prohibited, but thvdsieh are not adorned are permitted.”
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be understood as follows: the disciples are toedtieir mission for the
Jews. Matt 10:5b does not restrict the mission ggigcally within
Jewish Israel or within the biblical Israel. In thght of Jer 23 and Ezek
34 it is clear that the sheep mentioned in Mat6 Ifiuld be understood
as referring to Jews residing outside of Israebsirmlaries. It is clear
that Matt 10:5b—6 does not explicitly prohibit thisciples from proclai-
ming the Gospel of the kingdom of heaven for theat{bes, whom they
might meet along the way.

4.3.4 Evaluating the authenticity of Matthew 10:5b—6
Jeremias maintains that Matt 10:5b—6 and 15:24raig with Jesus and
that these sayings reflect his strictly opposinguate towards Gentile
mission (Matt 23:15%° Regarding Matt 10:5-6 Jeremias states that “it
is hardly accidental that this tristich, based garAaic tradition, has no
parallel in Mark or Luke; it strictly prohibits thdisciples from underta-
king the Gentile mission®*® Lidemann argues that Matt 10:5b—6 and
15:24 are redactional. In the “lost sheep of ISrael sees a clear allu-
sion to 1 Kgs 22:17. Despite his skepticism Lidemelaims that the
sayings in Matt 10:5-6 and 15:24 have a basisentrddition because,
as he insists, Jesus and his disciples drove thisision only among
Jews. Ludemann is strict on this point. He argbes there is no proof
for Jesus or his disciples healing any Gentilesrpgd the Easter. Conse-
quently Lidemann denies any nucleus of traditiorbéofound in the
stories of the Syrophoenician woman or the centusiocCapernaurit’

In contrast with Jeremias, Meier argues that Matbhi—6 is to be
seen as a product of some “stringently conservafilieistian Jews”,
who opposed widening the proclamation of the gospajroups other
than Jews$® Theissen argues that Matt 10:5b and 23 originatm fa

%5 Jeremias, 1981, 17-27.

36 Jeremias, 1981, 20.

%7 | {idemann, 2000, 50-51, 166.

38 Meier, 2001, 542-544. Meier argues that the misdiscourse in verses Matt 10:5b—6
contains a prohibition of a mission to Gentiles &ainaritans. Such prohibitions are not
found in the other missionary discourses: Mark 617-+tuke 9:3 — 5; 10:2-12. According
to Meier, though we cannot prove that the sayindt Ml@:5b—6 originates from the early
church it is difficult to prove that it originaté®m Jesus. Jeremias, 1981, 26—28. Jeremias
states that it is improbable that a Jewish Christiangregation would have created say-
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pre-Matthean tradition, which would probably hatseSitz im Leben in
the groups found in the apostolic council. Theseugs, Theissen
claims, opposed the Gentile mission and conceutrate the Jews.
Theissen calls them Petrine grodpsThe claim regarding these Petrine
groups can be criticized by the fact that Gal 20rsfates that the “ac-
knowledged pillars” — i.e. Jacob, Cephas and Jotatcepted Paul’'s
mission for the Gentiles. The early Pauline writings well as Acts, re-
call that some Jews, who rejected the belief indas the Messiah alto-
gether, also opposed the Church’s Gentile missiobhgss 2:16). Paul's
letters have no hint of Jewish Christians prindipapposing the Gentile
mission. Actually we do not know of any Jewish Gtiains who oppo-
sed the Gentile missiof’ Bird’s statement expresses the fact:

“the existence of an anti-Gentile-mission Jewishris€ian
faction which invented and projected these sayfigtt 10:5-6,
15:24) onto Jesus is a form-critical myth. No dBéntile-
mission Jewish group is known in the early churth.”

The sayings of Matt 10:5b—6 and 15:24 have confumedern
scholars as well as the early church Fatfi€rand certainly the early
transmitters of the saying material too. Only Matthpreserved these
sayings. Matthew the redactor is certainly opeGémtiles on many oc-
casions: Matt 12:18-21, 21:43, 24:9, 14, 25:32Mhtt 12:18 the nar-
rator refers to Jesus by saying that he “will pagul justice to the Gen-

ings such as Matt 10:5b—6 and 15:24. However,dba according to which Matt 10:5b—6
is a product of a Jewish Christian group which ggubGentile mission, has gained sup-
port among scholars: Sanders, 1985, 220. Funk &&ipd 993, 167-168. Theissen, 1991,
57. See also, Bird, 2006, 53, n. 42. On this qaesSianders contradicts himself (Sanders,
1985, 220). Sanders states on p. 220 that “...tHdatksn of the mission of the disciples
to Israel (Matt 10:5f., 23) comes from a sectiortha Palestinian church which itself op-
posed the Gentile mission.” On the same page, 8&0ders claims the following: “As far
as we can see from Galatians, as | have pointetiedate, no Christian group objected to
the Gentile mission; they disagreed only as tteitsis and conditions.”

%9 Theissen, 1991, 57-58.

7% Tuckett, 1996, 402. See Raisanen, 2010, 253.

371 Bijrd, 2006, 56.

572 Davies & Allison, 1991, 165. “For obvious reasofi3p not go among the Gentiles’
created problems for the church Fathers. Many eftlallegorized the words and applied
them to pagan doctrine or behavior.”



130

tiles.” Matthew most probably did not understand #ayings of Matt
10:5b-6 and 15:24 as restricting the mission sofetythe Jews. The
sayings are admittedly pro-Jewish. Perhaps Matthieved at balancing
the pro-Jewish sayings of Matt 10:5b—6 and 15:241bphasizing else-
where the universal aims of Jes(fsEven if Luke and Mark had known
about the saying in Matt 10:5b-6, it is possiblat tihey would have un-
derstood it in the same way as Jeremias, as ibitldvstrictly forbid the

practice of Gentile mission. If they had understdbe saying in this
manner, then they would have had plausible reafsorsnitting it>*

In conclusion, the characterization of Jews as fttst sheep of
the house of Israel” resembles poetic and prophéttoric from the
OT. The basically twofold meaning of the phrasespi rooted in the
OT and the ancient Jews’ self-understanding, wdnalde suited Jesus’
mission and proclamation. Jesus often expressednkssage of the
kingdom of God in the form of a parable — i.e. ioraative fashion. The
“lost sheep of the house of Israel” implicitly refeto the traditions of
prophetic critique against Israel's leadership. Tharacterization of the
sheep of Israel as being lost also raises proplaetit eschatological
hopes of an eschatological gathering of the seaitéews (Luke 13:28—
29, 34; 14:15-24; 22:29-38F All of these associations evoked by the
lost sheep of the house of Israel would have suditednessage of Jesus.

Jesus evidently drove a mission for the Jews. Heeshthis mis-
sion partly with his disciples. The mission wasttoe Jews but it did not
explicitly exclude the possibility of proclaimingg Gospel also to the
Gentiles. Jesus’ mission for Israel is stampedrggncy and it includes

5”3 See: Dunn, 2003, 435 n. 266, p. 537-538.

874 Concerning Matt 10:5b—6 and 10:23, Theissen statgs'Luke would have had every
reason to eliminate them, had he found them inT@gissen argues for example that the
reason for this elimination would have been the faat in Luke Jesus wishes to travel
through Samaria (Luke 9:51-52). See Theissen, 22®1n Mark and Matthew Jesus ne-
ver visits or even wishes to visit Samaria. Lukisus certainly relates positively towards
the Samaritans (Luke 10:25-37; 17:11-19), and theshave reason to maintain with
Theissen that Luke would not have used Matt 10&bte found it from Q or from some
other source.

375 This hope of the restoration of the “lost tribesf’the scattered Israel, is apparent in the
writings of the second temple period and also & rbbinic writings: Sir 36:11; 48:10;
10QM 2:1-3; 11QTemple 57:5-8;Ezra13:32-502 Bar. 78:1-7;Sib. Or.2:170-173T.
Jos.19:3-8;m. Sanh10:3. See Allison, 1997, 185-186.
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an eschatological hope of gathering the scattezad>J° The salvation
of the Gentiles belonged to the eschatological womsation®’’ and
thus the eschatological features in Jesus’ midsipty the possibility of
eventual openness towards the Gentiles. For thisoreit is crucial to
clarify whether Jesus’ mission is to be seen inoatext of realized

eschatology.

4.4 Jesus and the idea of realized eschatology

4.4.1 The scholarly discussion about realized eschatology
There is a consensus among scholars that Jesusageesas centered
at the proclamation of the kingdom of GB.Despite this agreement
scholars still dispute over questions such as hesus] understood the
kingdom of God. Did he regard that the kingdom hladady come and
that it had already been realized in and throughnfission? Or did he
solely anticipate the coming of the kingdom in thaure? For us these
questions are of central importance. Theissen amtdzMum up the
scholarly history of Jesus’ eschatological viewsl atate that “nowa-
days” (1998) there is a scholarly consensus acegrth which Jesus
thought that the kingdom was already present dunisgime, but that
he also nurtured the hope of the coming of theddmg in the futuré’®

In his treatment of the subject Meier reaches theclusion that
Jesus simultaneously conceived that the kingdo@axf was in a state
of coming and that it was already present. Meiaint$ that both of
these aspects are strongly rooted in the Jesusdred Meier points out
that the ancient Semitic mind was not restrictedviegtern-style logical
thinking, and thus a first century Jew could coesithat the kingdom of

%7 See Allison, 2000, 217-219.

577 Ware, 2005, 286. “In Jewish thought, the conversib gentiles is an eschatological
event.”

%8 Meier, 1994, 237-238. Sanders, 1985, 139. Dunf3,2884-385, n. 8. Ollilainen,
2008, 150-153.

379 Theissen & Merz, 1998, 240-241, 244, 252-253. Paimdoxical view that Jesus at
the same time regarded the kingdom of God as yebrwe and as already present is sup-
ported by perhaps the majority of scholars: Sande®85, 150-156. Beasley-Murray,
1986, 338-339. Dunn, 2003, 465-467. Ollilainen,20G1-152.
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God is at the same time in some way present buittfcoming in its
fullness in the future. Consequently this seemimglyadoxical result, in
which Jesus is seen as supporting both the futurstid the present
view of the kingdom of God, is not necessary a sifjgelf-contradiction
on the part of the Jewish JestFor our concern the important ques-
tion follows: Can it be proved that Jesus actubdiieved that he drove
his mission in the context of realized eschatologe® it be proved that
Jesus was convinced that the kingdom of God haddyrarrived?

Dunn states that the New Quest of historical Jsstslarship
took a positive answer to this question almost asigersal fact concer-
ning Jesus. The idea that Jesus’ mission, his dm®tiseachings were to
be seen in a context of eschatological fulfillmand arrival of the king-
dom of God was widely supportéd.Dodd, for example, claimed that
“in some way the Kingdom of God has come with Jedimself.”*®?
The basic arguments for the realized eschatologesiis have remained
quite similar from Dodd to Dunn, Meier and Evansnty judgment the
validity of the arguments for Jesus’ view of thalized eschatology
have endured® In this respect and in this case the so calleddT®uest
follows quite neatly the New Quest for the histalidesus. During re-
cent decades, or during the time of the currentdTQuest, the majority
of scholars have agreed on the basic conceptiomshwiere proposed
so strongly by the scholars of the New Quest. #tiis widely held that
Jesus regarded that the kingdom of God, the edolgatal fulfillment,
had in some way arrived through his missithwhether this present ar-

%0 Meier, 1994, 398-399.

31 Dunn, 1998, 187. See also Reiser, who clarifiesviews of the New Quest: Reiser,
2001, 216-217.

%2 Dodd, 1935, 45. See also p. 44-54. Vermes, 1998;148. On p. 147 Vermes states:
“Imbued with eschatological enthusiasm, Jesus dawsdif and his generation as already
belonging to the initial stages of the Kingdom aadled to expediate its final manifesta-
tion.” On p. 148 Vermes claims: “He [Jesus] anddigeiples entered whole-heartedly into
the eschatological age and recognized a fundamédiftatence between their own time
with no future, and the centuries that precedéd it.

383 For the evidence for Jesus’ realized eschatolegyBodd, 1935, 44-54. Meier, 1994,
398-506. Dunn, 2003, 437-487. Evans, 2001, 166-Qlfifainen, 2008, 152-153.

%4 Reiser, 2001, 231-232. Reiser states on p. 231'Jbsus was convinced that the reign
of God becomes present everywhere he appears andépted as Isaiah’s messenger of
good news.” Evans, 2001, 169, 172-173. Evans statgs 169: “The author of Daniel,
the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Aramaic paraphratsaiah anticipate the coming of the
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rival of the kingdom of God is regarded as pariiala process of reali-
zation, symbolic or total, and even excluding apéds of future co-

ming of the kingdom of God, has remained in theufoof scholarly de-

bate. There is no need for me to repeat the evidéacthe realized es-
chatology in Jesus’ mission in detail. Thereforeshell here present the
evidence for the main claims for the realized esitbgy and its connec-
tions with Jesus’ mission only in a cursory manner.

4.4.2 A glance at the evidence for the realized eschgyolo
Support for the claim that Jesus’ mission is tasben in the context of
realized eschatology can be based on various smugzeMark, M and
L. In addition to the several sources, the presefntiee kingdom of God
is attested in various forms — in sayings and owetrsies (Luke 11:20;
Matt 12:28), preaching of the gospel, healings amdrcisms (Luke
7:18-23; Mark 1:24-27), symbolical actions (Mark3®:19; 11:1-17)
and parables (Luke 14:15-24). The saying in Mat28/2uke 11:20 is
often regarded as an important evidence for thendlaat Jesus’ mission
is to be seen in the light of realized eschatologcording to Matt
12:28/Luke 11:20 Jesus’ exorcisms, his drivingdarons with the fin-
ger of God proves that the kingdom of God has edfisome near
(p6avw). This central verse, presumably from Q, is heldhe vast ma-
jority of scholars as authentic — i.e. it derivesnfi Jesug®®

In accordance with Luke 11:20 it is noted that ¢ivercism sto-
ries realize the defeat of Satan and the demorang8#y, it is often no-
ted that Jesus called his disciples “blessed” apfly” (oxaprog) be-
cause they hear and see what the prophets andhiehad only antici-
pated for the eschatological future (Luke 10:23tt 13:16—17). This
passage, Luke 10:23-24, most probably also defivesthe Q. InPss.

kingdom of God. Jesus proclaims it as having corhés sense of fulfillment, which Jesus
apparently linked to his own ministry and to hisnotime, involves some interesting, per-
haps unique features.”

35 Laaksonen, 2002, 292, 298 (291-299). Meier, 1898414, 416. Dunn, 1998, 194
198. The Matthean and Lukan versions of the sagifigr from each other in one notable
aspect: According to Matthew Jesus drove demonis thié power of God’s spirité
mvebpatt Beod), and according to Luke he drove the demons vhithfinger of God &
daktOAyw Beod). Laaksonen credibly claims that the Lukan versidrich mention the fin-
ger of God is original. See Laaksonen, 2002, 283-28



134

Sol. 17:44 and 18:7 we find two eschatological bea@tudrhese beati-
tudes contradict with Luke 10:23/Matt 13:16—17te sense that iRss.
Sol.17 and 18 the beatitudes concern the eschatoldgicae when the
Messiah, the Son of David, appears, whereas LukZ31@att 13:16-17
state that the eyewitnesses of Jesus, his disciptepresentlybles-
sed®® Moreover Q contains verses Luke 11:30—-32/Matt 1-242,
which recall Jesus saying that the Queen of thehSgame to Solomon
and that the people of Nineveh repented in resptmtee proclamation
of Jonah. Jesus then refers to his message areb stmt here is
something greater than Jonah/Solomoméi ( i6ob wAciov Twva/
Yoopdvog wde). Despite this the Galileans fail to respond with
repentance and belief to the message of Jesus vghiehlised heraow
and which exceed the former message of biblicadéwer Solomon and
Jonah. The “someone greater” clearly refers toslesassage — i.e. the
kingdom of God®®’ All the above mentioned passages quite certainly
derive from Q.

Mark too has transmitted material which clearly gesjs that
Jesus’ mission was embraced with a realizatioroofegshing new brea-
king forth. This is apparent in Mark 2:18-20, folled by Matt 9:14-15
and Luke 5:33-35, in which Jesus explains thatllssiples cannot fast
because it would be inappropriate to fast during wWedding feast as
long as the bridegroom is still with them — i.etwihe disciples$® The
claim that Jesus saw his mission and himself inctir@text of realized
eschatology stands on a firm basis of evidenceitisaélly the symbo-
lic acts of gathering the Twelve, the entry intoudalem and the temple
act can be counted as further proof for this cldieaning securely on
solid evidence we can state that Jesus’ missigrsdyings, parables and
actions are to be seen in the context of eschatalbfulfillment. The

36 Reiser, 2001, 231-232. Meier, 1994, 436—43%. Sol17:44: “Blessed are those born
in those days to see the good fortune of Israethvi@od will bring to pass in the assembly
of the tribes.”Pss. Sol.18:6—7: “Blessed are those born in those daysetothe good
things of the Lord which he will do for the comiggneration; which will be under the rod
of discipline of the Lord Messiah, in the fear a§ IGod, in wisdom of spirit, and of
righteousness and of strength.”

%7 See ch. 8.3. See Dodd, 1935, 46-47.

38 Dunn, 2003, 441-442. Besides Mark 2:18-20, Dunmimalso Mark 2:21-22 as an
evidence for Jesus’ mission in the context of realieschatology.
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kingdom of God had arrived, it had come near. Bynging this | do not
neglect the futuristic aspect of the kingdom of Gddch is also clear in
the Jesus traditions.

4.5 Were the Jewish sinners self-made Gentiles?

We have concluded that Jesus drove his missiothéodews in a con-
text of realized eschatology. The plausible prentiied Jesus believed
that the kingdom of God had in some manner arrargdithat the escha-
tological restoration had been inaugurated throlighmission, implies
the possibility of openness towards the Gentilemwéler, the Jesus tra-
dition presents only a few occasions of Jesus hglpidividual Gen-
tiles. It has been argued that during the firstwgnJewish sinners were
associated with Gentiles and with the lifestyletld Gentiles (1 Macc
1:15). If this was the case, does it imply thatudégellowship with Je-
wish sinners relates something of his attitudesatow the Gentiles?

Did the Jews of the second temple period regardsiieers as
Gentiles and the Gentiles as sinners? The Greek fer a sinner,
apoptwirog, used in the LXX and in the NT, clearly resembtes Heb-
rew wordzwn, which can be translated as sinner and wick&@ihe mea-
ning of the term sinner in the Gospels and in thiings of the second
temple period has resulted in plenty of controvemsyong scholar§? It
seems clear that the meaning of being a Jewislesimas understood as
someone who had willingly defiled the Torah andraetmmed the cove-
nant between God and Israel. These Jewish sinigtrsot have the will

%9 Wwinninge, 1995, 182. Dunn, 1990, 73. Holmén, 2GWD-201. Sanders, 1985, 177.

30 See Sanders, 1985, 174-211. Sanders clarifiesctiwarly discussion concerning the
understanding of the sinners: see Sanders, 1985N88e 14. In the Synoptics the Gali-
lean “crowds” who are said to have followed Jestig)essed his miracles and listened to
his teachings, are not called sinners by the eVatger by anyone else. The accusation of
being in contact and dining with sinners is onlyg&ded on Jesus and his disciples (Mark
2:15-16). Moreover Jesus and his disciples aresaccaf ignoring the Torah and the tra-
ditions of the elders (Mark 2:24; 3:2-5; 7:5). 3éeier, 2001, 28-29. John 7:49 is the
only occasion which can be read as proof for thgestent according to which the crowds,
the people were regarded as sinners. Sanders catestly that theam haaresvere not
generally regarded sinners as such: Sanders, 1985187.
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to repent. Idolaters, liars, adulterers, murdemd blasphemers were
regarded as sinnet¥:

In the OT, NT, in the writings of the second tempéiod and in
the rabbinic writings a sinner could be seen agrmrsym for a Gen-
tile.*** Such a comparison might lead us to assume thisifis dined
with sinners (Mark 2:15-17) and if he drove a nussior the lost and
for the sinners (Mark 2:17; Luke 19:10), it couhdply that he was open
to Gentiles. Perrin defined the sinners and thectdbectors, among
whom Jesus drove his mission and with whom he jslyodined, as
“Jews who had made themselves as Gentf€sPerrin even states the
table-fellowship markedly with “tax-collectors arginners” naturally
gave rise to universal aims in Jesus’ mission.iRPénterprets Matt 8:11
as referring to Gentiles who will come from theteasd the west It is

31 sanders, 1985, 177-178. Dunn has pointed outlthvatg the second temple period the
religious sects often defined the out-groups asesmbecause the groups outside of their
inside-group did not observe their Halakhah or whlfe. The sinners are seen in contrast
to the righteous inside-group which discusses afihes the sinners. Thus Dunn under-
stands the term sinner as a factional term. Acaogrth his definition, the term sinners de-
scribed “those whose conduct was regarded as yptatde to a sectarian mentality” — i.e.
those who did not follow the sects’ way of life aitsl Halakhah (Dunn, 1990, 76). See
Dunn, 2003, 529-532. Dunn, 1990, 73-77. In linéhis factional way of defining sin-
ners, the Pharisees would possibly have identtfiecam haaresthe people of the land,
the ordinary Jews of Galilee, as sinners. Ironycdle Qumranites identified the Pharisees
as sinners because they opposed the Qumraniteskitéd. See Dunn, 1990, 75. The ac-
cusations and sinful identifications stated in 19¥L0):14-16; 4 (12):6-8; 4QpNah 2:7—
10 are most probably meant for the Pharisees.drQiiimran scrolls the sinners are those
who are not part of the sect, and who oppose itakHah and do not observe it: CD 1:13—
21; 1QS 2:4-5; 1QH 2:8-19. Arguably in 1 Macc Jewsémners and infidels are often
simply associated with the enemies of the Maccahrdswith those who abandoned cer-
tain parts of the Torah which were important fog accabees: 1 Macc 1:15, 34; 6:21—
27; 7:5-9.

%2 Dunn, 1990, 73-74. Ps 9:17; Mark 14:41; Luke 6MN38tt 5:46-47; 18:17jub.23:23—

34 and Gal 2:15. For the meaning of a sinner inRhBbinic writings see Neusner, 2005,
275-306. Bauckham and Fredriksen stress that thél€ewere not regarded as sinners
due to the fact that they did not observe the Fipusity laws. The laws of ritual purity
concerned the Jews, not the Gentiles. See Fredrik889, 68—70. Bauckham, 2005, 93—
95, 96-97, 101. In accordance to the writings efghcond temple period the Jews quite
frequently associated the Gentiles with idolatrg aexual immoralitiesJub. 20:4—6;Let.
Aris. 152-153;2 Bar. 82:3-9;As. Mo0s.8:4), which polluted the land. The Gentiles were
regarded as sinners because of their moral imesyithainly idolatry and fortifications.
See Bauckham, 2005, 95-98.

%93 perrin, 1967, 92-93, 103, 106.

4 perrin, 1967, 106.
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to be emphasized that Jesus, even if he arguahéddiith sinners, did
not dine with Gentiled®® If Jesus had dined with Gentiles the evange-
lists would presumably have mentioned it. It is @rtant to investigate
Perrin’s idea of sinners as “Jews who had made sbbms as Gentiles”.
Several scholars maintain that Gentiles indeed \vene respecte-
garded as sinners. Winninge clarifies that in PsadimSolomon the Ro-
mans and the nations are repeatedly called “sihneis“lawless™

This tendency of calling and considering Gentilssimners can
indeed be observed in texts from the second tepgried>®’ According
to 1QM 1:1-2 in the eschatological war the sondighft, the Qumra-
nites, will wage a final war against the Gentilgéioxas and “their allies,
the ungodly of the Covenant.” Regarding the terrmei Borg states
that it “had become a technical term for Gentilwhp were excluded
from the holiness which was Israel's alori&It is important to notice
that Israel regarded itself as a chosen and holer@nt-partner with
God (Exod 19:5-6). This choice made by God excluthed Gentiles
from the covenantal relationship, from the holinessl from certain
laws. This logic leads easily to the convictionttttee Gentiles are un-
holy, lawless, godless and unrighteous, i.e. sgifier

For our concerngdub. 15:33-34 makes an interesting statement
regarding “the children of Israel” of the futureakly of them will forget
the Torah and many of them will abandon the cirdsion and worse,
they will not circumcise their sons. Because ok thlhey havemade
their sons and themselves “like the Gentiles” (3ele. 1:9; 15:33-34),
and henceforth a terrible wrath will fall upon lskand she will be lead
into exile. The sinful Jews, who have become likentBes, are called
“sons of Belial” and their exclusion from the laadd community of Is-
rael is explicitly pointed out. “There will no mob® pardon or forgive-

3% Borg, 1998, 98-99.

%6 winninge, 1995, 185-18€s. Sol1:1; 7:1-2; 13:3; 17:3-4, 11, 13, 24.

37 1 Macc 2:48, 62Jub. 23:23-24. Inl En.90:19 the Gentiles are symbolized by the
beasts in comparison to the Israelis who are syimgzbby the sheep. In 2 Macc 6:24 the
righteous and old Jewish teacher, Eleazar, doewauot to break the Torah by eating for-
bidden food. Such an act would give the Jewish lgeaonviction that he had become a
Gentile.

3% Borg, 1998, 98-99.

9 See Winninge, 1995, 185.
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ness unto them for all sin of this eternal erraiil{. 15:34). Bauckham
claims — most probably correctly — that several slelid not share a
meal with GentilesJub.22:16) because of their “corrupting influence of
Gentile idolatry and immorality?®® In Jub.1:9, 11-12 we encounter the
fear that the Jews would “walk after the Gentilasd after their un-
cleanness, and after their shame, and will sere& tods.” Bauckham
argues that the Gentiles’ morally polluting infleenwas observed with
ill-will especially in Palestine but less in thed3pora. This is understan-
dable since the moral impurities offended the hesmof the land and
the sanctuar§” In Jubilees, as elsewhere in Jewish and biblical wri-
tings, it is emphasized that the real sons of Abnatare not to walk in
the ways of the Gentiles and they are to be segzhfeam thenf

Dunn refers tadJub.6:32—35 and 23:16, 26 in support of his claim
that the Jewish sinners had crossed the line otdenant, and there-
fore they had “made themselves like Gentile sinh€fsA similar idea
of excluding God's forgiveness from the worst sisnand from the
godless is found id En.5:5-6. Perrin suggests that the godless here, i.e.
1 En.5:5-6, refers to the Gentilé¥ Josephus states that Eleazar, who
was the commander of the Sicarii during the baitléMasada in the
aftermaths of the Jews’ war against the Romanshiedebellious sub-
jects to regard and treat the Jews who sought pedlcghe Romans as
foreigners ¢11odp0Xoc) and as their enemieB€ll. 7:254—255). InT. Dan
5:5 we get the impression that the way of the Jewisners is the way
of the Gentiles: “And whensoever ye depart fromltbed, ye shall walk
in all evil and work the abominations of the Geatijl going a-whoring
after women of lawless ones, while with all wickeds the spirits of
wickedness work in you.” Neusner claims that incedence to the thin-

% Bauckham, 2005, 111-112, 121.

491 Bauckham, 2005, 98.

42 |ev 20:24-26; Ezra 9:10-12; 10:11; Exod 23:33; Rely 10:29; 13:3;ub. 1:9-10;
2:31; 3:31; 16:17; 22:16; 1 Macc 1:11-15; 2:19-2(Kgs 17:11, 15-17;et. Aris 151—
153;2 Bar. 42:5; 48:23. See, Bauckham, 2005, 125.

“%Dunn, 1990, 74, 150-151.

404 perrin, 1967, 92-93. SdeEn.5:5-6: “Therefore shall ye execrate your days, thed
years of your life shall perish, and the yearsafrydestruction shall be multiplied in eter-
nal execration, and ye shall find no mercy. In ¢hdays ye shall make your names an eter-
nal execration unto all the righteous and by yaailsil who curse, curse. And all the sin-
ners and godless hall imprecate by you, and fortgewgodless there shall be a curse.”
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king of the Rabbinic sages the Gentiles were reghias sinners and
idolaters. This is simply due to the fact that ttret Gentiles had rejec-
ted God and his Tordfl® The Rabbinic sages maintained that if and
when Gentiles recognize the one God and come @ $&m, they cease
to remain in the category of Gentiles and are pldoethe end of days”
into the category of Israel. These former Gentilesild then belong to
Israel and asn. Sanh9:6 states “all Israelites have a share in thedvor
to come.*

This cursory overview demonstrates that sinful Jemdd be re-
garded as “self-made Gentiles” because they follbwee ways and
manners of the Gentiles. The Gospels, however,adcclaim that the
sinners with whom Jesus is said to have assoc#teddlined were Gen-
tiles in the ethnic sense. Jesus quite certaimgdliand associated with
sinners!®” This part of his mission reflects his aim to sédiar the lost
sheep of the house of Israel — i.e. the Jews.ddigint of the Synoptics,
the fact that Jesus had fellowship with Jewishesismoes not relate that
he would have expressed somekind of openness tewladsentiles.

405 Neusner, 2005, 278, 281-283, 292, 300.

406 Neusner, 2005, 286—288.

407 Dunn, 2003, 526-528. See Mark 2:17; Matt 11:194 @34; Luke 7:37, 39; 15:1-2;
19:7.
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5 Jesus meeting a Gentile

5.1 Introduction

Scholars have often concentred on the two mostretemccasions
where Jesus is recorded as having helped a Ga#eSyrophoenician
woman (Mark 7 and Matt 15) and the centurion in €apum (Matt 8
and Luke 7). Our main focus in this chapter willdethese stories. In
addition to these two occasions of Jesus meeti@grgile, we will also

consider the story of the Gerasene demoniac, wiki¢dbund in all the

Synoptics (Mark 5:1-20; Luke 8:26—39; Matt 8:28-3&yerything in

the story about the Gerasene demoniac suggestththdemoniac is to
be regarded as a Gentile, although his ethnicityotsexplicitly expres-
sed.

5.2 The Syrophoenician woman

The story of the Syrophoenician woman (Mark 7:21-#&8 Matt
15:21-28), deals with Jesus meeting a Gentile wooramon-Jewish
Tyrian territory. The woman takes the initiativedalmegs Jesus to heal
her demonized daughter. At first Jesus seems negtrd the woman at
all — Jesus remains silent and ignorant. Accordiniylatthew, the dis-
ciples asked Jesus to do something for the pemflisteegging woman
(Matt 15:23). Jesus insists to his disciples tleaishsent only for the lost
sheep of the house of Israel (Matt 15:24). The worrawls to Jesus’
feet and requests help. Jesus and the woman sliiaéogue or debate
after which the woman’s daughter is healed fronistadce only by a
declarative word of Jesus. This powerful and drarstbry resembles
other healing stories. Matthew’s version of it lesar similarities to
Matt 8:5-13 and Matt 9:27-31/Mark 10:46-52. In Mankersion, some
similarities are to be found with Mark 10:46-52.eTGospel traditions
contain several similar stories of parents askagud to help their child-
ren or servarit®

408 Mark 5:22—23; 7:25; 10:13-16; Luke 7:2-4; Johr644¥ .
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Besides in the story of the Syrophoenician womha, Gospels
tell of only two other incidents where Jesus healsatient from a dis-
tance. These cases deal with the centurion’s se(iatt 8:5-13/Luke
7:1-10) and the royal official’'s son (John 4:46=3#)ohn 4:46-54 is a
Johannine variant of the healing of the centuri@®svant, then all the
healings done from a distance, deal with Gentfléslany scholars have
noticed that the story about the Syrophoenician amis not a typical
healing story. The center of the story is laid esus’ meeting and dis-
pute with a Gentile woman on non-Jewish territyThe dispute con-
cerning the children and the dogs is highlightedt is clear that also in
the story of the centurion’s servant (Luke 7:1-18t1VB:5-13) as well
as in the story of the Gerasene demoniac (MarkZ®)}l-the dialogue is
emphasized.

In the argumentation between Jesus and the wonmmuoléar that
the children {éxve) are the Jews and the Gentiles are the doggdice).
In Jewish tradition, in the OT and other Jewishtiings, Jews are called
God's childrer**? In a similar fashion there are passages which epenp
the Gentiles with dog¥? In the ancient Near Eastern culture it would
have been deeply humiliating to call a person a dbg Jewish law de-
picted both pigs and dogs in the same categorynciean animals. Un-
derstandably these humiliating words have calleddog explanations
from scholars. The words have been seen as beiisi eand as suppor-
tive for nationalistic chauvinism. Some see the dsoas creations of
some stringent Jewish Christian community, whickeited its own

4098, Ber. 34b relates a healing story where R. HabinDosa healed the son of R. Gama-
liel from a distance by his fluent prayer. See Gptde, 173-174. Vermes, 1973, 75.

4191 {idemann, 2000, 50.

“Dunn, 2003, 218—-219.

412 Exod 4:22; Deut 14:1; Isa 1:2; Hos 11:1; Jer 31M\att 3:9; 17:25-26; Luke 15:31;
Rom 9:4;m. Abot3:15;Jub.1:24-25, 28. Wis 18:13.

“13 Bird, 2006, 48-50. Theissen, 1991, 61-62. Davieall&on, 1988. Ringe, 2001, 89.
Marcus, 2000, 463-464. To call someone a dog wgeeat insult (1 Sam 17:43; Isa
56:10-11 etc.). Dogs recalled mainly negative regmeations as sinners and heretics (Matt
7:6; 2 Pet 2:22; Phil 3:2; Rev 22:15). Gentiles pictured as dogs in some texis:En.
89:42, 46-47, 49 (Philistines); Pirge R. El. 29. @y a few occasions are dogs pictured
in a positive light as petsa. Kil. 8:6;Jos. Aserl0:14; Tob 6:1; 11:4.
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words into Jesus’ mouth in order to forbid Chrisigfrom practicing
Gentile missior™

In both Mark and Matthew Jesus insists that thilodm are to be
fed. The dialogue regarding the bread, children dogs is of course
allegorical. The woman does not ask for bread buthkaling for her
daughter. Jesus’ statement can be seen in thedlighis primary call to
drive a mission among and for the Jews. Howevas, tib be noted that
nothing explicitly supports the claim that Jesuauldchave entered the
foreign territory in order to drive a mission amahg Jews. Jesus is not
told of actually searching for the lost sheep cdds or feeding the child-
ren in the context of his border crossing visitte woman humbly ad-
mits the children’s privileged position at the ®bhnd her position as a
Gentile “dog.” Despite this humble position, shansts up for thelogs’
right to eat the crumbs falling from the childréxccording to the Syn-
optics Jesus does not directly answer the womdass fiord, even the
dogs under the table eat the children’s crumbs’ridVia28; Matt 15:27).
In both Mark and Matthew Jesus, as an answer,sstateply that the
woman’s daughter is healed. According to Mark thi®ecause of the
woman’s words (Mark 7:29), and according to Matthi#ws because of
her faith (Matt 15:28).

The story attests that individual Gentiles, suckhaswoman, can
get help from Jesus if they persistently requesitfalesus’ mission is
for the Jews, the children, but even Gentiles caweha portion of the
healings and blessings. This emerging picture eatlypbe suited to the
theological dictum of Rom 1:16: “first to the Jethen also to the
Greek.” | shall argue that the story suits welbitiie local first century
context of the border districts between Phoenioid Galilee. The story
touches the sensitive questions regarding thecdlffirelationship bet-
ween the Israelis (Jews) and the Tyrians and CaesafiPhoenicians).
Several scholars have argued that the story ressniidts 10, where
Peter preaches the Gospel for the first time ton€lars, a God-fearing

Gentile*!®

414 See Catchpole, 2006, 174-177. Bird, 2006, 48-%1l. fFesents the scholarly history
of the interpretation of these words.
415 Burkill, 1967, 174-175.
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5.2.1 The question of source

In Matthew the story of the Syrophoenician womantams 140 words,

while it contains 130 words in Mark’s version of @ut of these words

less than 40 are held in commBhAn almost verbatim connection is
found on Jesus and the woman's dispute concerhimghildren and the

dogs in Mark 7:27b—28 and Matt 15:25-27.

Matt 15:21-28

Mark 7:24-30
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416 Davies & Allison, 1991, 542.
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adtdv.®®  téte  dmokplbelg O | TV KAV kol 1O SwLpdviov
Tnoode  €imer bt & ylval, | €EEAnAvBOC.

peyaAn ocov M TioTig yermdnTw
ooL  W¢ Bélelc. kol Labn N
Buyatnp althc &m0 Thg Wpag
ékelvng.

The clear differences between the Markan and théhglan version of
the story concern the narrative, not the dialoguavies and Allison’s
explanation according to which Matthew knew Margtsry — in oral or
written form — and retold it with a storyteller'sebdom is credibl&’
Dunn raises the possibility that Matthew and Mankew the story from
the same oral retelling of 4t® This is unlikely due to the fact that the
story of the Syrophoenician woman is part of a “Bersetting”, which
is shared by Matthew and Mark (Mark 7:1-8:10 andttM#&:1-39).
This setting is totally absent from the Gospel oké. Thus it seems that
in the case of the Syrophoenician woman Matthewlisng on Mark.

5.2.2 The Gentile setting in Matthew and Mark

The setting of the story of the Syrophoenician worigavery similar in
both Mark (7:1-8:10) and Matthew (15:1-39). It isrtkh noting that the
whole setting, in fact the whole section of Mark®%:8:26, and all of its
separate stories, are absent from Luke. In NT sachloip this gap is
often called the “great omissiofi*® The main incident for our concern,
the story of the Syrophoenician woman, is therefds® missing from
Luke. Verses Mark 7:1-8:10/Matt 15:1-39 constitateentralGentile
sectionin both Mark and Matthew’s Gospel. In Mark 7:1-Maft 15:1—
20 Jesus challenges and questions the Jewishydlates with his new
teaching. These dietary laws formed a barrier betwdews and Gen-
tiles. After this Jesus travels to un-Jewish teryitand meets a Gentile.

“17 Davies & Allison, 1991, 542-543. Also Liildemann &t argue that Matthew is rely-
ing on Mark in this story. Lidemann, 2000, 50, 192, 1990, 430. Dunn sees this solu-
tion as a serious possibility. Dunn, 2003, 218-219.

4 See Dunn, 2003, 218-219.

“19Bock, 1994, 387, 821, 950-951.
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In this incident the Markan Jesus says, “Let thi&dodn be fed first, for
it is not fair to take the children’s bread andothrit to the dogs.” This
suits into Mark’s, as well as Matthew's, narrati@ecount: Jesus first
feeds 5000 Jews on the Jewish side of the Sea ldé&@Mark 6:30—
44/Matt 14:14-21), and after this he feeds 4000 arethe Gentile side
of the Sea (Mark 8:1-10/Matt 15:32—39). This ordésalvation sug-
gests that Mark and Matthew are leaning on theiamstheological dic-
tum, which is expressed explicitly in Rom 1:16rsfito the Jew, then
also to the Greek.” The same programme is als@dtat Acts 1:8;
13:46 in the sense that both of the passages ithatythe Gospel is first
to be preached to the Jews and then to the Geritiissrue that Mark’s
account (Mark 7:1-8:10) of the section has moratipesGentile refe-
rences than Matthew's. Mark for example concludes dtory of the
Syrophoenician woman by saying that Jesus “werdgutiin Sidon” —
(AABev 8 Rid@voc, Mark 7:31) towards the Sea of Galifé&This sta-
tement -AA8ev S ZudGrog — would have contradicted the idea of Matt
10:5b, and consequently it is not a surprise thas¢ words are only in
Mark. Sidon was indeed a Gentile polis.

5.2.3 The Syrophoenician woman and Acts 10

Burkill treats the story of the Syrophoenician waernand its preceding
context in an interesting way. He argues that tlaeksin text concerning
Jesus and the Pharisees’ dispute about clean ardannfood (Mark

7:1-23) raises a historical problem with Mark 7:2@-According to

Burkill, verses 7:1-23, and especially 7:19b, fyathat all food is

clean, and therefore the separating barrier betweenand Gentile is
taken down. Burkill proposes that the dispute inrbv@1-23 derives
from the Christian community, not from the histaticJesus. Burkill

states the following: “a controversy that St. Mhads retrojected into the
earthly ministry of the Messiah is thrown forwargthe author of Luke-

Acts into the life of the early church, where ibperly belongs*#*

420 Bjrd, 2006, 113. Marcus, 2000, 465-466.

421 Burkill, 1967, 174-175. Meier, 1994, 660. Meieatss the following: “The story of the
Syrophoenician woman fits well into Mark’s redaatib framework, since it is preceded
by the dispute about clean and unclean in 7:1-28ird just declared all food clean,



147

Burkill puts much weight on the analogy between Marl—
23/24-30 and Acts 10. In Acts 10 Peter had a hégawésion in which
he is told that all food is clean (Acts 10:9-16)t#\10:15 states: K
Pwvn TaALY & Seutépov mpOG abTov & O Bedc ékabaplLoer, oL UM
kolvov. After this revelation, which is in line with tletatement of Mark
7:19b, Peter proclaims the Gospel to Cornelius whe a Gentile (Acts
10:34-48). Burkill argues that the writer of Lukets, “who made an
effort to produce a smooth and coherent narratifeihd a grave histo-
rical problem in combining Mark 7:1-23 with 7:24-30 The nearest
Lukan parallel to Mark 7:1-23 is Luke 11:37-#11t is worth noting
that Burkill's conclusion of the connection betwegeclaring all food
clean and the beginning of Gentile mission wasaalyemade by Chry-
sostom Homily on Matthew52.1). Chrysostom observed how Mark
7:1-23 and 24-30 corresponds to Acts 10 in whiehdiéclaring of all
food clean is followed by an opening for the Gestif* Davies and Al-
lison argue that the connection is not obvious bseaas they suggest,
Matt 15:1-20 does not abolish OT laws. The ideaMuett 15 and Mark
7 are connected to Acts 10 depends on the conaltisad they deal with
the same themes. This is, however, not evidentid3aand Allison are
to be quoted in length:

“Indeed, one could perhaps even argue that thintyaof Matt

15:1-20 by 21-28 guarantees that the former will b inter-
preted in any antinomian fashion, for in the lattex primacy of
the Jews and of God'’s covenant with them are uregally up-

held. There is in any event nothing in 15:1—-2@b+28, consi-
dered by themselves, to indicate that God hastegdus people
or introduced a new way of salvatiotf™

Davies and Allison’s argument is plausible in Matils version
of the story (Matt 15:1-20). Matthew has omittedesal words and

Jesus now acts out the breaking down of the reiggibarrier separating Jew from
Gentile.”

22 Burkill, 1967, 174.

2 Burkill, 1967, 174.

424 Marcus, 2000, 466. Davies & Allison, 1991, 543.

4% Davies & Allison, 1991, 543. Davies and Allisonatievith the question arising from
Chrysostom'’s interpretation of Matt 15 in companigo Acts 10. Chrysostom, Homily on
Matthew, 52.1.
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clauses of the Markan parallel concerning the puoit food. These
words and phrases, as Dunn points out, are founkeirfollowing ver-
ses: Mark 7:15, 18-19, 21 and 3 For our concern the omission of
Mark 7:19c is certainly noticeable. We ought toateMatt 5:17—-20, a
passage which reveals that Matthew's Jesus didoroe to abolish the
Torah. Even in Mark’s version, Mark 7, the themaitnd functional con-
nection to Acts 10 is not certain. In Mark the eyelist interprets Jesus’
saying of 7:15 in 7:19c. The words of 7:19c — “@eitlg (or more cor-
rectly ‘cleansing) all foods [clean]” kaBopi{wy mavte To Ppuipete) -
are not found in Jesus’ mouth. Furthermore, in fitlowing story,
7:24-30, Jesus calls the woman a dog. If Mark vdsteeexpress the
same ideas as posed in Acts 10, he surely has fawtchnge and odd
way of doing so. We may conclude that the evanigelisterpretation in
Mark 7:19c of 7:15 reveals his antinomian intentitinis not certain
whether the interpretation does justice to Jesws stance on this ques-
tion. There are several reasons to assume thag dasuot abolish OT
laws concerning clean and unclean food. Accordmgviirk 7:5 the
Pharisees accused Jesus because his discipleatdidite unwashed
hands.

This is quite a minor accusation compared to theusetion of
eating unclean food. The accusation of Mark 7:5sdo@t suggest that
the disciples ate non-kosher food. It is to be didkat impurities’ con-
tracting by touch are issues of a long halakhitohysin the OT and in
the Mishnah. The Mishnah has a whole tractate @evtt the subject of
“hands” — Yadainf?’ If the Pharisees had had evidence they would have
raised a serious accusation against Jesus’ discgdéing non-kosher
food. Eating of unclean food was a major issueeooad temple Ju-
daism (Dan 1:8-16; Tob 1:10-1¥jta 14). As 1 Macc 1:62—63 states,
Jews were ready to face death rather than abajjstigtary laws. Acts
10:14 and 11:8 indicates that the issue of eatuegyghing was not sett-

% Dunn, 2003, 573.

427 Dunn, 2003, 571-572. Sanders (Sanders, 1985, 885264—-265) has doubts whether
the Pharisaic concern for hand-washing had beeelajged to this degree, as Mark 7:5
presupposes, before 70 CE. | maintain that theslamgount of halakhic materia(
Yadin) dealing with this issue supports the conclustaat Mark 7:5 recalls a contempo-
rary concern of the Pharisees already during the 6f Jesus.
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led for Peter. In Acts 10:14 Peter is recordedagig: ovdénote épayov
may kowov kol dkabeptov (‘I have never eaten anything common or
unclean”). Several scholars hold that Mark 7:15sdugt derive from the
historical Jesus because otherwise it would be déficult to under-
stand why the earliest disciples had such contiiadiédeas regarding
the matter of dietary law&® The evidence according to which Jesus
would have “declared all food clean” is not convimtc We have no tra-
ditions remembering Jesus or his disciples eatimgkosher food?°

In sum, the chronology of Acts 10 — abolishing deavish dietary
laws and preaching to Gentiles — is not appareritlatthew 15. The
evangelist might support such a reading of Markut, this is not self-
evident. The historical Jesus most probably didaimilish the OT die-
tary laws, and he did not launch a mission to teaties. So to say, we
do not have any traditions remembering Jesus &sfiolg the two-step
chronology of Acts 10. The evidence does not reBwikill's conclu-
sions according to which Mark 7:1-23 and 24-30 Ireéba same se-
quence of chronology as Acts 10, and according hihvthis chrono-
logy is based on the early church’s Sitz im Lebadmittedly Mark
7:1-23 and 24-30 recall in an odd fashion the tiggochl intentions po-
sed clearly in Acts 10. However the theologicalptstep chronology is
too obscure in Mark 7 and particularly in Matt tbsuggest that it sup-
ports the same intentions as Acts 10. It seemdMhsk 7 is not a reflec-
tion of the theological plan apparent in Acts ¥Mbrk had reasoned in
line with Acts 10, he would have placed clearelirmmhian statements
in Jesus’ mouth (cf. Mark 7:15/Acts 10:13-16). Mwrer he would not
have recalled Jesus calling the Gentile woman a lolaigmore likely as
a devout woman who feared God (cf. Acts 16°2).

4% Dunn, 2003, 574-575. Sanders, 1985, 266-268. \&r@93, 25-26. Fredriksen,
1999, 108. The matters concerning food and eatiaglealt in the following verses: Gal
2:11-14; Rom 14:1-15:6; 1 Cor 8 and 10:20-30.

29 Dunn, 2003, 574-575.

430 The narrative connection for the Syrophoeniciaman has been investigated not only
in Acts 10 but also in Judg 1. Admittedly, there aome similarities between Mark 7:27—
29 and Judg 1:4-7. See Derrett, 1977, 155-156.eRdi@97, 389. In both Mark’s and
Matthew's version of the story of the Syrophoenici@oman, the woman encounters the
pro-Jewish saying of Mark 7:27 by stating that ‘rewbe dogsunder the tableeat the
children’s crumbs” (Mark 7:28). The wordsiokdtw thg tpamélnc (under the table),
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5.2.4 The story of the Syrophoenician woman according to
Mark

The Markan version of the story contains clear Marklements. They
in their turn reveal Mark’s theological intentiondamessage in the sto-
ry. Jesus’ need to be in secret, Mark 7:24, (thedimic secret) and the
idea of “first to the Jews”, which is apparent ira's Gospel have of-
ten been considered to redactional elem&hts.is clear that according
to Mark Jesus repeatedly seeks to be unnoticewvitiubut success: the
crowds are attracted to him and they find him ideorto request for his
help*? Thus also in Mark 7:24 Jesus enters a house imeien of

Tyre in order to remain unnoticed. Jesus enterihguse, naming of the
territory and the two-fold characterization of theman are other spe-
cial features in Mark’s story. Marcus points outenestingly that the

neuter singular form of the word “firstr§oroc) is always used in Mark
to indicate events of the eschatological timeffffeThe children are to

be fed “first” (Mark 7:27), the first one of the tvfeeding stories is done
on the Jewish side of the Sea of Galilee (Mark @t8)) and after this,

found in the mouth of the Canaanite Adoni-bezeklinlg 1:7, are identical with the
Canaanite woman'’s words in Mark 7:28. The wordsuocowhere else in the LXX or in
the NT in this manner. Therefore these three wofddark 7:28 and Judg 1:7 form a uni-
que verbatim parallel. The verbal parallel couldabeidental, as we are dealing with only
three words, but the similar sequence of the Saigygests some kind of an intentional
connection. In both Mark 7 and Judg 1 the perstestiig these words brokdtw Tfic
Tpamé(nc — Stands as a representative of the Canaaniteifeiare people. In both cases,
Mark 7 and Judg 1, the person understands hislaee pinder the table as a dog begging
for crumbs. In Mark 7 the lord is Jesus, in Judbée leaders are the men of Judah, while
in both texts the poor person submitting to hisfagr is a Canaanite/Phoenician.

431 Marcus, 2000, 463, 467, 469. Catchpole, 2006, 178~

432 Gundry, 1993, 372. Marcus, 2000, 467. See Mark;1241-2; 3:7-8, 20; 6:30-33;
9:30. Marcus states that “the hiding motif herenariily serves to demonstrate his (Jesus’)
charismatic power, which cannot be hidden — a pthiat will quickly be reiterated in
7:36.” Marcus further comments on the theologicaksage of the hiding motif: “Jesus’
glory cannot remain a secret for the same reasaintite good news will not stay perma-
nently bottled up within Israel: ‘The word of Gaglriot chained’, (2 Tim 2:9).”

433 Marcus, 2000, 463. Roure, 1997, 385-386. Satari fitssbe bound, before anyone
can break into his house (3:27). The children ateetfed first (7:27), Elijah has come first
(9:11-12), the Gospel must be proclaimed first ltahee nations before the end comes
(13:10). See also 4:28.
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on the Gentile side of the Sea (Mark 8:1-F6)The words “let the
children be fedirst” (Mark 7:27a) has been seen as connected to the
theology of Rom 1:16%

This notion supports the conclusion that the wdiict” in verse
Mark 7:27 is theologically loaded and redactiossveral scholars have
argued that the mission theology of the Churchatdeast the mission
theology of some Christian community, is at therhefthis story. This
argumentation finds support especially in Mark’ssien of the story.
This conclusion depends mostly on the word “fir®Lit Meier insists
that even if this word is omitted as redactionlad story still carries, in
its center, a lot of mission theolod¥.However it should not surprise us
that the Jew-centered Jesus saw that the childhenJéws) should be
fed primarily and first. In the light of Jewish &sdological visions this
order of salvation would be expected. If Jesuspgraposed otherwise —
first the dogs, then possibly the children — higeshent and idea would
be exceptional among the Jews of his time. In suchse, the theologi-
cal affection of Paul would be quite suggestive tR@1:25-26)>"
Catchpole claims that Mark 7:27a is redaction asxjiresses the se-
quence of salvation and implies that the dogs h&leventually fed.

4% Bijrd, 2006, 51, 113.

435 Catchpole, 2006, 175. Meier, 1994, 660-661. We aisy note that in addition to the
word “first”, also the term “Greek™ Eiinvic), links together Mark 7:24-30 and Rom
1:16. We are however moving on speculative grouhde try to testify a binding link
between the term “Greek” found in verses Rom 11 Mark 7:26. Of course there is the
possibility that the redactor or creator of thenstMark 7:24-30) knew Paul's mission
theology, or the slogan “first to the Jew”, anddigeords connected to it: i.e. “first” and
“Greek”.

4% Meier, 1994, 660—661.

47 Sanders, 1983, 184. Sanders argues on the baBienof11:13-16 and 25 that Paul
turns the traditional Jewish idea of Israel's restion upside down. In these verses the
order of salvation is reversed: it is not first fbe Jews and then for the Gentiles, but vice
versa. Sanders poses that in spite of this revBimal, nonetheless, was still committed to
the hope of the eschatological restoration of Isfe@r Paul, so Sanders maintains, the rule
of God had been realized and Israel would be regterthin his own generation. Now,
prior to this final restoration, Gentiles are jairte the people of God (Rom 11:17-24); see
Sanders, 1983, 171. The salvation of the Jews a- f@0ple — would occur immediately
when the number of Gentiles had been fulfilled (Rolr25; 13:11-12). Against the back-
ground of such ideas, we are to understand Paedlsand compulsive need to preach the
Gospel for the Gentiles. He surely thought thathber of Gentiles was nearly fulfilled.
This can be assumed by his statement accordinchichvhe had completed his task of
proclaiming the Gospel to all the nations, Rom 25ske Sanders, 1985, 95.
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Catchpole argues that the redactional saying of @& to soften the
authentic saying of 27b, which excludes the doggitrto the food of
the childrer’® It is however difficult to prove credibly that dsswould
have cherished such excluding views. | maintain tha dialogue bet-
ween Jesus and the woman (Mark 7:27b-29; Matt 32@6cannot be
seen in the light of a clear and powerful missioeotogy if Mark 7:27a
is omitted. This crucial phraset¢ec mpdtov yoptacdfivar T Tékva —
attributed by Mark 7:27a to Jesus is not found iattkew’s version of
the same story. The Markan phrase resembles, howieeJew-cente-
red idea which is expressed solely in Matt 15:24Hgymouth of Jesus:
00K GmeoTAANY €l un €ig T TpoPeTe T dToAwAdTH olkov TopanA.

In accordance with Acts 13:46 the word of God wiast” to be
preached to the Jews, but because they rejectiédsithow proclaimed
to the Gentiles. The dialogue in Mark 7:27b—29/M#it26—28 does not
recall the same idea raised in Acts 13:46. Jesustitold of condem-
ning the unrepentant and unbelieving Jews of GaliMatt 11:20-24),
while meeting the believing Syrophoenician womantlo® Gentile re-
gion of Tyre. If the redactor had followed the idgmsed in Acts 13:46,
he would have had a great possibility to do it hbrehis story the main
concern of Jesus’ mission does not switch fromJthes to the Gentiles,
but remains for the Jews, for the children. It seéimat Mark’s and Mat-
thew’s Jesus was following the basic idea of Jewésioration eschato-
logy: first Israel, and then possibly the Gentilesuld have a share in
the blessings of Israel. Mark 7:24-30 has moredonith the Jewish
restoration theology than with the centrifugal ridesstrategy of the
early Church.

5.2.5 The twofold identification of the woman and the-lan
guage of the conversation

In Mark 7:26 the woman is identified as a “GreekHelene This epi-

thet may simply indicate that she was a Gentilerdds argues for such

a conclusion, because in Rom 1:16 and 1 Cor 1:2#k&4erm “Greek”

438 Catchpole, 2006, 174-175.
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clearly works as a functional equivalent of a “Glerit**® This, how-
ever, is not the only or the likeliest interpretatiof the epithet in Mark
7:26. Marcus admits the possibility that the wo@éek” indicates that
the woman was a Gentile or that she was to heaketitus a Greek-
speakef’® In Mark the woman is identified with a two-partachcteri-
zation:n) &¢ ywon v ‘EAlnvic, Zupodoivikioon 1@ yéver, Mark 7:26.
The second part of the woman'’s identification — Syfophoenician ori-
gin” — reveals that she is a Gentile. Thereforss ihot convincing that
the both parts of the woman'’s identification relagsically the same
thing: she was a Gentile. In verse Mark 7:26 thenteGreek” is to be
interpreted as referring to the woman'’s culturatist as &lelene as the
second part of the characterization would refdreoethnic origirf** In
Matthew’s version, the woman is identified as Caiteawoman fuvr
Xavavaie), Matt 15:22. Matthew does not imply in any wagttthe wo-
man would have been a Greldklene

Theissen has noted that a two-part characterizatibith revea-
led both the cultural and ethnic identity, was caonmat the time. Theis-
sen regards this as a supporting proof for the raegi according to
which the two-fold characterizing in Mark 7:26 drigtes from an early
tradition**? Consequently Theissen has promoted the idea libagpi-
thet “Greek” should be read as referring to heraatatus in society.
“In the Hellenistic city-states the ‘Greeks’ madg the free citizenry.
Education and civic status were closely connectethis explanation
makes the double identification understandablenBEkeugh the woman
was Syrophoenician by birth she belonged to theleged upper class
of the Greek$?® Hengel supposes that at least to some degreegdiien
time of Jesus in Jewish Palestine “Greek educatiwembership of the

39 Marcus, 2000, 462.

40 Marcus, 2000, 462—463, 467.

41 Freyne, 2004, 89. Freyne indicates that from Maittentification the woman is most
probably to be regarded “religiously pagan anducalty Hellenized, but also a person of
a high social status.”

442 Theissen, 1991, 68-69. Sa4ta 427;C. Ap.1:179-180; PhiloAbr. 251; Acts 4:36;
18:2.

43 Theissen, 1991, 72.
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upper class and loyalty to Rome went togetf&rIt is assumable that
Mark’s Gentile readers were capable of understanttie two-fold cha-
racterization of the woman found in Mark 7:26. Il 7:29 Jesus pays
attention to the woman'’s reasoning and he is pegptr learn from her
intervention. Precisely due to hewords Jesus heals her daughtér
todtov tov Adyov Gmaye.*”® The Syrophoenician woman stands as the
only one in Mark’s Gospel to best Jesus in an agntmlesus’ words in
Mark 7:27b are certainly humiliating towards thermam, but the wo-
man does not answer Jesus on equal terms. Onhbe leand the wo-
man, in quite a wise manner, turns Jesus’ hostite traumiliating meta-
phor of the dog into a friendlier and more familiaetaphor. The beg-
ging woman and her suffering daughter are moreflikadly dogs ea-
ting scraps under the childrens’ table. In Markéssion of the story the
Helenewoman challenges the Jewish prophet's ethno-ceattitude.
She requests for a more universalist attitude fdesus, and due to her
words (Mark 7:29) Jesus heals her daughter fromstartte.

If the woman was Syrophoenician by origin and Grieglcultu-
ral status, then she must have spoken Greek. Témtiqn is obvious: in
what language would the dialogue between Jesughan@entile wo-
man been conducted? Jesus evidently spoke Ararsasorae sayings
indicate (Mark 5:41; 7:34). The possibility thasde would have spoken
Greek and Hebrew is recognizable. Hengel and Rstate that at the
time of Jesus Judea, Galilee and Samaria wereybdinor more correc-
tly trilingual. Aramaic was the language of the ioedy folk. Hebrew
was the sacred language of the Bible, and it wad partly in worship
and in scribal discussions. Greek had largely bectim language of
trade, commerce and administratféhJerusalem is seen as the center
for Greek-speaking inhabitarit¥. Archaeological and scribal evidence
clearly suggest that Greek was the native langaddbe coastal cities

444 Hengel, 1989, 40. On page 17 Hengel states: “Htiebthe knowledge of language a
Palestinian Jew acquired, the more easily he cusédn the social scale.”

4“5 Ringe, 2001, 83, 90-91. See Perkinson, 1996, 61-69

46 Hengel, 1989, 9-10. Rajak, 2001, 246—247, 251-252.

“7Hengel, 1989, 9-10. Meier, 1991, 258. Hengel amieMassume that the population of
the greater Jerusalem would have reached up t@®6-A00 000 residents. Out of them
around 10-20%, or 8 000 to 16 000 inhabitants, diwalve been Greek speaking Jews.
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and areas around Gaza, Dor, Ptolemais-Akko, Caeedaagitima, Jam-
nia and Ashdod. Tyre and Sidon were the influerBatek speaking
Hellenized centers close to Galilee. Besides thalse, Caesarea Philip-
pi/Banias, Hippos, Gadara, Scythopolis and Gabeaspthe Hellenistic
ethos and language to their surrounding areasyding Galilee*® It
has been noticed that Galilee was to a large extsgstiomically depen-
dent on the Phoenician cities, especially Tyre Riulemais'*®

Because Galilee was encircled by Greek speakindehistic
cities, and because Herod Antipas clearly followedfather’s Hellenis-
tic policy, Hengel goes as far as to suggest thatpoleis founded by
Antipas, i.e. Sepphoris and Tiberias, could pogsitZlve been Greek-
speaking® It can be convincingly argued that Galilee hadosable
Greek speaking minority, and that the upper cldsthe society, the
Herodians and for example the tax-collectors, spGkeek. Hengel
refers to the stories of the centurion of Capernamch the Syrophoeni-
cian woman in order to support his claim that Jesusd lead a conver-
sation in Greek>! We can securely assume that some of Jesus’ discipl
were at least bilingual, if not trilingual Jews. laast some of Jesus’ dis-
ciples could speak both Greek and Aramaic. Nevkatlse Greek would
not have been the most obvious language betweele&alews and the
Phoenician Gentiles. Between the ethnic groupsinviBalestine or sur-
rounding it, i.e. the Phoenicians, the Idumeans Saharitans, the lan-
guage would not have been the distinguishing apdraséing factor. In

these areas Aramaic, not Greek, functioned as itigud francd™?

4“8 Hengel, 1989, 14.

449 Hengel, 1989, 15. Theissen, 1991, 73-75, 79.

40 Hengel, 1989, 14-15.

4! Hengel, 1989, 16-17. According to Matt 10:2-3 tefoJesus disciples had purely
Greek namesAvdpéac kol diAimmoc). The Gospels relate that Jesus had followers &thm
classes of society. From the upper classes Joh#ammayife of Herod's steward Chuza
(Luke 8:3) and the tax collectors — especiallyribk Zacchaeus from Jericho (Luke 19:1—
2) can be mentioned. Hengel goes on to state thaesus was a building craftsman living
near the former capital Galilee, Sepphoris, he p@ssibly engaged in the rebuilding of
the city in the 20s. This is of course a possipilitut it cannot be proved.

42 Rajak, 2001, 246, 251-252. On page 246 Rajak arngefollowing: “For the ancients,
at any rate, there seems to have been little sefrseeommon past among the peoples of
the region, and it is hard to detect significaetments of a shared culture beyond the lin-
guistic inheritance.” Goodblatt states that “itgenerally agreed that Aramaic was the
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Theissen correctly remarks that the Phoeniciandagg and the Gali-
lean Aramaic were so closely related that a naBadilean Jew and a
Syrophoenician Gentile could easily have a convienrsawith each
other?*® Moreover, Josephus presents proof that the Tyipulation
was bilingual well into the first century C& The Markan twofold
identification of the woman most likely indicatést she was bilingual,
i.e. she spoke both Greek and Aramaic.

As another special element in Mark’s story is ttheai that Jesus
entered a house in the region of Tyre (Mark 7:24&rording to the rab-
binic purity legislation, not however accordingttee OT, Jews contrac-
ted ceremonial defilement by entering Gentile hedi®Mark’s note
does not necessary mean that Jesus visited a &batite’ It is to be
remembered that Jesus is only told of entering tiGeoountry”, Mark
7:31. In the regions surrounding Tyre, and in #witory of the Deca-
polis, the Jews and Gentiles lived side by sides. djuite likely that there
were also separate Jewish villages in these &te®#e will now survey
more closely Matthew’s redactional elements.

5.2.6 The story of the Canaanite woman according to

Matthew

Even though Matthew and Mark clearly related thmes@ncident, they
contain many differences on a textual level. Tleaotional and theolo-
gical coloring is more obvious in Matthew’s versiofthe story than in
Mark’s version of it. On the basis of Matthew's sja¢ features in this
story we can state that he emphasizes the womaitts flesus’ Jew-
centered mission and the woman’s pagan and Geddlgity as a Ca-
naanite fuvn Xoaveveie) in the district of Tyre and Sidon. The woman’s
faith is evident in Jesus’ answer to her plea (Md&t28): & yival,

common spoken language of most inhabitants of tha @.e. Palestine and its surroun-
dings), including many or even most Judeans.” Gdj2001, 11.

453 Theissen, 1991, 70. Se@: Ap.1:173.

4 Theissen, 1991, 69. JosephAat. 8:144;C. Ap.1:116.

455 Bird, 2006, 118 M. Ohal. 18:7; John 18:28; Acts 10:1-11:1Bgll. 2:152. Gundry,
1994, 143.

6 Ringe, 2001, 85.

%" Theissen, 1991, 68.



157

peyaAn oov 1 TloTLg yevndntw ool w¢ Béelc. Like the centurion of Ca-
pernaum (Matt 8:10, 13), she too becomes an itmtrof the faith
which enables Gentiles to approach Jesus evengdhisnearthly minis-
try.**® Faith is also apparent in other healing storieat{\:28-29). The
story of the Canaanite woman (Matt 15:21-28) isingoent of the hea-
ling story of the blind beggar Bartimaeus (Mark483:52/Matt 20:29—
34/Luke 18:35-43). Verbally the stories have sdvwesanections: “star-
ted shouting” dkpaler, Matt 15:22; Mark 10:48; Luke 18:39), “have
mercy on me” {Aéncév ue, Matt 15:22; Mark 10:47-48; Luke 18:38-—
39), and the title given to Jesus, “Son of Davidlod Acvis:, Matt
15:22; Mark 10:47-48; Luke 18:38-39). Notably dltltese features are
absent from the Markan version of the story (Mag2d4+30).

The words “have mercy on me, Lord” (Matt 15:22) ezminis-
cent of the Psalms. After Jesus stated that hdéas sent only for the
lost sheep of Israel, the woman “knelt before hififatt 15:25; 8:2;
9:18), and urged Jesus with the Psalmist’s wordsrdL help me”
(kUpLe, PoribeL poi, Ps 43:27; 69:6; 78:9; 93:18; 108:28).The title
“son of David” appears ten times in Matthew's Gdspad on eight oc-
casions it is connected directly to Jesus. Thithepiappears only three
times in Mark (10:47-48; 12:35) and also three sne Luke (3:31;
18:38-39Y° The reference to Israel or the Jews as “the lusts of the
house of Israel” has its roots in the OT, but i@ N it is uniquely Mat-
thean (10:6; 15:24). This special feature of Mattsesersion of the sto-
ry creates a slight contradiction in the story hiseaneither Matthew nor
Mark explicitly mention Jesus searching for thet liseep of the house

458 Keener, 1999, 267-268, 414. According to verset BAD Jesus is amazed by the Cen-
turion’s faith. It exceeds the faith he has foumdoag the Israelites. Davies & Allison,
1991, 542-543, 558-559.

%9 Luz, 1990, 434-435. Pss. 6:3; 9:14; 26:7; 30:006455:2; 85:3; 122:3 etc.

40 Matt 1:1, 20; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 20:30-31; 215, 22:42. The titlSon of Davidvas
arguably pregnant with some messianic expectapoias to 70 CE, as Hengel suggests.
Hengel, 1989, 298-300. The title is clearly coneé¢b Jesus in order to legalize his Mes-
sianic status (Rom 1:3; Mark 10:47; 12:35; Matt-R;1Luke 3:23-34 etc.). The impor-
tance of the title to the early Christians is ekpd by the Jewish messianic expectations
connected to it. For the Jews’ hope of a Davidics$figh, see Collins, 1995, 68. Sankamo,
2012, 295-301.
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of Israel in the regions of Tyre and Sidhin Mark’s version of the

story this becomes quite evident due to Jesus’ wasiemain in secret
(7:24). Obviously the saying of Matt 15:24 wouldt iave suited into

the Markan version of the story of the Syrophoemicivoman. Matt

15:24 brings forth the impression that Jesus wasa omission in these
foreign areas. Despite this neither Mark nor Mattheave transmitted
any mention of the practice of such a mission. @iadogue regarding

the feeding of the children is not connected witllesar message of mis-
sion. As we shall see, it can plausibly be undetas a slogan which
resembles the tense economic reality of the baxdka of Phoenicia and
Galilee.

Jesus’ despising attitude towards the Canaaniteamoisalso a
Matthean specialty. Jesus first ignores the womaies (15:23), and
thus his disciples urge him to answer somethingéacdesperately screa-
ming woman (15:24). This despising attitude of 3esumd the disciples’
request, is not stated in Mark’s version of theytdhe Matthean ver-
sion raises seemingly anti-Gentile aspects and #reyattributed to
Jesus and not to the disciples. The anti-Gentidéufes are also apparent
in the redactor’s characterization of the womara &anaanite (15:22).
The Canaanites have multiple references in thel®Watthew’s genea-
logy two Canaanite women, Tamar and Rahab are amattias Jesus’
foremothers (Matt 1:3, 5). In the OT and in secterdple Jewish litera-
ture the Canaanites are seen mostly in a negagjke (Gen 9:25Jub.
22:20-22; Wis 12:3-11; Sus 1:56). It is to be restithat the Baal-pro-
pagandist and the persecutor of the Lord’s propldgtsen Jezebel, was
a Sidonian princess (1 Kgs 16:31; 18:4). Jesug, iagointed out, met
the Canaanite woman in the territory of Sidéhin the Pentateuch the
land of Cana is promised to the patriarchs anchélsraelites (Exod
6:4; 16:35; Lev 14:35; 18:3; 25:38). The Jews werimvade the land of
Cana (Exod 33:2), and to destroy all the Canaasittes and towns
without exception. The invading Hebrews were nogitee any options

“61 For the discussion regarding the authenticity att\M5:24 see Davies & Allison, 1991,
550-551.

462 Keener, 1999, 414-415. Mussies, 1997, 265. Daiddlison, 1991, 547-548. See
also:m. Qidd.1:3; Sus. 1:56.
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for the Canaanites to surrender (Deut 20:16-18; Ruirh—3)!°* On the
basis of Pentateuch the reason for this total aectifess conquest and
destruction was due to the fear of the Canaanfiagan influences on
Israel?®* Despite the holy war and the support of the L, Hebrews
failed to defeat and destroy the Sidonians (Ju8d-132), who thence
became a constant source of problems for the Isyalleast in accor-
dance to the OT and its Prophets. The Canaanitagmppractices and
influence are considered only to be negative (L&24-30; Deut
12:31).

The Phoenicians were often seen as the descenofatite an-
cient Canaanites. According to Gen 10:15 and 1 XCh8 Canaan was
the father of Sidon. In LXX passages such as Exa&;6Josh 5:1, 12
Cana and the Canaanites (MT) are translated asnRimand Phoeni-
cians?® Luz states that Canaanite was not just a bibégaression for
pagan, but it was also, during the time of Matthéwe, term which the
Phoenicians used of themselves. Luz indicatestitizaSyrian Matthew,
who possibly spoke Aramaic, had changed the west®ynophoeni-
cian” with perhaps his own native translation ofii¢. “Canaanite*®
Be that how it may, in the Jewish mind-set the wo'siaharacterization
as a Canaanite would not have been to her advantdug negative
point is further strengthened by Matthew's locaii@a of the incident in
the district of “Tyre and Sidon” (15:21). These twegions, “Tyre and
Sidon”, recall prophecies of doom (Jer 47:4; Jod] Zech 9:21*" The

83 The laws for war in Deut 20:10-16 charge the lisde offer peace to their enemies,
and an option to surrender, before attacking th®uath options and peace negotiations
were not to be given to the cities and towns ofa&C&reut 20:16-18.

64 Deut 7:1-4; 12:29-31. The life, prosperity andqeeia the Promised Land depended on
the Israelis’ loyalty towards their God. If theyrsed other gods, they would lose their
land, Deut 4:25-28; 7:4; 11:13-21. We may note thatenmity was not aimed against
some ethnicity, but against certain behavior, ar.paganism. If a Jewish town served
idols, it would meet the same total destruction dodm as the Canaanite cities, Deut
13:13-17; see also: 12:31; 18:9-14.

% Freyne, 1980, 299, n. 24. See also Str@mmgraphica 16:2.34; Isa 23:2; Job 40:30;
Deut 3:9.

% Luz, 1990, 432-433.

67 Occasionally in the OT doom prophecies where By Sidon are mentioned, the eco-
nomic dependency and pressure is emphasized. It3be88 Tyre and Sidon are facing
God's revenge because they have stolen the goldsitveat of Jerusalem; they have sold
the citizens of Jerusalem and Judah as slave®iéoGteeks. In accordance to Ezek 26:2
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names of Tyre, Sidon and Canaanite all strengthersame theological
point: Jesus is being asked to help the worst@fabrst, the most bitter
ancient enemies of Israel and the J&%4 hese identification markers
of the woman recall anti-Gentile themes rootedhi@a ©T. The hostile
attitude towards the woman as a Canaanite/SyrotiaarGreek is ap-
parent in both Matthew and Mark.

In Matthew’s case the emphasis is on the negatinerks of the
OT. However the Canaanite woman in the territoryi'gfe and Sidon
pleads like a psalmist-prayer. Many Galilean Jeglt Hatred towards
the Syrophoenicians, and particularly towards @ ghoenician higher
class consisting mainly of Greeks. This hatred tawahe culturally
Greek Syrophoenicians was due to the economic diepey and pres-
sure posed by the Phoenicians on the Galilean Jevesrelationships of
the more thoroughly Hellenized Tyrians and the §awainority popula-
tion residing in Tyre or in its surrounding coursiide, was somewhat
strained. This difficult relationship, the aggressprejudices, was, as
Theissen puts it, “supported by economic dependemcl legitimated
by religious tradition.*® The dialogue concerning the children, bread
and the dogs recalls the economic situation, wia@rguably more em-
phasized in Mark’s version of the story. The raigs background for
the fierce relationship of the Jews and the Canesis more apparent
in Matthew’s version of the story.

Tyre saw the destruction of Jerusalem only as &ilpitity to receive the riches of the
world and thus be restored as an economic superp@azek 26—28). The doom prophe-
cies of Ezek 26-28 claim that due to the ill witidapride of Tyre and Sidon, they were
doomed and desolated.

%8 Davies & Allison, 1991, 547. Davies and Allisoraich correctly the following: “Most
modern exegetes have supposed the change to ‘Gaas made because of its OT as-
sociations: one automatically thinks of Israel'®m®ies. Thereby is evoked ‘Israel's deep-
ly-engrained fear of and revulsion towards Gemtitgys’ — which in turn allows one to see
in Jesus the overcoming of such fear and revulsion.

4% Theissen, 1991, 78-79. Catchpole, 2006, 176-1@H.Q77 Catchpole states the follo-
wing: Religious sanction for such attitudes wasvjated by extravagant prophetic denun-
ciations of Tyre (cf. Isa 23; Jer 47:4; Ezek 27;d811:9-10; Zech 9:3-4), which liturgical
texts kept ever fresh and alive (cf. Ps 83:7).H&ostaying of Jesus to the woman from Tyre
is heavy with Galilean prejudice, fuelled by ingied social, political, historical, economic
and religious experiences and attitudes.”
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5.3 The Syrophoenician woman and Jesus in the

Palestinian context

5.3.1 The relationship between the Phoenicians and Gali-
leans

Tyre and Sidon were great cities of Phoenicia, djacent territory to
Galilee. At the time of Jesus these cities had hefluenced by Helle-
nism for a long time. In spite of the remarkabl8uence of Hellenism
we have to note that Phoenicia had remained cllitugaite conserva-
tive, and not thoroughly Helleniz®. As neighbours the Israelis and
the Phoenicians had a long history, including sgnf battles for land
(Judg 1:31-32; 5:17). The history as it is narratethe OT reveals reli-
gious and cultural influence (1 Kgs 18:19-21) a#l & economic de-
pendence (1 Kgs 5:11, 15-32; 9:11-ARt. 8:54, 141; Ezek 27:17; Acts
12:20) between the Phoenicians and Israelis. Passsgch as Judg
1:31-32 and 1 Kgs 9:11-13 make clear that in thesgoof history the
borders between Galilee and Tyre had gradually be@red. During the
Jewish revolt Kedesh was clearly a village in tlyeidn district, and ac-
cording to Josephus, “always at feud and striféa thie Galileans”Rell.
1:105). Earlier in history, during the time of Jumn (152-143 BCE)
the village had marked the border between Galiled @yre @Ant.
13:154). Josephus also mentions that Mount Carmet delonged to
Galilee but now belonged to Tymell. 3:35 (see 1 Kgs 18:19-2%}.

470 Freyne, 2001, 184-185. Freyne gives convincingenge for his conclusions. He sta-
tes that with the exception of Akko, none of the@tician coastal cities changed their na-
mes to Greek names. Even though the Phoeniciamsrweft any national literature, our
knowledge of them is considerably good becauséeaf tmaritime activity, the rise of a
significant Diaspora within the Mediterranean worahd their frequent contacts with the
Greeks long before Alexander’'s day. The Phoeniclkats a long and honorable history
which finds references in the OT: Judg 1:31-327511 Kgs 5:1-12; 1 Kgs 18 etc. Jose-
phus mentions that in Tyre there were ancient d=cdating from the times of the reign of
Hiram (C. Ap.1:155-158). Even though Josephus’ data is, orpttdasion, most probably
false, it still shows that the Phoenicians regartheit past as valuable and important. Al-
though Greek became more and more the languagénahtration and commerce, the
Phoenician language was still used in inscriptiang coin legends, as Freyne states. Evi-
dently the Phoenicians were culturally quite constve.

4 Theissen, 1991, 76-77. Marcus, 2000, 462, 471.
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As perhaps the most obvious example of Tyrian erfe on the
Jewish world the Tyrian coins can be mentioned. ThBan coinage
was one of world’s most stable currencies in catiah during our pe-
riod of concern. The stability of the Tyrian monegs certainly one of
the reasons why it was the only currency acceptetha half-shekel
payment for the temple tax in Jerusalem (Exod 3€t5% The Tyrian
coinage had a high standard, the best quality ahdd a high percen-
tage (98 %) of silvet’® Tyre’s chief god was Melqgart, which the Greeks
identified as Hercules. The main temple of Sidois tee temple of Esh-
mun. Eshmun was regarded to be the god of healimdjwas compared
to the Greek god Asklepios. During the Greco-RoiRariod Melgart's
portrait appeared on the Tyrian shekéfsThe Phoenician religion had
made its appearance into the Jewish world and edlyeiato Jerusalem
and its temple as Melgart’s portrait was on thencdihe fact that great
amounts of Tyrian coins have been unearthed iratbkaeological ex-
cavations in Galilee suggests that the relatiorsshigtween the Gali-
leans and the Phoenicians were not solely negdtiviag the first cen-
tury.*”* The Tyrian coins bear witness to commercial retatibetween
different ethnic grougs in first century PalestimeGalilee as well as in
Judea. These commercial bonds are apparent irewriburces (Acts
12:20). Certainly during the first century thereravguite serious ten-
sions from time to time between the Phoenicianstaadsalileans. The
PhoeniciarHelenedormed the upperclass and their members were more
favorable to having ties with the Romans. Hostilistween the Phoeni-

42 Rousseau & Arav, 1995, 310, 327. Theissen, 1981, 7

473 Freyne, 2001, 185-187. Already in the sixth cgnEmekiel seems to regard Melgart as
the god of Tyre (Ezek 28:4-9). In the famous bdiliepisode (1 Kgs 18), where Elijah
challenges Baal on Mount Carmel, Baal's profiléksigly resembles the profile of Mel-
gart — the Lord of Tyre. Freyne, 2004, 85-87. Feesafers to 1 Macc 1:11 which attests
that the elite of Jerusalem arranged a collectiaorder to support the Tyrian games in ho-
nor of Herakles/Melgart. Freyne further attests #iithough the Tyrian coinage bore the
image of Herakles/Melgart, we have no evidencetthiatwould have troubled pious Jews.
The Tyrian coinage was used in the Jerusalem teraptkit was regarded as “the coin of
the sanctuary”.

474 Freyne, 2001B, 303. | maintain with Freyne: “Coare less certain indicators than
ceramic remains in terms of direct contacts. Néwadess, the preponderance of Tyrian
coins at various sites in Galilee (Upper and LoveEr@s seem to break the pattern of tra-
ding isolationism suggested by the ceramic ware.”
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cians and the Galileans was not the only mood eif tfelations. The
commercial relations, revealed by both textual af as archaeological
remains, suggest that the relaions between thenitimes and the Gali-
leans were not solely negative. Moreover the bélfgstory witnessed
prophets such as Elijah helping both the peoplesrakl as well as indi-
vidual Phoenicians (1 Kgs 17; 2 Kgs 5). In the atijale between the Sy-
rophoenicianHelene woman and Jesus, as presented particularly by
Mark, Jesus seems to express the hostile mooceakthtions between
the Phoenicians and the Galileans. However theilBembman expres-
ses the more positive side of these relationshigaden the two ethnic
groups, and in the story Jesus listens to the waamaasoning and heals
her daughter because of her mother’s words (M&t8)7:

5.3.2 Mark 7:27 and the economics between Galilee and
Phoenicia
Theissen has put much weight on the economic pressnd tensions
between the rich Phoenician cities and the pooiskepopulation in the
surrounding districts of these Hellenistic citidecording to him the
words of Mark 7:27 —o0 vyap éotiv kadov AaPelv tov dptov TAV
Tékvwy kel Tolg kuvaplolg Paielv — might recall a local well-known
saying of the time. The Tyrians bought the fieldduce from the Jews
who lived in the rural districts of the great Phioéan cities and in the
border areas of Galilee. In times of bad seasodéehash peasants went
hungry, because the Tyrians bought a great patheif fields' pro-
duce?”® The rich city of Tyre and its districts relied tre import of Ga-
lilean grain. Tyre was economically well off esplsi due to its metal
work. According to Theissen the saying of Mark 7c2ificized this eco-
nomic situation. Theissen presents a convincirtgoliscribal evidence

47 Theissen, 1991, 72—75. Josephus mentions sexarasions when a bad harvest resul-
ted in famine and economic disaster for the Galdeant. 14:28; 15:299-316; 365; 16:64;
18:18; 20:101. Freyne (Freyne, 1980, 178) listsggas from the Talmud which confirm
the terrible influences of a bad harvest on thefeeb. Ta'an24b;b. Ketub97;b. Ta’an
19b.
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in support for his argument that the northern parGalilee functioned
as the “breadbasket” for the coastal cities of Riwna*"®

It is possible that the saying of Mark 7:27b refiethie local eco-
nomic situation, and that the saying was actuatyose or less common
local saying of the tim&"’ The economic situation and the question to
whom the produce of the fields belonged was curierthese border
areas separating Galilee and the Phoenician reglérike saying of
Mark 7:27b is to be understood as referring to ithélogical context,
then it nevertheless emphasizes that Jesus hefotd&epish stance. The
bread belonged primarily to the Je{{&Undoubtedly some of the early
Christians from the border regions of Galilee angeTwould have
understood the saying of Mark 7:27 as referringdonomic oppression.
The saying suits into the local context of the 80d into the rural dis-
trict of Tyre. Theissen correctly uses this as supfor the saying’s au-
thenticity:

“This study of the cultural context reveals thag #tory is pro-
bably Palestinian in origin. It presupposes anionalgnarrator

and audience who are acquainted with the conoretd &nd so-
cial situation in the border regions of Tyre andiléa. As a re-

sult, it now appears more difficult to trace thegs of the story
exclusively to early Christian debates about tly@irmacy of the

gentile mission — debates we read about in Jenus&aesarea,
and Antioch. Something more concrete is at stakerinciple

we cannot exclude the possibility that the storg hahistorical
core: an encounter between Jesus and a Hellenizegt®eni-

cian woman.*”®

7 Theissen, 1991, 73-75. Acts 12:201t. 20:212;Vita 71; 119;y. Demail:3; CantRab.
5:14;p. Abod. Zar4:39d. See also Ringe, 2001, 84.

477 Theissen, 1991, 75. Theissen writes the followigarding Mark 7:27: “This saying,
which at first is so offensive, would have to awaltke following associations: ‘First let
the poor people in the Jewish rural areas be watisFor it is not good to take poor
people’s food and throw it to the rich Gentilesthe cities.’ -- Perhaps Jesus, in replying,
was able to make connections with a well-knownrsgghaped by the situation.”

" Theissen, 1991, 75.

479 Theissen, 1991, 79.
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5.3.3 Biblical doom for Tyre and Sidon — Another pos-

sible reason for Jesus to visit the district ofel'yr

We can so far conclude that the Phoenicians and#idgean peasants
were economically dependent on each other. Ethmicity kindled by
economic and political injustice embraced the paputood around the
borders between Phoenicia and Galilee. This statemgains support
from the notion that the Jewish rebel leader Jolsti@ala found his
most loyal soldiers from the district of Tyre. Thatred against the Ca-
naanites/Phoenicians seemed to be justified byQiheprophecies of
doom. In the OT the city of Tyre, and to some extdso the city of Si-
don, are objects of prophetic doom (Isa 23:1-1&kE26:2-9; Amos
1:9-10; Zech 9:2-4).

In this territory surrounding Tyre Jews and Gestiliwed in an
atmosphere of racial enmity — how strong this epmvias during the 30s
is impossible to decide. According to the storytlid Syrophoenician
woman Jesus entered the district of Tyre and therés faced with a
Gentile, who represent the doomed people in the &ib, moreover
those who live currently in enmity with the Jewesdphus states that
the deep enmity between the two people, Jews aogritians, was
well known @nt. 14:313-321C. Ap.1:70; Bell. 2:478; 4:105f% The
district of Tyre would not have been neutral grododa Jewish reli-
gious teacher in the 30s. The area itself woulcehewxoked aspirations.
However, neither Mark nor Matthew states any cleaison for Jesus’
visit to the district of Tyre. Mark solely emphasizthe hiding motif in
Jesus’ will to remain unnoticed. Jesus is not saidave gathered follo-
wers from around Tyre as John Gischala @dll¢ 2:588). In the overall
context of both Matthew’s and Mark’s Gospel the hnmebable expla-
nation for Jesus’ visit to the territory of Tyreridated to the location of
Tyre and its biblical roots. The area was locat@tiwthe biblical grea-
ter Israel. Moreover Tyre had special interestJesus in particular be-
cause it had such a wide scale of reference inCifieprophecies of
doom. These OT predictions of doom were, at ta¢ tiemphasized by
the racial and economic tensions between the @alildews and the

480 Bird, 2006, 113. Freyne, 2000, 164.
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Phoenicians and Greeks living in and around Ty Sidon. By hea-
ling the Syrophoenician woman’s daughter Jesusbeareen as repla-
cing vengeance with healing. He can be seen as@wimg ethnic fear
and revulsiorf® It is also worth noting that according to Matt 21
24/Luke 10:13-15 (Q) Jesus compared Tyre and Saasitively with
the unrepentant Galilean villages, Capernaum, Cioand Bethsaida,

in which he had done “most of his deeds of power.”

5.3.4 Deciding the historical validity of the story ofeth

Syrophoenician woman

Is there a historical core behind the incident rayed in Mark 7:24-30
and Matt 15:21-28? Scholars such as Theissen, Biudry, Davies
and Allison do not exclude the possibility of atbigcal incident behind
the story of the Syrophoenician woni&hDavies and Allison argue that
the story does not answer the urgent missiologjoaktions of the post-
Easter Church regarding circumcision of the corsvefhe story does
not give the disciples a commission or even hinwigiening their mis-
sion also to the Gentilé&® Moreover it would be hard to explain why
the early Christians would create such a story elesus, and not the
disciples or some other group, is the one who esgm®the anti-Gentile
attitudes (Matt 15:23-24, 26; Mark 7:27). Theisskims that the story
contains a local touch to the Palestinian econamiture and environ-
ment?3* Meier and Liidemann argue on different grounds tiatstory
is created by the early Church in order to suppiwtChurch’s Gentile
mission.

The story of the Syrophoenician woman consistsvofparts: the
dialogue and the healing. The actual healing isrblein the back-
ground. It is done from a distance, and the pafiemtbsent. The story

81 For a discussion concerning Jesus’ views on esidgital vengeance see: Jeremias,
1981, 41-46. Meyer, 1979, 167. Jeremias’ claim tlestus omitted the eschatological
judgment concerning the Gentiles from his messagke(4:18-22; 7:22; Matt 11:5) can
find some practical evidence from the story of #yeophoenician woman. See also Davies
& Allison, 1991, 547.

“82Bjrd, 2006, 114-115. Theissen, 1991, 79. Davieslli&on, 1991, 544-545,

8 Davies & Allison, 1991, 543-544.

84 Theissen, 1991, 79.
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really concerns a dispute between Jesus and th@#lédeoman. The ob-
scurity of the healing can be used as an arguneeritsflack of histori-
cal core. Of course the opposite is also trueothscurity of the healing
can also be used as proof for its historicity. Ading to this reasoning
the early Christians did not feel free to invertdl@ar healing story, but
preserved the obscure tradition, according to whiekus healed a
Gentile woman’s demonized daughter from a distanogly by saying
that her daughter was all rightvnditw oo w¢ Bérelc andéEeaivder
& tfic Buyatpdg oov To Sewpoviov. In the case of the daughter of Jairus
Jesus is reported to have visited the dying gidriter to heal her (Mark
5:22-24, 35-43). No similar context has been cceéde the story of
our concern.

According to Meier, the story (Mark 7:24-30) casria lot of
Christian theology of mission even after he hasdnked” it of Markan
redaction. As we have noted Meier's main focusrigtee Pauline dic-
tum (Rom 1:16), which he finds at the heart ofstary. Meier acknow-
ledges that such theological charges are not appareéhe story of the
centurion’s servant (Matt 8:5-13) or the storylsf Gerasene demoniac
(Mark 5:1-20)%% Ludemann holds fast to his strict conclusion thestus
never healed any Gentiles, and thus the storyeoBirophoenician wo-
man does not derive from a historical meeting betwéesus and the
Gentile womari®® Liidemann claims that the harsh disputes in the pos
Easter community underline the tradition (Mark %#2@/Matt 15:21-
28) and explain its origin. According to Lidemarmsus’ opposition to
the Gentile mission (Matt 10:5-6; 15:24) explaims anti-Gentile featu-
res in the text8®’ Lildemann excludes the historical core of bothstioe
ry of the Syrophoenician woman and the story ofcéturion of Caper-
naum. Lidemann persistently insists that Jesushandisciples strictly
restricted their mission to the Jews — and onlytiier Jew$® The fact
that the healings of the Gentiles were done fralfistance, suggests ac-
cording to Ludemann, that no direct healing of aide by Jesus ever

485 Meier, 1994, 660—661.

486 Meier, 1994, 660—661. Lidemann, 2000, 50, 194.
87| idemann, 2000, 50-51.

488 | {idemann, 2000, 50, 155-156, 194.
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occurred™® The dialogue between Jesus and the woman is fasndge
have noticed, almost identically in both the Markand the Matthean
version of the Syrophoenician woman. It seems #tdeast regarding
the dialogue Matthew is relying on a written passagMark. Could it
be that Jesus met a desperate Phoenician womha tertitory of Tyre
and that they had an impressive dispute, but thiatdispute was never
accurately settled? It is difficult to understandhywthe evangelists
would have preserved the humiliating dispute withhsaccuracy, if the
tradition of the dispute did not contain a refeie a healing. Without
the healing, which nevertheless is vague, the tispwuld end rather
pessimistically. Presumably, if this had been tasecin the early tradi-
tion, we would expect that the evangelists, whopsuied the Gentile
mission, would have left the whole meeting and digpute unmentio-
ned. If the indirect healing from a distance wasated later as a res-
ponse to the harsh dispute the healing would beazd to be clearer
and more precise.

The fact that the healing stories of the Gentilegrs several si-
milar features might suggest that the stories weeated and redacted
by the early Church in accordance with an intemtigrattern. The story
of the Syrophoenician woman and the centurion gbe@aaum (Matt
8:5-13/Luke 7:1-10) have similar ca$t&The story of the Syrophoeni-
cian woman is, however, exceptional in several eesp As Marcus
writes:

“Not only does it present the only example in thesgels of a
person who wins an argument with Jesus, but it ptstrays a
Jesus who is unusually sensitive to his Jewish tcponen’s
claims to salvation-historical privilege and undsueude about
the position of the Gentile4®

89| tidemann, 2000, 50.

% In both stories Jesus does not take the active hd does not take the initiative to
search and heal, but he is asked or begged for lelpoth stories the actual healing is
done from distance. In both stories Jesus’ mairsionisto Israel is emphasized. Jesus is
surprised by the faith of the centurion (Matt 8tif{e 7:9), because he has not found such
faith among the Israelis, who are the main objettss mission. In both stories, as well as
in the story of the Gerasene demoniac, the dialgaethe heart of the story.

91 Marcus, 2000, 470.
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The literary context — i.e. the Gentile sectionf+the story of the
Syrophoenician woman relates positively towardsGeatiles. Despite
this the story of the Syrophoenician woman contééasures which can
be seen as anti-Gentile. Accordingly Jesus fifstses to respond to the
woman’s desperate needs and he also insultingindilher to a dog. De-
spite these apparent anti-Gentile features Ludenaarh Meier argue
that the story was created by some Christian giougrder to support
the Gentile missiof?> Marcus insists that the story of the Syrophoeni-
cian woman deals with the “transcendence of JeRestticularism, and
looks forward to the increasingly Gentile ChurchM¥irk’s own day.”
Marcus acknowledges the oddity of the story if ¢hase its theological
intentions?®® I this story was created in order to pose suttealogical
transcendence of Jewish particularism to some kihdniversalism,
why would Jesus first himself represent and supghartlewish particu-
laristic point of view and call the woman a Gentlleg. On the basis of
the Gentile setting of the story it would have beessible that the Pha-
risees or the disciples would have representedithve of Jewish parti-
cularism?** They could have called the woman a dog. Aftetta| Pha-
risees are described as stringent Jews, who held the traditional die-
tary laws, which separated them from the Gentildark 7:5)*%

The disciples are often pictured as having diffiesl in under-
standing and believing in Jesti$ According to Luke 9:54 the disciples
of Jesus wished to cast a heavenly vengeanceeobfithe Samaritans.
In light of these negative notions regarding thscigiles, they would
have suited as representatives of Jewish partismasr accountable for
the disgraceful words concerning the woman. Formgta the “Petrine

492 Meier, 1994, 660—661. Lildemann, 2000, 50-51.

493 Marcus, 2000, 466.

4% See Meier, 1994, 660-661.

4% Of course there is the possibility that the Pheasswould not have objected to the plea-
ding Gentile woman harshly. According to Jeremiiesstews, and especially the Pharisees,
desired to win converts from the Greeks. Thus Kestates that “some Jewish teachers”
would not have given the woman such a harsh an§ete the contrary, they would have
hoped to make her a convert. Keener, 1999, 416A8e80:34-36C. Ap.2:210;m. Abot
1:12;b. Sanh99b; Shab31a.

4% see Mark 4:13; 6:51-52; 7:18; 8:18-21; Matt 14%R0-15:16.
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groups,” with the lead of Peter himself, might haadled the Gentiles
dogs. Davies, Allison and Bird correctly point dbat the story itself
does not answer to the Church’s urgent questioandewith the need

of circumcising the Gentile converts. In the stdegus does not address
his disciples in any wa$’’ These matters of course stand against the as-
sumption that the story is a Christian creatioroider to support the
Gentile mission.

The nucleus of Mark 7:24-30 is likely to be histati As Theis-
sen has shown the dialogue is historically plaesiblthe context of the
district of Tyre in the first half of the first camy. The story recounts a
memory of Jesus meeting a Gentile woman in theidisif Tyre. The
story does not support the Gentile mission of tAdyeChurch. Jesus
holds fast to his Jewish mission, though he hée3entile from a dis-
tance as an exception, due to the woman’s persigpgeal and faith.

5.4 The centurion (Matthew 8:5-13 and Luke 7:1—
10)
5.4.1 The setting of the story of the centurion of Caper-

naum
The story of the centurion is preserved in Mattreeand Luke’'s Gospel.
John has preserved a similar story about the affafi Capernaum (John
4:43-54). The story of the centurion (Matt 8:5-18¢& 7:1-10) has ap-
parent similarities with the story of the Syrophise&an woman. In both
stories the healing concerns a Gentile. Additigndlbth the healing and
the exorcism are done from a distance. In bothstbees Jesus never
meets the patient and faith is emphasized. In bbthese stories the ac-
tual healing is left in the background and the eewf the story deals
with Jesus’ dialogue with the “patient’s represéaeg” who is a Gen-
tile. In Luke’s version Jesus actually does not tnlee Gentile centurion
but only his messengers. Differences betweenttirg ef the centurion
and the Syrophoenician woman are also evident.stdrg of the centu-
rion is located in Capernaum — i.e. at the geodcapleenter of Jesus’

“T Davies & Allison, 1991, 543-544. Bird, 2006, 114.
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ministry (Mark 2:1; Matt 11:23—-24; Luke 10:15). Tawry of the Syro-

phoenician woman is located in the periphery, etdrritory of Tyre.
Comparing the Matthean and Lukan text side by sigenotice

the striking differences between them. Close tdxtagallels are written
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Matt 8:11-12 / Luke 13:28-2
are left out of this comparison.

The texts show clear verbatim connections (Matt-8BLuke 7:6b—9)
in the dialogue of Jesus and the centurion or eisgates, but there are
also clear differences. In Matthew the centurioretaeesus personally,
while in Luke Jesus only meets the centurion’s adtes, some Jewish
elders and the “friends” of the centurion. Matthewersion of the story
contains the famous words concerning the banquétdrKingdom of
heaven (Matt 8:11-13). Luke knows this saying, inuhis Gospel these
words are located in a different section (Luke 833B). Whether these
words belonged to the original story of Jesus megete centurion is a
subject of scholarly dispufé®

5.4.2 The boundary breaking faith of a Gentile centurion
Matthew and Luke make the same theological poiesug’ authority

and his word’s ability to heal are emphasized, el as the centurion’s
humility and faith. Jesus’ ability to heal evenrfr@ distance simply by

4% For the discussion see Meier, 1994, 309-310. Bakiallison, 1991, 26.
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saying a word is highlighted especially in Matthewersion of the
story. The importance of faith in Matthew’s theofoig to be noticed.
Faith is the boundary-breaking media through wimctividual Gentiles
are healed by Jesus. Davies and Allison supplydthewing commen-
tary:

“The fundamental importance of faith for Matthewrévealed
by this, that in the only two places where Jesastgra Gentile's
request, it is because of his or her faith (8:51821-28). Al-
though Jesus has come only for the lost sheepraél|sthe re-
striction is overcome when he meets genuine bdtaith con-
quers the separation between Jew and Gentile... Begarof
social status or ethnic origin, faith is salvatf4fr.

Certainly the centurion is portrayed as a Gentileose genuine faith
surpasses the faith of the Israelis (Matt 8:10;€.@k9). | concur with
Bird in his statement that the centurion

“expresses the eschatological faith that Israel mvaant to have
in God’s eschatological salvation and, consequetitly centu-
rion and his servant are beneficiaries in the priestthe future
saving power of the kingdom.”

This message which places the believing Gentioitrast with the dis-
believing Israel would, of course, have suitedehdy Christians’ theo-
logical views on Gentile mission. The Fellows of thesus seminar con-
cluded that the Matthean and Lukan version of theysntends to jus-
tify the Church’s Gentile missiof{° The Jesus tradition contains several
sayings and parables which transmit the messagssaifatological re-
versal®® It is plausible to claim that Jesus actually dishicast the faith
of the Jews and the Gentiles for the benefit ofGleatiles?® All these
aspects make it difficult to decide the historiaitythe story in our con-

cern>®® Despite the fact that the story has valuable tiseimezommon

4 Davies & Allison, 1991, 25. See Matt 8:13; 9:29, 2

590 Funk, 1998, 45.

%01 Dunn, 2003, 412-417. Ollilainen, 2008, 155-156isah, 1998, 46-50, 131-136.
%02 Matt 8:10/Luke 7:9; Matt 11:20—24; Luke 10:13—Matt 12:41-42; Luke 11:30-32.
5% Bird, 2006, 120.



174

with the early Christians’ theology of Gentile méss it is noteworthy
that nothing in the story suggests that the cemtuor his servant would
have become Jesus’ disciples or followers. In $hisy Jesus does not
make any reference to the disciples’ or his ownsjids Gentile mis-
sion>%

It is interesting that the saying of the royal baeigis missing
from the end of Luke 7:1-10. Perhaps Luke did nuivk any context
for this saying. The likeliest explanation is tiia¢ saying did not origi-
nally belong to the story of the centurifilt is, however, also possible
that Luke intentionally avoided combining the sayinith the story of
the centurion’s servant. This proposition can bgpsuted by the notion
that the saying (Matt 8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29), #éqad at the end of
Luke’s version of the story, would have posed gaiteonfusing inter-
pretation, which would suggest that the ones lefside the feast of the
kingdom would be the Jewish elders who are porttgyesitively in
Luke 7:3-5. Elsewhere Luke introduces Jewish aiiibsy the Phari-
sees, in a positive light (Luke 13:31; Acts 5:3#)the current form of
the Lukan version of the story (Luke 7:1-10) thgirsg of the feast in
the kingdom would not have suited Luke’s narraibemcerns. At this
moment Luke would not have wished to condemn thgflleJewish el-
ders into the darkness and place them outside eofkthgdom-feast.
After all, in the Lukan version of the story, thewish elders bring
Jesus’ aid to the centurion. Their help is portdags a necessity — the
Jewish elders are urging Jesus to help a Gentilis! foint suggests that
the first delegation, the Jewish elders, do ndecethe early Christians’
practice of Gentile mission. If Luke had wishedbting in the situation
of the Church’s Gentile mission, he would rathevehhad the Jewish
leaders oppose Jesus’ will to aid the centutfon.

5% Bird, 2006, 120-121.

5% Meier, 1994, 309-310. Davies & Allison, 1991, 26.

%% |t seems clear that the Jewish elders, the feltghtes, do not find representatives from
the reality of the early Christians’ Gentile missidf this indeed was the case, then it
would mean that some Jewish elders actually engedréhe Christians’ Gentile mission.

In the NT nowhere do we find any support for sucteaity — i.e. Jewish elders urging

Christians to help Gentiles. According to Acts welfthat the opposite was true. The Je-
wish leaders fiercely oppose the Christians’ Gentiission (Acts 13:44-51; 17:4-8, 13; 1
Thess 2:15-16). Paul writes that the Gentiles wda@ltonverted from paganism into the
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5.4.3 Textual differences between Matthew 8:5-10; Luke

7:1-10 and John 4:43-54
Matthew and Luke are almost identical on the dia®which emphasi-
zes the faith of the centurion. Besides faith, Lakeo emphasizes the
centurion’s worthiness. The centurion considersskifnunworthy ¢
vap ikavdc elpl) to meet Jesus personally (Luke 7:6-7). This ig v
sends Jewish elders to meet Jesus. The elderg athttar hand testify of
the centurion’s worthinessif6c ¢otwv) to Jesus (Luke 7:4-5). The
theme of worthiness and humility is also, but legplicitly, seen in the
Matthean version (Matt 8:8). The message of theysitso emphasizes
the authority of Jesus to heal from a distance lsifop giving a word of
command (Luke 7:7-8; Matt 8:8-9).

Concerning the Lukan version of the story Jonathbshall,
Bruce Malina, Richard Rohrbaugh, John Crossan aadidDdeSilva
have argued that it recalls a patron-client retediop between the centu-
rion and the Jewish eldet¥.In the Matthean version this idea of a pat-
ronage system is absent due to the fact that Jasess the centurion

Christian faith and obedience provoke the Jews jeatousy (Rom 11:13-14). In Luke
4:16-30 the Jewish audience at the synagogue ddrBiiizraged at Jesus who refers to
exemplary Gentiles from the OT. Regarding the sufhplviews of Luke 4:16-30, see
Meier, 1994, 270. Bird, 2006, 64. Tuckett, 19967 .2ird states the following (2006, 64):
“The account in Lk.4.16-30 probably functions semly to Mk 1.14-15 as a programmatic
unveiling of Jesus’ ministry and overtures the @asi motifs of Luke-Acts: spirit, mission,
Christology, Israel's rejection and God’s accepéaotoutcasts.”

%7 Marshall, 2009, 75-76. deSilva, 2000, 123-124,. Xfbssan & Reed, 2001, 91.
Malina & Rohrbaugh, 2003, 252. David deSilva (de&il2000, 123-124) portrays the
story’s sequel from this point of view, and accogly the centurion becomes the local
benefactor. He offers aid, benefits and help toldbal community: he built a synagogue.
The centurion has heard about Jesus’ reputatica lasaler (Luke 7:3) — i.e. broker of
God’s favors. Jesus could meet the need of hisusyi ill servant. The centurion does not
directly urge Jesus’ help because he is an ethaigalder, a Gentile among the Jews, but
he sends Jewish elders, whom he presumably thirekdeéwish healer would respect. As
thankful clients to the centurion the Jewish eldege Jesus and claim that the centurion
is worthy of his help as he is the local benefdptdron. Jesus answers positively to their
request, but at this point, the centurion doespriming move. He sends other messengers,
his friends, to hinder Jesus’ visit to his houselight of the patronage system, the centu-
rion’s move is to be understood as him showingrasiing humility, and great faith and
trust in Jesus’ ability to heal his servant evemfra distance.
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face to face and there is no mention of any deilegsi® In Matthew’s
version of the story the centurion personally urgesus to heal his ser-
vant-boy fic), who is lying inside the house as a paralytiepg
Autikdg) in terrible pain. Both Matthew and John diffeorit Luke in the
sense that only Luke states that the centuriomdtdmeet Jesus perso-
nally, but used emissaries — Jewish elders andwis friends (Luke
7:3-6, 10) — to request Jesus for help. Regardiagpatient Matthew
and John have some noticeable similarities. Botttia and John call
the patient a servant-boy of the centurion/offickyhn, however, uses
three different terms for the patientéc/maidiov/inaic, (John 4:46, 49,
51, 53). According to Matthew the patient was tkatarion’s servant-
boy (muic). Luke’s version of the story states that the gratiwas the
centurion’s servani¢droc). In John the son of the official was close to
death fueilev yop dmoBuviokerr, 4:49) and he had a fevervfetdc
4:52). Here a verbal connection to Luke’s versidnicl claims that the
servant was ill and close to deaffpefrer tedevtav, 7:2) can be seen.
Matthew alone claims that the patient was a pdca(iatt 8:6).

The Gospel of John does not talk about the cemtusfoCaper-
naum but of the royal officiaB¢oiricoc) of Capernaum (4:46). More-
over John does not give any hints that the sohefdyal official was a
Gentile. Meier notes that John is the most “Jewighthe Gospels at
least in the sense that in John Jesus never hetdtks to a Gentile du-
ring his mission. The Samaritan woman with whornudaes told to have
discussed was not a clear Gentile but a Samard@m(4:1-42). We are
secure in arguing that John’s theological aim ipdse that Jesus came
for the Jews, and did not seek contact with Genpléor to his deatf’’
John'’s identification of the man as a royal offiagenot necessarily in
contradiction with the Matthean and Lukan idenéfion of the man as a

%8 \We are to observe that a memory according to whiche Gentiles took contact with
Jesus by intermediaries is stated in John 12:20sé Luke 8:49). The procedure of sen-
ding a messenger or some kind of a delegate istedt¢o in the OT: 2 Kgs 19:20-34.

599 Meier, 1994, 722. John states that some Gentilgsiried to meet Jesus in Jerusalem
during the Passover, but Jesus is never relathdve accepted their request (John 12:20—
26). John indicates that after Jesus’ death andreztion the mission would be widened
for the whole world (John 12:24-32). These notiolasify John’s theological views. For
him, for the moment, Jesus’ earthly mission conegrsolely the Jews.
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centurion of Capernaum. A Herodian official could talled a centu-
rion>° The idea that the centurion was a Roman centimésnbeen wi-
dely and rightly doubted. The evidence suggests ttiex centurion of
Capernaum is to be understood as an officer ofpastiarmy. This sta-
tement in itself leaves open the centurion’s eflyidhe centurion and
the royal official, as titles, do not give us argar indications of the
man’s ethnicity. The royal official would naturalbe an official of He-
rod Antipas>*! It is worth noting that all the three versionstioé story
locate the patient in Capernaum, although Johmsldhat Jesus met the
official, who was from Capernaum, in the town ofn@an Galilee. In
the version of John the mention of Capernaum doésarve any clear-
ly emphasized aim, but the mention of Cana is ggtéd. For John Ca-
na is the town where Jesus’ glory is first revedlémhn 2:1-12). This
suggests that the story’s connection with Capernsutraditional, and
the mention of Cana is a redactional creation bhJo

Matthew and John mention the healing words of JeMast
8:13; John 4:50, 53). John, in particular, highlggthese words of Jesus
- 6 vidg oov (fi — as proof that the boy had actually been healed fx
distance by Jesus (John 4:53). John stretchesatmeection between
Jesus’ words and the healing of the boy. Accordingylatt 8:13 Jesus
said to the centurioriinaye, w¢ émiotevong yerndntw ool. Immediately
following these healing words Matthew narrates ttheg servant-boy
was healedkal iebn 6 maic [wdtod] év tf) dpe ékelvn. The healing
words of Matt 8:13a are reminiscent of other hepiiords found in the
Gospel of Matthew: 9:22, 29 and 15:28. The verballarities between
these healing words suggest that the words of 848b did not belong
to the primitive tradition. A similar conclusion ike likeliest regarding
John — John edited the primitive tradition by addihe assuring words
of Jesus. These redactional additions underlinethigaservant-boy did
not get well coincidentally, but by the words ofuUs and at precisely
the moment when Jesus spoke them. Luke does ndiomemy healing
words of Jesus. This is perhaps due to the fadtithauke’s version
Jesus meets the friends of the centurion and motémturion himself.

%10 Meier, 1994, 720-721.
1 Meier, 1994, 721. Chancey, 2005, 51-55.
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Jesus does not say anything to these “friends” ddas not talk directly
to them but to the crowd surrounding him (Luke 7:8fcording to
Luke Jesus was left marveling at the faith of teetarion, and he is told
to have challenged the Jewish by-standers by ndtiag he had not
found such great faith in Israel (Luke 7:9). Thessfion as to whether
the healing words belonged to the primitive trawlitis quite dependent
on the question regarding the authenticity of thédn delegations.
Luke leaves the delegates in confusion: they ateaddressed in any
clear manner. It is noteworthy that the “dialogbetween the centurion
and Jesus is one-sided: the centurion speaks &g e silent. In the
Matthean version he speaks directly to the cemuidy twice and even
then only briefly: Matt 8:7, 13. In the Lukan varsiJesus does not say
anything to the delegations — neither to the Jewidbrs nor to the cen-
turion’s friends. Jesus does not comment on théuden’'s “worthi-
ness”, his building of the synagogue or his lovetfee Jews. Interes-
tingly Jesus does not even speak the healing veordifich the second
delegation is asking for. All the sayings from thktthean version,
which are presented as Jesus’ answers to the mentare absent in the
Lukan version. In Luke Jesus only speaks to thaskearowd surroun-
ding him. Surely we can conclude that the two daiegs were not cre-
ated in order to “attribute” answers into the moathlesus. Jesus’ two
short sayings for the centurion in Matthew's vemsare not theologi-
cally impressive. The saying in Matt 8:13 of courseeals that the hea-
ling was not coincidental — additionally, as we éawted, this saying is
reminscent of other assertive healing words of d&ghich are found in
Matthew. The silence of the Lukan Jesus seems wependent on the
plot of the two delegates.

5.4.4 The source of the story of the centurion of Caper-
naum

The similarities between Matt 8:5-10 and Luke 7Q-verify that they
both recall the same incidetit.It also seems reasonable to maintain that

12 Dunn, 2003, 214. Davies & Allison, 1991, 17. Ma#h1978, 277. Bovon, 2002, 258—
259.
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John 4:46-54 recalls the same story of Matthew laride concerning
the healing of the centurion’s servant.

Perhaps the majority of scholars insist that tbeysvf the centu-
rion (Matt 8:5-10/Luke 7:1-10) derives from the Quxe>*® Traditio-
nally scholars have claimed that this assumed €-&amore originally
preserved in its Matthean versigi This, despite the fact that the ques-
tion is complicated as we shall see, seems naaw@rding to several
scholars since the Matthean version is shortedasid the complicating
mention of the double delegation. The assumptiothef Q-source is
surprising considering the fact that the hypotlat{@ is a source consis-
ting mainly of sayings. If the story of the centuriderives from Q, then
it is the only miracle story of Q developed in suehgth®®® It is true
that Q does not deny Jesus’ role as a healer aratlmiworker (Matt
11:5 and Luke 11:20)"° Dunn argues that the story derives from an oral
tradition, and is not to be included to the writt@nAccording to Dunn,
the verbal connection is not a fully convincingargent for the Q-sour-
ce behind the stor}’

Dunn is certainly right in his observation that @ed not contain
any similar narrative material to Luke 7:1-10/M&t5—13. And, if we
assume Q as the basis of the tradition, then wéoaggplain the striking
differences between the versions of the same sféhy. would Matthew
and Luke have redacted the same Q-tradition sogiyroand diffe-
rently? The differing points of Matthew and Luke @&aven more surpri-
sing when we see how these two evangelists ateheat feature of the
story clearly follow the same tradition. Dunn argiieat the story would
have left an impact on the disciples, and this @&rgl why the central
feature of the story, the dialogue between Jesdgtancenturion, is so
securely preserved. As Dunn states, “the storyistgmangs entirely on

%3 Bovon, 2002, 258-259. Meier, 1994, 718. Bird, 20067-121. Bultmann, 1963, 39.
Ludemann, 2000, 302.

M Liidemann, 2000, 155, 302. Judge, 1989, 477, Aifgelconcludes on p. 479: “The
majority position is that the centurion story wasirid in the common source of Matthew
and Luke, in a form more faithfully representedNdgtt 8:5-10, 13 (with but few excep-
tions, vv. 11-12 are considered a secondary iasgrti

%1% Meier, 1994, 718.

%8 Theissen, 1991, 227.

" Dunn, 2003, 212-213. Dunn, 2001, 93-99.
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the central exchange between Jesus and the cemtthvad is maintained
with care and accuracy™® Dunn’s solution to the question of source is
that all versions of the story have their basisuinoral tradition. Dunn
argues that the Matthean and Lukan versions oétitwy show how the
communities could quite flexibly make use of sucditions and high-
light different lessons: faith, worthiness and amess to Gentile¥?
Bird admits that Dunn’s hypothesis of an oral ttiadi lying behind the
story of the centurion is certainly possible. Hoeewaccording to Bird
the written Q-source is a more convincing sourecdHis story. Bird lists
three aspects in support for the Q-source. 1) Haatlof the story, the
“dialogue” (Luke 7:6c, 7b—9/Matt 8:8b—10), as we have alreaoked
is almost verbatim in Matthew and Luke. 2) It isatrue that the theo-
logical emphases in Q are apparent in our stogyfdith of the Gentile
is compared with the faith of the Jews, Israel #risl generation (Luke
10:13-15/Matt 11:20:24 and Luke 11:29-32/Matt 12439. 3) Both
Matthew and Luke have placed the story right afer sermon on the
mount/plain®

In agreement with Bird Davies and Allison also giteir sup-
port for the idea that the story has its origirQnDavies and Allison put
weight on the fact that the narrative frameworlthef story is very diffe-
rent in both Matthew and Luke, while the verbaklgx the heart of the
story is almost verbatim. According to Davies’ altison’s reasoning,
as scholars comprehend that Q was a source cogsisgiinly of saying
material, it could be assumed that Matthew and Lhé& quite a consi-
derable freedom in editng the narrative framewdrte story>**

The evidence suggests that the core of the stoeylidloguebet-
ween Jesus and the centurion, has its basis iru@n’® claim of an oral
tradition, other than Q, behind this story is adedily possible. However
the most credible argument is represented by DaridsAllison. Accor-
ding to their conclusion the “dialogue” derivesrr@®, while the narra-
tive framework is shaped more freely by the evastgltheological

58 Dunn, 2003, 212-215. Dunn’s quotation is from p2bs.
*1° Dunn, 2003, 215-216. See Dunn, 2001, 84—145.

20 Bjrd, 2006, 117-118.

521 Davies & Allison, 1991, 7, 17
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aims. The question about the range of freedomcsnaplicated matter.
The dialogue does not make sense without a franlewnd conse-
quently the dialogue of Q must have had some kfralr@arrative frame-
work.

The differences in John’s version of the story wlosliggest that
he knew the same story from an independent trawdifibus Bird main-
tains that John 4:46-54 is an “interlocking indegent tradition of the
same story*? However, there are also considerable differenasis b
ween John's and Q’s versions of the story in camcdptably the dialo-
gue, which is almost identically shared by Luke afatthew, is absent
from John 4. Funk and the fellows of the Jesus Banpropose that the
healing of the centurion’s/official’'s servant-bowpdhits origin in two
sources: Q and John. This view, so far, is accepjeseveral scholars
including Meier, Bird, Crossan, Davies and Allis6hFunk, following
the suggestion of Meier, goes on to claim thatttadition behind John
is more original than the tradition found in*®.l hesitantly maintain
that John is most probably deriving the story (Jéhfrom an indepen-
dent tradition. Nevertheless, it is impossible &ngfull certainty in this
question.

On the basis of John’s version of the story itasgible, as Funk
and the Jesus Seminar do, to discern a quite caseeling between
Jesus and an official, who begged for Jesus’ teihif ill servant-son.
Jesus, according to this reasoning, assured hitthtbaservant-son was
well. The official returned home to Capernaum aoéhcdentally the
boy was well, and this was interpreted as a heaimghe part of Jesus.
Funk claims that the Q-tradition was redacted wulith references to a
Gentile — i.e. the centurion, who was understooc &oman soldier.
Funk and the Jesus Seminar are convinced that ther<ppn of the
story intends to support the Church’s Gentile roissf®

522 Bjrd, 2006, 117. The hypothetical Q, as we undestit, includes only a minimal
amount of narrative material.

52 Bird, 2006, 117. Crossan, 1991, 327. Meier, 1924-725. Davies & Allison, 1991,
17-18. Theissen & Merz, 1998, 35. Funk, 1998, 45-46

%24 Funk, 1998, 45-46. Meier, 1994, 723-725.

525 Funk, 1998, 45-46.
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| am hesitant to diminish the value of the verbalilarities of
the ‘dialogue’ in Q. The dialogue as such suggestisthe centurion was
a Gentile as he does not feel worthy of having desiter into his house
(Luke 7:7; Matt 8:8). Importantly also the narratisequence shared by
both Q and John can be seen as supporting this dathe centurion’s
ethnicity precisely because the narrative doesrecall Jesus actually
visiting the centurion’s house. The idea of notnigeivorthy to receive
Jesus is absent from John'’s version of the storyohn the official ex-
plicitly requests Jesus to come (4:47, 49). Itageworthy that in John
4:47 and 49 we do not find any explicit referenedhte “home” of the
official. Jesus is simply asked tmme dowrand heal the servant-boy:
katePfy kel leontar. The request is due to the fact that the boy & @
death. The absence of the aspect of unworthinegistine explained by
the assumption that John represents the officia dsw — the mentio-
ning of the official’s unworthiness can be seenefsrence to his Gen-
tile background. As we have seen, Jewish puritylegipns forbid Jews
from visiting the homes of the Gentiles (m. Oh&:7)>%° In the Synop-
tics Jesus is reported to have visited severalskofdapparently Jewish
homes: the homes of tax collector Levi and Zacclidask 2:15; Luke
19:1-10), Pharisees (Luke 7:36) and Peter (MarR-132). In Q (Mat-
thew and Luke) the centurion’s Gentile identitytlie reason for the
sayings regarding the ability of giving orders, @hare fulfilled from a
distance. It is important to notice that in Johsusedoes not enter the
house of the official even though the official ulgeim to come down
all the way from Canaan to Capernaum. Even accgrtiinthe “Jew-
centered” John Jesus did not visit the home ofoffieial and the pa-
tient: this in itself is a similarity between Johrdnd Q’s version of the
story. Jesus implicitly refused the request of dffecial and healed the
patient from a distance. Both the ‘dialogue’ in Q@ ahe fact that Jesus
does not enter into the house of the centurion|iaitly support a Gen-
tile identity for the centurion.

Meier suspects that the primitive story, which éhind John and
Q, did not give any indication of the centurion'dc or religious

52 Bird, 2006, 118. Davies & Allison, 1991, 21-22eSdohn 18:28; Acts 10:28; 11:12;
Bell. 2:150.
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background, and therefore both John and Q had dbsilglity of por-
traying the petitioner in accordance with their ottreological inten-
tions. Meier further claims that in the case ofi§jang the possible his-
torical core of the story, Q’'s portrayal of the ipeher as a Gentile
should not be given automatic preference. Accordingyleier there is
the possibility that the centurion was a Gentile tluthe fact that Anti-
pas’ troops included both Gentile and Jewish soddand officers?’
According to my view there is convincing support foe claim that in
both of the earliest traditions, in Q and John, ¢eaturion/official was
regarded a Gentile. Both the narrative and theodisg support this con-
clusion. The Gentile identity of the centurion-ofil is also plausible in
the Galilean context as we shall see in chapter 5.5

In sum, the earliest tradition (Q and possibly Jatontained the
idea that Jesus was requested to come down taheeaknturion’s ser-
vant-boy. The actual coming of Jesus is also path@ early tradition
(Q), although Jesus never reached the destindttemonologue regar-
ding Jesus’ ability to heal from a distance is ¢oskeen as a reaction for
the coming of Jesus. In the tradition concernirg Slyrophoenician, as
far as we are aware, it did not contain any hiat thesus would have
been asked to visit the demonized daughter orJibsis himself would
have taken the initiative of visiting the patielm.contrast, in the story of
Jairus’ daughter, all the Synoptics, including Matt/, note that Jesus
was explicitly requested to visit the daughter (M&r23; Matt 9:18;
Luke 8:41). Moreover all the Synoptics claim thasuls actually did so —
he entered into the house where the daughter lag. dehese notions
suggest that the request to come, as in Luke 7d3Jahn 4:47, 49,
should be presupposed for the actual coming ofsJésuke 7:6/Matt
8:7-8).

5.4.5 The source of the double delegate in Luke

The Lukan double delegate (Luke 7:3-6) forms araésburce-critical
problem in our story. According to Fitzmyer it wdube difficult to ex-
plain why Matthew would have omitted this inforneati(Luke 7:3—6) if

527 Meier, 1994, 721, 723.
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he had known about it. Therefore he further stiled these verses
(Luke 7:3b—6d) about the double delegation, dodwmsive from the Q,
but they are to be regarded as a “Lucan compositiitzemyer supports
this conclusion by further noting that Luke 7:3-@htains Lukan voca-
bulary>?® This view represented here by Fitzmyer can becizitd at
some principal points. Several scholars supporttsac claim that the
delegations are due to a Lukan redaction and lieateference to the de-
legations were not part of the original Q-traditidtor example Meier
claims that the both of the delegations of Lukeé/laikan creations. He
supports this conclusion by stating that the Jewislegation aims at
emphasizing the centurion’s ethnic origin as a Gt It is also im-
portant to note that the delegations in Luke 7 Ipedrthe delegation in
Acts 10, where Cornelius, the Roman centurienatovtapyng), sends a
delegation to request Peter to come to his housts (80:4—-95%° The
primitiveness of the double delegation is also tjoped due to the fact
that John does not mention them, although he claimguely that mes-
sengers arrived to tell to the official that hisybwas well (John 4:51-
52). There is reason to assume that John would ye@served the tradi-
tion of Jewish elders addressing Jesus for the shltge official. After
all, in John 12:20-22 some Greeks request Jesasipths to talk to
their master about their cause.

As noted, according to Luke Jesus did not meetbetile cen-
turion face to face, but rather through emissatiake has not preserved
a single story in which Jesus would have actually axGentile on posi-
tive terms. Of course the Gerasene demoniac was pnoisably a Gen-
tile, but his ethnicity is not explicitly stated the Synoptics. In Luke
Jesus stays almost entirely within the bordersesiish Palestine — in
contrast to the other Synoptics Luke does not roeraif Jesus visiting
the territory of Tyre and Sidon or the surroundimgas of Caesarea Phi-

528 Fitzmyer, 1981, 649. Lukan vocabulary can be ssdeast in the wordupayivouot
(Luke 7:4a), which is found 37 times in the NT, &@&&ltimes in the Luke-Acts. Marshall,
1978, 278. Also Marshall argues that Luke 7:3-6t@ios some Lukan vocabulary. Gag-
non (Gagnon, 1994, 133) states that during the7ldstears scholars have argued for the
view represented here by Fitzmyer — so to saypthggnal source did not know anything
of the double delegate of Luke 7.

529 Meier, 1994, 722.

5% See Bird, 2006, 116-117.
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lippi. The fact that Luke, who certainly supportis® Gentile mission,
did not reveal any clear occasions when Jesus waaid met a Gentile
face to face, suggest that Luke intended to reptelesus within a sal-
vation historical plan where Jesus’ pre-Easter imisg/as strictly only

for the Jews and on Jewish land. The schema frolite&#&o Jerusalem
also formulates the Lukan Gospel. Jesus does mpatrtzom his path to
the Holy city (Luke 9:31, 51; 13:22; 14:33; 17:18;:28). In light of the

theological intention of Luke in which he aims tveal Jesus’ mission
as supremely Jewish, it becomes more reasonalglaito that the idea
of the double delegation is to be understood asikamh creation. Be-
cause of the delegation Jesus does not directly an@entile.

In 1994 Gagnon summed up the scholars’ views réggrthe
question of the source of the double delegatiores tvwe last 70 years.
He stated that “the trend has been to regard th# aidhe double dele-
gation as a piece of Lukan redaction.” It has be®ued that the origi-
nal Q-tradition of the story of the centurion ofp@anaum, which was
used by Matthew in the formation of Matt 8:5-10j diot contain the
delegations®! The trend, which was referred by Gagnon, has besn
kened. In 2006 Bird stated that concerning the tipreas to whether the
original Q contained the delegations or whetherd_akeated them, the
scholarly support for both views are fairly evebiglanced® Gundry
and Gagnon have proposed that Matthew would indee@ had rea-
sons to abbreviate the Lukan story of the doublegdte if he had
known it>*3 According to Gundry the centurion is a prototype Gen-
tile believers and therefore Matthew does not viigh Jewish elders to
praise him for loving their people and buildingyaagogue for them, as
Luke has it (7:3-5). Matt 21:43 states that thegélom of God is trans-
ferred to another natioéfoc), and the synagogue is referred twelr
synagogue” in opposition to the Church (Matt 10:23;34)°* It is ap-

%31 See Gagnon, 1994, 133.

*2Bjrd, 2006, 116-117.

%33 Gagnon, 1994, 133-142.

5% Gundry, 1994, 141. Gagnon, 1994, 139, 141-142.
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parent that Matthew has abbreviated certain passaggch have longer
parallels in the other Synoptics (Matt 9:2, 18-19:2—3)>*°

Despite the fact that Matthew has included somieGantile and
pro-Jewish statements of Jesus in his Gospel (Ma8—6; 15:24), it is
obvious that Matthew is positive to the Gentile sioa of the Church
(Matt 28:18-20). Matthew mentions Jesus occasigraketing with
Gentiles and helping them — the Syrophoenician worttze Gerasene
demoniac and the centurion’s servant. Matthew cm¢shesitate to re-
call Jesus crossing over the political borders efil€ and Judea into
the Gentile lands of Tyre, Sidon, Gerasa and CaasBhilippi. In the
context of Matthew’s theology we can credibly arglat Matthew had
omitted the mention of the delegations which obsduone of Jesus’
rare meetings with a Gentile. We have reason tpasgp that Matthew
would not have left unmentioned any tradition whitdalt with Jesus
meeting a Gentile on positive terms. At the sametive have to note
that Luke — as he seems to be concerned with Jdsussh mission —
could have readily recalled the delegations. Thesgmce of these dele-
gations prevented Jesus from meeting face to fittete Gentile. Con-
sequently, the absence of the delegations suits with Matthew's
theology, and their presence suits well with Lukésology. If the dele-
gations were already found in the tradition, neitheke nor Matthew
would have related to them in a neutral manner. dunestion arises: if
they were not in the early tradition, would Lukeséanvented them?

If the narrative about the double delegate hassislia the tradi-
tion, does it contradict Matthew’s claim that Jemet the centurion? In
accordance with the inner logic of the Matthean laukian narrative our
answer would, in principal, be negative although necessarily cre-
dible. The words of the centurion’s friends aredsas if the centurion

%% See Theissen, 1983, 177. Theissen notices thah&tathas shortened many miracle-
stories. In the case of Jesus healing Peter's matHaw we get the implicit impression
that Jesus was alone with the woman — i.e. there we other guests (Matt 8:15; in con-
trast with Mark 1:31/Luke 4:39). Also in Matt 9:22t-we get the impression that the wo-
man with an issue of blood met Jesus more intimatelt surrounded by a crowd. How-
ever from Mark 5:27/Luke 8:44-47 we read that thees a great crowd surrounding
Jesus. In the Matthean versions of the storieseraing the Gerasene demoniac (Matt 8),
the healing of Jairus’ daughter (Matt 9) and thal&ptic boy” (Matt 17), as well as in the
story of blind man of Jericho (Matt 20) we see tiatthew has shortened the stories.
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himself had said them to Jesus (Luke 7:6) — i.dirgh person singular.
These words of the centurion’s friends are fountbécalmost identical
as those from the mouth of the centurion in thethMstn version of the
story (Matt 8:8):klpie, olk elpl ikavog tva pov UTO THY oOTéYNMY
€loéAdng, dArd povor eime Adyw, kal lebroetal O malg pov. In Luke
7:6—7 the centurion speaks to Jesus through hissaniés, but despite
this, the message is almost identical with Matt &8th sayings are in
first person singular. Thus Matthew need not nerdgshave explicitly
mentioned the messengers. This argument again ungsort from Mat-
thew’s tendency to abbreviate stories.

The Lukan narrative, contextualizing the dialogdelJesus and
the centurion (or his agents), is slightly contrmsie. According to Luke
7:3 the centurion senéiéateLder) the Jewish eldersigeofutépovg tov
Toudetwv) to ask Jesus to com&fwr) and heal his servant. The elders
are said to have convinced Jesus that the centdéserves his aid. Ac-
cording to 7:6 Jesus responded positively to thdur®n’s request and
went with the emissariegmppeleto obv adtoic) to meet the centurion.
But as Jesus was already near the centurion’s Hbasgenturion surpri-
singly changed his mind and refused to allow Jésusome under his
roof because he was not worthy of such a wsityap ikavde etpr Tva
o Ty otéyny pouv eloéAdne: (7:6). This self-contradicting feature,
which portrays the centurion as indecisive, magden as a support for
the traditional character of the Lukan version loé tstory. It can of
course be claimed that Luke uses the intermediatesmphasize the
centurion’s humility, but his character as an extmpbeliever and as a
humble man becomes evident also in the dialoged,itshich is shared
by Matthew (Matt 8:8—-10/Luke 6d, 7b—9). The doutidegation gives
an indecisive impression of the centurion. Besidssthe Jewish elders
are seen in a rather positive light, the centudnd his actions are pecu-
liar. He does not give clear orders. In Matthewession these peculiar
contradictions are absent. The centurion, as Mattkeés us, did not ask
Jesus to come to his home, but only plead thasdngant was seriously
ill (Matt 8:6). Due to the use of delegates the &mikersion of the story
raises the impression that Jesus came from afar s&€bond delegation,
the friends of the centurion, met Jesus as “hengasinymore far”#{sn
d¢ adtod ol pakpav) from the centurion’s house. To be sure in Caper-
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naum the distances were never long. Thus the ideksus arriving
through the town to meet the centurion and encomge delegation on
his way seems artificial. We are to notice that wWuerd pakpav is Lu-
kan>3°

In light of the several aspects, it may be askethé& Lukan
double delegate to be held as part of the primiiegy of the centurion
of Capernaum? Marshall claims the following: “Itasleast as possible
that he (Matthew) has abbreviated here as that lalsecreatively ex-
panded the story>*’ Gundry maintains:

“The unlikelihood of the centurion’s sending twaceessive de-
legations is matched by the unlikelihood of an iti@n of such
an awkward literary device®

However, as the delegations seem to suit Luke'sltigécal themes, and
as they are absent from John and Matthew, andeapabsage contains
Lukan vocabulary, | prefer to regard them as a bubk@ation.

5.5 The identification of the centurion: Jew or

Gentile?

We have already briefly noticed that in none of vkesions of the story
of the centurion’s or official's servant (Luke, Mla¢w and John) is it
clearly stated that the centurion/official or hensant-boy would have
been a Gentile. We shall now examine more profouti## questions of
the centurion’s and official's ethnicity. Needletss say that these are
crucial questions for our concern, as we are ¢fiagf Jesus’ attitude to-
wards the Gentiles. The Lukan and Matthean storguah implicitly

support that the centurion was a GertifeThis conclusion is reached

%% The worduaxpiv appears four times in Luke (7:6; 15:13, 20; 19:1jt only three
times all together in Matt, Mark and John (Matt@:®1ark 12:34; John 21:8). The words
pakpav améxovtoc are found identically only from Luke 7:6 and 15:20

587 Marshall, 1978, 278.

5% Gundry, 1994, 147.

%% Bird, 2006, 118-120. John certainly had theoldgieasons to present him as a Jew,
while Luke and Matthew had theological reasonslamtthat he was a Gentile (p. 119).
According to Bird the centurion was regarded a%ati® in the early tradition.
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due to the fact that the centurion’s faith is comaplawith the faith of Is-
rael and none of the versions of the story claiat thesus would have
actually visited the home of the centurion. Scholaave traditionally
taken it for granted that he was a Roman centuridrs view is still
supported by several scholars such as Davies disbii*° Perhaps the
majority of current scholars hold that the centanieas not a Roman of-
ficial, but an official of Antipas’ soldiery** Incidentally, we may be
certain that if the centurion was a Roman centurienwould not have
been a Jew. This certainty is based on the notfodosephus Ant.
14:204, 226-228, 232) according to which sincetitine of Julius Cae-
sar Palestinian Jews were exempt from Roman nyilgarvice.
Presumably both Matthew and Luke, as evangelistis radac-
tors, would have been tempted to portray the affasea Roman centu-
rion. Both evangelists portray Roman centurions ipositive light*?
This is surprising because the Roman troops wetedhamong the
Jews, particularly during the two decades followihg Jewish War. Al-
though the Gospels of Matthew and Luke were contbdseing this pe-
riod, they do not mediate any obvious enmity felvards the Romans.
It is explicitly stated that Jesus was tortured andtified by Roman sol-
diers. These soldiers would have been led by a Rareaturion (Luke
23:36; Matt 27:27-31, 32-37). According to Matthamd Mark a Ro-
man centurion recognized Jesus as the Son of @btiunder the cross
(Matt 27:54; Mark 15:39). Luke states in Acts 18ttthe exemplary and
first Gentile to become a Christian was the GodifigaRoman centu-
rion (xetovtapyng) named Cornelius. After the Jewish war the hatfed
the common Jews was usually targeted especiallarsvthe centu-
rions, who were local Roman leaders (Sifre Dtn..BA9. Jewish wri-

0 Davies & Allison, 1991, 18-19. Keener, 1999, 2Btlina & Rohrbaugh, 2003, 55,
252-253. Malina & Rohrbaugh state that the stamlfitdoes not directly answer whether
the Roman centurion was an Israelite or a nondisgaéccording to Malina & Rohrbaugh
there were Israelites who served in the Roman annwarious ranks (p. 252). This is in
contrast with the argument of Gnilka: Gnilka, 1988, 309. According to Gnilka Jews
were exempted from the duty of serving in the Romany. Gnilka states that the Roman
army active in Judea consisted most probably obgr&amaritans and Syrians, p. 36.

1 Bovon, 2002, 259. Crossan & Reed, 2001, 88-89.shdl; Jonathan, 2009, 75.
Marshall, 1978, 279. Bird, 2006, 118-119. Meier949721. Sanders, 2002, 9, 11-12.
Chancey, 2005, 50-56.

2 Davies & Allison, 1991, 19.
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tings of the first century and later testify deeyl ainderstandable en-
mity felt towards the Romaré®

Both Luke (7:6; 23:47) and Matthew (8:5, 8; 27:548e the
Greek termékatovtapyne, which means a centurion. Mark (15:39, 44—
45) uses the Latinism of the same term in his Gosgetuplwy.”**
These were titles of Roman army-officials, but ltléin term kevtupiwy
referred more clearly to Roman troops. Neither Luke Matthew use
this term in the case of the centurion of CapernaDhancey notes that
in Josephus’ use the termutovtapyne refers in most cases to Roman
officers, but occasionally also to non-Romans,dldlisers who are part
of the biblical narrative. Noteworthy the term appefrequently in the
LXX of course without any Roman associatigfisHerod Antipas had a
soldiery @nt. 18:113-114), which consisted most probably of hh
wish and non-Jewish soldie¥é. Antipas’ soldiery actually became an
object of Romans suspicion at the beginning of &&ialigula’s reign
(37-41 CE). It is to be noted that the ethnicitg, the possible Jewish-
ness of the army, was not at stake when Antipasasassed?’ Jose-

%43 Keener, 1999, 265, n. 16. In the early JewiststRdme is often seen as the new Baby-
lon and the place of captivitys{b. Or.5:143, 1592. Bar.11:1; 67:7;4. Ezra3:1-2, 28;
Rev 14:8). The Amoraim frequently call Rome by amfiliating nickname, ‘Edom’ lf.
Mak. 12a;Gen. Rab37:2; 44:15, 17; 63:7; 76:&X. Rab.1:26; 18:12; 23:6; 31:17; 35:5;
Lev. Rab.13:5; 23:6;Num. Rab11:1; 14:1; 15:17Deut. Rab.1:16; Qoh. Rab.5:7 81;
11:1, 81; 11:581Pesiq. R10:1; 13:2; 14:15; 15:20). In the later textste# Qumran com-
munity, the ‘Kittim’, who are objects of the sedtar hatred, are to be identified with the
Romans.

¥ Davies & Allison, 1991, 19. Marshall, 1978, 279.

%% Chancey, 2005, 52-53. The tewartovtdpyng refers to a Jewish officer Bell. 2:578.

In the LXX it appears in several places: Exod 1829; Num 31:14, 48, 52, 54; Deut
1:15; 1 Sam 8:12; 2 Sam 18:1; 2 Kgs 14:1; 1 Ch.29:

%6 Luke 23:11 states that in Jerusalem Herod Antipasked Jesus together with his sol-
diers:&ovBerfong Se adtov [kal] 6 ‘Hpeddng obv tolg otpoteduaoly adrob kol éumoifog
TepLBaday E0BfTa Aopmpdy Gvémeuer adtov t@ ITAdTe.

%7 Josephus states that the new Emperor Caligulaestesh Antipas of preparing war
against his government. Such an accusation wagl @gsEnst Antipas by Agrippa |. The
accusation was supported by the statement thap@sithad collected armor to equip
70 000 menAnt. 18:251). At the end of Antipas’ reign king Aretagho was the king of
Arabia Petrea, launched war against Antipas’ awith the consequence that Antipas’
army was destroyedAft. 18:101-119). Josephus writes that this destruatiasa God’s
judgment against Antipas because he had executedtie Baptist, who was a just and
good man, and who urged the Jews to exercise \aridgighteousnest. 18:116-118).
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phus informs us that Herod the Great had requivegigners to be in his
army (Ant. 17:198-199). He even had Gentiles as his close/-bod
guards>*® We have no reason to suppose that Antipas would tife-
red from his father in these respe¥tsThis is even more assumable be-
cause Antipas ruled Perea, an area consistinghtdialy Gentile popu-
lation. Perea would quite likely have provided hsoidiers>*® An im-
portant aspect to note is that Antipas’ troops weganized in line with
the Roman army* Antipas eagerly adopted Roman and Greek termino-
logy for his officials>®? and the titlecenturionbelonged to Roman mili-
tary terminology. The adopted language of Herodnis of the reasons
why we should not automatically assume that théucem was a Ro-
man centurion because he is characterized with rmaRatitle Exetov
TaPYNE)-

Historical information based on Josephus indicadted there
were no Roman troops permanently stationed in &sff When revolts
occurred and Roman soldiers were needed to se@aeepthe troops
had to come from Syria, where three to four Ronegiohs — that is
about 20 000 soldiers — were statiofi&gdt is true that at the time of Je-
sus there were Roman troops, perhaps 3000 soldtatmned in all of
Palestine, but they were in Caesarea MaritimachleriJerusalem and
Ashkelon — not in Galile&”® The permanent presence of Roman centu-
rions or soldiers in Galilee in the 30s is quitdikely and it is based on

Antipas’ fate was poor: he lost his army, he did gain kingship over the Jews and the
new Emperor sent him to exile.

8 Bell. 1:672; 2:58.

%9 Chancey, 2002, 102, 175-176.

50 Chancey, 2005, 51-52.

%1 Chancey, 2002, 102.

%2 Marshall, Jonathan, 2009, 75.

%3 Chancey, 2002, 52-53. The assumption that pridgheodirect Roman rule in 44 CE
there would have been Roman troops stationed ile@abnd Roman soldiers patrolling
in the Jewish villages and highways, is erronetug4 CE all of Palestine was incorpo-
rated into the Judean province which was undectdiR®man administration and led by
Roman procuratorBell. 2:218—-220;Ant. 19:360-363) and under the surveillance of the
Roman governor of Syria. The Herodian rulers ofiléal namely Antipas and Agrippa |,
were from the Emperor’s point of view friendly aliekings. It would have been very un-
usual and against the Romans’ policy to statioir th@ops in such peaceful regions.

%% Stegemann, 2011, 2297.

%5 Chancey, 2005, 47-49. Stegemann, 2011, 2296-2297.
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a thin layer of evidence. Sanders states that e support found for
the presence of Roman soldiers in Galilee duriegéign of Antipas, is
precisely the debatable story of Luke 7:1-10/M&t-83°°®In addition
to this story of the Capernaum centurion, theréhés passage of Maitt
5:41, which is sometimes used as an evidence fsepce of Roman
soldiers in Jewish Galilee during the time of Je#uhiere was a Roman
centurion stationed with a small group of soldigr<Capernaum, their
duty could have been to patrol the highway, andireepeace, and per-
haps support and consult the troops of Antipas. él@w the mere exis-
tence of Roman troops in Galilee is unlikely, ahisieven less likely
that the Roman troops would have oppressed thée@adi in the 303

The presence of a Roman centurion in Capernaummgluhie
reign of Antipas has also been doubted becauseastipal improbabi-
lities. Meier clarifies that a Roman centurion vteshnically a leader of
100 men, but depending on circumstances, placesimed, a centurion
could also be a leader of only 30-60 foot-soldigtsf there had actu-
ally been 30-60 Roman foot-soldiers in Capernaunoitld have meant
that a notable percentage of the residents of @aper had been non-
Jewish soldiers. As we have seen in chapter 3a&dording to Reed
and Horsley the population of Capernaum reacheditab@00 inhabi-
tants. It is incredible that such a great Romarsgamee in Capernaum
would have escaped Josephus’ and the evangel@tsén

5% sanders, 2002, 12. See also Bird, 2006, 119. @yag602, 53.

5" There are no reasons or evidence for the Romaliessil assumed oppressive military
presence in Galilee during the 30s. Abusive andnsiffe behavior would not have been
tolerated by the Galilean Jews, and assumedly ildvbave been recorded in the written
sources of the first century. Evidence of the Roswldiers’ abusive behavior in Palestine
is apparent when we move to the 50s and 60s CEeTkiads of abusive actions became
sparks for the Jews’ revengeful reactioBsl(. 2:223-227, 229-230). In 40 CE, during the
Caligula crises, the Jews, and especially the &alilJews, had positive experiences of
Petronius, the Syrian legate from the Roman arraroRius indirectly opposed the Empe-
ror's command to force his image to be erectedhéntéemple of Jerusalem. The history of
the Caligula crises has been preserved by sevara¢ra writers. See JosephuBe(.
2:184-203Ant. 18:256-309), PhiloLeg. Gai.197-337) and Tacitug\Gnales12:54).

%8 Meier, 1994, 721. Meier defines in length theasffof a Roman centurion. They had a
vast amount of responsibilities which varied depegan several factors. It is impossible
to regard the centurions as a homogenous groupcteinly specified functions and duties
in the army. This is the reason why it is diffictdtmake generalizations about the centu-
rions. See Davies & Allison, 1991, 19. Keener, 198831-265. Marhall, 1978, 279.
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The most plausible argument is that the centurias & soldier
from Antipas’ army>>° This conclusion also gains indirect support from
John’s version of the story. John 4:46 and 49 ¢h#sman a “royal offi-
cial” (6 paoiiikoc). An officer of Antipas’ soldiery could be callea
royal official. However a Roman officer could hardie called a royal
official (06 Bxoirikdc) in the Galilee of the 30s. Our conclusion tha th
centurion belonged to Antipas’ troops does not aéhés ethnic identity
since Antipas’ soldiery consisted of both Jews @mshtiles. However
both the dialogue and the narrative sequence oépieode (Luke 7:1-
10; Matt 8:5-13) support the view that he is torbgarded as a Gentile.
As an officer of Antipas’ troops he would most lik&dave been Syrian.

5.6 The historicity of the healing of the centu-

rion’s servant

Deciding the historicity of the story of the certur is a complicated
matter. The story is quite probably preserved in traditions (Q and
possibly John). Concerning the Matthean and Lulasion of the story
the majority of scholars, among whom | stand os thiestion, suggest
that Matthew has been more loyal to the traditisant Luke>®® There
are also scholars who claim that Luke has presettvedriginal tradi-
tion in a more authentic forfi* The claim that the story has a historical
core has been supported by several observatioesstohy suits the pre-
70 context of Galilee. The Jewish town of Capernavas on the border
area of Antipas’ territory and it lay close to tie¢rarchy of Philip. Con-
sequently there would quite naturally have beeerdurion or official of
Antipas’ bureaucracy stationed in Capernaum. It banassumed that
this border town would have had toll stations andilitary garrisor®?

%59 Meier, 1994, 721. The army of Herod the Great sded of both Jewish and Gentile
(Syrian) soldiers. It is improbable that Herod Avats would have changed this functioning
practice of having Gentile soldiers.

%0 Fitzmyer, 1981, 648—649. Liidemann, 2000, 302.

%51 Gundry, 1994, 141, 147. According to Gundry Lukeniore loyal to the tradition.

%2 Meier, 1994, 720, 725. Bird, 2006, 118-120. Birates the following (p. 118): “The
story is plausible in a first-century setting wh@apernaum, as a thoroughfare on the eas-
tern Galilean frontier, was likely to have toll-ldtors and Herodian officials in the vici-
nity.”
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The dialogue between Jesus and the centurion dmteanswer any of
the pressing questions of the early Church reggrdircumcision and
observance of the Torah. It is not explicitly sthtdat the centurion
would have become a disciple or follower of Jeduss peculiar that
Luke does not, unlike Matthew and John, recordignversion of the
story any healing words of Jesus — the centuridefisinanswered. His
servant is healed from a distance without any wordsrayers. The lack
of the healing words might reflect the primitivadition.

The historicity of the story of the centurion ofgganaum has not
been widely accepted. Bultmann for example condutiat the story of
the Syrophoenician woman and the centurion of Gepen shared such
clear thematic similarities that they must havenbiegented by the early
Christians. These stories, so Bultmann insists faraginary, and we
must treat them as products of the Church.” Heh@irrtstates that
“hardly anyone will support the historicity of al@pathic healing®®®
Davies and Allison on the contrary state that tioeysof the healing of
the centurion’s servant is probably based on ared@anemory from
Jesus’ ministry®* Also Meier and Bird come to the conclusion that-b
hind the primitive tradition lies a historical evefinrom the public mi-
nistry of Jesus>® Meier, Allison, Davies and Bird rely mostly on the
same evidence for the support of the story’s higtgr The story of the
centurion’s servant is quite possibly based on regv@urces (Q and
John), there are indications that the earliest Gtexlition has an under-
lying Semitic substratum. The notion from the Q+seuthat Jesus was
astonished by the great faith of the Gentile migdnte been embarras-
sing for the early transmitters (Matt 8:10/Luke)7:®leier additionally
states that the notion of Jesus’ reaction is nondoin John, which
might be because John had the forceful intentiopasfraying Jesus as
divine. Both Meier and Bird use the statement apese as an argu-
ment for the historicity of the reaction — i.e. Ugseaction was embar-
rassing for the early Christians, and thus theohisty of the reaction

%63 Bultmann, 1963, 39.
%64 Davies & Allison, 1991, 18.
565 Meier, 1994, 726. Bird, 2006, 118. The citatiofrésn Meier.



195

can be supported by the criterion of embarrassiiéfthe words of
Luke 7:9b/Matt 8:10b have a strong claim for autleétly. They cohere
clearly with other sayings in Q in which Jesus carep the Gentiles
with “this generation” and with Jewish village&s.

The evidence supports the conclusion that the obitbe story
recalls a historical event in Jesus’ mission. Jegas remembered for
having adialogueor more precisely being challenged by a Gentile ce
turion-official in Capernaum.

5.7 The Gerasine demoniac (Mark 5:1-20)

5.7.1 Introductory remarks
The story of the Gerasene demoniac is sometimesi rast the third pos-
sible concrete encounter between Jesus and a &denién if the story
itself does not exclusively state the man’s etlpicdverything in the
story emphasizes his non-Jewishness.

This exorcist story is transmitted in all the Syticgs Mark 5:1—
20; Luke 8:26-39: Matt 8:28-34. It is a long andaded story>®® |
maintain with Wright that the context and the dstaf the story empha-
size the impurity and the non-Jewish elements emeoed by Jesus.
The story is located on the other side of the Léke 10 mépav tfg
Baldoong), on Gentile territory. The tombs, the pigs, tleendns that are
called by the name of a Roman war-unit Legion amal pig-farmers
transfer a clear message: Jewish Jesus has steppdtie non-Jewish

%56 Meier, 1994, 725. Bird, 2006, 118. Meier clarifims p. 725 that “the Q story presents
us with the only occasion in the miracle storiealbfFour Gospels where Jesus is said to
be “surprised”, “astonished”, or “marveling” (etlraasen, Matt 8:10 par.)... Indeed, it is
not surprising that throughout all four Gospels ithwhe notable exceptions of Matt 8:10
par. and Mark 6:6 — references to Jesus’ beingissted are simply absent.”

%7 | uke 10:13-15/Matt 11:20—-24 and Luke 11:29-32 Matt 12:41—42.

%8 For the origin of the story see Fitzmyer, 19813.7Bock, 1994, 768. Fitzmyer (1981,
733) correctly states that the Lukan version of“dtery is derived from “Mk” (5:1-20).”
Luke has more closely followed Mark while Mattheashabbreviated Mark more freely.
Matthew's redaction is clearly seen in his versafrthe story. Regarding the Matthean
special features see Davies & Allison, 1991, 76-80,Matthew concentrates on purely
Christological themes and he has omitted motifecated with ritual exorcism — Jesus
does not ask the name of the demon and thus Matlbes/ not mention the Legion. Mat-
thew makes no mention about the dialogue betwesrsBnd the healed man (Mark 5:18-
20).
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world. Wright further states that in this story Jgs$s surrounded by the
traditional enemies of YHWH and his peopie.

We may note that the story contains unique featuresus has a
dialogue with the demoniac/the demons, and moredwermgives in to
their will. The demons are allowed to enter the lpggd (Mark 5:7-12).
In other stories of exorcism Jesus is remembered@msnanding the de-
mons (Mark 1:25; 9:25), but not negotiating witkeithh The drowning of
the 2000 pigs is also a quite unique feature andasgs’ miracle-stories
(Mark 5:12-13). Precisely because of the terribke of the 2000 pigs,
this miracle story can be labeled as a destructivacle. With the ex-
ception of the withering of the fig tree (Mark 1314, 20-21), the
Gospels lack accounts of Jesus practicing destmictiiracles. This
might be surprising since Jesus is remembered dh@groclaimed a
fiery doom (Matt 11:20-24/Luke 10:13-15) and acawgdto Luke
9:54-55 the disciples even expected Jesus to pedodestructive fire-
miracle. In the OT destructive miracles are foundhie Exodus story
(Exod 7-12, 14) and in the prophetic traditionssofel (2 Kgs 1:10-12;
2:23-24). Modern scholars have been confused by‘ftheastic and
grotesque” elements of the story of the Gerasendmc — especially
the running of the 2000 pigs into the Sea and tih&iwning. For exam-
ple Fitzmyer states the following:

“The flamboyant and grotesque details of this stayeal the
tendency that was beginning to be associated vaiichmiracle-
stories in the gospel tradition, a tendency thane® to full
bloom in the apocryphal gospel traditioi™

5.7.2 The location of the story

The manuscripts contain textual variations regaydire location of the
exorcism. In some copies the location, which itestan Mark 5:1; Luke
8:26 and Matt 8:28, is said to be on the regionthef Gerasenesrt{y
xdpav tov Cepaonvdv) while others name the place as Gedarenes, Ger-
gesenes, Gergesines and Gergystenes. As has kteenbyomany, Ge-

%59 Wright, 1996, 195-196. Bird, 2006, 109-110.
570 Fitzmyer, 1981, 734.
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rasa [epaonvav) is the most likely original location of the stofyhere
are two convincing reasons for this reading. Firdtis reading
(Tepaomvdr) was known in both the Alexandrian and Westerditi@ns.
Secondly, this reading contains a practical probtegerding the dis-
tance between the Lake of Galilee and the regidBeshsa. It would be
strange if a later scribe had created such a pedatilemma for the
story>™* The Decapolis city of Gerasa was located 55 kmmftbe Sea
of Galilee. For sure its regions extended far, fmabably not as far as
the Lake. Even the demonized pigs would not hawnhable to run
such distances. Such a long distance makes thecinfusing.

Gerasa, the modern Jordanian city of Jerash, wasodnthe
greatest cities of Decapofi& During the Early Roman period Gerasa’s
inhabitants were probably mostly Semitic, and ga@teek. The Jewish
presence in the city is attested by Josephus watessthat the city spa-
red its Jewish residents during the outbreak of X&eish War Bell.
2:480)°"® From Josephus we learn that although the areaherast
side of the Sea of Galilee were inhabited by Gesitih Jewish minority
also resided theraBgll. 3:51-58). Matthew differs from Mark and Luke
by placing the story of the demoniac in the rega@nGadara (Matt
8:28). It is to be recognized that even in the azdelatt 8:28 there are
textual variations in the early manuscripts. Gadaes another city of
the Decapolis. The driving of the pigs into the seauld have been
more plausible from this city’s vicinity than frothe regions of Gerasa.
This is because Gadara was located only 10 km fhenSea of Galilee,
and it is possible that the city’s regions reactbedhe shore of the
Lake>"* Most probably Matthew changed the more traditidBatasa to
Gadara due to practical reasdfisBoth Gerasa and Gadara were Gen-

™ Meier, 1994, 651, 665. Adna, 1999, 295. Marcu§02®42-342. Collins, 2007, 263—
264, 266. Davies & Allison, 1991, 78-79. Bock, 19882—-784.

572 Chancey, 2002, 134.

%73 Chancey, 2002, 137. Collins, 2007, 267.

54 See Chancey, 2002, 137-138. Collins, 2007, 26an@#y notes that “Gadara’s pagan
character is evident from Josephus’s comment thathabitants complained about Herod
the Great's harsh rule and his ‘violence, pillagjed overthrowing of temples.” Sd&ell.
1:396; Ant 15:217, 354-359. At the death of Herod the Gr@atjara was not passed to
Archelaus, but to SyriaBgll. 2:97;Ant 17:320).

%5 Marcus, 2000, 342.
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tile cities. The fact that Jesus was, accordintpéoSynoptics, on Gentile
land is important.

5.7.3 Does Mark 5:1-20 contain an anti-Roman satire and

a déja-vu of the defeat of the Egyptians?
According to the story Jesus exorcised the demibres| egion, which
thereafter ran into the Sea. Some scholars havgesteyl that such an
episode would have recalled nationalistic Jewisphekoregarding the
nasty Romans and their legioti8.In the words of Crossan the idea of
driving the Roman legions into the Sea was a “w@formancial sum-
mary, in other words, of every Jewish revolutiorsmyream!®”” Mar-
cus suggests that the episode might originally teeen a political satire
of the Roman presence in the €45The Roman Legion consisted app-
roximately of 5000 soldiers. The mention of the ibegand the 2000
pigs gives the impression that Jesus is at war emtilé lands, comba-
ting Israel’'s enemies who totally outnumber him.vBigheless Jesus’
defeat of the Legion comes to glorify his authostyd power.® Marcus
states that Mark 5:10, as the demons plea to Jestishe would not
drive them off the land, recalls the Romans’ willltave their military
presence on the landopexaier adtov moAdd Tve pfy adtd Gmooteiln
&w ths yapag. Admittedly in the narrative such an interpretatinakes
sense: there were Roman troops stationed in tlas afethe Decapolis.
In Galilee, as we have seen, there were no Ronmampdrand no pig
herds, prior to 70 CE. In the pre-70 period Gal#gewl Judea were not
colonized and the Romans military presence in thelevof Palestine
was minimafP® The interpretation of Mark 5:10 would not havetedi
the Galilean situation prior to 70 CE. The surrangdarea of Gerasa, a
Decapolis city, on the other hand, would have pteglia suitable loca-
tion for the request. Interestingly the boar was gimbol of the Roman
legion in Palestine. The passageldEn.89:12 bears witness that some

576 Wright, 1996, 195-196. Theissen, 1991, 109-112clvta 2000, 351-352. Crossan,
1991, 313-318.

577 Crossan, 1991, 314.

578 Marcus, 2000, 351.

7°Bock, 1994, 773-774.

%8 Chancey, 2005, 55-56.
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Jews symbolized Edom/Esau as a black wild boaerliatJewish thin-
king of second temple period Esau is often usesisgnbol of Romé®*

Admittedly the story of the Gerasene demoniac himea touch
which suits the context of the territory of Gerasior to 70 CE. As we
have noted in chapter 3.4.3 these areas on thasidasbf the Sea of Ga-
lilee — the surrounding territory of the Decapelifiad formerly belon-
ged to the Jewish Hasmonean kingdo#mt( 14:74—76). In 63 BCE
Pompey had joined these areas into the Roman Empité¢hey became
part of the Syrian province of Rome. Due to Pompegnquest the Hel-
lenistic cities east of the Jordan River were Ebed from the Hasmo-
neans’ rule by the Roman legiotié Theissen states that “most of the ci-
ties of the Decapolis saw the appearance of theaRdegions as the de-
cisive moment in their history, the date from whibhy reckoned time.”
The Gentile inhabitants of the Decapolises sawRbenan legions as
guarantors of their independence. This historieakiground suits well
with the story of the Gerasene demoniac. The demeconwho presu-
mably represents a Gentile, is ruled by a Legiodeshons?® The ‘Le-
gion’ pleas not to be driven off the land (Mark @:Jand later the citi-
zens of the surrounding cities are requesting Jésusave the area
(Mark 5:17). These features of the story recaliomatlistic Jewish hopes
of overthrowing the Roman Legions which ruled theitory east of the
Sea of Galilee.

Besides the anti-Roman bias, the story of the @amsgemoniac
contains a reference to the Exodus narrative irchvttie Egyptians are
defeated and drowned in the Sea (Exod 14-15). Mahnas plausibly
clarified the connection between the story of theradSene demoniac
with the story of the Egyptian soldiers and charidtowning in the Sea

%81 Marcus, 2000, 344-345, 351. Theissen, 1991, 1h6is3en states the following: “The
connection of the demon legion with swine couldéhaeen suggested by the Roman le-
gions themselves. The tenth legion Fretensis had btationed in Syria since 6 CE, had
taken part in the Jewish war and the siege of derns and was subsequently stationed in
Judea. On their standards and seals they had, aoibeg things, the image of a boar.
Wherever the tenth legion was known, the storyhef éxorcism at the lake must have
awakened associations with Roman occupation, anthénSyrio-Palestinian region it
would have had more overtones and undertones thawhare else. That is the place
where it probably was told.”

%82 See Schirer, 1973, 239-241.

%8 Theissen, 1991, 109-110. The citation is fromQ8. 1
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(Exod 14:1-15:22). Between these stories theragparent verbal, the-
matic and narrative similarities. Both stories edmthe miraculous pas-
sing of the Sea in midst of a storm (Mark 4:35-81L; Exod 14:22;
15:16) and the drowning of the “enemies”, which defined in war-
terms (Mark 5:13; Exod 14:28-30; 15:19). In botbriss the Gentiles
are amazed, angry and shocked and they ran awak @bd—17; Exod
14:27; 15:14-15). As a result, in both stories thessage of God is
spread among the Gentiles (Mark 5:19-20; Exod 1035)%

Evidently the story of Mark 5:1-20 is pregnant wittumphant
and nationalistic themes recalling the defeat of thgyptians and
making some implicit references to the Romans. s battle in the
narrative, though, is between Jesus and the demdrsare explicitly
mentioned to be violent, strong and mafyThey are drowned as the
Egyptians who refused to “let my people go” andythee called by the
name of the Roman war unit. The ancient Egyptiamksthe current Ro-
man troops were certainly viewed as traditionalneies of Israel in the
eyes of many first century Jews. In the narrati/éhe Gerasene demo-
niac and within the overall theology of Mark’s gegpt seems that the
real enemy is not Rome and its Legions but Satan.

Mark 5:3 and 5 recall the parable of binding theo®sg Man
(Mark 3:27). Marcus states that in the narrativguseice the Gerasene
demoniac receives his power from the Strong Man, $atan. He is
bound and chained by him. No one can take confrtileddemoniac; no
one can bind him (5:3—4) before the Strong Manaigas defeated. The
verbal similarities of the verses (Mark 3:27/5:3-a4¢ apparentidéeic
Toyver abtov deudoat (5:4)%% Is it plausible to relate such an idea,
identifying the real enemy as Satan, with the histd Jesus? Surpri-
singly for the modern mind, the many exorcismshia Jesus traditions
are claimed to reflect a central part of Jesus’'siois— so quite many

%84 Marcus, 2000, 348-349.

%8 Noteably the demoniac is acting in a violent manhtark 5:3-5/Matt 8:28. Demoniacs
were often portrayed as violent and dangerousLEp.Aris 289-290Ant 15:98-99:T.
Sol.1:10. See Davies & Allison, 1991, 80.

%% Marcus, 2000, 343.
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scholars insist®” At the same time we are to notice that an anti-Rom
message hardly suits Jesus’ mission, which includednessage of lo-
ving one’s enemies. Arguably the Gospel writersenaot anti-Roman.
There are no convincing reasons to deny that Jgsukl have regarded
Satan, the Strong Man, as the main enemy. Seveitadgg from the se-
cond temple period refer to the belief that durihg eschatological or/
and current times Satan ruled or would rule over@entiles and over
the sinners of Israéf® During the eschatological times Satan would be
defeated (Isa 24:21-27. Mos.10:1;T. Jud.25:3;T. Levi18:12)°® It

is credible that Jesus, as several passages iadicake 13:16; Mark
3:27; Luke 10:18), would have held such views. €hae also firm ar-
guments to claim that Jesus held that the ruleatibBwas coming to an
end through his mission: i.e. now, not in the fatuBeliar was cast out,
rebuked and tied. Dunn states that “Jesus sawkbigisms as the defeat
of Satan.®® Meier further claims that the parable of Mark 3t2ike

%87 Funk, 1998, 60. Lidemann, Jesus 2000, 13, DurG8, 870-673. Meier, 1994, 646—
648. Wright, 1996, 451-453. Davies & Allison, 198465, 78. For a detailed analysis of
Jesus as an exorcist and for the argumentatiatsfbistoricity see: Dunn, 1998, 170-186.
Meier, 1994, 405-406.

588 Jub.1:20; 10:1-14; 12:20; 15:33-34; 19:28-29; CD 12;2LQS 1:24; 2:19-20; En.
15:11-12; 69:4-6; Wis 2:24. During the eschatolaigfalfillment and during the blessed
age to come Satan would be defeated and doome@4i84—-22;1 En. 10:4-16; 1QS
4:18-19;Jub. 23:29;T. M0s.10:1; T. Jud 25:3;T. Levil8:12;T. Naph.8:4. During the
end times the Lord would make war against Belial eleases its captives, Dan5:10-
11;T. Zeb.9:8. Jesus’ exorcisms implied, if Matt 12:28/Luk&20 is to be credited, that
the rule of God'’s kingdom had come over you. Frocerain religious Jewish perspective
of the time, the Roman legions would have beenrdeghas being driven by demons. It
must be noted that the saying of Luke 11:20/MatP82s regarded among the vast majo-
rity of scholars as authentic: Borg, 1998, 260-2Bdnn, 1998, 194-198. Meier, 1994,
404, 411-414, 422.

%89 See Horsley, 2006, 41-42.

0 Dunn, 1998, 181. Evans concludes in a similar rearfBvans, 2001, 173: “Part of the
jubilee is the announcement of liberation from BSafehe exorcisms were for Jesus evi-
dence of the powerful presence of the kingdom ofl @od of the binding and defeat of
Satan.” See also: Evans, 2006b, 215, 220, 226-12#8ssen & Merz, 1998, 258. Theissen
and Merz state that some Jewish writings from #uw@sd temple period expected that Sa-
tan and his powers would be defeated during thbagsiogical future when the kingdom
of God would arriveT. Dan.5:10-11; 1QM 6:6T. M0s.10:1-2), but that “only Jesus is
certain that this victory has already been won.&i$sen and Merz further state on p. 258
that Jesus “presupposes a fall of Satan. It bec@mesrtainty to him as a result of his
exorcisms: if the demons flee, that is a sign thatpower of evil has fundamentally been
broken.”
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11:21-22, which he holds to be authentic, is tabgerstood as a refe-
rence to Jesus’ victory over Satan. According taevidesus’ practice of
exorcism is to be seen as a demonstration of thihiatological de-
feat>"

Evans insists that the. Mos, which arguably was written around
the 30s CE®?reflects an eschatological hope in accordancehiomthe
reign of Satan would come to an end when the bietisee would begin
and when “his kingdom will appear in his whole d¢iea’ (10:1). The
defeat of Satan is regarded as a decisive markerfulfillment of the
eschatological hope of Israel’s restoration, whiatludes the gathering
of the twelve tribesT. Mos.3:4—-9/Mark 3:14—15)> For our concern it
is important to notice that the defeat of Satato ise connected with the
hope of God’s eschatological promises being felfill In the Qumran
texts and in the Pseudepigrapha the hope of defe&ttan, the source
of all evil, is an essential part of the eschatmalvisions. It is possible
that Jesus would have vaguely compared Satan svitlells traditionally
and currently held enemies: Egypt and the Romaiphsg®

5.8 The historicity of the Gerasene demoniac

From a form-critical perspective it is apparent ttie story follows cer-
tain patterns seen in the Gospel of Mark. In Ma&u$ is not recogni-
zed as the divine Son and as God’s Holy by any mgnizefore his
death. Only in front of the cross does a Romanuwent confess that
Jesus was the Son of God (Mark 15:39). Prior tode&th only spirits,
as well as God (Mark 1:11; 9:7), know his ideniity the SoA® In

Mark Jesus rebukes the demons and forbids themeteal his

! Meier, 1994, 418-419, 420-421.

%92 Evans, 2006b, 220.

%93 Evans, 2006b, 222-230. Evans concludes on p.H226the evidence does suggest that
Jesus and the author of fhestament of Mosé=eld in common several major ideas”, such
as the hope of gathering the tribes, defeatingnSatd the arrival of the kingdom of God.
Further he states on p. 226 that “what was antieipan theTestament of Mosés, Jesus
declares, taking place in his ministry.” By thisafé means that Jesus’ mission and pro-
clamation assumed and initiated that the kingdothdraived, the lost sheep of the house
of Israel were sought and Satan was being defeatied moment.

%% See Wright, 1996, 195-196.

%% Meier, 1994, 652—653.
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identity>® The story of the Gerasene demoniac contains these
theological elements: unlike the disciples (4:4k¥ demon knows that
Jesus is the “Son of the most high God”, 5:7. Beeaterses Mark 5:6—
7 fit the Markan theological pattern perfectly, Eleconsiders them as
non-historicaP®” The words of the demon in 5:7 (¢pol kol col) recall
almost identically the words of the unclean spmitl:24 ¢i fuiv kel
ool). Moreover the words of Mark 5:%[ é&uol kal ooi, are identical to
the plea of the Gentile widow of Zarephath to Hljjthe prophet from
Israel (1 Kgs 17:18). It might be that the redaadbrMark 5:7 has
created the question in order to draw a connedtt&ween an earlier en-
counter between an Israelite prophet and a Geittilis. is, however, not
the only possible interpretation of the questionéuol kel col. Most
probably this question emphasizes that there isimgtin common with
Jesus and the demons. The question could be treaisldVhat do we
have in common?®® The story of the Gerasene demoniac clearly re-
sembles other stories of exorcisms in the Synaoptics

It is clear that the four exorcism-stories of Jefusd in Mark
contain some typical elements which are often appain battles of
exorcism. However in certain central matters JesMsrcisms seem to
have differed from the ways of the other exorcidtdis time. During
the first century the exorcists often adjured teendns by a great name.
The Synoptics do not recall Jesus accompanyingxuscisms with pra-
yer, physical elements such as amulets, or by iadjun the name of
God or in the Holy Spirit. The early Christians aoéd to have driven
out demons in the name of Jesus. Jesus is simplyadiave comman-
ded €mtaoow), rebuked {mtipdw) and cast outékpaiiw) the de-
mons°>*® In many respects Jesus, as he is portrayed iBytheptics, was

% Mark 1:23-24; 34; 3:11-12; 5:6-7; 9:20.

7 Meier, 1994, 652—653.

% Davies & Allison, 1991, 81. Compare Judg 11:1Kd5 3:13; 2 Chr 35:21; 2 Sam

16:10; 19:23; John 2:4.

%9 Dunn, 2003, 669, 675-676. It was a general pradticthe exorcist to adjure to a great
name. See: 4Q560 2.5-6; Acts 19:A8¢.8:47;T. Sol.5:9; 6:8; 11:6; 15:7; 18:20, 31, 33;

25:8. Jesus arguably did not exorcise in anyonasen Matt 12:27/Luke 11:19. The early
Christians exorcised in the name of Jesus: MarB-@8; Acts 19:13-19. See also Adna,
1999, 291-292. Adna compares Mark 5:1-20 witih. 8:46—48.
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unique in his way of practicing exorcistfi.In the story of the Gerasene
demoniac it is to be noted that Jesus is not adjutie demon-possessed
person, but the other way around. In Mark 5:7 teendniac adjures
Jesus:dprifw ce tov Bedv. According to Dunn “it was apparently not
uncommon for demoniacs to engage the would-be &stadrca verbal
duel.” In such cases the demon-possessed wouldheathame of some
god in order to put a spell on the people or onetk@rcist. Dunn claims
that the demoniac is trying to “put a spell on 3dsy calling on the po-
wer of God (Mark 5:7).” Dunn further states thag tjuestion of the de-
moniac’s name is natural in the exorcist storiearkvs:9°*

The epithet, the “most high God”, mentioned in M&kk, was
familiar to the Jews as well to the Greeks. Acaagdio Bauckham'’s
calculations the epithet, “the Most high God”, amse31 times in the
OT, not including the book of Daniel. Bauckham estathat the epithet
appears altogether 284 times in the writings witiah, with good pro-
bability be dated between 250 BCE-150 CE. Impadstdat our subject
he states that “of the 284 occurrences, 250 aRalestinian Jewish lite-
rature”, and that the epithet is rare in the wgsrirom the western Dia-
sporat® The words of Mark 5:7;0d 6eod tod bisiotov, are found iden-
tically in Gen 14:18% In T. Mos.10:7 it is stated that the “Most High
will arise, the Eternal God alone, and He will appt punish the Gen-
tiles, and He will destroy their idols.” Son of thMost High God recalls
Luke 1:32, 35 and 4Q246. References to the Mosh igd are found
elsewhere in the NT: Heb 7:1 and Acts 16:17. Notddt our case, the

%% Bunn, 1998, 175-176, 197. Meier, 1994, 406.

%1 Dunn, 2003, 675-677. Dunn, 1998, 173. Theissed3,157. The citations of Dunn are
from Dunn, 2003, 675-676.

692 Bauckham, 2008, 110-111. The citation is from 0. Bauckham mentions that curi-
ously the epithet is not mentioned in 1 Maccabeekthe Psalms of Solomon. Notably in
the huge literature corpus of Philo and Josepheshtost High God” is mentioned only
14 times. The Hebrew nami&y bx is always translated in the LXX &sfedc Giotog, p.
111. On pages 123-126 Bauckham gives a table vduokists of the occurrences of the
mention of the “Most High God” in Jewish literatuttaring the time of 250 BCE-150 CE.
The name is especially common in the following veork Ezra (68 times), Ben Sira (47),
2 Bar. (24),Jub.(23),1 Enoch(17), Daniel (14). In the literature of the West&iaspora
the name occur frequently in Joseph and Asenethg38 in theTestament of Abraham
(10). In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchghose dating and origin is more
doubtful, the epithet occurs 17 times.

63 See also: Gen 14:18-20, 42En.6:30; 8:19; 9:46; Jdt 13:18; LXX Ps 57:3; 78:35.
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pagan god Zeus was called the most high &b@hancey clarifies that
one of the earliest datable constructions in Gevassaa temple to Zeus
Olympios. This temple was quite likely built in ti20s CE®® The
temple of Zeus in Gerasa and the reference to riiest' high God” in
Mark 5:7 further supports our conclusion that tterysof Mark 5:1-20
was originally connected to the areas of Gerasa.idéa of the demon
identifying Jesus might indicate that verses Ma&3 are a Markan
creation in line with his theological pattern, as kave noticed earlier.
Another exceptional point in the story is the reacbf the villa-
gers and the citizens of the surrounding GentiéasrThey became sca-
red €popmdnoar), and they asked Jesus to leave their areas, B7.5,
The story perhaps implies that the people wereusmaf and angry due
to the drowning of the pigs. In several other hepknd exorcist stories
the result is positive: people praise God and regfiether helg In
this story the people press to leave, and not gtayomewhat similar
reaction of the witnesses of a miracle is to bentbin Mark 3:6; John
5:16; Acts 16:19-2%" As we have already noted, this exorcist story is
the only one in which Jesus discusses with the dé&mnfwith the de-
mons (Mark 5:7-12). The story actually recalls 3esvice ordering the
demons to leave the man (5:8, 13). At first the dlesndid not obey
Jesus — this would have tended as an embarrassiiog for the early
Christians. Moreover, in the second ordering Jafiosvs the will of the
demons to be realized: they are to enter the pigt&d.3)°* The histo-
ricity of such a dialogue can be supported by tliterion of embarrass-
ment. It can be maintained that the redactor ofGlspel or the early
Christians would not have created a dialogue inctwhlesus answers

804 Marcus, 2000, 343-344. As Zeus was often calledstvHigh God” the Gentiles evi-
dently referred to the God of the Hebrews as thd Most High. See Num 24:16; 1 Esd
2:2; Dan 3:26; 4:2; 2 Macc 3:31; 3 Macc. 7:9. lastingly in Acts 16:17 a Gentile demo-
niac calls Paul as “servant of the Most High Gd8ée Evans, 2006b, 228. Bock, 1994,
772.

85 Chancey, 2002, 135. Collins, 2007, 268. Interghtinluring the crisis of Antiochus
Epiphanes the temple of Jerusalem was transforeeatding to 2 Macc 6:2 to the temple
of Zeus Olympios. This indicates that the pagaganded the temple of Jerusalem as the
temple of Zeus.

%% See Mark 1:27, 33-34, 37; 2:12; 3:10.

%97 See Marcus, 2000, 346.

5% Theissen, 1983, 176.
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positively to the demons’ request. On the otherdhtue outcome of the
dialogue, the drowning of the pig herds, can ba seeserving theolo-
gical intentions. In second temple Judaism thers wdelief that de-
mons and wicked angels would be driven into a ptgadgment Jub.
10:5, 9-111 En.21:10). Arguably the Sea often functioned as at®im
of chaos and destruction. The pigs are drownedénSea as were the
ancient enemies of the Hebrews, the Egyptians (BEXbd5). The sen-
ding of the demons into the pigs does not reqlieedialogue of Mark
5:7-12, even if the dialogue leads to the deswnatif the demons.

Several scholars insist that the story (Mark 5:)+2% a histori-
cal core. Jesus, they claim, met a demoniac inatka of Gerasa and
freed the man from the demons. However, often #messcholars state
that the episode concerning the pigs did not betorthe original tradi-
tion.°*® Admittedly the pigs running into the Sea creafeactical prob-
lem, namely the great distance between the larf@eshsa and the Sea
of Galilee. Suspicions regarding its authenticilgoaarise. As we have
noticed the 2000 drowning pigs are reminiscentefriarrative in Exod
14-15. It is clear that the story of the drownirigsphas Jewish nation-
nalistic features. These features of the storyllrexaably Jewish, but
not Christian or Christological aspeéiSit is of course possible that the
story of the pigs drowning into the Sea was oriljynpart of a Jewish
folktale, which later, at an early stage, was ipooated into the story of
the Gerasene demoniac.

The drowning of the pigs seals their destiny. Téte fof the de-
mons, after they have been driven off the perseams to have been an
important question for the transmitters of the itiad and for the early
Christians. How can it be ensured that the demonsad enter into the
person again? IAnt 8:45-49 Josephus states that a certain Jewish man
named Eleazar drew a demon from Emperor Vespasisephus writes
that after the driving of the demon, the exoraisbfide the demon from
entering the person ever agamt. 8:47%™ In a similar fashion Jesus is

609 Meier, 1994, 651-653. Adna, 1999, 297-300.

610 Theissen, 1991, 111.

®11 Eve, 2002, 326, 340-343, 349. Eve has studiedetush exorcism stories of the first
century. He concludes that exorcisms were rarenduhiis time period. According to Eve
the impression that exorcisms were popular amoagl#ws is based on the NT evidence
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told to have renounced the demon from re-entening the demonized
boy in Mark 9:5°* Certain texts from the second temple period reflec
the fear of being led by demof$.The book of thelubileesstates that
Noah and Abraham prayed that their sons would fespbfrom the
control of the demons/Mastemdup. 10:3-7; 19:28-29). Noah even
pleas that God wouldind the demons so that the sons of his servant, the
son of the righteous would not be led astrdyb. 10:5-7. Abraham
prays that God would deliver himself “from the haraf evil spirits”,
Jub.12:20. In 11Q5 XIX, 15, which is part of the “ple&deliverance”,
we encounter the following phrase: “Let no Beliahdnate me, nor an
unclean spirit.” InJub. 1:20 the plea of being freed from demonic rule
and accusations concerns not the individual bup#aple of God, Isra-
el: “Let not the spirit of Beliar rule over them #&xcuse them before
Thee, and to ensnare them from all the paths bfe@isness.”

In light of such fears of being led and bound byndas (see Matt
12:43-45/Luke 11:24-26), it is understandable thatGospels’ exor-
cist-stories state that the demons were strictlpiflilen to enter into the
person again (Mark 9:25Ant. 8:47; Tob 8:3). Satan is to be bound
(Mark 3:27). The demons were driven into the platédestruction and
doom - into the Sea (Mark 5:13). It seems reasentbtonclude that
the original story, which quite likely reflectechatorical occasion, con-
tained the dialogue between Jesus and a certaas&®s demoniac, and
the reference to the pigs. The running of the pigs the Sea is legen-
dary, and it ends the story of the demons: theynardonger running
around but are destroyed.

and not on the writings of Josephus. Eve claimthé&rthat the only clear exorcism story
dating from the first century which Josephus menttics the story of EleazaAfft. 8:45—
49). On p. 341 Eve concludes: “This indicates fleatish exorcists existed; but it does not
show that they were common. If they were commoe, might have expected Josephus to
allude to additional examples of the continuingefiveness of Solomon’s wisdom.”

%12 5ee Dunn, 1998, 173-174.

613 See Stuckenbruck, 2006, 146—165.
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5.9 The Gerasene demoniac and the Church’s

Gentile mission

The story of the Gerasene demoniac is complicatetthé view of the
early Church and its Gentile mission. First, thalbé demoniac, a Gen-
tile in Mark’s view, is not admitted to be with dss{iet’ adtod 1), even
though he does request that (Mark 5:18). At tlagetthe status of being
with Jesus o pet’ adtod) belongs only to the Twelve disciples
(3:14). Secondly, the Gentiles from the surroundBentile cities and
villages are not amazed in a positive sense ofetwecism. They are
angry and ask Jesus to get out of their lands.difhidesus sends the
Gerasene ex-demoniac to his hordg ¢ov oikév cov) in order to tell
(&meyyérrw) others what the Lord has done for him (5:19—-g0kontra-
diction with the commission of Jesus, the man dagggo home, but he
goes to Decapoligi tfi Aeckandrer) and proclaimskfpioow) what Je-
sus had done for him. None of these three poinitstisel idea of the
Church’s mission among the Gentiles very well. Ofirse the fact that
in Mark 5:19 Jesus gives the ex-demoniac a comanissi relate what
the Lord has done for him to his family, resonatemewhat with the
idea of mission for the Gentiles. In Mark Jesussmfcommissions
people to remain silent about their healings (146-7:36; 8:26). A si-
milar commission is given to the demons (1:24; 312 9:20). How-
ever we can observe that Jesus is not recordeaviodent the ex-demo-
niac into the Decapolis, i.e. into the Gentileestiin order to proclaim
the message. He is simply asked to go home andhitetfamily. No-
where is the ethnic identity of the Gerasene deawakplicitly expres-
sed, but the story portrays his context in Genféiatures: he is posses-
sed with demons, he lives amongst the tombs onil&eatritory, pig-
herds surround him, he acts violently and the demionside of him are
called by the name of a Roman war unit. It is @lwious that the Gera-
sene demoniac is not portrayed as a Jew, a losbfsébraham (Luke
19:9; 13:16), living in exile.

The evidence suggests that the story of the Gezademoniac
was not created in order to support the Gentilesimis On the other
hand, the story reflects a historical occasion whBysus met a Gentile
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demoniac in the area of Gerasa. The story was wexbén the tradition
and it recalled that Jesus had helped a Gentile.

5.10Concluding remarks

The story of the Syrophoenician woman and the sbdrhe Gerasene
demoniac are both reminiscent of themes arising fterael’s biblical
and current history. Additionally both stories eefi current political
struggles and difficult realities. These stories deep-rooted in the Pa-
lestinian environment and religio-political conteitotably the stories
are not intertwined with the early Christians’ @nt and actual ques-
tions. In the story of the Syrophoenician woman @entile is called a
dog, in the story of the Gerasene demoniac the Rdregion is driven
into the Sea and destroyed. These remarks woulel hesn problematic
for the non-Jewish Christians outside of Jewislestale. The stories of
Jesus meeting and helping a Gentile reveal thatsJéi&l not drive a
Gentile mission. These stories as such do not toatay commissio-
ning of Jesus to reach for the Gentiles. The sbéyre centurion’s ser-
vant emphasizes faith as the media through whi€eatile could re-
ceive help from Jesus. Faith is also strongly presethe story of the
Syrophoenician woman. It seems that the threeestaf Jesus healing a
Gentile do not serve a clear or obvious theologitntion. These few
stories are accounts of Jesus occasionally helipidiyidual Gentiles
who sought his help.
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6 Meals and table-fellowship in late second

temple Judaism

6.1 Introductory remarks

In this chapter considerable emphasis is laid adyshg the social and
religious implications of dining and banquetingli®e second temple Ju-
daism. The habit of dining with all kinds of peojdestrongly attested in
the Jesus tradition in both sayings and narratiegerial®* According
to Chilton Jesus’ practice of eating socially wase factor that most
clearly distinguished him from other Jewish teasfi&rNearly all scho-
lars agree that Jesus had the practice of dinivgn evith sinners and
publicans. The Jesus traditions suggest that Jegasded the meal as a
symbol of salvation. In this respect Jesus suithf it the religious
mind-set of late second temple Judaism. The Jeadiions make it ob-
vious that Jesus’ table-fellowship was not excledut inclusive in the
sense that he dined even with sinners and publicans

6.2 Dining in second temple Judaism

In the writings of late second temple Judaism, nads, festive meals
and abundance is often connected in a negative enamith leading a

sinful life.%*® In one of the several woes to the sinnér&i.94-103) we

read the following:

“Woe unto you who eat the best bread! And drinkewiim large
bowls, trampling upon the weak people with your migNoe
unto you who have water available to you all timeeti for soon
you shall be consumed and wither away, for you Haveaken

the fountain of life™®’

®14 Bird, 2006, 104. Holmén, 2001, 205. Borg, 1998, Mgier, 1994, 303. Wright, 1996,
149. Blomberg, 2009, 61. Ottenheijm, 2011, 3.

615 Chilton, 1996, 80.

6161 En.102:9: “Now | tell you, sinners, you have satiagyedrselves with food and drink,
robbing and sin, impoverishing people and gainirapprty, and seeing good days.”

6171 En.96:5-6.
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In addition to these passages luxurious and inailfgasting is critici-
zed for being sinful irAs. M0s.7:7-8. To be sure, festive feasting was
not seen in such a negative light, but rather fiegstable-fellowship
was to be shared in good company. This becomegempa Sir 9:16:
“At table choose the company of good men whosespsdn the fear of
the Lord.”*® Overall, Jewish writings of the second temple gubrem-
phasize that the righteous are to avoid the compérlye sinner§® In
m. "’Abot1:4 Yose b. Yoezer says, “Let your house be aeggif) place
for sages. And wallow in the dust of their feet.dAgirink in their words
with gusto.” In the context of these writings, whiportray some of the
social and religious atmosphere of the first cgnt@alilee and Judea,
we understand that if a Jewish religious teachesign prophet had
table-fellowship with sinners and publicans, thevaas provocative and
exceptional.

6.3 Meals (contemporaneous and eschatological)
in second temple Judaism: The meal as a sym-

bol for nationalism and separatism

For religious Jews dining was regarded as an impbnteligious sym-
bol. Scholars have inquired how the current feasitd meals were
understood in connection with the eschatologicdfillfuent and the
eschatological banquet. J. Priest has studied Hhwweschatological
and/or messianic banquet was understood duringtithe of second
temple Judaism. He concludes that even thoughdbieaéological ban-
quet is often taken for granted, as an evidenbfactthe eschatological
expectations, surprisingly outside the canonicafses the eschatologi-
cal banquet is clearly mentioned only twice in Jlesvish sources of se-

618 See: Sir 9:9:“Never sit down with another man’&evdr join her in a drinking party, for
fear of succumbing to her charms and slipping fatal disaster.”

619 See Pss 1:1, 26:5. In Jewish writings of the se¢emple period it is emphasized that
the righteous are to avoid the company of the s@rieEn. 104:6; 91:3-4. Be separated
from the company of the sinners: Sir 7:16; 11:9;30 You are to offer your help for ot-
hers, but not for the sinners, 12:1-8: “Give to gioe-fearing, but never help the sinner”,
12:4. God hates the sinners, 12:6. If you joindbmpany of the wicked, you will get in-
volved in their wickedness, 12:14. The righteoud ire sinners are not to be in company
of each other, Sir 13:17; 33:14. See’Abot1:7;Jub.22:16.
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cond temple periodt En.62:12—16 an@. Bar.29:1-8°° Among these
two references to an eschatological banquet wealseto note 1QSa
2:17-22, which relates the eschatological and rae&simeal envisioned
by the Qumran community. Despite the fact thatdlear references to
the eschatological banquet are scarce, it is witleld that during the
first century CE the great meal had become a symwhbdéliverance and
eschatological fulfilment. Wendland for examplatss that

“several pertinent intertestamental passages stipip@rconclu-
sion that the notion of a “messianic banquet” was that would
not only have been current in the minds of Jesudiemce but
also highly relevant as welf

This tradition of thought, symbolizing deliveraneéh a meal, reached
its roots at least to the prophecies of Isa 55:4r8 Jer 31:10-14, in
which the renewal of the covenant between Isradl AHWH, the ga-
thering of the scattered people of God, the natimsoration is accom-
panied by an abundance of wine, water, bread aod. fdhe vision of
Isa 25:6—8 has been especially important for tlea idf the pilgrimage
of the nations to the Mountain of the Lord, whergraat banquet is
held %

Throughout the second temple period and the Tdoradriod
(70-200 CE), the NT is the richest and the mosbigmt document for
the idea of eschatological banqff@tThe Gospels’ material of Jesus
makes references to the eschatological fféah Matt 8:11-12/Luke
13:28-30; Luke 14:15 the basic meaning of the banguthe kingdom
of God seems to be self-evident for the audienc#estis. It requires no
further explanation, and therefore it suggests thahe minds of first

620 priest, 1992, 223-224. For other important treatmef the subject of the messia-
nic/eschatological meal see especially the follgwntiexts: Smit, 2008, 1-34. Smith, 1991,
64-73.

621 Wendland, 1997, 171-172. The quotation is froml 2. As evidence for the wide-
known concept of the banquet as a symbol of salwatVendland refers to 2 Esd 2:38;
En.60:7-8; 62:14; 1QSa 2:11-28idrash Genesi$2:2 andb. Sanhedrirl53a. See also
Wright, 1996, 532.

22 Horsley, 1993, 173-174.

623 prigst, 1992, 229-232.

624 Matt 8:11-12; Luke 14:15-24; Mark 14:25.
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century Jews the idea of the great feast couldeaasily be understood
as symbolizing the eschatological deliverafféélhe part of the rabbi-
nic literature, which can be dated prior to 200 G&mnely the Mishnah,
does not describe the eschatological banquet, asdohly two refe-
rences to the eschatological banquet. R. Akibaestatcording ton.
‘Abot 3:16 that “the judgment is a true judgment. Anckrgthing is
ready for the meal.” Im. '‘Abot4:16 Rabbi Jacob says that “this world
is like an antechamber before the world to comd.r€ady in the ante-
chamber, so you can go into the great hall.” These references are
short and cryptic. According to Priest these twesaaes from the Mish-
nah testify that the theme of the eschatologicasiamic banquet was
so well known during the Tannaitic period that @nghorities of the
Mishnah could refer to the eschatological mealichsa bypassing man-
ner®® We can securely state that the Jews of Jesus’diouél under-
stand a great meal as a symbol of the kingdom af @®f eschatologi-
cal deliverance. The biblical tradition (Isa 25:65%:1-5 etc.) would
have given rise to such beliefs. A great and fasidl could work as a
metaphor for the eschatological deliverance, beitvikions of the escha-
tological fulfilment did not necessary involve aschatological me&f’

It seems that the daily meals in the ancient JewisHdview
were connected with theological significance. THe sfates that joyful
and festive meals were willed by God on certaitifasoccasions (Deut
12:7-18). Eating a meal could be accompanied wiigious rituals and
offerings (2 Sam 6:18-19; Exod 24:1-11). A sacrezhintould imply
the idea of dining before the Lord and seeing Hirod 24:1-11). At
the time of Nehemiah a joyful meal, dining with ttaenily, was practi-
ced in the connection with the confirmation of twvenant (Neh 8:9-
12). Also covenants and contracts between humars eomfirmed with
a shared meal (Gen 26:26-32; 1 Kgs 1:22%%6J0 offer a meal to
one’s enemies was a sign of peace, 2 Kgs 6:21-@2 &hr 28:14-15.
It is noteworthy that in these two cases the I#eebr the Judeans are

625 priest, 1992, 231.
62 Priest, 1992, 233.
627 Priest, 1992, 238.
628 priest, 1992, 235. For the meals in the OT seeRitsmberg, 2009, 38—41.
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not mentioned as sharing in the meal: they justeskit. We may state
that in the OT festive banquets shared by the Hebend the Gentiles
are rare, but not exceptional as Neh 5:17 and 2K§sproves$® We
hear of the prophets’ criticism towards the Istasli banquets which
were often connected with religious motives. Insthenore or less clear
references to the banquets Gentiles are not etiplicientioned: Isa
28:7-9; Hos 4:18-19; Aam 6:4-6; Mic 2:11. In Isa&2® the eschato-
logical banquet is prepared by the Lord for all thations #$wwi-
Ssb/mdlor toic €Bveow). It is to be noted that the presence of Israel
around the table is not explicitly stated, althoitglpresence can be pre-
supposed.

Blomberg has correctly claimed that during the sectemple
period, and especially since the Maccabeen uprikiadood restrictions
of the Jews became stricter. Also the restrictb@siding with whom it
was suitable to dine were tightened. The Jews’ fadde became more
excluding towards ethnical outsiders and towardemotews who did
not belong to the same sect or socio-religious grdtnis strictness and
exclusive attitude is most apparent in the Qumramraunity, but is
also seen among other religious groupings suche®harisee¥° No-
tably in the texts of the second temple periodnagimg the eschatologi-
cal banquetX En. 62:12-16;2 Bar. 29:1-8 and 1QSa 2:17-22), the
Gentiles are not mentionetl.En. 62 attests that the meal of the Son of
Man is for the righteous and for His elettEn.62:12—-13, 15). All the
sinners are slain with the word of the Son of Mamsuth, and all the
unrighteous are destroyed. All the kings and thghtyi, all the rulers of
the world, who have oppressed the elect, are iemirds the Son of Man
is revealed to them and they will face their judgind En. 62:2-11.
According to2 Bar. 29 the eschatological meal and the manna from
heaven are given at the consummation of time, fairsdsierved to all of
those who are left and who are residing in Isrétel ahe doom (29:3, 5,
8).

Interestingly Tobit (Tob 1:6-8) clarifies that eyahird year he
used to travel to Jerusalem and serve and sharstiaef meal with the

2% See Raisanen, 2010, 250.
6% Blomberg, 2009, 41-44.
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orphans, widows and the proselytes that had setftiechselves among
the sons of Israekfooniitoic Tolg mpookeluévole toic vioig Iopanl).
This practice, he states, was in accordance wéh.#w of Moses, Tob
1:8. In Tob 2:1-2 Tobit, then living in exile in INtveh, requests his son
to find and invite some poor brother of his pedqpteyov tév aderpdv
nuav), who have remained faithfubq péuvmtar é&v 8 kapdia adtod),
to dine with him on the holy feast of Pentecostpantly during the
feasts Tobit made a great meal and chose with apeaie those with
whom he would share the food. Religious and nalifestivals were the
occasions for festal dining. During the second tengeriod the mea-
ning of dining, especially the dining in connectiwoith the festivals as
Sukkot and Passover, reached sacral dimen&ibns.

Table fellowship made a social claim: with whom go@ willing
to eat? In a Jewish religious and national contegttable fellowship
formed a statement concerning who would have aeshiamong the holy
ones of God, among the people of God. The greajusiwas to be pre-
pared for the elect. Bryan states that the Pharisee

“very probably viewed their eating with others asexpression
of election, an idea which also easily could be eledrly was
expressed with the image of the eschatologicat.fé&s

By sharing a meal the participants confessed iimahutual respect.
The participants of the shared meal considered e#itdr as brothers.
Besides food and drink, also acceptance and fangss& was embraced
over the table fellowshif®* Precisely due to this great significance of a
shared meal it is understandable that the Jewer those Jews who in
principle anticipated the eschatological pilgrimagfethe Gentiles —
were hesitant to share the eschatological banqitht the Gentiles.
Jesus’ dining with sinners and publicans understalydcome as a
shock for many (Mark 2:15-16). By dining with sinmeand publicans

61 Meyer, 1979, 159. Holmén, 2001, 204. See the Violig passages: Gen 31:51-54;
Exod 18:12; 24:11; 1 Kgs 3:15.

632 Bryan, 2002, 80.

6% Borg, 1998, 94. McKnight, 1999, 44-45. Meyer, 19789-160. Holmén, 2001, 204—
205. Bauckham, 2005, 110.
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Jesus called into question the normative viewoasho were the elect
and who were not.

Prominent scholars such as Jeremias, Perrin, Biffon, San-
ders, and Horsley maintain that the festive anchapeals of Jesus are
to be regarded as representing the messianic-edotiaal banquet/
meal in the kingdom of God already realized in toepany of Jesus
(Mark 2:15-22), or that these meals are to be deghas representations
of the future reality when the actual eschatoldgieaquet begins (Matt
8:11-12)%** Meyer states that Jesus put his preaching intie@eaction
through the public meals. The meals embraced Gimigsveness and
they were a realization of the restoration of Israecording to Meyer
“Jesus himself conceived his dining with sinnersaasanticipation of
the banquet of salvation with the patriarchs inréign of God.***In a
similar fashion Chilton maintains that

“meals in Jesus’ fellowship became practical pasbihose
meaning was as evocative as his verbal parablexiwiave
consumed much more scholarly attention). To joitis meals
consciously was, in effect, to anticipate the kimgdas it had
been delineated by Jesus’ teachifitj.”

Jesus was welcoming the lost sheep of the Houtsral; he was cele-
brating the turning of the sinners towards God.aintain that the prac-
tice of communal and cheerful dining and the pcactf teaching about
the kingdom of God in words connected to dining emed banquet were
habitual for Jesus.
Jesus’ public meals worked as “acted parabi&ssymbolic and

prophetic acts in line with his other prophetic-®gtic acts, such as the
gathering of the Twelve, the entrance into Jerumsalieling on an ass

6% perrin, 1967, 102-108. Chilton, 1996, 86. Borg87,9101-102, 131-133. Sanders,
1985, 208-209, 307. Horsley, 1993, 178-180. Jeerhi81, 59-65. Bryan, 2002, 80-81.
635 Meyer, 1979, 161, 166. The quotation is from 5.16

6% Chilton, 1996, 86.

537 Bird, 2006, 104. Borg, 1998, 97-98, 107. Sevechbkars have argued that some of
Jesus actions were meant to be understood as pimghens for Israel. See especially:
Sanders, 1993, 253-254. Wright, 1996, 168-170, 41%-Borg, 1987, 154-165, 174—
176.
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and the temple act. According to Jeremias and Péesus publicaly di-
ning with the sinners and tax-collectors indicateat the age of forgive-
ness had dawned. Jeremias states that “these fielaptslicans are pro-
phetic signs, more significant than words, silerdciamations that the
Messianic Age is here, the Age of forgivene®8.Borg himself, even
though not neglecting Jeremias’ and Perrin’s caichy states that such
a view in itself is too narrow, too theological atat religiously orient-
tated, and he suggests that the acted parablesa$ dtning meant that
he was in practice explaining what he believedelssaould b&*° | fol-
low Jeremias, Perrin and Borg on their overall ighélsat Jesus’ public
meals (Mark 2:15-17; Luke 19:7-10) with outcasts tar be seen in rela-
tion to his overall mission of searching for thest.or'he parables of the
lost sheep (Luke 15:4-6), the lost coin (Luke 18)8&nd the lost son
(Luke 15:11-32) all end up in the joyful celebratiwhen the lost one is
found. Apparently Jesus’ joyful feasting with simhend publicans re-
sembled this joy of the Lost being fou¥{d.

6% Jeremias, 2003, 227-228. Perrin, 1967, 102, 1@-10

6% Borg, 1998, 107-108. McKnight, 1999, 44-49.

9 Borg, 1998, 101-109. Jeremias, 2003, 227-229inP&867, 90-108. Ollilainen, 2008,
153-154. Scholars continue debating whether theethwst and found’parables of Luke
15 derive from Jesus. It is clear that Luke haa areative manner placed and formed the
three parrables into a literal unit which embraleisstheological views. For a discussion,
see Fitzmyer, 1985, 1071-1075. Bock, 1996, 1296/1R8tably the parables of the lost
coin (Luke 15:8-10) and the lost son (15:11-32)ndb have any parallels in the other
Gospels. The parable of the lost sheep (Luke 13:Hag a parallel in Matt 18:12-14, and
thus the parable quite likely derives from Q. Thekan parables oflost and found'are
typically Lukan as Luke emphasizes God'’s love arlay for the unpriviledged, the sin-
ners, the poor and the sick, see Fitzmyer, 198F].10is not necessary for us to deal here
in detail with the question of these parables’ iorid he fact remains that Jesus dined with
outcasts and sinners, he preached the gospel df Godjdom for them and he sought
them. In the context of Jesus’ mission to searctitfe lost, it is clear that parables of the
‘lost and found’ would have suited him. In sum, 3esught well have taught with such
parables.
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6.4 The meals of the Qumran community and the

Pharisees

6.4.1 The meals of Qumran and the Essenes

In this sub-chapter the meals of the Qumran comiyarid the Phari-
sees’ practice of dining are examined. We willtfoleal with the Qum-
ran community. Clarifying these issues will giveausiseful perspective
in studying Jesus’ parables and practices regardinimng. First, the
Qumran documents contain only two explicit clagfions of its meals:
1QS 6:1-8 and 1QSa 2:17-22. The text of 1QS 6:1g8ahly deals
with the communal meals. The text most probabljeot$ the daily
meals of the Qumran community.

The text of 1QS 6:1-8

“These are the ways in which all of them shall wa&ch man
with his companion, wherever they dwell. The manlesfser

rank shall obey the greater in matters of work ammhey. They

shall eat in common and bless in common and delieén com-

mon. Wherever there are ten men of the Councih@f@ommu-

nity there shall not lack a Priest among them. #rey shall all

sit before him according to their rank and shallds&ed their
counsel in all things in that order. And when thblé has been
prepared for eating, and the new wine for drinkitige Priest
shall be the first to stretch out his hand to btéssfirst fruits of

the bread and new wine.”

The text of 1QSa 2:17-22?

“And [when] they shall gather for the common [ta&h}io eat, [to
drink] new wine, when the common table shall befseeating

and the new wine [poured] for drinking, let no mextend his
hand over the first fruits of bread and wine befibre Priest; for
[it is he] who shall bless the first fruits of boeand wine, and
shall be the first [to extend] his hand over theaak. Thereafter,
the Messiah of Israel shall extend his hand overbttead, [and]
all the congregation of the Community [shall uttgrblessing,
[each man in the order] of his dignity. It is addiog to this

statue that they shall proceed at every me[al athjlat least ten
men are gathered together.”

41 Translated by Geza Vermes. Vermes, 2004.
%42 Translated by Geza Vermes. Vermes, 2004.
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The communal meal described in the Community ru@g 6) is quite
similar to the meal accompanied by the Messiah @12)SIn both meals
the participants at the meal sit according to themk in the community.
In both meals first fruits of the bread and new evare served, and in
both meals the priest says a blessing before tile fallowship starts
the dining. In the messianic meal, 1QSa 2, thesMésand the other
participants around the table bless the food dfterpriest has blessed
it.°** The communal meals practiced by the communitycroedance to
1QS 6 was regarded as a representation of thetedmtome messianic
meal described in 1QSa 2. The community believatlitwas living in
the end of days, and that the Messianic fulfillmeas about to be reali-
zed in the near future. The messianic banquet (1)$& based on the
regular communal meal practiced by the communi@%16)°** Schiff-
man describes the communal meals and the messigails as follows:

“These meals, conducted regularly as part of teegnt-age way
of life of the sect, were preenactments of thelfim@ssianic

banquet which the sectarians expected in the smooshe end
of days. Again, the life of the sect in this wordrrored its

dreams for the age to com¥®

Russell has noted that in these meals portrayell)i8 6 and 1QSa 2
there are implicit references to two religiouslydamationally powerful
symbols of Israel, namely the Temple and the M&s8faThe meals’
implicit reference to the temple and its sacrificialt is made by the fact
that the meals emphasize the role of the priesh@®ne who prepares
the meal in purity and who says a blessing ovédfutthermore the food
mentioned is to be the first fruits of the breadcérding to Exod 23:19
and Lev 23:10 the first fruits were to be brougtibithe temple and to
the priest. Russell supports the connections of@henran meals with
the temple and its liturgy by referring to the ghitions according to

643 Russell, 2006, 89.

644 Russell, 2006, 90, 98-99. Wassen, 2008, 120. Wasdizates that due to the concrete
details of the dining in 1QSa 2, it seem that thessianic banquet mirrors and is based on
the present practice of the dining in Qumran comitguRor further discussion concerning
the connections between 1QS 6 and 1QSa 2 see, RO, 228-229. Smith, 1991, 71.

645 Schiffman, 1989, 67. See also pp. 56-57, 68.

646 Russell, 2006, 101.
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which a handicapped person or anyone afflictedccaot enter the con-
gregation because “the Angels of Holiness are thiglir congregation”.
We can assume with Russell that as the handicappéd not enter the
congregation they could not participate in the mgalQSa 2:4-9%
Wassen clarifies that in Qumran literature therie#ns prohibiting
people with some kinds of disabilities, from emegrithe communal
meetings (CD 15:15; 1QSa 2:4-9) and from partigigatn the final
battle (1QM 7:4-6), were due to the community’smfibelief of the
Holy Angels’ presence amongst thé#.In short, due to the holy
Angels, it would have been inappropriate if phyljchandicapped, the
mentally ill, or demonized persons had been ambagcbngregation. It
is telling that the list of people forbidden to eninto the congregation
coheres with the list of people who were, accordind.ev 21:17-23,
forbidden to enter the temple and function as wiégfilling cultic du-
ties®* It has generally been noted that the list of 1Q#-7, which
mentions certain individuals who are not allowecktider into the battle
camp of the saints, resembles the passage of Bel@-214, which con-
cerns the purity of the battle camp of the Hebr&R{%vassen observes
that the scrolls of Qumran reveal a strong emphasi belief in the
heavenly hosts, the Angels beeing present amongdhgregation’s
worship, communal meetings, and in the eschatadbgiar (1QM 7:6)
between the sons of darkness and the sons of’fightis apparent that
in these lists certain individuals are excludedrfrihe Qumran commu-
nity’s activities because of the presence of thg Aogels.

847 Russell, 2006, 94. It must be pointed out thabating to CD 13:6; 14:15 and 1QSa
1:19-22; 2:9-10 people with mental and physicablems were living within the Qumran
community. They were, however, not allowed to pétte fully in the activities of the
community, Wassen, 2008, 121.

%48 Wassen, 2008, 115, 120-121, 127-129. Sanders, 2034 Sanders notes that both of
the lists, which state who are not to join the esalogical battle and the eschatological
meal, are rooted in the list of Lev 21:17-23. Tigsforbids certain people to participate in
priestly duties in the temple because the HolimésSod would be offended. Interestingly
in 1QSa 2 and 1QM 7 the Holiness of God is repldnethe presence of the Holy angels:
Sanders, 1974, 262-265.

649 Wassen, 2008, 115-116. For the lists that exchediin individuals from taking part
in the communal activities see CD 15:15-17; 4Q26668-9; 4Q270:6 2:8-10; 1QSa 2:3—
9; 1QM 7:4-6. See also Dunn, 1992, 263-264.

%50 Wassen, 2008, 120.

65! \Wassen, 2008, 127-128.
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Lastly, the evidence suggests that the participahtthe meal
were purified in the immersion pools, the mikvamfore they entered
the dining hall (1QS 5:1®Bell. 2:129)°*? Concerning the routines of the
Essenes Josephus states that they

“bath their bodies in cold water. And after thisrification is
over, they all meet together in an apartment oir thenn, into
which it is not permitted to any of another sectketder; while
they go, after a pure manner, into the dining roas,into a
certain holy templeiLév v tépevog).”

Even though the meals correlated with the temple they also differed
from it in the sense that the meal most probakdyrdit contain any ato-
ning function. The community regarded itself as/my Temple atoning
for the Land, but this function of the community smaot specifically
connected with the community’s dinifij. Participation in the regular
community meals stated, in practice, that the memizes regarded as
pure and righteous, one of the full members ofdbkmunity, the true
Israel. He would also have a place in the messiaanmgjuet.

Food and dining was a serious matter for the Esé©nenra-
nites. Josephus claims that some Essenes who leadelpelled from
the Essenes’ community, starved to death becawse dbuld not eat
food which was not prepared in a proper maniail(2:143—-1445>*
We may be quite certain that any non-Jew, if natveoted, could not
have taken part in the Qumran community’s or theeBes’ table-
fellowship. Having table-fellowship with sinnersdapublicans would
have been unthinkable for the Qumranites and tsertes. The texts of
1QS 6 and 1QSa 2 strongly suggest that the comyntedarded their
regular meals as mirroring the messianic banqueis $ituation and
practice of the Qumranites may have important iogpions for under-
standing the meals of Jesus and their relatioméoeschatological fu-
ture. Additionally, we may state that Jesus’ argldisciples’ practice of

652 Russell, 2006, 94-95.
653 Russell, 2006, 97-98, 101.
54 Holmén, 2001, 204.
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dining around Galilee and their freely acceptingitations to dine
would have been unthinkable for the Essenes Bale:2:143-144).

A short survey of the Qumranites has shown that tael an ex-
clusive tendency, and this is seen in their attittmvards the Gentiles.
Dining with Gentiles, Jewish non-members or sinngas prohibited,
1QS 6 (ub.22:16). The communal meals were eaten in a sfaitual
purity, 1QS 5:13. Even buying or receiving foodnr@&entiles was not
allowed, CD 12:8-10; 1QS 5:15-16. Further, the Qunites had a dec-
ree according to which Shabbat should be spentod distance away
from Gentiles, CD 11:14. The Qumranites were priddibfrom selling
grain, animals, wine or servants to the Gentild3,12:8. Interestingly,
CD 12:7 stipulates that it is prohibited to shee kood of the Gentiles
for the sake of riches and gain. Even stealing ftoenGentiles was pro-
hibited. According to 1QS 4:19-20 the world is emty under the “do-
minion of injustice” and wickedness. In 1QM 15 & of the final war
between the sons of light and the sons of darkigessivisioned, and
accordingly the company of God will be deliveredi atl the nations of
wickedness are destroyed. The Romans, referred thea“Kittim” are
prophesied to spread their wicked and lawlessauér the whole world
(1QpHab 2:11-4:13; 6:1-8). According to the WaraB8dhe Gentiles,
the sons of darkness, are destroyed in the encseQoently the Gentiles
or the Jewish non-members have no share whatsogvethe
messianic/eschatological meal envisioned by the @omommunity>®

6.4.2 The meals of the Pharisees

According to Neusner’s well-known thesis Hilleltsformed the sect of
the Pharisees from a political party into a talelefvship sect>® He
supports this claim by referring to the rabbinigvdaattributed to the
main Pharisaic authorities — the House of Hilledl #me House of Sham-
mai, and by studying the relevant material in thesg@ls and in the
works of Josephus. According to Neusner's caloufatipproximately
67 per cent of the Laws attributed to the HouseHiiel and to the
House of Shammai concern matters related to fooéhgland table-fel-

%5 Blomberg, 2009, 43-44.
6% Neusner, 1973, 13.
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lowship®®’ In the Gospels the Pharisees are pictured as bedaigly
concerned about the purity of food-stuff and dinifipe Gospels state
both directly and indirectly that the Phariseesuaed Jesus on three
main issues: Jesus and his disciples dined in ddifadvship, with sin-
ners (Mark 2:16), his disciples did not fast (M&rk8), and Jesus profa-
ned the Sabbath by healing on that holy day (Ma2k%3® As the rabbi-
nic material also confirms the Pharisees were deduwith questions
concerning who to eat with, and who they would atdato their table-
fellowship®®® Neusner’s basic thesis, according to which theriBéses
formed at the time of Jesus a “table-fellowshig”convincing and it has
received considerable support from other sch6frs.

Neusner also claims that the Pharisees followect sturity laws,
which were obligatatory for the priests in the téenmnd applied them
to themselves while dining. Thus, they dined irtaesof cultic purity.
The Pharisees, so Neusner contends, adopted thiy pegulations
meant for the priests in the temple, and appliedehto themselves in
their everyday life. The only place where theseitpuules could be
applied in the everyday life was around the t&Bldnterestingly, the
Pharisaic laws do not deal with communal matterceming the syna-
gogue and the religious services practiced theneth® contrary, private
purity of everyday life and sectarian laws cleargrk the Pharisaic law
traditions of the first century C#? On the basis of the later rabbinical
writings it is certainly problematic to reconstrutie social world of
Jesustime and to associate it with a particular Jewisug such as the
Pharisees. However, texts. Toharot7:6 andm. Demai2:3 imply that
food, dining and purity matters were of outstandimgportantance for
religious Jews. MishnabBemai2:3 states the following:

“He who undertakes to behmberdoes not sell to aam haares
wet or dry and does not purchase from him wet arebdot ac-

67 Neusner, 1973, 86.

%% Neusner, 1973, 78.

6% Neusner, 1973, 67, 78, 80, 91.

650 Chilton, 1992, 143. Borg, 1998, 94-96. Dunn, 19%7—258.
¢ Neusner, 1973, 67, 83-84. Borg, 1998, 95.

%52 Neusner, 1973, 84-86.
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cept the hospitality of aam haresand does not receive him as
his guest while he [them haaref is wearing his [theam
haares] own clothes.”

How does the information concerning the arguabbieséan di-
ning practices help us understand Jesus’ open-talbdevship? We can
see the meals of the Qumranites, the Esseneshthres@es and Jesus as
making social claims: who is to belong to the comitw the future Is-
rael or the Kingdom of God. | maintain with Borghis statement that
“for the Pharisees the meal had become a microcdssnael’s intended
historic structure as well as a model of Israekstihy.®® From this
perspective with whom Jesus is dining becomes itaporAccording to
Neusner’s interpretation the Pharisees’ meal wesntral way of living
out Israel’s priestly and national calling to b&angdom of priests and
a holy people” as Exod 19:6 attests. Before thel tieaPharisees and
the Jews allowed to dine in their company regartteginselves as
priests dining before the Lof§! The dining itself, as Neusner states,
was quite similar in the Qumran community and i Bharisaic circles.
In both of these sects the meals — in which thétyptegulations were
applied — were everyday meals. Other than the inlgsd the food, the
Pharisees’ dining did not contain mentionable tiglaments, as far as
we know®®® The idea of regarding the meal as being practibefbre
the Lord”, and therefore as holy, is attestethimAbot.3:2—3. According
to m. Abot.3:3 R. Simon states the following:

“Three who ate at a single table and did not taléua teachings
of Torah while at that table are as though theyfratm dead sac-
rifices (Ps 106:28),” as it is said, “for all tablare full of vomit

53 Borg, 1998, 95.

64 Neusner, 1973, 83. It is worth noting that theickign of Israel or of some Jewish sect
as the “kingdom of priests”, as recalled in Exod61®as not commonly in use during the
second temple period. The Jews as people, or pedwpe pietistic faction of it, are cal-
led a kingdom of priests only occasionally in th& énd in the writings of the second
temple period: Isa 61:Gub.16:18; 33:20; 2 Macc 2:17. See Schwartz, 1992S6Bwartz
clarifies that in the scholarly discussion someehawgued that the Pharisees regarded
themselves as priests and that they had a missioectaim the whole people as priests,
pp. 66—70. This claim, Schwartz states, is notd§olgrounded in the evidence of the
second temple writings, p. 66.

55 Neusner, 1973, 87-88.
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and filthiness [if they are] without God (Ps 106:28But three
who ate at a single table and did talk about tewshf Torah
while at that table are as if they ate at the taiflehe Omni-
present, blessed is he,” as it is said, “And hd saime, This is
the table that is before the Lord (Ezek 41:22).”

6.5 Conclusions

There is no explicit evidence of religious Jewsimjnwith non-conver-
ted Gentiles during the first century. As far asr aware the writings of
the second temple period do not mention any ocoasihere religious
Jews were dining with Gentiles. Of course we magcefate that table
fellowship was shared with Jews and Greeks in gwsh communities
of Antiochia. Josephus mentions that Gentiles wesiting the synago-
gue of Antiochia Bell. 7:45). Antiochia became the first center for the
Church’s Gentile mission (Acts 11:19-21), and adtay to Gal 2:11—
14 Cephas, who had first dined together with Gertdnverts, later re-
fused to dine together with them because of hisdéshose Jewish dis-
ciples of Jesus who required that the non-Jewidilevees must be cir-
cumcised. Arguably dining together meant full acaape and it had a
social claim: who is taken into the congregation?
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7 Jesus’ vision of the eschatological meal

and the eschatological gathering

7.1 Introductory remarks

In this chapter we shall survey the saying (Matt1813/par.) and the
parable of the great banquet (Matt 22:1-10/parithvhre found in the
Jesus tradition. In addition to these passageshwdiéal with the great
banquet, we shall also concentrate on the pardbtbeomustard seed
(Mark 4:31-32/par.), in accordance to which theldof the skies would
find their rest on the branches of the shrub-likgllom of God. It may
be argued that all these passages are connecteth@itheme of escha-
tology and gathering. In the passages dealing thighbanquet the meal
symbolizes the eschatological consummation, whilihé parable of the
mustard seed the arrival of the birds of the skigglies that the king-
dom of God has appeared in its fullness. The kingdas become so
great that the birds can find their rest in thedsives of its branches. In
the light of Jewish eschatological visions the esclogical restoration
is frequently associated with the gathering ofsbattered Jews and the
possible pilgrimage of the Gentiles. Notably in flessages in concern
none of those who arrive are identified — this iyical feature in the
Jesus traditions. However some scholars have styiavgued that par-
ticularly in the case of the saying of the greatdueet and the parable of
the mustard seed a reference to the Gentiles walgerby Jesus.

7.2 Matthew 8:11-13 and Luke 13:28-29

For the last 50 years the words of Matt 8:11-134.118:28—-29 have
been regarded as the most central by the scholerdave studied whe-
ther or not Jesus promised the kingdom of God #isthe Gentiles.

Jeremias’ main theses regarding the salvationeoféntiles are the fol-
lowing: 1) Jesus promised the kingdom of God atsthé Gentiles, but
the Gentiles would enter into the kingdom onlyhie £schatological fu-
ture. 2) For the moment the kingdom of God and slesission were

only for the Jews. Both of these theses are styobgbted on his inter-
pretation of the saying of the royal banquet (Matt1-13). Jeremias ar-
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gued that the saying is authentic and derives flesus. He concluded
that the many coming from the east and west, amah the north and
south, were to be regarded as Gentiles answer@ngathto enter the es-
chatological banquet in the kingdom of God. Todashpps the majority
of scholars maintain, in line with Jeremias, tretus most probably pro-
mised the kingdom of God also for the Gentiles,dnly in the eschato-
logical future. The same majority of scholars oftdaim, in line with
Jeremias’ theses, that Jesus did not intend thadibciples would prac-
tice Gentile mission. Jeremias insisted that Godldigoerhaps with the
help of his angels, call the Gentiles to the bahgdaman missionaries
would not be neede$§®

Since the 1990s Jeremias’ widespread theses havedseeiously
questioned. Allison states that Jeremias and therityaof scholars are
“almost certainly wrong” in their view that Matt®—12/Luke 13:28-29
contains a Gentile reference. Among other promirsehblars such as
Davies, Horsley and Sanders as well as Allisonntltdiat Matt 8:11—
12/Luke 13:28-29 does not refer to the Gentiles,tbihe Jews from
the Diaspor&®’ However, Dunn, Meier, Gnilka, Meyer, Bird and Thei
sen argue that the passage does refer to Geftilessen and Bird sug-
gest that the many coming from around the compefess both to the
Diaspora Jews and to the Genti{&Nowadays the views of the scho-
lars are also more fragmented on the question safsléntentions con-
cerning the disciples’ mission: Did Jesus intend foresee that his dis-
ciples would also preach to the Gentiles? ReceBilyl, Pitre and
Schnabel have claimed that the disciples’ preactoripe Gentiles was
indeed in line with Jesus’ will and intenti6%. Evidently the scholarly
views are not unanimous regarding the saying ofdlgal banquet.

€6 Jeremias, 1981, 22—24. Meier, 1994, 315-317.18ak 13:27; Matt 13:41.

657 Allison, 1998, 143-144. Allison, 1997, 176-182.rsley, 1993, 174. Sandes, 1985,
219-220. Davies & Allison, 1991, 27—29. Laaksorzf92, 301-305.

%8 Dunn, 2003, 538. Gnilka, 1997, 195. Catchpole,62044. Theissen, 1991, 45-46.
Meyer, 1979, 167-8. Jeremias, 1981, 51. Meier, 1904-317. Bird, 2006, 93-94.

%9 Bird, 2006, 173—177. Pitre, 2005, 256—292. Schin2064, 386.
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7.3 Textual considerations and authenticity

Matthew 8:11-12

Luke 13:28-29
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The Matthean and Lukan texts show that we are migalith parallel
sayings. The contexts are, however, totally difier&he contexts of the
saying, as transmitted in Luke and Matthew, forligfinterpret the
saying and partly for this reason, and due to tidication that the
saying had originally been independent from thetextnof both Luke
(13:22-27) and Matthew (8:5-10), it is justifialietreat and interpret
the saying on its own terni& Especially the Matthean context of the
saying has quite easily led scholars to see a [Bemtierence in Matt

670 Meier, 1994, 310. Meier claims that “it appearattheither Matt 8:11-12 nor Luke
13:28-29 had anything to do originally with its geat context.” | follow the argumenta-
tion of Meier regarding the connection between LLIRe22-27 and 28-30. We are dealing
with two different traditions which Luke linked tether because they had similar features:
both traditions deal with the end of days whenehill be a separation between the good
and the evil. Despite this similarity the traditsocontain differences. In 13:22-27 the Lord
— presumably Jesus — denies some Jews entranceheohiouse of salvation. Hence the
ones left outside plea on the grounds that theyfbwaderly dined withyou— i.e. the Lord

— but the Lord answers harshly that he does novkhem. In 13:28-30 the Lord Jesus is
not mentioned at all. For a contesting view seei€@ag Allison, 1991, 26. Davies and
Allison claim that Luke 13:28-29 is part of a lar@g block of sayings consisting of Luke
13:23-30. Davies and Allison claim that Luke is eapt in preserving the Q material in-
tact. Thus Luke 13:23-30 is to be seen as a blb€k material, which Matthew used and
replaced in accordance with his theological integi
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8:11-12, but when the saying is seen independenttiie story of the
centurion’s servant, the Gentile reference becolees obvious. Mark
has not preserved the saying of the banquet ikittgglom, and he also
fails to mention both the Matthean and the Lukantext for the saying
of the royal banquet.

The verbal differences between the sayings arezssgntial for
the understanding of the saying. However in thetiMsin version, the
group which does not enter into the banquet ardedaliol tfig
Baoiretag, while in Luke 13:28 they are referred to as “ydilac). The
word tuag 13:28 refers to theoirol, 13:24, who strive to enter into the
kingdom of God, but who are left outside (13:25). Z&he “sons of...”
is a Semitism, which is frequently used by both thiatv and Luke. If
Luke had found the expression in the saying ofrthal banquet it is
quite probable that he would have preserved is likely that the ex-
pression is therefore a Matthean redactidhe “sons of the kingdom”
recalls other Jewish phrases with religious ovesosuch as “sons of
the covenant” (1QM 17:8)L vioi tod aidvoc toltov (Luke 16:8;
20:34) andoi viol tod vupdavog (Mark 2:19/Matt 9:15). The “sons of
men” (i vlol tév dvdpuTwr, Mark 3:28; Eph 3:5) refers to humans in
general. The “sons of the world to come” was a igbbexpression.
Certainly the “sons of the kingdom” does not corsgrall Israel and all
the Jews!? This conclusion finds support from the parablehaf great
banquet (Luke 14:15-24/Matt 22:1-10/GThom 64), imcl the ban-
quet certainly includes Jews, but possibly alsoti=n A banquet, sym-
bolizing the eschatological restoration of Isr&eisted by the Patriarchs,
is totally implausible if there are no JeW{The Matthean “sons of the
kingdom” are to be understood as referring to @imis-nationalistic
group, which opposed the mission of Jesus. The syardMatthew's

671 Meadors, 1995, 214-215. Luke 1:16; 4:35; 6:8 (2R)34, 36 (2X).

672 Meier, 1994, 315-316. Davies & Allison, 1991, 30-3

673 Allison, 1997, 184-187. It is totally unlikely thdesus would have doomed Jews in
general to hell. Jesus’ disciples were Jewish,rbeeadhis mission for the Jews (Rom 15:8;
Matt 10:5-6; 15:24) and eschatological visions fiQniake it forgranted that Jews would
be in the eschatological kingdom of God (Q 6:2028230). | maintain with Allison that
Jesus — as Paul (Rom 11:26), the prophets, arelasid generalni. Sanh10:1) — antici-
pated the redemption of Israel: Allison, 1997, 186-
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use, would have referred to Jewish religious-natlistic groups such as
the Pharisees, the Essenes and the Zealots, whtheavselves as ob-
vious heirs of the kingdofi?

In the Matthean version of the saying, we also antar the
wordseic to okdtoc 0 Ewtepor, which are missing from the Lukan pa-
rallel. The whole phrase éi¢ 10 ok6tog t0 €Ewtepov: ¢€kel éotaL O
KAaLBOg kel 6 Ppuypog tdY 66dvtwy — is found identically in Matt
8:12; 22:13 and 25:30. These words, not found énLtkan parallel, are
due to Matthew's redaction. The Matthean versigpjcally for Mat-
thew, mentions the kingdom of heaven, while Lukieneto the king-
dom of God. The words’ 1§ Baolielg Tdv ovpavdv are found as such
only from Matthew, where they appear identicallipgéther six times:
5:19; 8:11; 11:11; 18:1, 4. As Lukan special eletsgperhaps due to his
redactional activity, can be counted the refereioctall the prophets”
(mavteg tolg mpodriteg) and the “north and south@fo Boppd kal
votou, Luke 13:28-29). Luke does not explicitly mentigho is arriving
from the east and west, north and south, while iaitstates that the
“many” (roAlol) are the entrees. These last mentioned differebees
ween Matt 8:11-12 and Luke 13:28-29 do not chahgesaying’s core
meaning, which remains basically the same in bayings.

The verbal differences and the different contexthef Matthean
and Lukan version of the saying can be explainedhieyevangelists’
editorial activity — thus they would have redactiee original Q version
of the saying. This solution is credible but | wishmake some clarifi-
cations. Although the saying most probably belongeq, it is assumed
that it was known and spread in the Christian descas an oral tradi-
tion. In the life of the early Christian commungtithe saying could quite
naturally have been used as part of the liturgy iambuld have been
connected with different stories and teachingsesus in order to em-
phasize a particular message. In the prayers &g\t the account of
the royal banquet could have suited as part ofEbeharist (1 Cor
11:23-26). The futuristic hope of the kingdom’s ¢ognin the Lord’s
Prayer (Matt 6:9-13; Luke 11:2-4) resembles tharfstic hope of the

674 Meier, 1994, 315-316. Davies & Allison, 1991, 30-8llison, 1997, 186-187.
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saying of the royal banqu&t In Did. 9:4; 10:5 the Eucharist meal is
connected with a similar idea as the saying trattsthin the royal ban-

quet: the many are gathered for the feast fronettus of the earth, from
around the compass. Despite the variations betweemMatthean and

Lukan version of the saying of the royal banquds inoteworthy that

Jesus was not “redacted” into the banquet at thges This in itself sup-

ports the authenticity of the saying. It was bed@vhat it originated

from a great authority, Jesus himself, and thusas not redacted in
central features.

The vast majority of scholars argue for the auticéptof Matt
8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29. The saying is quite widedjidved to derive
from Q7® Scholars have usually tended to keep the Mattheesion of
the saying as reflecting the original saying nféfén support of the au-
thenticity of the saying Theissen and Merz stageftfiowing:

“This logion cannot come from primitive ChristianitThere the
notion was very soon established that the Gerdibesot find ac-
cess to salvation only in the future end-time (lmglythe frontier
of death, as the appearance of Abraham, Isaacaaat $hows),
but already in present. At a very early stage theas no longer
an expectation that God would bring the Gentilesnfithe ends
of the earth in a miraculous fashion; rather, thveye canvassed

by active mission®®

In the saying of the royal banquet Jesus’ role hisdpossible
presence at the banquet is not mentioned even implicit manner —

675 See Dunn, 2001, 84-145. Dunn argues correctlyithagveral cases the verbal and
contextual differences regarding certain periscopbgch derive from a same tradition, do
sometimes depend on the fact that the evangebsts tedacted these widely known sto-
ries in accordance to their use in the oral tradifDunn, 2001, 105). For example the
Lord’s Prayer known from Q, has most probably bpart of the early Christian commu-
nities’ liturgical prayer from an an early stagé€eTliving oral tradition which contained
this prayer explains the verbal differences betwdaitt 6:7—-15 and Luke 11:1-4, (Dunn,
2001, 108-109).

576 Meier, 1994, 309. Laaksonen, 2002, 299. Laaksdiias Logion Mt 8, 11f par Lk 13,
28f stammt mit hochter Wahrscheinlichkeit aus Qev&al scholars argue that Matthew
(Matt 8:11-12) has preserved the more original fofrthe saying: Laaksonen, 2002, 299—
301. Pitre, 2005, 366—367.

77 Meier, 1994, 309-314.

%78 Theissen & Merz, 1998, 254. See also Davies &sAii, 1991, 25-26. Meier, 1994,
309-317.
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neither in its Lukan nor Matthean version. In thiegeding verses of the
Lukan version Jesus is apparently called as the [lonke 13:23, 25).
Importantly this title is not transferred into Lui&:28-30. The patri-
archs — not the Messiah, the Lord or the Son of Maine to be seen as
the hosts of the banquet. The saying is totall\Chinistological. In cont-
rast to Mark 14:25 this anticipated meal does nention that Jesus
would be around the table. The saying does nottkaiearly Church’s
Gentile mission, because it seems to look forwarthé Gentiles’ salva-
tion only in the eschatologicéuture®” The saying of the royal banquet
coheres with Jesus’ style of referring to the esdbgical consumma-
tion as a banquet or a feast. The futuristic meabpparent in every level
of the Synoptic tradition, and thus its historioign be supported by the
criterion of multiple attestatiorf§° In accordance with the Jesus tradi-
tions Jesus characteristically associated thegveli$, Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, with the consummation of the kingdorod (Matt 22:32;
Mark 12:26; Luke 20:375" In Jewish writings of the second temple pe-
riod and in the OT a combination of the eschataalgbanquet in the
kingdom of God and the patriarchs is not found. $aging of the royal
banquet is, in this respect, unique. The royal behcthe arrival of the
unnamed many, the presence of the patriarchs,tendxclusion of the
“sons of the kingdom” are uniquely combined in théying. As we have
noted in chapter 7 a banquet was widely understsoa symbol of sal-
vation in the OT and in the writings of the secdathple Judaisrff?
Apparently Jesus used this symbol in a unique mafie authenticity
of the saying (Matt 8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29) is fertlstrengthened by
textual considerations: the Matthean and Lukaniorssof the sayings
are, as already noted, quite simfigtBoth versions of the saying form
an antithetical parallelism; it is said that a agrtgroup of people will
enter into the banquet in the kingdom of God wite patriarchs, while

67° Meier, 1994, 316. Bird, 2006, 85-86. Laaksone®22604—305.

0 Meadors, 1995, 217-218, 220. See Q Luke 13:29/@idit; Matt 22:2—14; Mark
14:25; Luke 14:15.

%1 Meadors, 1995, 214.

%2 Meadors, 1995, 217-218. See Ps 107:1-9; Isa 2548:80—-13; Ezek 39:17—2Q;En.
62:14; 1QSa.

683 Smit, 2008, 146. Pitre, 2005, 279, 366. Gnilkad7,9195-98. Meier, 1994, 309-10.
Horsley, 1993, 173. Sanders, 1985, 219-220, 394dbts, 1995, 219-220.
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another group, currently privileged, will find ité®utside the banquet
in despair. Some will rejoice, some will . Horsley states that the
saying of Matt 8:11 was originally a “prophetic wang.”®

7.4 Who are the ones coming from east and west?

The central question in Matt 8:11-13/Luke 13:28e@8cerns the iden-
tity of the many entering the kingdom of God. Tosee, they are not
described in any way. They are not recorded agglieek, poor (Mark
10:24-27), sinners (Matt 21:31-32), child-like (Mat0:15), chosen
(Mark 13:27), Gentiles or Diaspora Jews. Luke arattMew do not cla-
rify on what grounds “the many” or “they” are enigy from around the
compass into the banquet. Are they coming becdweseare faithful to
Jesus’ words or because they believe in him osdone other reason? In
scholarly discussions those admitted have beerifidghas 1) Gentiles,
2) as Jews living in the Diaspora, or as sinful dewi.e. as Jews who
were publicly regarded as sinners, and therefoe@ thewishness was
questioned (Matt 18:17). And lastly, 3) the manyehaeen understood
as referring to both Jews and Gentf&sThe third option is the most
plausible for this saying. In accordance to the dpjics Jesus spoke
about the banquet in the kingdom of God, but notdwathis banquet is
never connected to a geographical destination (NMati—-12; Luke
14:15-24; Mark 14:25). The absence of any exptafierences to Zion
in the whole of the Gospels’ Jesus traditions terdshing, particularly
since in the OT and the Jewish writings of the sdd@mple period the
gathering of the scattered Jews and the pilgrin@fgthe nations are
often connected with Zion-eschatolody.

The main reason for claiming that the arrivalsrefdely to Jews
is based on the wordsatoldv kal duopcv, which appear identically in
LXX Ps 106:3 andPss. Sol11:2. Verses such as Ps 107:3, Isa 43:5, Bar
4:37 and 5:5 clearly connect the word-paittorév kel duoudv with
the far-lands from where the scattered Jews retarthe promised

&84 Meier, 1994, 310-311, 314.

%85 Horsley, 1993, 174.

%86 For a short overview of scholars’ interpretaticsee Allison, 1997, 177.
587 Sanders, 1993, 185-186.
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land®® This interpretation is, however, only partly catréThe OT and

the second temple literature contain several passagwhich the cru-
cial compass points are connected to the promieGbd will regather
the scattered Jews, accompanied with some Genfil@sy east and
west, north and souffi® The reference to the Diaspora Jews in the con-
text of the eschatological ingathering need noséen in contradiction
with the arrival of some Gentiles. The arrival bétGentiles is, as Bird
clearly states, part of the greater narrative @fdbs restoratiofi>°

It is problematic to identify the “many” of Matt Bt-12 as
strictly Diaspora Jews, since it would mean thatytwould, for some
reason, have a privileged position in comparisoth whe Palestinian
Jews — i.e. the sons of the kingdom. The Synomigs no hint that
Jesus would have regarded the Diaspora Jews itter Ip@sition than
the Jews of the Larfti* There are no indications to suggest that Jesus
assumed that the Diaspora Jews would have beenapereto his mes-
sage than the Jews of Palestine. There are sajingse Synoptics
which give the impression that Jesus thought thetGentiles from out-
side the Land of Israel would be open to his message they heard
it.°® According to Matthew and Luke (Q) Jesus compahed Xewish

5% Allison, 1998, 144. See LXX Deut 30:4; Zech 2:6/-8: Bar 4:36-37; 5:5; En.57:1;
Isa 49:12; Jer 3:18. Allison (Allison, 1997, 18@ates the following: “In Jewish tradition
‘east and west’ first calls to mind not the Gentilerld but the Jewish Diaspora. This is
because, from a Palestinian perspective, AssymaBabylonia, where there was a con-
centration of exiled Jews, were to the east whijgdE, which was also a center of the Dia-
spora, was in the other direction.”

%9 Bird, 2006, 90-92. Theissen, 1991, 45-46. Se8:1@~18;T. Benj.9:2; Isa 66:20-21;
Zech 8:7-8, 20-23;, En.90:33;Ps. Sol17:26, 31; Tob 13:5, 11; 14:5-7.

0 Bird, 2006, 92. See also Meier, 1994, 314. Meiates the following: “Since such ideas
(=pilgrimage of the Gentiles) about the Gentilesemveften connected with the hope that
all Israel would be regathered to the Promised Lamd Zion, and since Jesus seems to
have shared this hope for a regathered or recatattusrael, there is nothing impossible
or anachronistic about the historical Jesus spgafiirthe coming of the Gentiles in the
context of the kingdom of God.” See also Theisd&91, 46.

91 Meier, 1994, 315-316. Catchpole, 2006, 144. Seppénborg Verbin, 2000, 192.
Kloppenborg criticises the claim that at the lew€lQ the saying of the great banquet
would have referred to Diaspora Jews and not ta3etiles. According to Kloppenborg
there is nothing extraordinary in the mention c&pora Jews in the company of the Patri-
archs. On the other hand the mention of the Gerdilehe table with the Patriarchs would
have been surprising. Kloppenborg states that étieenothing at all in Q to suggest that
its framers were interested in Diaspora Judaism.”

92| yke 11:30-32/Matt 12:41-42; Luke 10:13/Matt 11:24; Luke 4:25-27.
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Galilean villages to Gentile metropolises such geTand Sidon. This
comparison is to the advantage of the Gentile sitidoteworthy, not
one of the Twelve disciples of Jesus are said e lsame from the Dia-
spora. They were all Judeans or Galile¥h&nlike Saul from Tarsus,
the Twelve disciples of Jesus are not said to Heaek any Diaspora
identity. Admittedly in the OT the exiled Judeams accasionally seen
in a better light than those Judeans who remaineithé Land. In Jer
24:4-10 Jeremiah declares that the exiled Judeangaod figs,” and
that God has set for them a blessed future, whi#eJudeans who have
remained in the Land of Judah or who have escapédyypt, are “bad
figs,” ripe for God’s doom (24:8-165* However, these kinds of ideas,
which compare the Diaspora Jews with the Jews tdskae, are not
found in the Jesus traditions. In light of Matt 281 uke 22:29-30 and
Matt 10:5-6 Jesus envisioned an eschatologicalegath and thus we
cannot totally exclude the Diaspora reference engaying of the royal
banquet. This conclusion is further strengthenethkyallusion to LXX
Ps 106:3, which regards the lost Jews, and ndEthsiles.

The reference to the patriarchs has rightly beeterstood by
some as reflecting universal aims of the sayiig.hus Freyne states
that “the presence of Abraham at the banquet cecédcely be con-
structed as signifying anything other than a gatigefrom many na-
tions.”®*® The mention of the patriarchs can be understood ssong
underlining of Israel’'s forefathers’ eschatologioalevance. This is sup-
ported by the fact that the saying of the royal caemt refers to the
future, to the eschatological banquet. At that tilneaccordance with
the belief stated in Mark 12:26, the long-deadipaths would be resur-
rected to the banquet in the kingdom, with the meoming from the

593 Gnilka, 1997, 187.

6% See Allison, 1997, 188-189. Allison supports Hane of the Diaspora reference in
Matt 8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29 by noting that in the & Jews of the Land are occasio-
nally compared unfavourably with the Jews livinglie Diaspora: Jer 24:1-10; 29:10-32;
Ezek 11:16-17, 21.

8% Bird, 2006, 92, 126-130. Bird notes that seversist from the second temple period or
soon after this period represent Abraham as abetkeen Israel and the Gentile world.
See:Ant. 1:161-167;T. Ben.10:5-10; Rom 4:1-25; Gal 3:6-29; Hag. 3a; Gen. Rab.
14:6.

5% Freyne, 2004, 112. See also p. 84.
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east and west to join thetf. This eschatological context, which impli-
citly includes the resurrection of the dead andfited doom and the full
realization of the kingdom of God, supports theestation that the ban-
guet would also be open to some Gentiles. The aapea of Abraham
in this context is significant, because in Jewtshught Abraham had a
universal mission and role (Gen 12:2J8b.15:7-8; Sir 44:19-23)?

The Torah had explicity made Abraham heir of alaeged Pro-
mised Land stretching from the river of Egypt te tiver of Euphrates
(Gen 15:18-21). In Gen 27:29 God gave Jacob a pmoaofihis forthco-
ming reign over the nations. Abraham'’s significafmethe world (Gen
12:2-3) was remembered during the second templedydor example
in Jub.15:7-8 Abraham is depicted as the “father of maatjons.” Al-
though the OT does not explicitly state that Godnised the whole
world to Abraham, but only the Land, in later Jéwgritings the focus
at least partly and occasionally changes from #rel [to the whole
world.®®® In accordance to Paul, the righteous Abraham dsdséed
were to inherit the world<fopoc), Rom 4:13.

Finally, we can conclude that the saying juxtapdbes‘sons of
the kingdom” and “the many coming from the east #relwest.” The
saying itself does not clearly discern, who thensof the kingdom” are
or the “you” who are left outside the banquet. Bibly the ones threate-
ned to be left outside the banquet are Jewish gngapwvhich opposed
Jesus’ message and which saw themselves as othéinssof the king-
dom. In my view the “many” that will come from tleast and west”
signify Jews in general — these include outcagtsess, publicans, and
possibly also sick people. The saying makes arsialtuto LXX Ps
106:3 and it is credible to claim that originallysiis’ saying had an im-
plicit reference to the Jews of the Diaspora. Ewiljethe saying Luke
22:29-30/Matt 19:28-29 and the fact that Jesusegatha group of
twelve close disciples promote a prophetic mess#ggathering the
scattered people of God — presumably the lost grifbvem the Dia-

97 Meier, 1994, 317. Meadors, 1995, 214. Meyer, 1938, 154.
6% Bird, 2006, 126—130.
69 See Sir 44:212 Bar.14:13; 51:3.
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spora’® In the light of the hopes of restoration eschagland because
of Jesus’ message and mission, which containediymsicts and say-
ings regarding the Gentiles (Luke 7:1-10; Mark #24 Mark 5:1-20;

Luke 11:29-32), it can be assumed that the manydsadso have inclu-

ded Gentiles. As we noted the eschatological gathef Israel is often
accompanied with references to the pilgrimage ef @entiles. This
saying of Jesus is, however, more a warning ofusxah for the Jews
than a promise to the Jews of the Diaspora or éoGRntiles. Despite
this we can note that the saying of Matt 8:11-1Rd 13:28-29 con-
tains the promise of Israel's eschatological regton, and arguably the
arrival of the Gentiles would complete this restoma

7.5 The parable about the Great Banquet: Luke
14:15-24 and Matthew 22:1-14

7.5.1 The scheme of the parable of the Great Banquet
The parable about the great banquet in the kingdb@od is found in
Luke 14:15-24, Matt 22:1-14 and GThom 64. The bpkit of the pa-
rables is the same: A banquet is prepared and réddy guests have
been invited to join the feast. The host of thedue sends his servant/
servants to invite the guests. One by one thedduwhake excuses and
decide not to attend. The host who has preparedbdhguet becomes
angry, but he does not cancel the banquet. He désd®rvants to urge
people to join the feast. The outcasts are welcoamedthey enter into
the banquet while the ones who were first invitegllaft outside.
Jeremias and Beasley-Murray, among others, intetpees pa-
rable as an urgent call for the kingdom of God, tfe great banquet,
which isnowready(Luke 14:17; Matt 22:4, 8). The ones who weret firs
invited fail to realize the crucial hour and thdfifiment of time.**
Horsley emphasizes that this parable is not abdutuae eschatological
feast in the kingdom. Nevertheless the parabld@itathe feast in the
kingdom of God, but the emphasis is on the claiat the feast isiow
ready and served. The many have been invited, argtisingly they

"0 5ee Allison, 1997, 186. Theissen, 1991, 46—47sal, 2000, 217-219.
01 Jeremias, 2003, 176-180. Beasley-Murray, 1986;12D.
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have refused to join the feast. Therefore the unf@te have been cal-
led, gathered and compelled to join the feast. itadly the Lukan
“crippled, the blind and the lame,” the ones exellidrom the Qumran
community (1QSa 2:6-10; 1QM 7:4-6), have taken filazes of the
“many” who were originally invited®? This parable has a twofold mes-
sage: it conveys a warning to those who refusenterento the banquet,
and a message of redemption to the ones who tekepiace. | maintain
with Dunn that this parable follows a pattern ofaesal. Dunn calls this
and other similar parables “reversal parables.” Agthese reversal pa-
rables or sayings Dunn mentions the account ofdiial banquet (Matt
8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29), the parable of the rich mad the poor Laza-
rus (Luke 16:19-31) and the parable of the labgunerthe vineyard
(Matt 20:1-15)%

The theme of eschatological consummation is cefaralur sub-
ject, which concerns Jesus’ attitudes towards thati®s. The Jewish
eschatological hopes were always, in some way,exiad with the fate
of the Gentiles. We have so far concluded thateoedance with escha-
tological views the meal as such, and the festallsria particular, could
be associated with the eschatological anticipatlerael's restoration
and eschatological redemption was sometimes symdblvith a festal
banquet. In the Qumran community the present tilewship mirro-
red the eschatological messianic feast.

7.5.2 Question of source

Determining the source or the sources of the parabihe great banquet
is a complex issue. Most scholars argue that thabpa derives from
Q.""*Others suggest that both Luke and Matthew knesvgarable from
separate sources (L and M). The latter solutianase plausible. We are
dealing with one parable, but it has come to usubh two separate
sources. The differences between Luke and Matttmwhardly be ex-
plained solely by the evangelists’ redactional\digti Davies, Allison
and Luz claim that Matt 22:1-10 derives from an eoaurce, not from a

2 Horsley, 1993, 179-180.
% Dunn, 2003, 415-416.
04 Fitzmyer, 1985, 1052. Hagner, 1995, 627.
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written Q-source. | maintain with Luz that Luke 18+24 is to be seen
as an independent version of the pard¥i@he parables share only a
few similar words and structures, and the contektthese parables are
different. However the similarities between the twarsions of the pa-
rable, the Lukan and the Matthean, indicate thattito different sour-
ces of the parable are based on one and the saatdepa

7.5.3 Textual considerations

Despite the similarities in the main plot of thergdde transmitted by
Luke, Matthew and the Gospel of Thomas, there axentheless clear
differences between them. To begin with, the lohgesbal connection
between Luke 14:15-24 and Matt 22:1-10 consistg oftthe wordsig
0 650v¢ (Luke 14:23/Matt 22:10%°° Both Luke and Matthew empha-
size that the banquet is ready. According to M&t 2'everything is
ready” @avte étoun), while according to Luke 14:17 the banquet “is
already ready’#{6m éroua ¢otiv). The idea of the banquet being ready,
as expressed especially in Matt 22:4, recalls toedsy of R. Agiba:
“And everything is ready for the mealf). '’Abot 3:16. Both Luke and
Matthew underline that the straightforward intentaf the host is to get
the house/wedding hall full of guests, and moregveth versions of the
parable notice the anger of the host (Matt 22:74_1k:21 6pyi(w) due
to some of the called ones refusing to attend #oegbet. In Luke this
parable is told in the context of a Sabbath medlaspart of the travel
narrative leading to Jerusalem (14:1-24). In Matthtbe parable is
taught in the temple of Jerusalem as 21:23 indic&eth the Lukan and
the Matthean versions of the parable are conndotéd preceding con-
text. In the case of Luke the parable is stronglikdd with Jesus’ tea-
ching on humility and hospitality (14:7—-14) arouhe table. The Mat-
thean version of the parable leans, in certain@spen the preceding
parable of the wicked tenants (21:33-48)Davies and Allison suggest

5 Davies & Allison, 1997, 194. Luz, 2005, 47. Hu#igr 2000, 334-335. Beasley-
Murray, 1986, 119.

°® Davies & Allison, 1997, 194.

7 For further textual differences between Luke 1424%6and Matt 22:1-10 we may note
that in Luke the host is “a certain mai§pwndc tic) while in Matthew he is “a man, a
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that the Matthean version of the parable (Matt 220) has been re-
dacted extensively in order for it to resemble gsr21:33-34. These
verses are at the beginning of the parable of tloked tenants. The
links between the parable of the wicked tenantsti(lela33-46) and the
banquet of the king’s son (Matt 22:1-10) are appai@ both parables
the Son is a central character. In 21:37-39 theiSddlled, in 22:3—7
the ones who are first invited to the Son’s weddfgse to comé”®

The anger of the king is expressed forcefully: Batis army
troops, executed the murderers of his servantshanat their city {nv
oAy abtdv évémpmoev) 22:7. Matthew explains the king's anger by
mentioning that some of the invited guests, who enextuses not to at-
tend the wedding, had beaten the king's servardskdied them, 22:6.
Again this Matthean speciality resembles a sinidas in the parable of
the wicked tenants (Matt 21:35). Luz concludes Matt 22:7, referring
to the burning of the city, must be post-70. Acdogdto Luz the refe-
rence to the burning of the city (22:7) reflects thestruction of Jeru-
salem in 70 CE. If Luz is corret then verses Matt 22:6-7 are to be
regarded as redactional. Luz’'s view can be doubtesl to verse 22:7
speaking about the burning of the city, and acomydbd Josephus the
Romans burnt only the temple, not the city. Moreépyesus almost cer-
tainly said something critical against the temphel @oomed it to de-

struction’** and therefore it is totally plausible that Jesasi have re-

king” (vepumy Paoirer). Luke deals with a great feaskifvov péye), while Matthew
deals with the wedding of the king’s som(oc). The wordsivbpwmndc tic is clearly Lu-
kan. It appears as such, seven times in Luke dadether ten times in the whole of LXX
and NT. The wordévepwndg tic appear in the following places in the Bible: Job; Bel
1:2; Luke 10:30; 14:2; 16; 15:11; 16:1; 19:12; 20R®@m 7:24. The expressi@mopumy
Baoider is typically Matthean. The words are identicatiyfd in Matt 18:23 and 22:2. Ot-
her than these places there are no parallels iBitiie.

8 Davies & Allison, 1997, 197.

™9 Luz, 2005, 54. Davies & Allison, 1997, 201. Asukeguite certainly prophesied the de-
struction of the temple, it is possible that thieteas, the coming destruction of both the
temple and Jerusalem, would have found their way Jesus’ parables. Verse Matt 22:7
resembles the idea expressed in 2 Chr 36:16. lQ05(54) mentions the rabbinic passage
of B. Sabb.119b, which reads as follows: “Jerusalem was dgstt only because people
despised the scribes, because it is said: “andrttoeked the messengers of the Lord.” See
also:Qoh. Rab3.16 § 1.

% See Sanders, 1985, 70-77, 90. Pitre, 2005, 3%3sam, 1991, 357-358. Holmén,
2001, 323. Horsley, 1993, 300. Bryan, 2002, 222003, 514-515, 631-633.



242

ferred to these ideas of judgment and destructidnis parable$'! The
end of the Matthean parable, verses Matt 22:11fiids no equivalents
in the Lukan parable of the great banquet. Moreoxenses Matt 22:10-
14 are pointedly Matthean in their wordif{§.The phrase in 22:13i¢
TO 0kOTOG TO EEWtepor: ékel €otal 6 KAwvOWOg kal O PBpuynog TAV
086vtwv) is Matthean and recurs in Matt 8:12 and 25:3022rl0 the
servants go out and invite everybody, both the gaod the bad
(movmpoig Te kol dyaBolg, 22:10; 5:45; 13:48), to join the wedding of
the king's son. The good and bad resemble the [gahbthe fishnet
(Matt 13:47-48). The net captures all kinds of fistd comparably also
all kinds of people are invited to the wedding. tBa Day of Judgment
the good and the bad are separated. For the badtloere will be, once
again, “weeping and gnashing of teetld’ fpuypog tdv bd6vTwY),
13:50/22:13"

The Lukan version of the parable has certainly matsrtextual
resonances in Luke’s Gospéf.Luz states that the Lukan redactional
elements are concentrated in Luke 14:21b22Zhe links between
Luke 14:7-14 and 14:15-24 are obvious. Those agliid the feast,
i.e. the poor, crippled, blind and lame, are tha®m Jesus urged his
disciples to invite to a feast (14:13/21b-22). Tiniting theme of Luke
14:7-24 is the feast and the invitation. The venbite” (kaAéw) appears
repeatedly in verses 12, 13, 16, 17 and 24. The fiblessed” oxd
ptog) functions as a link between 14:7-14 and 14:15#2dspakdpLog
appears identically in verses 14 and"fsThe worduakdproc, however,
appears also in Luke 7:23 and 12:43. In the ovemadtext of the Lukan
Gospel the noumexdprog gives rather a clear hint of who the final
guests in the kingdom of God, at the great banoquétbe. The phrase
&v ) Baordelq tod Beod is clearly Lukan. It appears as such six times in

"1 Hagner, 1995, 628—630.

"2 uz, 2005, 48-49. Smit, 2008, 161. Davies & Allisd997, 194-195. Sde Sabb.
153a.

"3 The description of the place of judgment with werds ofd Bpuypde TGV d86vtwY is
typically Matthean. In the whole of the Greek Biltkeese words are found identically in
the following verses: Matt 8:12; 13:42, 50; 22:23;51; 25:30; Luke 13:28.
"“Wendland, 1997, 159-194. See also: Smit, 2008; 15H.

"5 uz, 2005, 47, n. 17.

"eWendland, 1997, 166-167.
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the Greek Bible. It is found five times in Luke Z8; 13:28, 29; 14:15;
22:16) and once in Mark (14:25). Interestingly Lukg:28-29; 14:15
and 22:16/ Mark 14:25 mention these words in cotioeavith the hope
of dining in the kingdom of God. The parable of theeat banquet
parallels the saying of the great banquet in LuR#28-29/Matt 8:11—
12. Both texts are connected with the idea of ssimy eschatological
reversal. The ones coming from afar, from all tbheners of the com-
pass, Luke 13:29, take the places of “you”, 13:34-v#ho were close to
“the Lord”, 25-26 — i.e. Jesus. In the parablehsf great banquet the
outsiders on the roads and hedg@eit kai ¢payuotg) and who are
compelled to come, take the places of those whee vimvited first,
14:23-24""

In Luke 14:15-24 the servants are sent three timvasreas in
Matt 22:1-10 they are sent only twi¢& However if the indirect notion
of a calling in Matt 22:3 is counted, then also khatthean version con-
tains three callings. In GThom 64 the servantssamt four times. In
Luke 14:21 the servant stays within the limitstwd tity. He goes to the
broad streets and into the narrow alleys of theinitsearch of the city’s
unfortunate personsi€ toc mhatelac kol plupec thg mOAew). It is note-
worthy that he is not told of searching for thensirs, but rather for the
poor and handicapped. The unfortunate whom theaserfig to invite,
are reminiscent of the group of people to whom gesission is aimed
according to Luke 7:22° The saying of Luke 10:10 gives the impres-
sion that by proclaiming on the broad streets efdity, the whole city
was reached with the messdgeAfter compelling the unfortunate of
the city, the servant is subsequently sent, 14a&ide the city, into the
roads and hedgesi ta¢ 660l¢ kal ¢payuolc). In Matt 22:9 the ser-
vants are sent to the “entry points of the streét8” toc Sief6doug TGV
o6ov. Luz clarifies that the wordLéZodoc means “a starting point or en-
ding point, for example, the most distant part ¢émitory.” In the LXX
the wordéwétodog appears frequently. The wordsgZodovg TV 660V,

""Wendland, 1997, 167-168.
"8Bjrd, 2006, 77-78.

19 Hultgren, 2000, 337.

2 See Fitzmyer, 1985, 1056-1057.
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cannot, as Luz confirms, be translated as “crosisdaMatt 22:9 com-
pels the servants to go out of their city and curdiall the way to the
end of their kingdom, to its boundari€$.In Matthew the third calling
would indicate travel beyond the borders and inémtide lands. Perhaps
the third calling is missing because in Matt 1é disciples are prohi-
bited from traveling on a road leading into a Gentiity €ic 080V
vy un amérdnte). If the actual parable contained three calliras,
Luke’s version has it, then the fact that the tlyrdup of people are not
defined in any other way than by noting that thesrevfound around
roads and hedge&spug kal ¢payuove, Luke 14:23), can be seen as im-
plicitly supporting the Gentile reference. It is oburse possible that
Luke created a third calling in order to make apliait reference to the
Gentiles. It is possible that Matthew has abbredahe number of calls
to two. The four calls of GThom 64 seem implausiBlied suggests that
the three calls recall the original number of callshe parable as it was
told by Jesus. Bird supports this claim by notingtta triplet is common
in other parable&? Notably Luke has not redacted the last call tduinc
de an explicit reference to the Gentiles.

7.5.4 The core of the parable of the Great Banquet

The question about what in particular constitutieel historical core of
the parable is difficult to solve. Our survey o€ ttextual details of the
parable in L, M and GThom suggest the followingusioh. In principle
we can plausibly claim that at its core the origparable contained the
idea that the meas ready and servedand therefore the elected were
called to enter into the banquet. As previouslyedothe triple call of
Luke reflects the original number of the invitatidfhe ones who were
first called refused to come by offering excuselse Bxcuses noted in
Luke 14:18-20 and Matt 22:5 were quite certainlyt pd the original
parable. They indicate that the ones who werealhjtiinvited did not
consist of a religious group or religious peoplesash, but of rich and
well-to-do people. The anger of the host is attesbeby Luke and Mat-

21 uz, 2005, 55.
22 Bjrd, 2006, 81. See: Mark 4:1-9, 13-20; Luke 1917/Matt 25:14-30; Luke 13:20—
21/Matt 13:33; Luke 10:30-37; 11:5-10.
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thew. The host's persistent desire to fill his lowgas most probably
part of the original parable.

It is attested indirectly in both Luke and Matthewersions of
the parable that in the end the house/the wedditignas filled (Matt
22:10; Luke 14:22—-23). To be sure Luke 14:22-24sdua explicitly
state that the house became full, but it certaivdg the intention of the
host. The sending of the servant to gather and ebthp poor and sick,
everybody, the good and the bad, to enter the kmniguclearly motiva-
ted by the host’s desire to fill the house/weddiadj. This central theme
of the parable was arguably in the parable iniitgimal form: the ban-
quet is not cancelled or delayed, and all the glareund the table are
to be taken. This point is crucial for the underdiag the parable and
its implications. The banquet is ready, there i$ Kiom because the
ones who were first invited refused to come, thereethe poor and the
sick, are all invited. Outcasts from the countrff@ntiers and possibly
even beyond them are searched for and compelladeiod. The parable
considers that the kingdom of God has come netihasi been inaugu-
rated (Mark 1:15; Matt 12:28; 17:20-21). The conswation of the
kingdom of God is symbolized by the meal whichdady to be served,
and thus the host has an urgent need to fill thesévavedding hall with
guests. The urgency, the host’s desire to get dlusénfull and the con-
text of eschatological consummation were featurbghvwere part of
the original parable of the great banquet.

7.6 Who will be at the Great Banquet and who

will not?

7.6.1 The rich and the poor

In the parable, we are faced with two pressing tipes for our concern.
Who are those who refuse to join the feast? Whatarse who surpri-
singly fill the house? Traditionally it has beemaad that the ones who
are first invited are the Pharisees and the ralgiestablishment, while
the ones who fill the house are the sinners andiqauis, and perhaps
even some Gentiles. This view maintains that thalga explains Jesus’
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own practice of dining with the sinners and pubieaMark 2:16—
17).® As Luz points out, this understanding does notevednse when
the excuses of the ones who are first invited akert into account. The
excuses (Luke 14:18-20; Matt 22:5; GThom 64) atdmany way reli-
gious. Luke 14:18-20 states that the ones who ¥isteinvited, had
bought a piece of land, five oxen and one of thead just got mar-
ried.”?* This is an important point of fact, and notablykkeis Gospel
contains parables in which the Pharisees and tiestprare explicitly
mentioned (Luke 10:31-32; 18:10-12) in a negatiammer. However
such critique against these religious groups isfoond in the parable
about the great banquet. According to Matt 22:5ahes who excused
themselves from attending the banquet went to tlaeins and to their
businesses. In GThom 64 the parable ends with dhewing words:
“But buyers and sellers shall not come into thegdaof my Father.”

I maintain with Fitzmyer that the parable of theafrbanquet is a
caution for the rich?®> Also Luz and Horsley emphasize that the out-
siders who enter into the banquet are poor pedpiis. is the case parti-
cularly in Luke’s version of the parable. The exasisf those who were
first invited, indicate that they were well-to-deqple. The landowner
must have been rich, and five oxen were capablearking a large
piece of land. Of course, the third excuse mentdaneLuke 14:20, the
marriage, does not presuppose that the man wasQOitkhe basis of the
parable, as told by Matthew, Luke and the Gospdltaimas, it is cre-
dible that those who made the excuses were firdt faremost rich
people’”® The Jesus traditions contain several sayings whighthe
poor in a favourable position (Luke 6:28J,and on the other hand, the
fate of the rich is difficult (Luke 6:24; Mark 4:190:25). The warning
against the rich and the promise to the poor atkl sihich is apparent
in the parable of the great banquet, coheres weitleral of Jesus’ say-

"2 Dodd, 1935, 121.

24 Luz, 2005, 50-51.

% Fitzmyer, 1985, 1051. Fitzmyer notes that two pkes (Luke 12:16-21 and 14:15-24)
are especially critical towards the rich.

726 Jeremias, 2003, 176-177. Horsley, 1993, 180.

27 Evans, 2001, 175. Dunn, 1992, 266—267. See: Mag8-84; Mark 10:21; 12:42-43;
Luke 6:20/Matt 5:3; 11:5/Luke 7:22; Luke 4:18; 12:P1; 14:13, 21; 16:19-31; 19:8.
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ings, parables and practises attested in the Jesiisons. According to
Luz’'s argumentation those brought and compellethéobanquet from
the roads, streets and hedges are likely to be. pa®rthey are not
brought from their work, they can be imagined toupemployed, poor
and beggars. The words of Luke 14:21, mentionirg“fgoor, the crip-
pled, the blind, and the lame”, might reflect thegimal message of the
parable’?®

Those who are subsequently invited in the Lukarsiger(Luke
14:21) partly resemble the list of people who coutd enter the Qum-
ran community as full members (1QSa 2:6-10; 1QM-@}4 Additio-
nally, the list in Luke 14:21 is reminiscent of thst in m. Hag. 1:1,
which restricts entrance into the temple from dartgroups of per-

sons‘®

“All are liable for an appearance offering [befofee Lord]

(Exod 23:14, Deut 16:16) except for (1) a deaf-m® an

idiot, (3) a minor, (4) one without pronounced saxcharacte-
ristics, (5) one who exhibits the sexual traitsboth sexes, (6)
women, (7) slaves who have not been freed, (8latine, (9) the
blind, (10) the sick, (11) the old, (12) and oneovdannot go up
on foot.”

The mention of the crippled, blind and lame in thesitings (Luke 14;
1QSa 2:6-10; 1QM 7:4—6n. Hag. 1:1; Lev 21:17-21) suggests that
these kinds of people were regarded as unablertdhje people of Israel
fully in its worship. As this kind of a categorigjrof people is found in
several sources (Luke 14; 1QSa 2; 1QM1i7;Hag. 1:1) it is possible
that Jesus could have reacted against a similar eypgestriction. The
clear contra-parallels of Luke 14:21 with the idedshe Qumran com-
munity might indicate that Jesus was intentionalbntradicting his
practice of public table-fellowship (Mark 2:15-1&)d his message, as

28| uz, 2005, 51. See also: Luke 17:27—28/Mait 24338—

2 See als@ell. 6:425-427. Josephus mentions that only the Jewspefor “those who
have the lepprosy, or the gonorrhea, or womenttaee their monthly courses, or such as
are otherwise polluted”, can join the Passover raedl eat the cult offering, i.e. the lamb.
This meal was not open for the Gentiles who wereeatly worshiping in Jerusalem. Jo-
sephus states that only the ones who had madeeh@&®mspure and holy”, the Jews, who
numbered about 2.7 million, took part in the s&if
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expressed in his parables and sayings about thgubtim the kingdom
of God (Matt 8:11-13/Luke 14:16-24), with that f@mran commu-
nity and their pure meals (1QS 6) which mirrored &xpected messia-
nic meal (1QSa 2§%°

It is noteworthy that in Luke 14:16 actually “theany” (moAlot)
had been invited, but only three excuses are n&idek many” has cal-
led for a variety of interpretations. AccordingBard “the many” is to
be understood as an all-inclusive Semitism, whickans “all Israel.”
Bird is correct in his defination that the bangigeto be understood as
an apocalyptic symbol about the vindication of éf&" but it is not
convincing to claim that the “many” are to be ursieod as “all Israel.”
James Sanders argues that tlaéiot denotes the Hebrew expression
o2n in a similar fashion as it appears in the Qummxist™? In the
Qumran, “the many”p'a2an, was used as a technical term to define the
full members of the Qumran community (1QS 6:8; J2%is was the
designation for the Qumran in-group. As Dunn staleshe Qumran
community only full members of the seetan, were allowed to take
part in the pure meals (1QS 6:2, 4-5, 16-17, 2031jhe Qumran
community explicitly excluded the blind, the lamadathe crippled
(1QSa 2:4-9) from their congregation and thus &tsm their table-fel-
lowship (1QSa 2:17-21; 1QS 6:4-8).The problem with understan-
ding themoAdol (Luke 14:16) as referring to all Israel is simplee first
invitation excluded the “poor, crippled, blind ataine”, although they
certainly belonged to all Israel. It seems that‘thany” in Luke 14:16
does not have any implicit or explicit referencetie Qumran commu-
nity or to “all Israel” as a religious epith€F.In the minds of the Jews of
the late second temple period the vague epithet fitany” would have
had religious, sectarian, national and even unatersnnotations. Con-

" Dunn, 1992, 265-268.

81 Bird, 2006, 80. Bird refers to the following pagsa in support for the claim that the
full banquet symbolizes the restored Israel: Is®-28;, Ezek 39:19-20; Matt 25:10; Rev
19:7-9;4 Ezra2:37-41;1 En.62;2 Bar.29; 1QSa 2:11-22n. Abot.3:16-17.

82 3anders, 1974, 260. In contrast with Fitzmyewzrfiter, 1985, 1055.

3 Dunn, 1992, 262.

% Dunn, 1992, 263-268. Sanders, 1974, 261-264.

% "The many” foitol / o'2m) can also simply be referring to “all” the peopBee Isa
53:12; Mark 10:45; 14:24.
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sequently we are incapable of determining who ‘“thany” of Luke
14:16 are. However, their excuses reveal that tene rich and privile-
ged men.

7.6.2 The Great Banquet in a context of eschatologidal fu

fillment
At first glance it seems that the parable of theagbanquet does not
refer to the Gentiles, but to the whole of Isr@eken to her unprivileged
members, the poor and the handicapped. Luke 143ané Matt 22:9
do not explicitly state that the guests would betes. Recently Bird
has argued that the parable — as told and intebgd@ésus — can be un-
derstood in a way which makes the reference toi@emiossiblé® Ad-
mittedly in the context of the Gospels both Luke2B4and Matt 22:9
can be understood as implicitly referring to thentBes’®’ But such a
reading of the Gospel, which is affected by theokbgical composition
of the evangelist, does not necessary reveal thesvdf the historical
Jesus. The claim that Jesus actually referred aitlplto Gentiles in this
parable (Luke 14:15-24/Matt 22:1-10) is based aerjmetations and
assumptions, which are dependent on the scholevgsvof Jesus’ mis-
sion. The claim is dependent on the argument astpitd which Jesus
saw that the eschatological consummation was iate sf being reali-
zed through his mission and person.

It is clear that in Luke 14:16—24 the first and@®t calling are
for Jews: first for the privileged, then for thepuivileged. The third cal-
ling is practiced outside the city, and becauser¢logients are not spe-
cified in any way, it has been argued that theyld@mven have been
Gentiles. Jeremias states that Luke would haverstatal the third cal-
ling as a calling for the Gentiles. He claims ttet early Church eagerly
took this interpretation as support for its Gentiléssion. Jeremias in-
sists that this was not, however, Jesus’ intenth@mtording to Jeremias
Jesus did not predict or launch a Gentile misdiom,rather looked for-
ward to the pilgrimage of the Gentiles into thegdom at the eschatolo-

36 Bird, 2006, 82—83.
"7 Bird, 2006, 80. Perrin, 1967, 112.
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gical hour (Matt 8:11¥*® Bird contends that the parable of the great ban-
quet deals with the themes of Israel’'s restoratimigssion and Gen-
tiles.”* Bird maintains that the parable, rightly as iaiparable of resto-
ration, opens the possibility that the third onesbe invited (Luke
14:23) are Gentiles. This idea finds support fréw motivation of the
third call which is due to the host’s persistenside to fill the House
with guests. | agree with Bird in the matter thite* House” ¢ oikog) is

a frequently used name of the temple of Jerus&f@ifhis is the case
also in the preceding chapter, Luke 13:35/Matt 23:®0b ddietal
Luiv 6 olkog vuav. In the context of eschatological fulfillment thas-
sion of filling the House can certainly be undeost@s referring to Jews
and Gentiles coming to the House of the LBFdThe possible Gentile
reference in this parable is, as we have noteccrobmt on the assump-
tion that Jesus thought that the kingdom of Gaal,the eschatological
fulfillment, had arrived. In chapter 4.4 we notédttthe traditions sug-
gest, credibly, that Jesus regarded the kingdo@oaf to have arrived in
some manner — be it mystically or partially. Asstpremise of realized
eschatology is affirmed, the Gentile referenceoissible.

7.6.3 The Great Banquet in a context of eschatological re

versal
Lastly, it is worthwhile surveying the saying ame tparable of the great
banquet in the light of “eschatological reversaitiich is a wide-spread
theme embracing itself over the Jesus traditiomsl &1d Dunn correc-
tly argue that the saying of Matt 8:11-12 resembBé=gis’ message con-
cerning the eschatological reversal, which is firmboted in the mes-
sage of Jesud? The eschatological reversal is apparent in differe
sources in the Gospels, and it is expressed irerdift ways, in word
(Matt 8:11-12; 21:32), in parable (Luke 14:15-2dy én action (Mark

38 Jeremias, 2003, 64—65.

% Bird, 2006, 83.

740 Bird, 2006, 81. See: 1 Sam 1:7; Ezra 1:2—7; 2368:9; 11-12; 4:3, 24; Neh 10:32-39;
Pss 26:8; 42:4; 65:4; 66:13; Isa 2-3; 5-6; 56; @6J2r 7; 19:14; Mic 4:1.

™1 Bird, 2006, 82. See: Isa 2:2-4; 56:3-8; 1 Kgs 848t 2 Chr 6:32; Mic 4:1-4C. Ap.
2:193;Sib. Or.3:565-569, 616—634, 715-720En.90:32—332 Bar.68:5-8:T. Ben.9:2.
42 Bjrd, 2006, 86. Dunn, 2003, 415, 538.
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2:15-17). Dunn emphasizes that “a persistent thientke Jesus tradi-
tion is that of eschatological reversal.” In theuketradition it is empha-
sized that the poor, the meek, the children, thallsaind the sinners, the
sick and the despised in many ways are often ceedesith positive
hopes of inheriting the kingdom of God and of recej God’s comfort
and a great reward for their sufferings and sa&#i The saying and the
parable of the great banquet (Matt 8:11-12; Lukel3424) is to be
seen in this context of reversal. The idea of estbgical reversal is
also apparent in the sayings, which compare thenpbery Gentiles
with this wicked generatioMatt 12:41-42/Luke 11:31-32% The pa-
rable of the great banquet (Luke 14:15-24) refldutsidea of eschato-
logical reversal: those who are called first negtée call. They make
excuses not to enter into the banquet preparethém. Therefore the
lord of the banquet calls and compels the sickrplame and perhaps
even Gentiles to join the banquet. The “sons ofkingdom” are left
out, while the “many” from the east and west eimiéw the company of
Israel’s founding father§"

7.7 Authenticity of the parable of the Great

Banguet

The parable of the great banquet is quite widelg he reflecting an ac-
tual parable of Jesd® The authenticity of the parable can be supported
on several accounts. First, the parable has madiapty reached us
through two separate sources in Matthew and Lukeo&dly, as Jesus
was certainly famous for his practice of dininghwéll kinds of people,

a parable, concerning the great banquet, suits timg generally ac-
knowledged practice of his. Thirdly, the parabldem®s with other tra-
ditions of eschatological reversal. The idea okachatological reversal

is well rooted in the sayings, actions and parabfe¥sus. The parable
of the great banquet suits Jesus’ style of likersatyation with a ban-

3 Dunn, 2003, 412—-417. The quotation of Dunn is froa12.

4 See Borg, 1998, 219-221.

™% Dunn, 2003, 427, n. 236. Bird, 2006, 79-80. Heitgr2000, 339, n. 28. Luz, 2005, 50.
Bryan, 2002, 76. Concerning the parable of thetdraaquet Bryan (Bryan, 2002, 76.) sta-
tes that “its authenticity in some form is rarelyegtioned.”
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quet or feast?® The two-fold message of the parable, the messhge o
demption and doom, coheres with Jesus’ other sayargl parables,
which clearly contained this double-edged messdgedemption and
doom. The Lukan table-context for the parable igan@ausible than
the Matthean temple-context. ifi. ’Abot 3:3 can be taken to describe
the table-setting of early first century Jewish iléal discussions and
teachings around the table would have been noffhal parable testifies
to Jesus’ urgent appeal. The parable transfersrtfent message of con-
sumed time:#pyeofe, 8tL f6n éroud €otv. Thus the parable fits into
the eschatological context of Jesus’ mission anssage. | maintain that
the parable of the great banquet derives its qoma flesus. Luke’s ver-
sion of the parable, as it seems to be less redidates more truthfully
preserved the original parable.

7.8 The parable of the mustard seed: Mark 4:30—
32

The parable of the mustard seed does not dealthétibanquet or with
an eschatological meal, however this parable cshesith the central
idea apparent in the saying and parable of thet tpaaguet (Matt 8:11—
12/par., Luke 14:15-24/par.). With this centraladerefer to the theme
of gathering the outsiders inside the kingdom oflQa the parable and
saying of the banquet the outsiders, the outcastsgathered around the
table, while in the parable of the mustard seedbihgs of the air find
their rest in the shades of the shrub’s branchhs. &schatological cli-
max of the kingdom of God seems to be the factittemehow results
in the gathering of outcasts inside of it. The péraf the mustard seed
has often been understood as referring to the siarluof Gentiles
(=birds) into the restored kingdom of G&4.

The parable of the mustard seed is found in all Sgaoptics
(Matt 13:31-32/Luke 13:18-19) and the Gospel of fie (GThom
20). Scholars tend to argue that the parable defien two or even
three sources — from Mark, Q and possibly from Githall our sour-

746 Matt 8:11-12/Luke 13:28-29, Mark 14:25.
47 Marcus, 2000, 330—331. Bird, 2006, 71-77. Jeremi@81, 68—69. Allison, 1997, 183.
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ces — be they two or three — emphasize that thgdkim of God grows
from a tiny start to a magnificent fulfillment, froa tiny seed into a
sizeable tree or shrub in the shade of which thisHind their rest’®

Mark 4:30-32

Kol éleyer md¢ Opolwowuer Ty Baolielar tod Beod f) &v tive admy
TapePordy 0Guer; 3 ¢ kbkkw owdtewe, d¢ Gtav omapd ém TAc YAc,
LikpdTepor BV TdvTwY TV omepudtov TOV M the YAc, 2 kol Stav
omapf, avaPeiver kal yivetal pelov TAVTOV TOV AaGvwV Kol ToLel
kAadoug peyadovg, Wote SVvacBul LTO THY okLky abtod To meteLvd TOD
oVpavod kataoknrodv.

The parable itself does not quote any explicit GEgage, although the
parable (in all of its versions) recalls the imadea kingdom-tree in the
OT (LXX Ps 103:12; Dan 4:10-12, 17-18; LXX Ezek2224; 31:3-
7).”%° For our concern the parable is especially importae to its pos-
sible Gentile reference. Admittedly the parable doet solely relate
about the birds who build their nests in the sHikd-kingdom of God.
The emphasis of the parable is on the great groitie kingdom of
God. Notably the climax of the kingdom’s growthtig arrival of the
birds. In the Jesus tradition the idea of growtimfrsmall to great is ap-
parent’>° Obviously the aspect of growth and the birds aireed toget-
her in this parable. The great growth of the kingde highlighted by
the fact that ultimately the birds of the sky setih the branches of the
shrub-tred”! The seed’s growth into a great shrub evokes the ad the
eschatological consummation of the kingdom of Gartfj thus the pa-
rable indicates that the arrival of the birds bglolo the era of
eschatological fulfillment. As we have noted, it@cance with Jewish

8 For the discussion concerning the sources see Bd@B, 73. Davies & Allison, 1991,
416. Crossan, 1991, 276-278. Meadors, 1995, 204-208he differences between Mark
and Q see Meadors, 1995, 271-272.

9 Meadors, 1995, 206. Davies & Allison, 1991, 420.

™0 See Bird, 2006, 73. Dunn, 2003, 461-465. The pamabthe leaven underlines this
same message of growth: Luke 13:20-21/Matt 13:33c3%hom 96.

1 Bird, 2006, 73. The mustard seed certainly andietp underlines the humble begin-
ning with the kingdom of God: See Marcus, 2000,.388rcus notes that the mustard seed
as such was proverbial for its smallnesmadlid.5:2 andb. Ber.31a indicate.
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visions the possible salvation of the Gentiles e@ssidered to be reali-
zed in the eschaton. The saying of the royal baniquiéhe kingdom of

God also alludes to the eschatological future wifrenmany Jews and
Gentiles would arrive at the festive banquet (Nattl—12).

Our crucial question is: To whom do the birds reé® Of course
in the light of Jesus’ mission they could denoteide sinners and pub-
licans, to the blind, lame and poor, and the smdtdews around the
Diaspora. Jeremias notes that in the Midrashicdlitee the birds of the
heaven could mean the Gentilésand that the “verRoteoknvodv... is
often used as an eschatological technical térfiNotably in LXX Ezek
31:6 the birds of heaven refer to all great natiarsl in later Jewish
texts such ad Ezra5:26 andl En.90:30 the birds symbolize Gentile
nations as well as individual Gentiles. The vetkroknréw appears in
Mark 4:32, Matt 13:32 and in Luke 13:19. The verbams to “dwell in”
and to “nest.” Jeremias’ claim, that the veshooknrodv was under-
stood as a “technical term” denoting the Gentilé® are seeking refuge
in the eschatological city of God, is not convirgcipecause the claim is
based on only two examples where this verb is usesdich a fashion:
Jos. Asenl15:7 and LXX Zech 2:11. Moreover as Bird notes tieeb
kataoknvéw is frequently associated with Jews in the L¥XDespite
this there are plausible reasons to assume thalbittie nesting in the
shadows of the branches refer to Gentiles. Thebpeees told by all our
sources — Q, Mark and possibly GThom — has, ircétster, the great
tree or shrub on the branches of which the birdkl ibeir nests. This
image is found in the OT and in the writings of $exond temple pe-
riod, and in these writings the respective imagaceons the Gentiles
(Ezek 31:6 LXX; (Ezek 17:23 LXX); Dan 4:18; En.90:30;Midr. Ps.

2 gee Jeremias, 1981, 69. Jeremias lists the fallppassageddidr. Ps.104 § 13 on Ps
104:12;1 En.90:33;b. Aboda Zaratla;j. Abod. Z.lI, 42c. 44; Num. R. 13 on Num 7:13.
3 Jeremias, 1981, 69. See also Jeremias, 2003, 487—1

4 Bird, 2006, 75-76. See Num 14:30; 35:34; Deut 8332dg 5:17; 2 Sam 7:10. See also
Marcus, 2000, 324-325. Marcus too doubts ithatoknvéw is to be understood as an es-
chatological technical term. Marcus states thais“ttue that the later rabbis spoke of Gen-
tile converts to Judaism as people who had conasvedl ‘under the wings of the Shechi-
nah’. This image goes back to Ps 91:1-4, which tayn the background, since that
psalm, like our parable, speaks of dwelling bené&atld’s shadow as a symbol of divine
protection.”
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104:10). The fact that the parable of the mustaatisand the passages
of the kingdom-tree in the OT and in Jewish wriingse similar words
and images, suggests that our parable is to bergtndd in the light of
the OT images presented by Ezek 17 and Dan 4.elsetpassages the
kingdom is portrayed as a tree on which branchesGentiles, like
birds, find their refuge. This connection suggéiséd the birds of the pa-
rable of the mustard seed are to be understooa:as|€s’>°

Lastly, we are to address the question of the pelsabuthenti-
city. Davies and Allison state that “the parableoime form or the other
is universally reckoned to Jesus®This claim is supported by more re-
cent scholars to&’ The authenticity of the parable of the mustardisee
can be supported by the fact that it has reachatrosgh at least two
independent sources — Mark and Q, but possiblytalemgh GThom as
Crossan insist§? The parables concerning rural themes of the sowing
of the seed and its growing are apparent in thesJgaditions. | main-
tain that the parable of the mustard seed is atithemd that although it
does not explicitly refer to the Gentiles, the immagy in the parable in
the light of the OT and the eschatological mess#dghe parable con-
cerning the growth of the kingdom of God, makes@atile reference
highly possible and presumable.

7.9 Conclusion

During the late second temple period dining hadbeca religious and
ethnical symbol. The table-fellowship of the redigs Jews posed a so-
cial claim, and thus their meals were not openviaryone. In the few
references to the eschatological meal from thersktemple period the
Gentiles are never explicitly mentioned En.62:12—-16;2 Bar. 29:1-8;

%5 Marcus, 2000, 330-331. Bird, 2006, 76. Catchpa@€6, 138—140. Catchpole states
the following: “A tree with nesting birds is thebical symbol of one nation’s sovereignty
over all others, whether of Israel over all the +tenaelites, or Assyria over the non-Assy-
rians, or Babylon over the non-Babylonians (cf.kExé:22—24; 31:5-7; Dan 4:10-12). Je-
sus argues from that remarkable occurrence andréedhat the fulfillment of the hope of
the Jewish people is the means whereby God’s oulehes the world.”

¢ Davies & Allison, 1991, 416.

87 Bird, 2006, 73. Allison, 1997, 183. Funk & Hoovég93, 59-60 . Liidemann, 2000,
32. Dunn, 2003, 462.

8 Crossan, 1991, 276-277.
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1QSa 2:17-22). The parable and the saying of thatdranquet (Luke
14:15-24/Matt 8:11-13) contain implicit opennessGentiles. In the
case of the account of the royal banquet the memtfcAbraham, Isaac
and Jacob are noteworthy. These patriarchs evoki@rgal hopes for
the eschatological consummation and therefore theisence around
the table in Jesus’ saying is interesting (Mattl8112/Luke 13:28-29). It
is to be noted that they are absent in the pass#desn 62:12-16;2
Bar. 29:1-8 and 1QSa 2:17-22, which relate to the ¢sldtacal meal.
Most plausibly both the saying and the parable abimai great banquet
contained no reference to Christ or to the Son ofl @ their original
form. This is curious since the early Christianaulglocertainly have ex-
pected to see Jesus as the Messiah around theNédole 14:25). More-
over it is worth noting that in the few passagesvim to us which de-
scribe the eschatological feast as envisioned byldws of the late se-
cond temple period, the Messiah Bar. 29; 1QSa 2) and the Son of
Man (1 En.62) are explicitly mentioned, but not the patriec

The parable of the mustard seed and the parabléharghying of
the great banquet share certain themes. In afleshteschatological arri-
val of the kingdom of God is at the center andliroithese respective
passages the ultimate climax is the arrival ofdtesiders to become in-
siders. In none of these passages are Gentilegitdypmentioned, but
in the light of the eschatological fulfillment th@entile reference is
highly likely, at least in the cases of the paraifl¢he mustard seed and
the saying of the great banquet.



257

8 Jesus’ positive comparisons of the Gen-
tiles

In this chapter we will investigate the Galileanesan which Jesus pro-
claims a devastating doom on Capernaum, Chorazéth Bethsaida

(Luke 10:13-15/Matt 11:20-24). According to the il@ah woes these
small villages will have a more severe judgemeantthe worst Gentile
cities in biblical history. We shall also concetgran the double saying
in which Jesus compares “this generation” with@heen of Sheba and
with the people of Nineveh (Luke 11:29-32/Matt 112:42).

8.1 The Galilean woes

8.1.1 Luke 10:13-15 and Matthew 11:21-23

Due to the many verbal similarities between thell€a woes as repre-
sented in Luke and Matthew, it has been arguedhdyethat they (i.e.
Luke 10:12-15 and Matt 11:21-24) derive from onerse — Q”>° The
verbal identical parallels concern mostly versekd 110:13-15 and Matt
11:21-23. It is to be noted that “forty-five wordsMatt 11:21-23a are
found to be identical in Luke 10:13-15", as Fitzmy®tes'®® | have
outlined the identical verbal parallels. The versiatilarities with gram-
matical differences are put in italics.

Luke 10:13-15 Matt 11:21-23

Ovel oo, Xopalilv, obai ooi, | obai ooi, Xopollv, odui oL,
Bnfoaida: 8tL el év TOpw kol | BnBowide: otL el év Tlpw kol
TWQVL Eyernfnoar ol duvapelc | TLdOVL €yérorro al duvauelg ol
ol yevduevol év bUly, maAoL Qv | yevdpeval év Lulv, modal Qv év
&V OodKKw Kol 0omod® KaeOMuevoL | 0OKKw Kol 0TodQ) WeTerdnoov.
petevénoay.

™9 Fitzmyer, 1985, 851-852. Fitzmyer, 1981, 76. Da&eAllison, 1991, 265. Funk &
Hoover, 1993, 181. Lidemann, 2000, 173-174. Hag&3, 312.
€0 Fitzmyer, 1985, 851.
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Yoy Topw kel Zisov | 2 1My Adye tuiv, Tipw kol

> ! b4 b ~ / N ~ b ! ” 3
GVEKTOTEPOV €0TaL €V TR kploeL T | LLdQVL  GvektoTepov  €o0Tal v
Duiv. Nuépe Kpioews 1) Dulv.

15 23

kol o0, Kodboproody, un €wc kol o0, Kodboproody, un €wc

b ~ 3 14 e ~ e b ~ e 14 N4 e ol
ovpovod LPwONoTn; €wc Tod ®dov | oLparod LYWONON; €WC OOV KOTC
KkaTefron. Bron- Ot el év Todduoig éyed
Nonoay ol Suvapelg al yevopeval
&v ool, éuewver dv uéxpL TG

onuepoV.

8.1.2 Jesus’ “dashed expectations”

Despite the impression that Jesus was quite poputang the small
Galilean villages and towrl§! we encounter a harsh message of doom
in the Synoptics due to the lack of repentance anwtptance of Jesus’
message among those who heard Jesus. At face thédygicture might
create a confusing picture. The synoptics haveepved several sayings
which reflect the Jewish people in Galilee and aufdding to respond
to Jesus’ message in an appropriate manner. Diléstéailure, the Syn-
optics’ Jesus tradition is embraced with prediciaf eschatological
doom. Small Galilean villages, Capernaum, Choranith Bethsaida, are
threatened with a doom more severe than the OT ipesnto the grea-
test national enemies of Israel, namely Tyre anlbi®i These two cities
are doomed in a horrible manner in the prophetiditions of the OT
(Jer 47:4; Joel 4:4; Zech 9:2}.The relatively small villages of Galilee,
at the heartland of Jesus’ mission, seem to bempeaoable with these
international polises. Certainly the alarming wags to the Galilean
villages for their failure to respond correctly desus’ mission (Matt
11:20-24/Luke 10:13-15) seems to override all priiquus.

Davies and Allison claim that Jesus experienceceepddisap-
pointment and frustration in Galilee. We can asstimé Jesus expected
to be heard and understood in the midst of the lpenipGalilee. Assu-
medly he expected that the villages and “this gatier” would react
with repentance to his message accompanied by lestatccording to

81 Sanders, 1993, 103.
%2 Uro, 1987, 163—164. See Ezek 26-28; Isa 23; ArrbslD.
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Davies and Allison Matt 11:21-23a is a testimony'ddshed expecta-
tions” which flung Jesus into the pit of “Galilearisis.” "® This reaso-
ning suggests that the hard words of Matt 11:21ce#8d be understood
as Jesus’ disappointed reaction to the unbelighefGalilean villages
and towns in which he, for the most, drew his noigsit is noteworthy
that Jesus is not told to have launched or evedigisgl any mission to
the Gentile cities on this occasion (compare AGs18-47) — in the
midst of his “dashed expectations.” The Galilearesvimsist that the tra-
ditionally most sinful Gentile cities would havepemnted if they had ex-
perienced the “great works” of Jesus. These Geuntiles are told to
have it more tolerable in the final judgment thdwe three Galilean
towns. Interestingly in the Galilean woes Jesusasreported to have
referred to the persistent belief of the Syrophdiani woman in the dis-
trict of Tyre (Mark 7:24/Matt 15:21). As we conckd in chapter 5.2
Jesus only hesitantly helped the Syrophoenician amwsndaughter, and
he had no intentions of visiting the Gentile paligé Tyre and Sidon in
order to drive his mission in them.

8.1.3 The Galilean woes in context: the Church

The historicity of the Galilean woes has been dabaixtensively. It has
been argued that the “great worksbtygueic), which summarize Jesus’
mission (Matt 11:20/Luke 10:13), actually refertb@ early Christians’
failed mission in the area around the northern @owf the Galilean
Lake. Thus the Galilean woes would recall the &epolemic between
the Jews and the early Christians. Sanders cldiaigtie Galilean woes
(Matt 11:20-24/Luke 10:13-15) “reflect the Gentidssion, as does the
saying about this generation and the Ninevites” ttM&2:41-42/Luke
11:31-32)'** Bultmann maintains that the passage of the Galileaes
(Matt 11:20/Luke 10:13) looks back into Jesus’ maissn these towns
as a completed event. Bultamann argues that thiegséMatt 11:20) is a

%3 Davies & Allison, 1991, 270.

% sanders, 1985, 110, 114. Sanders’ quotation fis fro114. Bultmann, 1963, 112. Funk
& Hoover, 1993, 181, 320. Ludemann, 2000, 174. Famtt Hoover state on p. 181 that
the curses of Matt 11:20-24/Luke 10:13-15 “areinesh consequently, by the failure of
the Christian mission in those towns.”
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community formulation of the early Church, and thatctually signifies
the failed Christian mission in these Galilean teWn Moreover some
scholars have doubted that Jesus claimed that @ayer would be
exalted to heaven (Matt 11:23/Luke 10:15). Accogdio my stance the
claim that the Galilean woes indicate that Jesussion in these towns
was considered as completed, is not convincingt ME20-24 is in the
middle of Matthew’s Galilean period, and thus iajgparent that at least
Matthew would not have held the Galilean missioa @®mpleted event
at this stagé®®

Theissen and Bird argue that Matt 11:20-24/partraditts the
reality of the early Church due to the fact tharéhwas a Christians
community in Tyre and Sidon already in the 50s §A21:3-6; 27:3).
Matt 11:21-22 does not presuppose that there whrist@ns in Tyre
and Sidon. Additionally, the saying does not cantaiy indication that
the disciples should drive a mission in these Gepilises in order that
they would repent. These notions, Bird and Theissgggest, support
the primitiveness of the saying. Admittedly it ilpsible to maintain
that Matt 11:20-24 predated the Christian commesiiin Tyre and
Sidon’®’ It is noteworthy that these two cities, althougieyt had a
Christian community at least as early as the 5fs,nat mentioned in
the NT as exemplary cities for actually making rgpace. Antiochia
(Acts 11:19-27), the Judean congregations (1 Ti2e%4), Ephesus
(Acts 19), Thessalonica (1 Thess 1:7) and Rome (R@&nare all city-
congregations which were exemplary in love, faitld aepentance. In
the whole of NT the Christians of Tyre and Sidoa anly referred to in
passing in Acts 21:3—-6 and 27:3.

Dunn insists that there is no evidence for theye@Hurch’s mis-
sion in the area of Galilee. Acts and every ottatyesource is silent

%5 Bultmann, 1963, 112. For a discussion concernivggwoes on the Galilean towns
(Luke 10:13-15) see Uro, 1987, 163-168. Uro is lvawdesitant in giving his absolute
judgment on whether or not the Galilean woes ddrive Jesus. On p. 165 Uro maintains
that “one can hardly deny that Jesus himself cputetiaim in a prophetic style and use
OT images and allusions in his preaching. It isinggossible that he uttered a prophetic
threat like Luke 10:13-15, had he felt that his sage did not meet a response by the resi-
dents of his home district.”

"®® Davies & Allison, 1991, 270. Bird, 2006, 62.

%7 Bird, 2006, 62. Theissen, 1991, 51-52.
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about the Christian’s mission, accompanied withe&grworks” in Ca-
pernaum, Chorazin and BethsalfaCapernaum is well attested in the
Gospels’ miracle-stories, but there is no mentibCloorazin apart from
Matt 11:21/Luke 10:13. In the earliest sources Baita is connected
with only one clear miracle story: i.e. the healofghe blind man (Mark
8:22-26). In Luke 9:10 (see Mark 6:45) the feedifithe multitudes is
located close to Bethsaida. The Lukan locationh@ miracle is most
probably not traditional® Matthew does not, even in passing, mention
Chorazin or Bethsaida before the Galilean woes,thnsl he does not in
any way prepare the reader with the doom of Mat2@-124/par.’® The
presumption that the woes against Chorazin, Bathsand Capernaum
reflect the failed mission of the early Christiasn®ased on non-existing
evidence

Davies and Allison, as well as Dunn, conclude that Galilean
woes, resulting from the Galilean villages’ hardie@ness towards
“great works,” suit better into the ministry of dsghan into the ministry
of the early Church’? A strong argument for this is the fact that we do
not have any evidence that the three towns of @apen, Chorazin or
Bethsaida functioned as centers of Christian missioring the follo-
wing decades after Jesus’ death. Moreover, we baga less evidence
to suggest that such a Christian mission would H@een accompanied
by “great works.” | maintain that the early Chrgsts’ assumed mission
in the three towns does not introduce a plausikfda@ation for the for-
mation of the Galilean woes.

8 Dunn, 2003, 421.

%9 Nolland, 1993, 548. Nolland states the followitig:the materials of w. 13-15 (i.e.
Luke 10:13-15) have a strong claim to historicitggisely because of the failure of the
tradition to report any might works of Jesus in €fzin or Bethsaida (Luke locates the
feeding of the five thousand there [9:10], but ftisalhardly original, and does not, in any
case, function as a mighty work of which the peaflthe city are aware). Chorazin is not
mentioned elsewhere in the NT.”

®Davies & Allison, 1991, 266-267.

"' Davies & Allison, 1991, 270. Dunn, 2003, 421. Bi2606, 62.

"2 Davies & Allison, 1991, 270. Dunn, 2003, 421.
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8.1.4 The Galilean woes and Jesus’ message of doom
In the Synoptics the unrepentant Galilean Jew#ud# is compared to
the admiring, obeying and trusting attitude of sayeatiles towards the
biblical heroes of Israel's biblical history (M&t2:40-42/Luke 11:29—
32; Luke 4:25-27). The idea of eschatological reakis apparent in
Matt 12:40-42/Luke 11:29-32 and in Luke 10:12-15fMd:21-24.
Due to the Galileans’ failure to recognize JesusneSodom will have it
more tolerable on the Day of Judgment than thely wil

The Galilean woes are prophetic oracles of doonresded to
the three town$’® If Jesus’ message was embraced with love, healing
and forgiveness, is it then possible that Jesukidwave spoken in such
a judgmental manner as Luke 10:13-15/Matt 11:2%+#BLuke 11:29—
32/Matt 12:41-42 imply? Did Jesus’ message cordaom and judg-
ment? The doom for Capernaum has verbal conneotithdsa 14:13—
15, which concerns the sinful pride of Babylon. Tty of Babylon has
boasted in her heart that she will “ascend to dips bf the clouds; | will
make myself like the Most High,” Isa 14:14. In 1$4:15 and Matt
11:23/Luke 10:15 the texts conclude that the pudedty will be
“brought down to Hades'™ Why would Capernaum have boasted of its
status? The reference to Capernaum being exaltech@aven does not
necessarily refer to an actual belief or anythingarete, but it can be
understood as a hyperbolic rhetorical device wigiths at introducing
the town’s abasemeft Scholars have, nevertheless, suggested diffe-
rent reasons for Capernaum’s assumed boastingsyiiaptics indicate
that Capernaum was the center of Jesus’ Galileasion (Matt 4:13;
8:5; 9:1; 17:24; Mark 2:1), and of course this ¢@Enunderstood as a
great privylege and a reason for boasting. Perhap$jagner suggests,
the words of Matt 11:23/Luke 10:15 — “Will you bradted to heaven?”,
which borrow Isa 14:13-15 — refer to Capernaumtswarranted, pride-

"™ Davies & Allison, 1991, 265. See Isa 5:11-17; 8921; 33:1; Mic 2:1-5; Hab 2:9-11;
1 En.94:8; 95:7; 96:4, 8; 98:9-11; 100:7-9.

" Evans, 2006, 216. Hagner, 1993, 314. Theissenl,1®R Nolland, 1993, 557, 560.
Fitzmyer, 1985, 852, 855.

s Davies & Allison, 1991, 268—269.
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ful confidence in an exceptional degree of eschaiohl blessing.”®
Capernaum might also have boasted due to her pigspeeographical
location and fertility. Despite the fact that therthern corner of the Ga-
lilean Sea was an enormously fertile arBalk 3:42-43), there is no
evidence that the residents of Capernaum would Hewedled in excep-
tional pride due to the town’s prosperity. Mostydiply the boasting of
Capernaum in Matt 11:23 and Luke 10:15 servesraetarical device.
However if the boasting relies on a concrete matkem, it would most
probably refer to Jesus’ extended presence in illeg®. After all Ca-
pernaum was privileged to serve as Jesus’ hometowinas the arena
for several of his “great works.”

The Galilean woes are to be seen in the contexittedr doom
prophecies attributed to Jesus. Jesus almostmgriziid something cri-
tical regarding the temple and predicted its destian. Predicting the
destruction of the temple would have touched onféle of the nation,
the city of Jerusalem and the people as a wHole both the Galilean
woes, as well as in the double saying, Jesus ismared as speaking
collectively. This kind of “communal judgment” wkeethe community,
and not only certain sinful individuals, is judgdtis somewhat close
parallels in the OT, from the Judaism of the sectamdple period and
from the later rabbinic period® | agree with Wright, Dunn and Borg in
their claim that the element of eschatological wagrand the oracles of
judgment were prominent in Jesus’ message. Botgssthat “Jesus ac-
cepted the expectation of a final judgment” andékeved that “when-

"8 Hagner, 1993, 314. See also: Davies & Allison,112%8-269. Davies and Allison dis-
cuss the verse Matt 11:23 in some length. Accortbripem it might be too much to read
the saying of Matt 11:23 in the light of Isa 14:23% they suggest “the phrase under dis-
cussion might be wholly rhetorical; that is, Camenm’s exaltation may not be concrete
but rather hypothetical, serving simply to introduter abasement: ‘“You shall be brought
down to Hades'.” The citation is from Davies & Altin, 1991, 269.

""" Holmén, 2001, 278, 295.

78 According to the Synoptics Jesus posed his judgroenwhole villages (Chorazin,
Bethsaida and Capernaum), cities (Jerusalem) arfthisngeneration”. In Mishnal$an-
hedrin 10:4-6 we find this same collective sentiment. “Tévensfolk of an apostate town
had no portion in the world to come.” Other colieetstatements are in the same tract
Mishnah Sanhedrin10: “All Israelites have a share in the world mw®” (10:1). “The
generation of the flood has no share in the warldame” (10:3, 1) nor the “generation of
the dispersion” (10:3, ), nor “the men of Sodo(d0:3, Ill). “The generation of the wil-
derness has no portion in the world to come” (10)3,
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ever that judgment did come, that generation wdigdover to its shock
that Gentiles of the past were less culpable thams.”’® Allison notes
that as Jesus was baptized by John the Baptisk(i48), and as Jesus
regarded John as the greatest of the prophets (M&t+15/Luke 7:26—
28), it is plausible that Jesus was greatly infagghby John’s message
which had the warning of doom and judgment at @sef*® Sanders,
too, admits that “Jesus was not opposed to the aigadgment.” He
however insists that, as Matt 11:21-24/Luke 10:53athid Matt 12:42
compare Galilean Jewish villages and “this genemndtin a very nega-
tive manner with Israel’'s worst biblical enemiegrd and Sidon, and
with a city as sinful as Sodom, these comparis@amat have derived
from Jesus, but rather they are expressions afahlg Church’s mission
theology’®* Sanders’ assumption, that Jesus would not haveaed
the Galilean towns with Israel's worst enemies aimhers in the bibli-
cal history, is not convincing because the OT dradvtritings of the se-
cond temple period do indeed contain such compasias we shall see.

8.1.5 Israel compared with the worst Gentiles in eschato-
logical discourses
By comparing the people of God with Tyre, Sidon &mtlom the Gali-
lean woes are not unique. The great prophets Isd@abmiah and Eze-
kiel compared Israel to its Gentile neighboursdmél’'s disadvantage.
According to Isa 1:9-10, Jerusalem'’s leaders wikee the leaders of
Sodom. Ezekiel, perhaps the most radical of allptephets, proclaims
that Jerusalem and Judah broke the will of God rsererely than its
surrounding Gentile nations (Ezek 5:5-7). Ezek B:5tates that if the
prophet Ezekiel were to be sent to proclaim hissags to the foreign
nations, they would listen to him, but the peogléscael do not listen to
him and hence they do not listen to their God.dn2B:14 the prophet
Jeremiah proclaims in the name of God that the l@tspof Jerusalem

" Borg, 1998, 222. Wright, 1996, 182186, 322—33@nM) 2003, 420-425.

80 Allison, 1998, 103-105. See Réis&nen, 2010, 88.

81 Sanders, 1985, 114-115. Along the same lines gfnaents, see: Liildemann, 2000,
173-174. “The threats are to be derived from th@atbn of later communities, all the
more so as they look back on the completion ofslesuivity”, p. 174.
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“have become like Sodom to me, and its inhabitdikes Gomorrah.”
Lam 4:6 looks at the destruction of Jerusalem @egastating manner:
“For the chastisement of my people has been greéhaser the punish-
ment of Sodom, which was overthrown in a momeraugih no hand
was laid on it.” In Deut 29:22 it is stated thatle later days the Promi-
sed Land will be entirely devastated so that it indcome like the land
of Sodom and Gomorrah. This devastation was owinghé people
having forsaken the covenant of the Lord (Deut 2925). In Ezek
16:48-57 the prophet compares the wicked Jerusaitimthe cities of
Sodom and Samaria. According to Ezek 16:52 SodamSamaria will
look innocent when they stand by the side of tindusiJerusalem on
Judgment Day. Despite the harsh comparisons theagesof forgive-
ness is, in the end, finally offered to Jerusal&zek 16:60-63). The re-
ferences to Sodomites are extensively doomful lexguthe OT and in
the second temple Jewish writings Sodom as itsaids as the incarna-
tion of wickedness.

Josephus also offers us somewhat comparable sawiitigsthe
Galilean woes. Immediately prior to the Roman desion and burning
of the temple of Jerusalem, Josephus — accorditgstown testimony,
which of course may be doubted — gives a speedheaebel leader
John of Gischala and to the Jerusalemites. He ufges to surrender
themselves to the Romans and thus save the tenophedestruction. In
his powerful and emotional speech he states that db Gischala, as a
Jew, committed worse sins than the Romdsel(6:99-101)%? Else-
where, in another context, Josephus attests thageheration which re-
belled and fought against the Romans in Jerusaleas,the most god-
less ever. Josephus compares the Jews fightingsidhé Romans with
the SodomitesHell. 5:442, 5662 Josephus admittedly had his reasons

82 Winninge, 1995, 194. SeBss. Sol1:8; 2:11-12, 16; 8:13; 17:15. Winninge notes that
the idea, expressed occasionallyPiss. Soland inBell. 6:99-102, claims that momenta-
rily the Jews of Jerusalem extended the sinfuloéfise Gentiles.

8 Bell. 5:442-443: “It is, therefore, impossible to gotidistly over every instance of
these men's iniquity. | shall, therefore, speakmigd here at once briefly:--That neither
did any other city ever suffer such miseries, ridrahy age ever breed a generation more
fruitful in wickedness than this was, from the beting of the world. Finally, they brought
the Hebrew nation into contempt, that they miglentselves appear comparatively less
impious with regard to stranger8ell. 5:566: “| suppose, that had the Romans made any




266

for condemning the hotheaded Jews for revoltingrestjghe Romans, as
he was on the Roman side and as the Romans wonathand as the
temple was destroyed. Despite his subjective aadebi viewpoint, Jo-
sephus’ views are important. The above mentionadagges show that a
tradition of comparing Israel with the Gentiles waswn to the Jews
and that this tradition can be traced to the OTiqaarly the prophetic
books. Such comparison of Israel with the worsttBEnwas often part
of a doom-filled prophetic criticism against Israel

Winninge has noticed that in tlfss. Solsome Jews are occasio-
nally said to be as sinful as the Gentiles, andting to some passages
the Jewish sinners are said to be even more shdnlthe Gentile& In
the book ofJubilees the sinners of the Jewish people are called sbns
Belial (15:33-34)% In addition to this, Abraham warns his sons that i
they do not keep the Torah, they will, in the ebecome like the citi-
zens of Sodom and Gomorrah (208%s. Sol1:3-8 is similar to Jesus’
judgment of Capernaum (Matt 11:23/Luke 10:15). Ashave noted the
judgment on Capernaum recalls Isa 14 and the a#isinuand doom of
Babylon. InPss. Sol.1:3-8 the implied writer of the psalm boasts that
he is full of righteousness, and as a sign of ltass rich in children.
“Their wealth spread to the whole earth, and tiglry unto the end of
the earth. They were exalted unto the stars. Thaythey would never
fall’, (1:4-5). This passage portrays the goldea afj Solomon which
resulted in pride and became the false trust ofldszendants of the one
who was “full of righteousness” (1:3). The desceridaare in reality
sinners, though in secret (1:6-7). “Their transgims (went) beyond
those of the heathen before them” (1:8). Their-sgdfitation and their
self-assurance lack all solid bases. Instead aifgbexalted unto the stars
they are doomed by the Lord. This passagesst Soll has a clear pa-
rallel idea with the idea apparent in Jesus’ woeCappernaum. More-

longer delay in coming against these villains, that city (Jerusalem) would either have
been swallowed up by the ground opening upon tlenbeen overflowed by water, or

else been destroyed by such thunder as the cooht8odom perished by, for it had

brought forth a generation of men much more aticgisan were those who suffered such
punishments; for by their madness it was thathallgeople came to be killed.”

84 Winninge, 1995, 194ss. Sol1:8; 2:11-12, 16; 8:13; 17:15.

™ In the Dead Sea Scrolls the sinners of Israetalled "sons of Darkness” and they be-
long to the lot of Belial (1QS 3:13-4:25).
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over both passages are reminscent of the simituifes of Isa 14:13.
The falsely assured sinners, who think that thely lvd or are exalted
into heaven, find themselves under God’s fierceginent with Babylon.

In the light of the OT and the writings of the sedademple pe-
riod we can state that the Galilean woes wouldhawe been totally ex-
ceptional and unique in the Jewish circles of tingt ftentury. Jesus’
message contained warnings, judgment and doomhdfurbre the
Galilean woes suit the context of Jewish religidntiee late second
temple period® Jesus believed quite certainly that a crucial timas at
hand, the kingdom of God had arrived/come near. mHission was
marked by eschatological urgen®y.Jesus’ high expectations of natio-
nal revival and restoration failed, and certairilistcould have resulted
in Jesus proclaiming the Galilean woes as wellhasdoomful words
against “this generation.” It is understandabléd tha evangelists Mat-
thew and Luke, who supported the Gentile missiothefChurch, wil-
lingly preserved these saying precisely due tor thesitive view of the
Gentiles.

8.2 Authenticity of the Galilean woes

As we have seen, there is no explicit evidence Ghastian mission in
the three villages of Capernaum, Bethsaida andazimarDespite this, it
is practically assumable that the early Christigresached the Gospel in
Galilee (Mark 14:28; 16:7; Matt 26:32; 28:7-10, 16hn 21:1). It is in-
teresting that the devastating history of the Jewvar in Galilee does
not emphasize the destruction of these three aflag they were not
central strongholds like Gamla and Yotapata. Rgifiire question as to

786 Witherington, 1990, 166. Fitzmyer, 1985, 851. S&mos 6:4-7; Mic 2:1; Hab 2:6-7;
Zeph 2:5.

87 See Meyer, 1979, 204—-205. The motif of urgencglyunarked Jesus’ mission as the
following passages bear witness: Luke 10:9/Matf 1Btatt 10:23. The urgency and short-
ness of time expressed in the Jesus traditiondbeaupported by the criterion of embar-
rassment as the statements of Mark 9:1 and Ma31@id not obviously get fulfilled.
Reiser (Reiser, 2001, 234.) emphasizes the urgehdgsus’ mission. He maintains that
the call to forgive your opponents (Matt 5:25/Luk&57-59), the saying about the Flood
(Matt 24:37/Luke 17:26-27), the demand for repec¢aand several other sayings and pa-
rables (Luke 14:15-24) express the idea that tlplpeshould repent and believe, and so
prepare themselves for the judgment, which wouldewery soon.
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why the Romans’ defeat of Gamla is not apparerdrip way in the
Gospels is revealing. The Jewish town of Gamla,rapgdl with a natio-
nalistic and religious ethos, joined the Jewish.Wdre town was attac-
ked and destroyed by the Roman legions at the biegjrof the war, 67
CE (Bell. 4:1-83)® The defeat was overwhelming: 10 000 Jews died.
This strategically crucial fall of Gamla was nofleeted back into the
mouth of Jesus as if he had prophetically doomedetidently Jewish
town. No Christian prophet recalled the “wordslué Lord” in the Gos-
pels concerning this town, whose condemnation waaldm perhaps
just as natural as the condemnation of Chorazithdaéda and Caper-
naum. It is also worth noting that Jesus is nofieitly told of visiting
Gamla, or other highly important cities or townglué Jewish war: Jota-
pata (Yodefat), Arbela and Kefar Hananyah. The @&ssgo not expli-
citly state that Jesus would have preached the &afpgsod’s kingdom
in these crucial towns. Both Jotapata and Gamla& wigmificant Jewish
towns and both of them were destroyed by the Roratitise beginning
of the war (67 CE). The devastation of these toisn®t noted — as far
as we know — in the early Christian literature anthe NT.

The Galilean woes (Matt 11:20-24/par.) threaten @adilean
town of Capernaum with a harsher doom than theBarfom. As pre-
viously noticed, in the context of OT and the wis of the second
temple period®s. Soll), Jesus’ harshness is not totally exceptiondl an
is not inconsistent with his religious Jewish caht®oreover the Gali-
lean woes concern towns which most plausibly, élight of our expli-
cit evidence from the Gospels, are connected wagug, and not with
the mission of the early Christians. | maintainttBasus called for ur-
gent repentance and that the message of doom dgch@nt was also
part of his message. | concur with scholars sudiiaisr, Bird, Jeremias
and Witherington who support the authenticity af Galilean woe&® |
maintain that the likeliest conclusion is that tlesh words of Q recall
Jesus’ words and frustration regarding the heattlaof his Galilean
mission.

78 Chancey, 2002, 129-130.
8 Bird, 2006, 62. Meier, 2001, 439. Jeremias, 1981 Witherington, 1990, 166.
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8.3 “This generation” in comparison with the
Queen of Sheba and with the people of Ni-

neveh: Luke 11:29-32 and Matthew 12:41-42

In Matt 12:39-42 Jesus is told to have answerecthedy to the Pha-
risees and the scribes, or as Luke 11:29-32 h#sdtgeneration’s, re-
quest for a sign. Both Matthew and Luke clearly the® same source.
This is obvious because of the many verbal pasaldérse Luke 11:32
and Matt 12:41, which state how the Ninevites wilind to judge this
generation on Judgment Day, are identical. Also dlaéms stated in
Luke 11:31 and Matt 12:42 are identical. Out of fifty-five words of

Luke 11:31-32 and Matt 12:41-42 fifty-three areshme’”

Luke 11:29-32

Matthew 12:39-42

Tov & Oylwv énabpollopévwy
fpfato  Aéyewr 7 yeved aitn
Yeved, Tovmpa  €0TLY  omuelov
(ntel, kol onuelov od Sobroetal

0 O¢ amokplBelg elmer wadtoic
yeved,  Tovmpl Kl HOLYALG
onuelov émntel, Kal onuelov o
doBnoetol odTh €l pn to onuelov

oOTh el pun to onueiov Twva.
30

kaBwg yap €yéveto Twrag
tol¢ Nivevltalg onuelov, oltwg
€otol kel O viog tod avbpudmou
T yeved talr.

31

Baoilioon vdTOL Eyepbnoetal
&v T kploer petd TV Qvdpdv
g yevedc Toaltne Kol KoTeKPLVEL

Twva tod TpodrTov.
0 Gomep yap Av lwvac & T
kolAle ToD KkhToug TPElg Mépoag
Kl Tpelg vikTag, oltwg éotol 6
vlog tod GrBpwmou év TH kopdig
the YAc Tpelg TMuépoag Kol TPELG
viKTOC.

41 R
dvdpec Niveultol qrootioovtel

oabtolg, OtL NABer &k TOV | év TH KkploeL petd TRC  yevedc
mepotwl  THe  yAc  akodool T | todtne kol KotokplrodoLy adthy,
gobloay  Yoloudroc, kol  idol | OtL petevdnoor elc TO KNpuyde
TAELOV YoAOUDVOC WOE. Tova, kol 1600 Tielov Twva wde.
32 4uspec Nwevital dvaotioovtal | *° Bauoiiioon vétou  Eyepdrioetal

&V Th Kkploel pUetd TAC  Yevedc

Ta0Tng Kol ketokplrodow adthy:
OTL petevomoay €ic TO  KNPUYHO

&v th kploer upetd Thg yevedg
TodTNg Kol Katekplrel adthy, OTL
NABer ék TV Tepatwy THC YAC

0 Fitzmyer, 1985, 932.
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Tova, kol 1600 Thelov Twva wde. | axodool thY codbley Xolopdvoc,
kol L8ob mA€lor Yoloudroc Wde.

The double sayings concerning the Queen of thehSand the Ninevites
derive from the Q sourc@" This conclusion is suggested by the verbal
similarities, although in both Matthew and Lukesrsions the sayings
are in a different order. In Luke the Queen of $oeith (11:31) precedes
the phrase of the exemplary Ninevites (11:32). lattkbw the exem-
plary Ninevites (12:41) are mentioned prior to tQeeen of South
(12:42). Mark 8:11-12 states that Pharisees camegigest a sign from
Jesus and Jesus refused: ) yeved altn (ntel onuelov; auny Aéyw
Uiy, el dofroetal Tf yeved talty onuelov. Q mentions the sign of
Jonah (Matt 12:39/Luke 11:29-30%.Matthew (12:40) is the only one
who reports that Jesus explained the sign of Jdwyateferring to the
three days which the Son of Man would be in theth&fahe land {v
kapdle thg yfc). This explanation refers to the three days arghtsi
which Jonah spent in the belly of the sea-monstertf koiily tod
kntoug). The explanation, as it is found only from Matthend as it ex-
plains the unclear sign of Jonah, is most ofteribatied to Matthew and
not to the historical Jes(¥.

The majority of scholars maintain that the requdst sign (Matt
12:38-39/16:1/Mark 8:11) did not originally belotagether with the
saying about the Queen of the South and with theeWies (Matt
12:41-42/Luke 11:31-32). This sounds reasonablaeolt seems that
Matthew has placed the saying of the Queen of thahSand the Nine-
vites in the context of Mark 8:11, where the Pheetsask Jesus for a
sign. This context of Pharisees requesting andsprgslesus is absent
from the Lukan version of the logidf:

During the early first century CE the biblical caeters of Jonah
and Solomon as well as the Ninevites and the Qoééme South were
all well known to the Jews. Solomon in particulaasnglorified for his

™ Davies & Allison, 1991, 351. Hagner, 1993, 352-3BRier, 2001, 440. Fitzmyer,
1985, 930-931.

"2 The sign of Jonah appears also in Matt 16:4.

3 Davies & Allison, 1991, 352.

" Davies & Allison, 1991, 351. Theissen, 1991, 44.
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wisdom. Several psalms and proverbs, and curesgtgidinesses and
spells against demons had been attributed to h#pes Josephus cla-
rifies in Ant. 8:42-49. Josephus claims that Solomon surpaskedsal
men, even the ancient wise men of Egypt, in undedihg and wisdom,
Ant. 8:42—-44. This fame for wisdom is clearly connedi@&olomon in
Jewish writings from the OT to the writings of teecond temple pe-
riod.”” In the ears of the Jewish hearers “the wisdomadbrBon” (chy
coplay Xoropwvog, Luke 11:31/Matt 12:42) would have recalled the
fame of the greatest symbol of Jewish wisd8hT.he “wisdom of Solo-
mon” is mentioned with awe iAnt. 8:49, 168 and 182. It is noted in
Ant. 8:165-168 that the “Queen of Egypt and Ethiop&he to see So-
lomon and was amazed by his wisdom (8:168). Joseplso claims
that “there went a great fame all around the nedghibg countries,
which proclaimed the virtue angisdom of Solomgrinsomuch that all
the kingsdesired to see hirhAnt. 8:182. “Solomon had a divine wis-
dom in all things” Ant. 8:187).

In this double saying we encounter the epithets“tjgneration”
twice. On the Day of Judgment the exemplary Gentilelsrael's his-
tory will be in a position of judging “this genei@t.” The epithetn
yevew oltn appears several times in the Synoptics, in the moft
Jesus, but elsewhere in the NT it is barely meetioat all. Jesus is re-
called criticizing “this generation” severely (Mag&19). “This gene-
ration” will reject the Son of Man (Luke 17:25-26dM 24:34-35).
“This generation” has no faith in Jesus (Matt 1+0'HLuke 7:31-32)
and she requests for a sign, which will not be gitee her (Mark 8:12).
“This generation” will be doomed fiercely: Matt #2—-42/Luke 11:30-
32 and Matt 23:36/Luke 11:50-%¥.In the Synoptics “this generation”
functions clearly as an epithet. The epithet “théneration” refers al-
most certainly to the Galilean and Judean Jewigitecaporaries of
Jesus — i.e. to Jesus’ generation — and not tdetwesh people or huma-

5 See Catchpole, 1993, 242. 1 Kgs 5:12; Wis 6:131123; 12:10, 19; Sir 17:24; 44:16;
48:15.

9 | pvestam, 1995, 33-34.

7 Lovestam, 1995, 18-20. Davies & Allison, 1991, 26itside the Synoptics “this
generation” is found only twice: Acts 2:40 and Heb0. Cf. Phil 2:15.



272

nity as a wholé® The term has its roots in the OT: Gen 7:1; De861:
32:5, 20. In these passages “this generation” setierthe generations
which lived during the Flood and the Exodt$As a term this gene-
ration ¢ =v1) appears in the Mishnah and other rabbinic wrging-
terestingly in the OT and in the Mishnah, as wellim the Synoptics
“this generation” is connected with wickedness aimdul people. More
particularly, in all of these three sources “thengration” is associated
with the generation of the Flood (Gen 7m; Sanh10:3; Luke 17:25—
26). Apparently in Q “this generation” and the yrertant representa-
tives of Israel are compared to the Gentiles ofpthst (Luke 11:30-32)
and future (Luke 10:11-15, 13:28-30). This comuaris made for the
Gentiles’ advantage, in order to put “this generdtiand the unrepen-
tant Jews to shame for their tough-heartednesqp€lioborg has studied
how these sayings of “this generation” work witln He states the fol-
lowing:

“The rhetorical strategy at work is shaming. Inagonistic cul-
ture such as that of ancient Palestine, to poihtieaexemplary
faith of a non-Israelite is a way of shaming Isitas|®°

Bryan states that “by most accounts Jesus’ rhetm@nst ‘this genera-
tion’ forms part of the bedrock of Jesus traditiéf.Josephus curiously uses
“this generation” when he describes the sinfulnekshe generation
which was under siege in Jerusalem during its destm. According to
Josephus’ description no other age e®nll. 5:442, “from the begin-
ning of the world” had produced “a generation mitétful in wicked-
ness than this wa8® In the book ofJubileeswe find a description of
the miseries of the end timéub. 23 predicts that in the end time a gene-
ration will arise, which bears the epithet “thisngeation” and the “evil
generation” (23:14-16, 22). In the context of etulogical disaster and
hope of restoration and deliverance, this “evil gration” is portrayed

%8 Davies & Allison, 1991, 260—261.

9 Bryan, 2002, 81-82.

800 Kloppenborg Verbin, 2000, 191-193.

801 Bryan, 2002, 81.

802 5ee Davies & Allison, 1991, 261. See aBell. 5:566, 6:408.



273

as severely wicked. “This generation” will live the midst of wars,
famine, strife, death, sorrow and disaster Jap. 23:14-16 attests.
Finally God's judgment will face “this generatior(Jub. 23:22)%%
Arguably Jesus used the epithet “this generatiord applied it to his
own contemporaries among whom he drove his mis§donthe basis of
what we have noted, it is highly possible that¢batemporary Jews of
the late second temple period would have understbecepithet “this
generation” in a negative manner. “This generatigrtalled the
harshest sinners of Israel’s history. In accordawid@ Jub. 23 “this
generation”, which is portrayed severely sinful,ulbappear again in
the end-time.

8.4 The authenticity of the double saying
According to Bultmann the saying of Luke 11:31-38, well as the
saying of Luke 10:13-15, “have been constructedraieg to ‘a sche-
me of early Christian polemic®* Bultmann’s conclusion can be ques-
tioned on several points. The authenticity of gaying can be suppor-
ted by noting that it coheres with the Galilean svgMatt 11:20-24/
Luke 10:13-15), which | regard as having an aufberdre. According
to the saying of the Galilean woes (Matt 11:20—24#4.10:13-15) Jesus
held that the worst Gentiles of biblical history wid have been more
ready for repentance than the Jewish towns of @apen, Bethsaida
and Choraziff® Additional Jesus traditions contain sayings (L4k25—
27; 10:30-37) which raise the Gentiles as exampldaith and repen-
tance. We are to note that the historicity of thesgings is highly dispu-
ted, and the majority of scholars regard them daatonal creations of
Luke.

803 See Davies & Allison, 1991, 354-355. In 1QSb 3@ tgeneration of falsehood” is
mentioned and its end is desired.

894 Byltmann, 1963, 113.

805 See Nolland, 1993, 651. Concerning the GospelutdelNolland states the following:
“Of the materials here, it is the basic contentoke 11:29 that we can with the greatest
confidence trace back to the historical Jesus.€ellsethowever, a good coherence between
the materials of vv 31-32 and those of 10:13-1%ex that constitutes something of a
middle term between 11:31-32 and 11:20. This suggkat also in vv 31-32 we are dea-
ling with materials that may be traced to the histd Jesus.”
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The double saying (Luke 11:31-32) coheres withidlea of es-
chatological reversal which is widely representethie Jesus traditions.
Perrin notes that the double saying also resenthéemessage emphasi-
zed in several of Jesus parables, namely the tbémarning in the face
of a major challeng®® We may recall that in the parable of the great
banquet the first ones invited refuse to enter thedefore they end up
staying outside. Several of the original outsidéms, sick and the poor,
and perhaps even some total strangers such asefiieS, accept the
urgent call and attend the Banquet actually takivegplaces of the ones
who were first invited (Luke 14:15-24/Matt 22:1-X8Thom 64). The
saying of the great banquet (Matt 8:11-12/Luke 832®) is most likely
authentic and it is to be understood as referringetvs and Gentiles joi-
ning the feast in the kingdom of God/ heaven, whidene of the Jews,
i.e. the “sons of the kingdom” are, surprisinglgft loutside. Thus also
this saying (Matt 8:11-12) supports the conclugiwat Jesus regarded
that some Gentiles would end up better than soms.Jgloreover the
worst of the Gentiles, i.e. Tyre, Sidon and Sodwawld have repented
if they only had seen what “this generation” — Gapem, Bethsaida
and Chorazin — had indeed seen and experienced.

In support of the primitiveness of the double sgyire may state
that the Christological aspects of the saying asé apened in any
way 2% It should be noticed that the words refer to “stiimg greater,”
not to “someone greater.” According to Meier, timianner of speech re-
flects the “indirect, enigmatic style of Jesus.”ibtds right in his claim
that the “something” greatetileiov) here (d¢) is to be understood as
the kingdom of God present in Jesus’ words and svofithe “some-
thing” does not refer to the person of Jesus, dubhé¢ kingdom of God.
The early Church did not proclaim the Christologylesus in this indi-
rect mannef® Catchpole also rejects the direct indication wsudeper-
son in this double saying. He claims the following:

806 perrin, 1967, 195.
87 Davies & Allison, 1991, 357. Bird, 2006, 59. Lotas, 1995, 35.
808 Meier, 2001, 440-441.
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“The neuter formmielov suggests that the specialness of the
contemporary situation is not understood christiclalty, nor in

the present (but not new) preaching of judgment ealt for
repentance, but rather in the accompanyéngaucic which
anticipate the dawning new er¥®

The double saying strikes with originality, whichits the message of
Jesus. Nowhere else in the NT is it stated thatGkatile-believers
would judge the non-believing Jews, and nowhere ielshe NT are the
Ninevites and the Queen of South taken as exempdangsentatives of
honour and repentance. Conclusively, | maintain the double saying
is to be regarded as authentic. This view is shagedcholars such as
Reiser, Perrin, Davies, Allison, Catchpole and Bifd

8.5 Conclusions

Jesus arguably warned “this generation” and thelgaal Jews that if
they would not repent after seeing and hearing abwal kingdom of
God and the “great works,” they would face seveyend on the Day of
Judgment. In this case even the sinful city of $odwuld end up better
in the final Judgment. “Something greater” thano&mn and Jonah “is
here” — i.e. the kingdom of God. The Queen of Sautl the people of
Nineveh will judge this unrepentant generationolrebt see it as a cre-
dible argument that the Gospel writers would hawets entirety, crea-
ted the scheme which highlights exemplary Genfilem Israel’'s past
history®** and from the current tinfé? and which has positive hopes re-
garding the Gentiles’ fate in the eschatologicalife®® We can confi-
dently conclude that the idea of an eschatologieatrsal, hinting occa-
sionally that some Gentiles would inherit the béessand privileged

809 catchpole, 1993, 242.

#10 Reiser, 2001, 235-236. Perrin, 1967, 195. Davieali&on, 1991, 357. Catchpole,

1993, 243. Bird, 2006, 59.

811 Matt 12:41-42/Luke 11:30-32: The people of Ninemel the Queen of Sheba. Luke
4:25-27: The widow at Zarephath in Sidon and NaatharSyrian.

812 Matt 8:5-10/Luke 7:1-10: The Centurion from Capem. Mark 7:24-30/Matt 15:21—

28: The Syrophoenician woman.

813 Matt 11:21-24/Luke 10:13-15: Tyre, Sidon and SodSee also Matt 8:11-12/Luke

13:28-29.
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places in the kingdom of God from the wicked memalr‘this genera-
tion” — i.e. from many Galilean and Judean Jewss-its roots in Jesus.
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9 Summary and conclusions

The purpose of this study has been to contributaitainderstanding re-
garding Jesus’ attitudes towards the Gentiles. e ltlarified the his-
torical, geographical, ideological and religiousiaxt of Jesus’ mission.
As we are investigating Jesus’ attitudes towardmietoutsiders, the
context of Jesus has been especially crucial apodritant. In this work
the context of Galilee, as revealed by archaeotgiad written sour-
ces, is taken into serious consideration.

In chapter two we noted that in accordance to thigngs of the
second temple period it is evident that the estbgitcal fulfillment, Is-
rael's eschatological restoration, would alwaysetffthe Gentiles and
the world in some manner. The possible salvatiodamnation of the
Gentiles and the nations would belong to the esttgital era. The res-
toration of Israel would not be solely nationatistind particularistic but
would also have universal consequences. Jesuseasdociated with
the belief of realized eschatology (chapter 4.4 #us it is interesting
that despite this belief Jesus did not promotestieation of the Gen-
tiles in a more engaging manner. Jesus admittedlyedhis mission so-
lely for the Jews. Only occasionally did he aidiundual Gentiles who
sought his help. Nonetheless, Jesus implicitly esklrd universal aspi-
rations from time to time (Matt 8:11-12; Mark 4:3P).

In chapter three we concentrated on the questioms Jewish
was Galilee, and whether there were Gentiles megitli the neighbour-
hoods, towns and villages in which Jesus droventigsion. Both our
written and archaeological sources suggest thateBalvas populated
by Jews and that only a small minority of Gentilesided there perma-
nently. The context of Galilee, therefore couldlesst partly explain
why Jesus rarely met and helped Gentiles. Notakty df the three of
Jesus’ contacts with a Gentile occurred outsidélégahnd Judea, in the
district of Tyre (Mark 7:24-30) and in theountry of the Gerasenes
(Mark 5:1-20). This outlook from the Synoptics suitith the impres-
sion reflected in the archaeological excavationd @m the written
sources: Galilee was Jewish although it was sudedrby areas where
the population was strongly Gentile. The Jesusiticadindicates that
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Jesus intentionally restricted his and his dissipbeirrent mission to the
Jews (Mark 7:27; Matt 10:5-6; 15:24). For Jesusaission to the Jews
was not merely a preliminary and obligatory phadectv would lead
ultimately to universalism. For Jesus the missithe Jews, the resto-
ration of the twelve tribes and the search forltise sheep was central in
itself. Jesus was searching and calling for Jewgeimeral and these in-
cluded even sinners and publicans. Even when Jeglitellowship with
the sinners, he did not turn to the Gentiles.

In chapter four we concluded that despite the tlaat Jesus re-
stricted his mission to the Jews, he occasionabldd Gentiles who re-
quested his help. These healings were rare arsdcitucial to note that
Jesus himself did not take the initiative to héw Gentile individuals.
The healing stories do not reflect Jesus’ opentwesgards the Gentiles;
on the contrary, they indicate that Jesus thoughivas not sent for the
Gentiles but for the Jews. According to my view $heries of the Syro-
phoenician woman, the centurion and the Gerasememiac all derive
from a historical core.

| maintain with Bird that Jesus’ mission is to belarstood in the
context of partly realized eschatology. Jesus deghthat the kingdom
of God, the eschatological era, had somehow bdgutrsimultaneously
he hoped for the kingdom to come in the near futboe the most part
the eschatological salvation for the Gentiles veasriing in the eschato-
logical future, but already through Jesus’ misswmartain individual
Gentiles became partakers of the eschatologictityreehich was cur-
rently in a state of partial realization. The aauoof the royal banquet
(Matt 8:11-12; Luke 13:28-30) awaits the eschaiolddranquet in the
kingdom of God. In this saying a reference to trentdes who would
come from around the compass is quite plausibtepagh only impli-
cit. In the parable of the great banquet (Matt 220 Luke 14:15-24;
GThom 64) the emphasis is on the claim that thel mesow ready and
served, the eschatological salvation is now atgealin implicit Gentile
reference is possible in the Lukan version of theaple, and it is pos-
sible that such a reference also belonged to the @bthe original pa-
rable told by Jesus. However the Gentile referémaencertain and un-
emphasized in all versions of the parable.
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It is noteworthy that the sayings and parables Wwieimphasize
an eschatological gathering (Matt 8:11-12; Lukel%424; Mark 4:31—
32; 13:26-27) do not explicitly mention the Gerdilén these sayings
and parables Jesus evidently did not address #&iqo of who the ent-
rees would be in a straightforward manner. Theganga and parables
support the claim that Jesus primarily drove a dewrission. Admitting
this, we are to note that the outcome of this missiould, in the light of
Jewish ideas of eschatology, lead ultimately tosersialism. Thus there
is the plausible possibility that the sayings aadaples concerning the
eschatological gathering implicitly referred to @ks in accordance
with Jesus’ intentions. | maintain that at least #aying of the great
banquet (Matt 8:11-12) and the parable of the miisteed (Mark 4:31—
32) are to be understood as containing an impkérence to the Gen-
tiles.

| follow Jeremias’ main claim according to whichsde antici-
pated the Gentiles’ arrival at the kingdom feasthia end of days. Ac-
cording to my view Jesus, however, believed thatabchatological ful-
fillment was already partially realized and thag galvation of the Gen-
tiles would mark the eschatological climax. Jesggiably believed that
this eschatological salvation of the Gentiles waturally to follow as
the aftermath of Israel's salvation. The proclapratof the arrival of
God’s kingdom, the gathering of the Twelve discipéand the healings
transmitted a message of Israel's eschatologicabration. | maintain
with Bird that the few individual Gentiles whom dsshelped are to be
understood as first representatives, first fruftthe eschatological bles-
sings which are now being delivered for Israel, ety soon also for
the Gentiles. Such an interpretation is dependerdur general view of
Jesus. This view becomes tenable if Jesus andisésom are seen in the
context of partially realized eschatology, and whiea hopes of Israel’s
eschatological restoration are taken into constaeraleremias claimed
that Jesus did not envision the Gentile missiothefdisciples because
he believed that God would, in a sovereign mangather the Gentiles
at the eschatological banquet. This view is coateby the fact that, ac-
cording to writings of the OT and second templdqukrGod often ful-
fills his eschatological mission by acting throughd with human
agents, Israel and his servants. Bird has higléijkitis aspect: the early



280

Christians interpreted the sacred writings with¢baviction that the es-
chatological era had began, and thus God or therezted Christ spred
the Gospel through the Jewish-Christians.

Jesus’ open table fellowship constituted a cerl@ent in his
mission. The vast majority of scholars maintaint thesus did not dine
with Gentiles although he is recorded as havingdliwith sinners and
publicans. Jesus’ openness towards all kinds o$,Jewut his refrainment
from dining with Gentiles is noteworthy. This cae kbxplained as a
practical reason: there was only a small minorft@entiles residing in
Galilee. On the other hand an intentional explamais also reasonable:
Jesus did not dine with Gentiles because the edolgatal fulfillment
had not yet fully arrived — the restoration of Eravhich was Jesus’ pri-
mary focus, was yet to be fulfilled. For the moméesus’ mission was
solely for the Jews. Despite this, Jesus envisidhatlin the eschatolo-
gical consummation, which still was in the fututke Gentiles would
have a share in the kingdom of God (Matt 8:11-38%us gave the dis-
ciples no indication by what means this inclusiamuld take place. The
early Christians were confused as to whether oth®Christ-believing
Gentiles should obey the Torah and be circumci€ad 2; Acts 15).

In chapter eight we argued that both the Galileaesv(Luke
10:13-15/Matt 11:20-24) and the double saying (LLke29—-32/Matt
12:41-42) derive from Q and reflect Jesus’ compgliivords. In these
sayings it is apparent that the contemporary J&his, generation”, Ca-
pernaum, Chorazin and Bethsaida, are put to shamea they are com-
pared with the Gentiles. In these provocative aakrical accounts,
the unrepentant contemporary Jews are never cothpatie those Gen-
tiles who had accepted Jesus’ message and repéitedonce again
strengthens the claim that Jesus did not practeenission among the
Gentiles, but rather that he assumed that in tleofmlays, at the final
judgment, some Gentiles would end up better thanolin contempo-
raries among whom he practiced his mission. Thagmgs are also to
be seen as part of Jesus’ hyperbolic rhetoric whinted at pressing his
contemporaries to repentance. Shocking comparisetvgeen Jews and
Gentiles are found in the OT and in the writingstttd second temple
Judaism, and often these comparisons are partabfagdogical dis-
courses and crucial historical shifts (Isa 1:9-F@ek 3:5-7; 5:5-7; Jer
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23:14;Bell. 6:99-101). Jesus arguably believed that he anddmtem-
poraries lived at the moment of an epoch shift, #imd it is plausible
that he used shocking rhetoric to convey his urgeggsage concerning
the kingdom of God.

The astonishing fact that as early as in the 4@sQhristians
began their Gentile mission requires a historieplanation. During his
mission Jesus did not explicitly command the dissigo proclaim the
Gospel to the Gentiles. Yet it seems that the e@Hyistians’ Gentile
mission was rooted in their beliefs regarding thesion and person of
Jesus, whom they believed to be Christ, the Mesdibk early Chris-
tians and the apostles’ belief was that Jesusiked from the dead and
the eschatological time had arrived. In the lighthe Jewish aspirations
of eschatological consummation and Israel’'s retoraJesus’ Jewish
disciples would have reasoned that the Gospel avas preached to the
Gentiles because the eschatological time had arrivethe context of
Jewish eschatological visions the salvation of @antiles belonged to
the era of eschaton. Jesus had convinced his Bisdirough words and
deeds that the eschatological era was about tmpend that it was ac-
tually already partially realized, but soon it wlle realized comple-
tely. By practicing Gentile mission the early Churstated its belief in
Jesus as Christ, and its belief that a new eragshbatological era, had
arrived. This, according to my view, it the mosaysible reason to ex-
plain how the Jewish Jesus, who almost exclusidetywe his mission
among the Palestinian Jews, who lived among Galillavs and who,
as far as we are aware, did not visit far off Gerdreas and cities such
as Caesarea Maritima, the polises of Tyre and Sidorven Scytho-
polis and Tiberias, came to inaugurate a movemarthafelt itself obli-
gated to practice Gentile mission to the ends efibrld.



282



283

Bibliography

Texts

Bible, English

1989 The New Revised Standard Version. 1989.

Bible, Hebrew

1990 Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensid” 4d. Eds. K. Ellinger
& W. Rudolph. Stuttgart: Deutche Bibelgesellschatft.

Josephus

1999 The New Complete Works of Josephus. Revisdazan

panded edition. Translation and dissertations by Wi
liam Whiston. Introduction and commentaries by Paul
L. Maier. Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications.

New Testament, Greek

1993 Novum Testamentum Graece ™ 2. Stuttgart: Deut-
sche Bibelgesellschatft.

Old Testament Apocrypha

1989 The New Revised Standard Version.

2004 The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the OsfaTe
ment, Volume Two: Pseudepigrapha. With introduc-
tions and critical and explanatory notes to theesslv
books. Edited and introduced by R. H. Charles. ABS.
Berkeley: Apocryphile Press.

Qumran Texts

2004 The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English. $eeli
edition. Translated by Geza Vermes. Penguine @assi
London.

Mishnah

1988 The Mishnah. A New Translation. Jacob Neuddew
Haven: Yale University Press.

Philo

1995 The Works of Philo. Complete and UnabridgedvNe
Updated Version. "8 Printing. Translated C. D. Yonge.
Hendrickson Publishers.

Literature

Allison, D. C. Jr.

1997 The Jesus Tradition in Q. Pennsylvania: Tyiftess
International.

1998 Jesus of Nazareth. Millenarian Prophet. Mipoés:
Fortress Press.

2000 The intertextual Jesus. Scripture in Q. Pdnasia:

Trinity Press International.



2011

Arav, Rami
1999

2006

284

“How to Marginalize the Traditional Criterié Authen-
ticity” - Handbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus.
Volume 1. How to Study the Historical JeskHdited by
Tom Holmén and Stanley E. Porter. Leiden: Bril

Bethsaida. A City by the North Shore of thex &
Galilee. Volume Two: Bethsaida Excavations Project.
Edited by Rami Arav and Richard A. Freund. Missouri
Truman State University Press.

“Bethsaida” —Jesus and Archaeologyd. James H.
Charlesworth. Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Pub-
lishing Company.

Aviam, Mordechai

2004

2011

Avi-Yonah, M.
1974

Batey, R. A.
2006

“First Century Jewish Galilee”Religion and Society in
roman Palestine: Old Questions, New Approaches.
Edited by Douglas R. Edwards. New York: Routledge.
“Socio-economic Hierarchy and its Economic rietas
tions in first Century Galilee: The Evidence fromdé-

fat and Gamla” -Flavius Josephus. Interpretation and
History. Edited by Jack Pastor, Pnina Stern, and Mena-
hem Mor. SJSJ. Volume 146. Leiden: Brill.

“Historical Geography of Palestine” Fhe Jewish
People in the First Century. Historical Geography,
Political History, Social, Cultural and Religiousifé
and Institutions. Volume Oné&dited by S. Safrai and
M. Stern. Amsterdam: Compendia Rerum ludaicarum
ad Novum Testamentum.

“Did Antipas Build the Sepphoris Theater?2Jesus and
Archaeology Ed. James H. Charlesworth. Michigan:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.

Bauckham, Richard

1997

2005

“Anna of the Tribe of Asher” Revue Biblique. L’ECO-
LE BIBLIQUE ET ARCHEOLOGIQUE FRANCAISE.
Paris: Librairie Lecoffre.

“James, Peter, and the Gentiles"The Mission of
James, Peter, and Paul. Tensions in Early Christyan
Edited by Bruce Chilton & Craig Evans. SNT. Volume
115. Leiden: Birill.



285

2008 Jesus and the God of Israel. God Crucified @tiger
Studies on the New Testament's Christology of Rivin
Identity. Colorado Springs: Paternoster.
Beasley-Murray, G. R.

1986 Jesus and the Kingdom of God. Grand RapidHiavi
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company and The Paternoster
Press.

Binder, Donald, D.

1999 Into the Temple Courts. The Place of the Sggags in

the Second Temple Period. SBL. Dissertation Series
169. Georgia: SBL.

Bird, F. Michael

2004 “The Case of the Proselytizing Pharisee? —thdat
23:15" —JSHS Volume 2.2. 2004. London: Continuum.
117-137.

2006 Jesus and the Origins of the Gentile MissloNTS
331. London: T & T Clark.

2010 Crossing Over Sea and Land. Jewish Missionary

Activity in the Second Temple Period. Massachusetts
Hendrickson Publsihers.
Blenkinsopp, Joseph

2002 Isaiah 40-55. A New Translation with Introdoictand
Commentary. Volume 19A. The Anchor Bible. London:
Doubleday.

Blomberg, Craig

2009 “Jesus, Sinners, and Table FellowshipBuletin for

Biblical Research 19.1 (2009ditor in Chief Richard
S. Hess. Winona: Eisenbrauns.

Bock, Darrell

1994 Luke 1:1-9:50. Baker Exegetical Commentarython
New Testament. Michigan: Baker.

1996 Luke 9:51-24:53. Baker Exegetical Commentaryhe

New Testament. Michigan: Baker.

Bockmuehl, Markus

2005 “Simon Peter and BethsaidaThe Mission of James,
Peter, and Paul. Tensions in Early Christianigdited
by Bruce Chilton & Craig Evans. SNT. Volume 115.
Leiden: Brill.

Borg, Marcus J.

1987 Jesus. A New Vision. Spirit, Culture, and Tl of
Discipleship. New York: Harper & Row.



286

1994 Meeting Jesus Again for the First Time. Thetéfical
Jesus & the Heart of Contemporary Faith. New York:
HarperSan Francisco.

1998 Conflict, Holiness, and Politics in the Teags of
Jesus. Originally published 1984. Pennsylvanianityri
Press International.

Borgen, Peder

1987 Philo, John and Paul. New Perspectives onishadand
Early Christianity. BJS. Number 131. Atlanta: Sehel
Press.

Bovon, Fragois

2002 Luke 1. A Commentary of the Gospel of Luke-2:50.

Translation by Christine M. Thomas. Hermeneia. A
Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible.rVi
neapolis: Fortress Press.

Bryan, Steven M.

2002 Jesus and Israel's Traditions of Judgment Resto-
ration. SNTSMS 117. Cambridge: University Press.

Bultmann, Rudolf

1963 The History of the Synoptic Tradition. Tramsth by
John Marsh. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Burkill, T. A.

1967 “The historical development of the story oé t8yro-
phoenician woman” Nuvum Testamentum. An Interna-
tional Quarterly for New Testament and Related Stu-
dies Volume IX. Leiden: Birill.

Catchpole, David R.

1993 The Quest for Q. Edinburgh: T & T Clark.

2006 Jesus People. The Historical Jesus and thianrBegs
of Community. London: Darton, Longman and Todd.

Chancey, Mark A.

2002 The Myth of a Gentile Galilee. SNTSMS 118. €am
bridge: University Press.
2005 Greco-Roman Culture and the Galilee of Jesus.

SNTSMS 134. Cambgridge: University Press.
Charlesworth, James H.
2003 “Jesus Research and Near Eastern ArchaeoRefy:
lections on Recent DevelopmentsStudies in Honor of
Peder Borgen. Neotestamentica et Philoni@NT.
Volume CVI. Edited by David E. Aune, Torrey Seland
& Jarl Henning Ulrichsen. Boston: Brill.



287

2010 “The Historical Jesus in the Fourth GospePakadigm
Shift?” —JSHS Volume 8. No. 1. 2010. Leiden: Brill.

Chilton, Bruce

1992 The Temple of Jesus. His Sacrificial PrograithiV a
Cultural History of Sacrifice. Pennsylvania: ThenRe
sylvania State University Press.

1996 Pure Kingdom. Jesus’ Vision of God. Studying IHis-
torical Jesus. Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publis
hing Company.

1999 “Assessing progress in the Third QuestAuthenti-
cating the Words of JesuEdited by Bruce Chilton &
Craig A. Evans. NTTS. Volume XXVIII, 1. Boston;

Brill.

Collins, Adela Yarbro

2007 Mark. A Commentary. Hermeneia — A Ciritical &fid-
torical Commentary on the Bible. Minneapolis: Fess
Press.

Collins, John, J.

1995 The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs d¢lael Sea

Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature. ABRL. New
York: Doubleday.

Crossan, John Dominic

1991 The Historical Jesus. The Life of a Mediteean
Jewish Peasant. The First Comprehensive Determina-
tion of who Jesus was, what he did, what he saad. S
Francisco: HarperCollins.

Crossan, John Dominic & Reed, Jonathan L.

2001 Excavating Jesus Beneath the Stones, Behéndiakts.
The Key Discoveries for Understanding Jesus in this
World. London: SPCK.

Davies, W. D. & Allison, Dale C. Jr.

1988 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to Saint Matthew. Volume I. Commentary on
Matthew I-VII. The International Critical Commenyar
on the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament
Edinburgh: T&T Clark.

1991 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on thesyih
According to Saint Matthew. Volume Il. Commentary
on Matthew VIII-XVIIl. The International Ciritical
Commentary on the Holy Scriptures of the Old anevNe



288

Testaments. Latest impression 1994. Edinburgh: T&T
Clark.

1997 A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on thesyih
According to Saint Matthew. Volume Ill. Commentary
on Matthew XIX—-XXVIIIl. The International Critical
Commentary on the Holy Scriptures of the Old anevNe
Testaments. Edinburgh: T & T Clark.

Dar, Shimon

1993 Settlements and Cult Sites on Mount Hermorgels
lturean culture in the Hellenistic and Roman pesiod
BAR International Series 589. Oxford: Tempvs Repa-
ratvm.

deSilva, David

2000 Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity. Unlockihgew
Testament Culture. lllinois: Inter Varsity Press.

Derrett, J. Duncan M.

1977 “Law in the New Testament: The Syro-Phoenician
Woman and the Centurion of Capernaum” - Studies in
the New Testament by J. Duncan M. Derrett. Volume
One. Glimpses of the Legal and Social Presuppasitio
of the Authors. Leiden: Brill.

Dickson, John, P.

2003 Mission-Commitment in Ancient Judaism and e t
Pauline Communities. WUNT 2. Reihe 159. Tibingen:
Mohr Siebeck.

Dodd, C. H.

1935 The Parables of the Kingdom. London: Nisb&&
Donaldson, Terence L.

1997 Paul and the Gentiles. Remapping the Apostleisvic-

tional World. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.
Dunn, James, D. G.

1990 Jesus, Paul, and the Law. Studies in Mark and
Galatians. Kentucky: SPCK.
1992 “Jesus, Table-Fellowship, and Qumradesus and the

Dead Sea Scrolls£d. James H. Charlesworth. ABRL.
New York: Doubleday.

1998 The Christ and The Spirit. Collected Essaydaofies D.
G. Dunn. Volume 2. Pneumatology. Edinburgh: T & T
Clark.



2001

2003

2003B

2006

2011

289

“Jesus in Oral Memory: The Initial Stagested flesus
Tradition” — Jesus: A Colloquium in the Holy Land.
Edited by Doris Donnelly. New York: Continuum.
Jesus Remembered. Christianity in the Makitodume

1. Cambridge: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany.

“Jesus and the Kingdom”Studies in Honor of Peder
Borgen. Neotestamentica et PhilonicANT. Volume
CVI. Edited by David E. Aune, Torrey Seland & Jarl
Henning Ulrichsen. Boston: Brill.

“Did Jesus Attend the Synagogue?”Jesus and
Archaeology Ed. James H. Charlesworth. Michigan:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.
“Remembering Jesus™Handbook for the Study of the
Historical Jesus. Volume 1. How to Study the Histdr
Jesus Edited by Tom Holmén and Stanley E. Porter.
Leiden: Brill.

Edwards, Douglas

1992

2009

“The Socio-Economic and Cultural Ethos of tthever
Galilee in the First Century: Implications for thas-
cent Jesus Movement” Fhe Galilee in Late Antiquity
Edited by Lee I. Levine. Jerusalem: The Jewish Tdieo
gical Seminary of America.

“Walking the Roman Landscape in Lower Galilee:
Sepphoris, Jotapata, and Khirbet Qana” — A Wanderin
Galilean: Essays in Honour of Sean Freyne. Edited b
Zuleika Rodgers with Margaret Daly-Denton and Anne
Fitzpatrick McKinley. SJSJ. Volume 132. Leiden:|Bri

Evans, Craig A.

1999

2001

2006

“Authenticating the Words of Jesus”Adthenticating
the Words of Jesu&dited by Bruce Chilton & Craig A.
Evans. NTTS. Volume XXVIII, 1. Boston: Brill.

“The New Quest for Jesus"Jesus, Mark and Q. The
Teaching of Jesus and its Earliest Recordited by
Michael Labahn & Andreas Schmidt. JSNTSS. 214.
Sheffield Academic Press.

“The Synoptic Gospels and the Dead Sea Strollfie
Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Volume Three. Bcrol
and Christian Origins. The Second Princeton Sympo-
sium on Judaism and Christian Origingexas: Baylor
University Press.



290

2006b “Jesus’ Exorcisms and Proclamation of thegam of
God in the Light of the Testaments” Fhe Changing
Face of Judaism, Christianity, and Other Greco-Roma
Religions in AntiquityEdited by lan H. Henderson and
Gerbern S. Oegema. Studien zu den Judischen ®chrift
aus hellenistisch-rémischer Zeit. Band 2. Mlncl@i:
tersloher Verlagshaus.

Eve, Eric

2002 The Jewish Context of Jesus’ Miracles. JSNTZ33.
London: Sheffield Academic Press.

Feldman, Louis H.

1993 Jew and Gentile in the Ancient World. Attitadend
Interactions from Alexander to Justinian. Princeton
Princeton University Press.

Ferguson, Everett

1987 Backgrounds of Early Christianity. Michigan:ilN&m
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.

Fitzmyer, Joseph, A.

1981 The Gospel According to Luke (I-IX). Introdoct,
Translation, and Notes by Joseph A. Fitzmyer. Vaum
28. The Anchor Bible. New York: Doubleday & Com-
pany.

1985 The Gospel According to Luke (X—XXIV). Introciu
tion, Translation, and Notes by Joseph A. Fitzmyer
lume 28A. The Anchor Bible. New York: Doubleday &

Company.
Fredriksen, Paula
1999 Jesus of Nazareth. King of the Jews. A Jetifghand

Emergence of Christianity. New York: Vintage Books.
Freyne, Sean
1980 Galilee From Alexander the Great to Hadriar8 32
B.C.E. to 135 C.E. A Study of Second Temple Judaism
Indiana: Michael Glazier & University of Notre Dame

Press.
1988 Galilee, Jesus and the Gospels. Literary Aquires and
Historical Investigations. Dublin: Gill and Macnaih.
1994 “The Geography, Politics, and Economics ofil€al

and the Quest for the Historical JesusStudying the
Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State of CatrRe-
search ed. Bruce Chilton and Craig G. Evans. Leiden:
Brill.



2000

2001

2001B

2004

2006

2007

Funk, Robert, W

1996

1998

201

Galilee and Gospel. Collected Essays. WUNT. 12
TlUbingen: Mohr Siebeck.

“Galileans, Phoenicians, and Itureans: A StoflRe-
gional Contrasts in the Hellenistic Age’Hellenism in
the Land of IsraelEdited by John J. Collins and Gre-
gory E. Sterling. CJAS. Volume 113. Indiana: Univer
sity of Notre Dame Press.

“The Geography of Restoration: Galilee-Jdama
Relations in Early Jewish and Christian Experienee”
NTS. Volume 47. Number 3. July 20@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press. 289-311.

Jesus a Jewish Galilean. A New Reading ofléseis-
Story. London: T & T Clark International.

“Archaeology and the Historical JesusJesus and
Archaeology Ed. James H. Charlesworth. Michigan:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.

“Galilean Studies: OId Issues and New Questien
Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity in Ancient GaéleEdi-
ted by Jirgen Zangenberg, Harold W. Attridge antéDa
B. Martin. WUNT. 210. Tubingen: Morh Siebeck.

Honest to Jesus. Jesus for a New Millenniumw N
York: HarperSan Francisco.

The Acts of Jesus. The Search for the Authdddieds

of Jesus. Robert Funk and the Jesus Seminar. New
York: HarperSanFransico.

Funk, Robert, W and Hoover, Roy, W. and the Jesusiigar

1993

The Five Gospels. The Search for the Authafticds

of Jesus. New Translation and Commentary by Robert
W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and the Jesus Seminar. New
York: Polebridge Press.

Gagnon, Robert A. J.

1994

“The Shape of Matthew's Q Text of the Centurad
Capernaum: Did It Mention Delegations?” — New Tes-
tament Studies. An International Journal. SNTS.. Vol
XXXX. 1994. Edited by Wedderburn. Cambridge
University Press.

Gnilka, Joachim

1997

Jesus of Nazareth. Message and History. Massaits:
Hendrickson Publishers.

Goodblatt, David



292

2001 “Judean Nationalism” Historical Perspectives: From
the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light of of thedea
Sea Scrolls.Proceedings of the Fourth International
Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 27-31
January, 1999. Edited by David Goodblatt, Avitah-Pi
nick & Daniel R. Schwartz. STDJ. Volume XXXVII.

Leiden: Brill.
Goodman, Martin
1992 “Jewish Proselytizing in the First CenturyThe Jews

among the Pagans and Christians in the Roman Empire
Edited by Judith Lieu, John North and Tessa Rajak.
London: Routledge.

1994 Mission and Conversion. Proselytizing in thedigtous
History of the Roman Empire. Oxford: Clarendon Bres
1999 “Galilean Judaism and Judean Judaism” The

Cambridge History of Judaism. Volume Three. The

Early Roman Period Third Printing 2008. Volume

editors: William Horbury, W. D. Davies and John

Sturdy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gundry, Robert H.

1993 Mark. A Commentary on His Apology for the Gros
Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing.
1994 Matthew. A Commentary on His Handbook for xadi

Church under Persecution. Second edition 1994st(Fir
edition 1982). Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Pub-

lishing.
Hagner, Donald, A.
1995 World Biblical Commentary. Volume 33B. Matthew

14-28. Texas: Word Books.
Harrington, Daniel J. S. J.

2001 “Jesus and the Dead Sea Scroll§&sus: A Colloquium
in the Holy LandEdited by Doris Donnelly. New York:
Continuum.

Hengel, Martin

1989 The Zealots. Investigations into the JewisheBfom

Movement in the Period From Herod | Until 70 A.D.
Translated by David Smith. Edinburgh: T & T Clark.
2010 Saint Peter. The Underestimated Apostle. Tasets by
Thomas H. Trapp. First published 2006 in German.
Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.



293

Holmén Tom

2001 Jesus and Jewish Covenant Thinking. BIS. lkeide
Brill.

Horsley, Richard A.

1993 Jesus and the Spiral of Violence. PopularsleRiesis-
tance in Roman Palestine. Minneapolis: Fortressre

1995 Galilee. History, Politics, People. Pennsylaaifirinity
Press International.

1996 Archaeology, History and Society in GalilebeTSocial

Context of Jesus and the Rabbis. Pennsylvaniaityrin
Press International.

1999 “Jesus and Galilee: The Contingencies of aeReh
Movement” — Galilee through the Centuries. Con-
fluence of CulturesEdited by Eric M. Meyers. DJSS.
Volume 1. Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

2006 “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Historical Jesushe
Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Volume Three. Bcrol
and Christian Origins. The Second Princeton Sympo-
sium on Judaism and Christian Origingexas: Baylor
University Press.

2010 “Jesus and the Politics of Roman PalestinegflSHS
Volume 8. No. 2. 2010. Leiden: Brill.

Horsley, Richard, A. & Hanson, John, S.

1985 Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs. Popular Memein
the Time of Jesus. NVBS. Edited by Adela Yarbro-Col
lins and John J. Collins. Minneapolis: Winston Bres

Hultgren, Arland, J.

2000 The Parables of Jesus. A Commentary. Cambridge
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company.

Jensen, Morten Hgrning

2007 “Herod Antipas in Galilee: Friend or Foe oé tHisto-
rical Jesus?” JSHS Volume 5.1. 2007. London: Sage
Publications.

Jeremias, Joachim

1971 New Testament Theology. Part One. The Prodiama

of Jesus. New Testament Library. Trans. Bowden J.
London: SCM Press Ltd.

1981 Jesus’ Promise to the Nations. Translated byH.S
Hooke from the German Jesu Verheissung fur die
Volker. Originally published in German in 1956. fichi
impression 1981. Stuttgart: SCM Press.



294

2003 The Parables of Jesus. Revised Third Editiérst
published in English 1954. Ninth impression 2003.
London: SCM Press.

Judge, P. J.

1989 “Luke 7:1-10: Sources and Redactior”Evangile de
Luc. The Gospel of LukBevised and Enlarged Edition.
Edited by F. Neirynck. Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theo
logicarum Lovaniensium. XXXII. Leuven: University
Press.

Kazen, Thomas

2002 Jesus and Puritlalakhah Was Jesus Indifferent to

Impurity? CBNTS. 38. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell
International.

Keener, Craig, S.

1999 A Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew. Willi&m
Eerdmans Publishing Company: Michigan.

Kittel, Gerhard

1964 Theological Dictionary of the New Testamengritard
Kittel, editor. Translated by Geoffrey W. Bromileyo-
lume 1. Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing.

Kloppenborg Verbin, John, S.

2000 Excavating Q. The History and Setting of thayifg
Gospel. Edinburgh: T & T Clark.

Laaksonen, Jari

2002 Jesus und das Land. Das Gelobte Land in der Ve
kiindigung Jesu. Abo: Abo Akademi University Press.

Levine, Amy-Jill

2006 The misunderstood Jew. The Church and thed&tah

the Jewish Jesus. New York: Harper One.

Lundgren, Svante

2001 Particularism and Universalism in Modern Jawis
Thought. ASHJ. Binghamton: Global Publisher.

Luz, Ulrich

1990 Das Evangelium Nach Matthaus. (Mt 8-17). EKK:
Evangelisch-katolischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testa-
ment. 1/2. Benziger: Neukirchener Verlag.

2005 Matthew 21-28. Hermeneia — A Critical and btistl
Commentary on the Bible. Translated by James E.
Crouch. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Ludemann, Gerd



295

2000 Jesus after Two Thousand Years. What he rsalty
and did. Translation by John Bowden. London: SCM
Press.

Lévestam, Evald

1995 Jesus and ‘this Generation’. A New Testaméeutly5
CBNTS. 25. Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell Interna-
tional.

Malina, Bruce J. and Richard L. Rohrbaugh

2003 Social-Science Commentary on the Synopticp€les

Second edition. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Mantel, H. D.

1975 “The high priesthood and the Sanhedrin intiime of
the Second Temple” Fhe World History of the Jewish
People. Volume Seven: The Herodian Peridet.
Michael Avi-Yonah. London: Jewish History Publica-

tions.

Mack, Burton, L.

1993 The Lost Gospel. The Book of Q & Christianddrs.
New York: HarperSan Francisco.

Marcus Joel

2000 Mark 1-8. A New Translation with Introducti@md
Commentary. New York: The Anchor Bible. Double-
day.

Marshall, Jonathan

2009 Jesus, Patrons, and Benefactors. Roman Relesid
the Gospel of Luke. WUNT. 2. Reihe. Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck.

McKnight, Scot

1991 A Light Among the Gentiles. Jewish Missionary

Activity in the Second Temple Period. Minneapolis:
Fortress Press.

1999 A New Vision for Israel. The Teachings of esuNa-
tional Context. Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Pub-
lishing Company.

Meadors, Edward P.

1995 Jesus the Messianic Herald of Salvation. WURT.
Reihe 72. Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck).

Meier, John P.

1991 A Marginal Jew. Rethinking the historical JesWo-
lume I. The Roots of the Problem and the Person.
ABRL. New York: Doubleday.



296

1994 A Marginal Jew. Volume II: Mentor, Messagedan
Miracles. Rethinking the Historical Jesus. ABRL.vNe
York: Doubleday.

2001 A Marginal Jew. Volume Ill: Companions and
Competitors. Rethinking the Historical Jesus. ABRL.
London: Doubleday.

Mendels, Doron

1992 The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism. ABRlew
York: Doubleday.

Meyer, Ben F.

1979 The Aims of Jesus. London: SCM Press.

Meyers, Eric M & Strange, James F.

1983 Archaeology, the Rabbis & Early Christianitfhe So-
cial and Historical Setting of Palestinian Judaiand
Christianity. Nashville: Abingdon.

Mussies, Gerard

1997 “Jesus and “Sidon” in Matthew 15/Mark 7”Bijdra-
gen Tijdschrift voor Filosofie en Theologie. Interiat
nal Journal in Philosophy and Theology. DEEL 58.
Krips Repro Meppel.

Neusner, Jacob

1973 From Politics to Piety. The Emergence of Paai
Judaism. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.
2005 “What, exactly, is Israel's Gentile problemabRinic

perspectives on Galatians 2" Fhe Mission of James,
Peter, and Paul. Tensions in Early Christianigdited
by Bruce Chilton & Craig Evans. SNT. Volume 115.

Leiden: Brill.
Nickelsburg, George, W. E.
2005 Jewish Literature between the Bible and thehkth. A

Historical and Literary Introduction. Second Editio
Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Nolland, John

1993 Luke 9:21-18:34. World Biblical Commentary.lMoe
35B. Dallas: Word Books.

Ollilainen, Vesa

2008 Jesus and the Parable of the Prodigal Son. Bibs.
Ottenheijm, Eric
2011 “The Shared Meal — a Therapeutical Device. Hingc-

tion and Meaning of Hos. 6:6 in Matt. 9:10-13" —
Novum Testamentum. An International Quarterly for



297

New Testament And Related StudMsl. LIl Fasc. |
(2011). Leiden: Brill.

Perkison, Jim

1996 “A Canaanitic Word in the Logos of Christ; ©he
Difference the Syro-Phoenician Woman Makes to
Jesus” —Semeia 75. An experimental journal for bib-
lical criticism. Postcolonialism and Scriptural Riiag.
Gust Editor: Laura E. Donaldson. Atlanta: Scholars

Press. 61-85.

Perrin, Norman

1967 Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus. New Yidakper
& Row.

Pitre, Brant

2005 Jesus, the Tribulation, and the End of théeEResto-
ration Eschatology and the Origin of the Atonement.
WUNT. 2. Reihe. 204. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Priest, J.

1992 “A Note on the Messianic Banquet” The Messiah.

Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianky.
Charlesworth. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Rajak, Tessa

2001 “Greeks and Barbarians in JosephudéHenism in the
Land of Israel Edited by John J. Collins and Gregory E.
Sterling. CJAS. Volume 113. Indiana: University of
Notre Dame Press.

Reed, Jonathan L.

1999 “Galileans, ‘Israelite Village Communities,na the
Sayings Gospel Q" Galilee through the Centuries.
Confluence of CulturesEdited by Eric M. Meyers.
DJSS. Volume 1. Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

2000 Archaeology and the Galilean Jesus. A Re-axation
of the Evidence. Pennsylvania: Trinity Press Inter-
national.

2001 “Galilean Archaeology and the Historical J&sudesus

Then and Now. Images of Jesus in History and
Christology. Edited by Marvin Meyer and Charles
Hughes. Pennsylvania: Trinity Press International.
2006 “Archaeological Contributions to the StudyJekus and
the Gospels” —The Historical Jesus in ContexEd.
Levine, A. J., Allison, Dale, C. Jr., and Crossadahn
Dominic. New Jersey: Princeton University Press.



298

Reiser, Marius
2001 “Eschatology in the Proclamation of JesusJesus,

Mark and Q. The Teaching of Jesus and its Earliest
Records. Edited by Michael Labahn & Andreas
Schmidt. JSNTSS. 214. Sheffield Academic Press.

Richardson, Peter

1996 Herod. King of the Jews and Friend of the Rwmna
Columbia: University of South Carolina.
2006 “Khirbet Qana (and Other Villages) as a Confiex

Jesus” —Jesus and Archaeologizd. James H. Charles-
worth. Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing

Company.
Ringe, Sharon, H.
2001 “A Gentile Woman'’s Story, Revisited: RereadMgrk

7:24-31a" -A Feminist Companion to MarEdited by
Amy-Jill Levine with Marianne Blickenstaff. Sheffie
Sheffield Academic Press. 79-100.

Roure, Damia

1997 “The Narrative of the Syro-Phoenician Womanaas
Metaphorical Discourse (Mark 7:24-30)" Patrimo-
nium Fidei. Traditionsgeschichtliches Verstehen am
Ende? Festschrift fir Magnus Léhrer und Pius-Ramon
Tragan. Herausgegeben von Perroni & Salmann. EDI-
TA A PROFESSORIBUS ATHENZI PONTIFICII S.
ANSELMI DE URBE 124. Roma: Studia Anselmiana.

Russell, C. D. Arnold

2006 The Social Role of Liturgy in the Religion die
Qumran Community. STDJ. Volume LX. Boston: Birill.

Raisanen, Heikki

2010 The Rise of Christian Beliefs. The Thought &aof
Early Christians. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

Safrai, Shmuel

1976 “Home and Family” and “The Temple” Fhe Jewish
People in the First Century. Historical Geography,
Political History, Social, Cultural and Religiousifé&
and Institutions. Volume Twddited by S. Safrai and
M. Stern. Amsterdam: Compendia Rerum ludaicarum
ad Novum Testamentum.

Sanders, J. A.

1974 “The Ethic of Election in Luke's Great Banquet
Parable” —Essays in Old Testament Ethics. (J. Philip



299

Hyatt, In Memoriam)Edited by James L. Crenshaw and
John T. Willis. New York: Ktav Publishing House.
Sanders, E. P.

1983 Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People. Phpadel
Fortress Press.

1985 Jesus and Judaism. London: SCM Press.

1992 Judaism. Practice and Belief 63 BCE — 66 Giadbn:
SCM.

1993 The Historical Figure of Jesus. London: Pem@uiss.

2002 “Jesus’ Galilee” Fair Play: Diversity and Conflicts in

Early Christianity. Essays in Honour of Heikki Rai-
sanen.By Ismo Dunderberg, Christopher Tuckett and
Kari Syreeni. Leiden: Brill.

Sankamo, Juho

2012 “Josephus and Israel's Universal Role in teeh&ton”
— Voces Clamantium in Deserto. Essays in Honor of
Kari Syreeni Edited by Sven-Olav Back and Matti
Kankaanniemi. Studier i exegetik och judaistik otgia
av Teologiska fakulteten vid Abo Akademi. Abo: Abo
Akademi. 293-308.

Savage, Carl, E.

2011 Biblical Bethsaida. An Archaeological Studytloé First
Century. Toronto: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Schiffman, Lawrence H.

1989 The Eschatological Community of the Dead SzallS.
A Study of the Rule of the Congregation. SBLMS.
Number 38. Atlanta: Scholars Press.

Schnabel, Eckhard J.

2004 Early Christian Mission. Volume One. Jesus #rel
Twelve. English translation, revision and expandign
E. J. Schnabel in 2004. Original German edition-pub
lished in 2002. lllinois: InterVarsity Press.

Schwartz, Daniel, R.

1992 ““Kingdom of Priests” — A Pharisaic Slogan?Studies
in the Jewish background of ChristianigZ?WUNT. Tu-
bingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck). 57-80.

Schrer, Emil

1973 The History of the Jewish People in the Agelesus
Christ (175 B.C. — A.D. 135). A new English versi@n
vised and edited by Geza Vermes & Fergus Millar.
1973. Volume I. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.



300

1986 The History of the Jewish People in the Agelesus
Christ (175 B.C. — A.D. 135). A new English versi@na
vised and edited by Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar &Ma
tin Goodman. 1986. Volume llI, part 1. Edinburgh:&r

T. Clark.
Smit, Peter-Ben
2008 Fellowship and Food in the Kingdom. Eschatcklg

Meals and Scenes of Utopian Abundance in the New
Testament. WUNT. 2. Reihe. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Smith, Dennis, E.

1991 “The Messianic Banquet Reconsideredhe Future of
Early Christianity. Essays in Honor of Helmut Kaarst
Edited by Birger A. Pearson. Minneapolis: Fortress
Press.

Stansell, Gary

2009 “The Nations’ Journey to Zion: Pilgrimage aniubute
as Metaphor in the Book of Isaiah"The Desert Will
Bloom: Poetic Visions in IsaiabAncient Israel and Its
Literature. Edited by A. Joseph Everson and HyunlCh
Paul Kim. SBL. Number 4. Atlanta: Society of Bildic

Literature.
Stegemann, Wolfgang
2011 “Background lll: The Social and Political Chie in

which Jesus of Nazareth Preachediandbook for the
Study of the Historical Jesus. Volume 3. The His#br
Jesus Edited by Tom Holmén and Stanley E. Porter.
Leiden: Brill.

Stern, M.

1974 “The Jewish Diaspora” and “The Reign of Heeod
the Herodian Dynasty” The Jewish People in the First
Century. Historical Geography, Political History,0S
cial, Cultural and Religious Life and Institution¥o-
lume One.Edited by S. Safrai and M. Stern. Amster-
dam: Compendia Rerum ludaicarum ad Novum Testa-
mentum.

1975 “The Reign of Herod”, “The Herodian Dynastydahe
Province of Judea at the End of the Period of ¢en8d
Temple” — The World History of the Jewish People.
Volume Seven: The Herodian Peridt. Michael Avi-
Yonah. London: Jewish History Publications.

Stuckenbruck, Loren, T.



301

2006 “Prayers of Deliverance from the Demonic ia ead
Sea Scrolls and Related Early Jewish Literatur@he
Changing Face of Judaism, Christianity, and Other
Greco-Roman Religions in Antiquitizdited by lan H.
Henderson and Gerbern S. Oegema. Studien zu den Ji-
dischen Schriften aus hellenistisch-romischer ZBaind
2. Minchen; Gitersloher Verlagshaus.

Talmon, Shemaryahu

1991 “The Internal Diversification of Judaism inetlEarly
Second Temple Period” Jdewish Civilization in the
Hellenistic-Roman PeriodEd. Shemaryahu Talmon.
JSPS 10. Sheffield: JSOT Press.

Theissen, Gerd

1983 The Miracle Stories of the Early Christian ditian.
Translated by Francis McDonagh. Edited by John
Riches. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.

1991 The Gospels in Context. Social and Politicstdty in
the Synoptic Tradition. Minneapolis: Fortress Press
Translated by Maloney, Linda M.

Theissen, Gerd and Merz, Annette

1998 The Historical Jesus. A Comprehensive Guidgligh
translation by Jon Bowden. Minneapolis: FortressBr

Theissen, Gerd and Winter, Dagmar

2002 The Quest for the Plausible Jesus. The Questfo
Criteria. Translated by M. Eugene Boring. London:
Westminister John Knox Press.

Tuckett, Christopher, M.

1996 Q and the History of Early Christianity. Seslion Q.
Edinburgh: T & T Clark.

Uro, Risto

1987 Sheep among the Wolves. A Study on the Mission
Instructions of Q. Dissertationes Humanarum Litte-
rarum 47. Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia.

1998 “Thomas and oral gospel tradition”Thomas at the
Crossroads. Essays on the Gospel of Thofadied by
Risto Uro. SNTW. Edinburgh: T & T Clark.

Vermes, Geza

1973 Jesus the Jew. A Historian’'s Reading of thep@ls.
New York: Maximillan Publishing.

1983 Jesus and the World of Judaism. London: SG¥MPr



302

1993 The Religion of Jesus the Jew. Minneapoligiréss
Press.

2004 The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English. Slated
by Geza Vermes. Revised Edition. London: Penguin
Books.

Ware, James P

2005 The Mission of the Church in Paul’'s Lettethte Philip-

pians in the Context of Ancient Judaism. SNT. Vadum
120. Leiden: Brill.

Wassen, Cecilia

2008 “What Do Angels Have against the Blind and Dieaf?
Rules of Exclusion in the Dead Sea Scroll<Cemmon
Judaism. Explorations in Second-Temple JudaBdi-
ted by Wayne O. McCready and Adele Reinhartz. Min-
neapolis: Fortress Press.

Wendland, Ernst R.

1997 “Blessed is the man who will eat at the fdasthe
kingdom of God” (Lk 14:15): Internal and external
intertextual influence on the interpretation of iStis
parable of the Great Banquet” Neotestamentica.
JNTSSA. 31 (1). 1997. Pretoria: University of South

Africa.

Willitts, Joel

2007 Matthew’s Messianic Shepherd-King. In Seaifcibe
Lost Sheep of the House of Israel”. BZNW. Band 147.
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Wilson, S. G.

1973 The Gentiles and the Gentile mission in LultsA

SNTSMS. Vol. 23. Cambridge: University Press.

Winninge, Mikael

1995 Sinners and the Righteous. A Comparative Stddlye
Psalms of Solomon and Paul's Letters. Stockholm:
Almqvist & Wiksell International.

Witherington 11, Ben

1990 The Christology of Jesus. Minneapolis: Fogtieess.

1995 The Jesus Quest. The Third Search for theo§&aza-
reth. lllinois: InterVarsity Press.

Wong, Solomon Hon-fai

2009 The Temple Incident in Mark 11:15-19. The Disare
of Jesus and the Marcan Faction. NTSCE. BerlinePet
Lang.



303

Wright, Nicholas Thomas

1992 The New Testament and the People of God. t@hmwis
Origins and the Question of God. Volume One. Great
Britain: SPCK.

1996 Jesus and the Victory of God. Christian Odgind the
Question of God. Volume Two. Minneapolis: Fortress
Press.

Adna, Jostein

1999 “The Encounter of Jesus with the Gerasene Db

— Authenticating the Activities of Jesisdited by Bruce
Chilton & Craig A. Evans. Boston: Brill.



Abbreviations

ABRL
AGAJU

ASHJ
BIS
BJS
BZNW

CBNTS
CJAS
DJJS
FAT
JCPS
JNTSSA
JSHS
JSNTSS

JSPS

LNTS
NTS
NTSCE
NTTS
NVBS
SBL
SBLMS
SJSJ
SNT
SNTS
SNTSMS
SNTW
STDJ
WUNT

304

The Anchor Bible Reference Library

Arbeiten zur Geschichte des Antiken Judentunt des
Urchirstentums

Academic Studies in the History of Judaism

Biblical Interpretation Series

Brown Judaic Studies

Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fur die neutestameh& Wis-
senschaft

Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series
Christianity and Judaism in the Antiquity $eri

Duke Judaic Studies Series

Forschungen zum Alten Testament

Jewish and Christian Perspectives Series

Journal of the New Testament Society of ISdditica
Journal for the Study of the Historical Jesus
Journal for the Study of the New Testamapp@ment
Series

Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapppl@uent
Series

Library of New Testament Studies

New Testament Studies

New Testament Studies in Contextual Exegesis
New Testament Tools and Studies

New Voices in Biblical Studies

Society of Biblical Literature

Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Savi
Supplements to the Journal for the Studydzidon
Supplements to Novum Testamentum

Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas

Society for New Testament Studies Monogiagities
Studies of the New Testament and Its World
Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuerta¥es
ment






a N

Juho Sankamo

Jesus and the Gentiles

The early Christians were quite unanimous in their view that the Gospel should be
proclaimed to the Gentiles, and not only to the Jews. This is surprising because Jesus
had driven his mission almost exclusively among the Jews. This study emphasizes
the context of Jesus' mission as revealed by archaeological excavations and literal
sources. Galilee, the main arena of Jesus' mission, was populated by its vast majority
of Jews, and thus in Galilee Jesus would certainly not have met Gentiles very fre-
quently. Understandably the references to Jesus helping Gentiles in the Gospels are

exceptional and few. The author converses on these accounts in detail.

The Christian movement sprang from its Jewish beginnings to its Gentile future.
Sankamo sheds light to this development by paying close attention to the Jewish
eschatological hopes of the second temple period. Most often these hopes con-
tained some kind of a reference to universal questions. Israel’s eschatological restora-
tion would not affect solely the Jews, but also — in some way - the Gentiles as well.
If Jesus and his message are seen in the context of eschatological fulfillment, then
occasionally a more or less implicit positive reference to the Gentiles is attainable
in Jesus' visions (Matt. 8:11-12). This in itself would partly explain the readiness of

the early Christians to extend their mission beyond the Jews into the Gentile world.
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