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PREFACE

This is the first of three volumes that we have compiled focusing on the
ancient world and the New Testament. We have given them the collective
name of Early Christianity in Its Hellenistic Context. The three volumes
will appear in two different series from Brill. This and the second volume
will appear in the TENTS—Texts and Editions for New Testament Study—
series, and the third volume, because it focuses upon matters of language,
will appear in LBS—Linguistic Biblical Studies.

This first volume focuses in particular on Christianity and its Greco-
Roman and related origins. This involves both the social and literary dimen-
sions of the origins of Christianity. As a result, this volume has a wide range
of chapters that explore connections that early Christianity has with its sur-
rounding Hellenistic world, the world of the Greeks and Romans into which
Christianity was born. This world included both Greeks and Romans—and
their progeny— and their literary, material, and social artifacts, and there
are essays here that address most of these major areas in one way or another.
This volume is not a small volume. This is because not only does it include
a large number of essays, but some of these essays are significant efforts in
their own right to address their chosen topics. We are glad that the authors
have felt free to undertake such significant work in this volume.

The second volume focuses upon the origins of Christianity and its rela-
tionship to Hellenistic Judaism. It is entirely appropriate, as those essays will
demonstrate, that Christianity in its relations to Judaism was also a part of
the larger world of its Hellenistic Context. This volume also appears in the
TENTS series, and includes a large number of essays.

The third volume is devoted to the language of the New Testament, and
hence its appearance in LBS. This volume, though not quite as large as its
two related volumes, itself contains significant work in the area of Greek
language and linguistics as it is relevant to the origins of Christianity within
its Hellenistic context.

The editors are appreciative of the contributions of the authors, and
appreciate the opportunity to work with them in publishing their work. We
also apologize for the delay in their publication, which was unavoidable
due to personal circumstances. In any case, we believe that the material
included here will provide much to contemplate in future research on the
New Testament in its relation to its Hellenistic context.
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GRECO-ROMAN CULTURE IN
THE HISTORY OF NEW TESTAMENT INTERPRETATION:
AN INTRODUCTORY ESSAY

Stanley E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts

Many factors have contributed to the renewed interest in Greco-Roman
culture’s relevance for New Testament scholarship. At the turn of the last
century, with the discovery of the documentary papyri in Egypt and their
application to the New Testament in the work of scholars like Adolf Deiss-
mann' and James Hope Moulton,? we see the first sparks of the kind of
social-descriptive analysis that has become so prominent in scholarship
today. Hellenistic literature served as one of the reservoirs of comparative
material from which the early form critics drew. Even though they dis-
tinguished between Hochliteratur (literary works) and Kleinliteratur (pop-
ular works)—equating early Christian literature with the latter—Martin
Dibelius, Rudolf Bultmann, and especially Karl Schmidt (a student of Deiss-
mann) used Hellenistic parallels either to show how different this literature
was from early Christian documents (e.g. the Gospels are sui generis) or
to substantiate universal patterns outside of the New Testament for the
development of their literary forms.* In the 1940s and 50s, discovery of

! A. Deissmann, Bible Studies: Contributions, Chiefly from Papyri and Inscriptions, to the
History of the Language, the Literature, and the Religion of Hellenistic Judaism and Primitive
Christianity (trans. AJ. Grieve; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1901); A. Deissmann, Light from the
Ancient East (trans. LR.M. Strachan; London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1910); A. Deissmann, Paul:
A Study in Social and Religious History (trans. LR.M. Strachan; London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1912). Deissmann’s use of the papyri for assessing New Testament letters has continued to
be a factor in scholarship up to the present, e.g. J.L. White, The Form and Structure of the
Official Petition: A Study in Greek Epistolography (SBLDS 5; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1972);
W.G. Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity (GBNTS; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973); S.K. Stowers,
Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity (LEC 5; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986); S.E. Porter
and S.A. Adams, eds., Paul and the Ancient Letter Form (Pauline Studies 6; Leiden: Brill,
2010).

% J.H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 1: Prolegomena (3rd ed.; Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, 1908); ].H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1930).

8 K.L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu: Literarkritische Untersuchungen zur
Altesten Jesusiiberlieferung (Berlin: Trowitzsch & Sohn, 1919); M. Dibelius, From Tradition
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the Dead Sea Scrolls and (if we may psychologize a bit) the guilt felt for
the horrific tragedies inflicted upon the Jews in the Second World War, led
to a massive revival of interest in the Jewishness of early Christianity and
the use of Jewish texts to illuminate the meaning of the New Testament.
This approach was exemplified in the work of scholars like Jacob Neusner,
W.D. Davies (and his student, E.P. Sanders), Birger Gerhardsson, and Geza
Vermes.*

Nevertheless, in a discipline such as contemporary New Testament stud-
ies that is persistently sociologically oriented towards Judaism, a number
of scholars in various places have continued to emphasize Greco-Roman
culture as a significant social matrix for early Christianity. Early on, many
of the studies seemed to go back in some form or another to the divinity
schools at the universities of Chicago and Yale. The University of Chicago
Divinity School already had a history of social analysis of early Christian-
ity through the founding of the so-called “Chicago School” based around
the work of Shirley Jackson Case.® But much in the same way that the old
Tiibingen school’s history-of-religions approach had not been able to dis-
tance itself from the faulty Enlightenment-driven assumptions of historical
criticism, the Chicago school’s social-history model remained tainted with
the sociological baggage of form criticism. But in the work of Chicago’s
Hans Dieter Betz, we see a definite move away from a historical-critical
social model to a framework that may be best labeled as social description.
His numerous studies began to set in motion many of the contemporary

to Gospel (trans. B.E. Woolf; New York: Scribner, 1965 [1919]); K.L. Schmidt, The Place of the
Gospels in the General History of Literature (trans. B.R. McCane; Columbia, SC: University of
South Carolina Press, 2002 [1921]); R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (trans.
J.H. Marsh; New York: Harper & Row, 1963 [1921]).

4 ]. Neusner, A History of the Jews in Babylonia (Studia post-Biblica 9, 11, 12, 14, 15; 5
vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1965); J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70
(3 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1971); W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements
in Pauline Theology (London: SPCK, 1955); W.D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land: Early Chris-
tianity and Jewish Territorial Doctrine (Pantyfedwen Trust Lectures 1968; Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1974); E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Pat-
terns of Religion (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977); E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1986); B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript: Oral Tradition and Written Trans-
mission in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998 [1961]);
B. Gerhardsson, The Origins of the Gospel Traditions (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979); G. Ver-
mes, Jesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading of the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981 [1973]);
G. Vermes, Jesus and the World of Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984).

5 8J. Case, The Social Origins of Christianity (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1923); see also W.J. Hynes, Shirley Jackson Case and the Chicago School: The Socio-Historical
Method (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1981).
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trends we observe today in social analysis of the New Testament. His debut
monograph dealt with paraenetic parallels between Lucian and early Chris-
tian literature,® but his commentary on Galatians was the first of what would
be many studies that apply the categories of ancient rhetoric to Pauline epis-
tolary material.” His former student Margaret Mitchell, now the dean at the
University of Chicago Divinity School, developed his work, applying Greco-
Roman rhetoric to 1Corinthians.® Along with the work of classical scholar
George Kennedy,® Betz and his students seem largely responsible for the
explosion in rhetorical study of the New Testament that we witness today."
The social-descriptive work in relation to the Greco-Roman world contin-
ues at Chicago with the research of Hans-Josef Klauck, who has studied the
relation between rhetoric and epistolography."

6 H.D. Betz, Lukian von Samosata und das neue Testament: religionsgechichtliche und
pardnetische Parallellen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961).

7 H.D. Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Herme-
neia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979).

8 M.M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of
the Language and Composition of 1Corinthians (Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press,
1993).

9 G.A. Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition from Ancient to
Modern Times (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1980); G.A. Kennedy, New
Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 1984). See also C.C. Black and D.F. Watson, eds., Words Well Spoken: George
Kennedy’s Rhetoric of the New Testament (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2008).

10 In addition to Galatians and 1Corinthians mentioned above, nearly all of Paul’s letters
have now been subjected to rhetorical analysis, many by numerous authors. For example,
see FJ. Long, Ancient Rhetoric and Paul’s Apology: The Compositional Unity of 2 Corinthians
(SNTSMS 131; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); B. Witherington, 7 and 2 Thessa-
lonians: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006); B. Witherington,
The Letters to Philemon, the Colossians, and the Ephesians: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary
on the Captivity Epistles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007); R. Jewett, Romans: A Commen-
tary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007); B. Witherington, Paul’s Letter to the Philip-
pians: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2011). But see the critique
of R.D. Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and
Theology 18; Leuven: Peeters, 2000). The ability to continue holding conferences (and pub-
lishing the anthologies that result) on rhetorical criticism reflects its continued interest to
New Testament scholars. E.g. S.E. Porter and T.H. Olbricht, eds., Rhetoric and the New Tes-
tament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg Conference (JSNTSup go; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993);
S.E. Porter and T.H. Olbricht, eds., The Rhetorical Analysis of Scripture: Essays from the 1995
London Conference (JSNTSup 146; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997); T.H. Olbricht
and A. Eriksson, eds., Rhetoric, Ethic, and Moral Persuasion in Biblical Discourse: Essays from
the 2002 Heidelberg Conference (Emory Studies in Early Christianity; New York: T&T Clark,
2005).

1 H.-J. Klauck, Magic and Paganism in early Christianity: The World of the Acts of the
Apostles (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000); H.-J. Klauck, Ancient Letters and the New Testament
A Guide to Context and Exegesis (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006).
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Along with figures like E.A. Judge,” John G. Gager,” and Gerd Theis-
sen," Yale University and Divinity School’s Abraham Malherbe and Wayne
Meeks were among the first to rigorously collect, assess, and set the pri-
mary source literature of the Greco-Roman era in relation to the world of
the earliest Christians. If scholarship from Chicago tended to emphasize the
literary—especially rhetorical—relationships within the New Testament,
the scholarship from Yale focused more on configuring the social milieu
itself, especially as it related to Greco-Roman philosophy and the social
strata of early Christianity. Malherbe early on produced important source
books designed to aid biblical scholars in accessing primary source mate-
rial.® While he spent some time reconstructing the general social environ-
ment out of which Christianity emerged, he invested most of his energy
in exploring the relation between the Hellenistic moral philosophers and
the earliest Christians.” Meeks’s pivotal influence was also felt in the early
years of the development of social description as a methodology in New Tes-
tament research. His landmark social analysis of the early Pauline church
communities constructed a convincing social framework out of which the
basic concepts and terminology applied to the Pauline churches seem to
have developed.’® He shared with his Yale colleague the conviction that Hel-
lenistic moral philosophy bore in it elements essential for understanding
the ethical world of early Christianity.

This movement we have been describing, typified by the authors
included in this volume,* goes by various names—new historicism, social

12 For a collection of his writings, see E.A. Judge, Social Distinctives of the Christians in the
First Century: Pivotal Essays (ed. David M. Scholer; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008).

13 ].G. Gager, Kingdom and Community: The Social World of Early Christianity (Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1975).

14 G. Theissen, Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity (trans. J. Bowden; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1978).

15 AJ. Malherbe, The Cynic Epistles: A Study Edition (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977);
A]J. Malherbe, Moral Exhortation: A Greco-Roman Sourcebook (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1986); A.J. Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists (SBS 19; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988).

16 AJ.Malherbe, The World of the New Testament (Austin: R.B. Sweet, 1967); A.J. Malherbe,
Social Aspects of Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983).

17 AJ. Malherbe, Paul and the Thessalonians: The Philosophic Tradition of Pastoral Care
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987); A.J. Malherbe, Paul and the Popular Philosophers (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1989).

18 'W.A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the Apostle Paul (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).

19 W.A. Meeks, The Moral World of the First Christians (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986);
W.A. Meeks, The Origins of Christian Morality: The First Two Centuries (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1993).

20 And others as well. See, e.g. B.W. Winter, Seek the Welfare of the City: Christians as
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history, social analysis, sociology of early Christianity—but we prefer the
term social description, since it most helpfully distinguishes it from social-
scientific approaches to the New Testament, like those of John Elliot and
Bruce Malina.” Social description—the methodology that this volume seeks
to advance—takes its starting point from the data. It is a descriptive meth-
odology. Social-scientific criticism takes precisely the opposite approach.
Instead of beginning with the ancient data, social-scientific critics begin
with a modern sociological/anthropological model. Rather than being
descriptive, they are prescriptive. We remain unconvinced that models
drawn from the study of modern tribal or folk societies in social anthropol-
ogy have very much necessarily to tell us about the world of the New Testa-
ment. Since we do not have access to the people of the ancient world, there
remains insufficient evidence to establish whether or not the societies stud-
ied today by cultural anthropologists are sufficiently similar to those of early
Christianity to warrant comparison. All that we have from the ancient world
are its literary and material artifacts, and these documents must remain the
focus of social study. The numerous claims made within this prescriptive
discipline, literally without a shred of evidence from the ancient world, con-
tinue to baffle us. Responding directly to what Bengt Holmberg calls “the fal-
lacy of idealism” (interpreting historical phenomena as formed by underly-
ing theological structures), Judge in return identifies within social-scientific
criticism what he calls the sociological fallacy. Judge states that “Until the
painstaking field work is better done, the importation of social models
that have been defined in terms of other cultures is methodologically no
improvement on the ‘idealistic fallacy.” We may call it the ‘sociological fal-
lacy.’”* He criticizes Holmberg, for example, for his application of Weber’s
sociology of authority to Pauline church structures, concluding that those
in authority bear a relation to their subordinates in which the subordinates
must render money to their authorities. This may be true for Weber’s model,

Benefactors and Citizens (First-century Christians in the Graeco Roman World; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1994); B.W. Winter, Philo and Paul Among the Sophists (SNTSMS 96; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997); B.W. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of
Secular Ethics and Social Change (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001).

21 J.H. Elliott, A Home for the Homeless: A Sociological Exegesis of 1Peter, Its Situation
and Strategy (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981); J.H. Elliot, What Is Social-Scientific Criticism?
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993); B.J. Malina, The New Testament World: Insights from Cultural
Anthropology (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1981); B. Malina, Social Gospel of Jesus: Kingdom of
God in Mediterranean Perspective (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 2000).

22 E.A. Judge, “The Social Identity of the First Christians: A Question of Method in Reli-
gious History,” in Judge, Social Distinctives of the Christians in the First Century, 128.
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but, as Judge shows, there is not a single piece of evidence from the ancient
world to support this kind of scenario for the Pauline situation. In fact, the
opposite is true. In the Greco-Roman world, those in authority (patrons)
used the distribution of their funds to their subordinates (clients) in order
to keep them loyal, not vice versa.

In our view, model-driven approaches like Holmberg’s inevitably leave
one’s analysis vulnerable to error, since the interpreter is often forced to
draw conclusions quite independent of the data. We prefer in this volume a
data-driven analysis, applying a social-descriptive approach in assessing the
literature and culture of the New Testament. Each essay, therefore, seeks to
set early Christianity into relation with the artifacts that remain from Greco-
Roman society and the culture that they embody. The first eleven essays
focus on the social contexts out of which early Christianity originated. The
volume begins with an examination of the materials that made up the
textual culture of early Christianity, leading to two chapters that examine
the papyrological remains in more detail, followed by two chapters setting
the discussion of the historical Jesus in cultural context. Several further
studies of the Gospels ensue, followed by three social-descriptive analyses
of Paul and a chapter examining the imperial exile setting for Revelation.
The second half of the volume, including a further fourteen essays, focuses
on literary contexts for Christian origins. These range from a consideration
of the literary-historiographic citation strategies of Luke to Paul's use of
progymnasmata in his portrayal of love to genre considerations for the
Didache.

In the opening essay, Michael Kruger explores ancient Christian book
production in the Greco-Roman world, placing primary focus on the form
and production of the writings that came to be part of the New Testament.
He argues that early Christians were not a community concerned solely with
oral tradition—as the current fad in New Testament scholarship states—
but also and importantly with books. Kruger surveys a wide range of New
Testament manuscripts and offers insight into the codex form used within
early Christianity. Based on this analysis, he is able to draw several conclu-
sions regarding the character of the Christian scribal traditions as well as
the publishing and circulation practices from the first three centuries of the
church.

The second and third essays by Stanley Porter further explore the manu-
scripts that make up our knowledge of early Christianity. In the first essay,
he uses the range of manuscripts of early Christianity from the second cen-
tury to much later to reconstruct a community that was culturally literate,
literarily creative, theologically interpretive, consciously theological, and
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worship-oriented. The manuscripts are examined, not necessarily for their
texts, but for other features that they contain and represent, to reconstruct
these features of the early Christian community. In his second essay, Porter
focuses upon the second century and examines issues surrounding dating of
manuscripts and how these influence our potential reconstruction of early
Christianity. He focuses upon the so-called Rylands fragment of the Gospel
of John and the Egerton Papyrus, tracing how they were once closely asso-
ciated, then broken apart, and now have been brought together again—but
with possible new implications of these recent efforts.

The question of what to make of parallel messianic figures in historical-
Jesusresearch continuesto linger. Craig S. Keener addresses this question by
assessing both Greco-Roman and Jewish figures that bear similarities with
the life and ministry of Jesus. He shows that many of the so-called paral-
lels turn out to be based upon anachronistic reconstructions that do not
convincingly take into account the full range of evidence at the historian’s
disposal. Other supposed parallel figures simply do not conform to the sit-
uation of Jesus at all, so that the comparisons that typically are made seem
tenuous at best or anachronistic at worst.

Tony Costa continues the discussion of the historical Jesus, restricting his
investigation to the healing and exorcism accounts recorded in the Gospels.
Costa employs the historical-critical method and the criteria of authenticity
to examine miracle material. He takes into consideration issues surround-
ing the early dating of the Gospels, Hellenistic cultural context, and his-
torical context that in his judgment have not been sufficiently weighed in
previous discussion. He insists that criteria of authenticity and various lev-
els of historical context support that Jesus did perform signs that both Jesus
and his audience considered miracles.

Chapter 7 turns to Matthew Forest Lowe’s analysis of the Lukan motif of
release. Lowe sets this against an imperial backdrop and shows its relevance
for Luke’s portrayal of the atonement. Lowe emphasizes the need for an
investigation of release language with attentiveness toward the sociological
context of Luke’s Gospel. He concludes that his imperial analysis of the
release motif unifies the many alternative views of the atonement.

In a study of Roman imperial identity, Osman Umurhan and Todd Pen-
ner explore early conceptions of imperial perception in several first- and
second-century writers. With special attention given to Juvenal, they illus-
trate the relevance of Roman perception—including spatial, moral, and
geographical considerations—for the book of Acts. By blurring the distinc-
tions of Greek and Hellenistic influences on Rome, Umurhan and Penner
attempt to paint a fuller picture of the sociological context for Acts. In
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comparison to first-century Roman writers, such as Juvenal, who see Rome
as the hub from which expansion to outlying regions begins, Umurhan
and Penner argue that Luke portrays a reversal and casts Rome as the
destination toward which the Christian movement advances in Acts.

Greco-Roman friendship conventions continue to provide insight into
the social structure of earliest Christianity. In Chapter 9, Ronald Hock
reveals their importance for configuring the Johannine construction of dis-
cipleship with specific reference to the Beloved Disciple. Unlike many stud-
ies of the Beloved Disciple, which focus on the identity of the disciple, Hock
assesses the social matrix best suited for understanding the Jesus-Beloved
Disciple relationship. He surveys ancient friendship conventions prior to
the writing of John’s Gospel and shows that Jesus and the Beloved disciple
are related as a “pair of friends,” a relation configured on the broader scale
of other pairs of friends in antiquity.

A hand-full of recent studies has shown that the concept of mimesis has
some potential for illuminating dimensions of early Christianity’s social
environment. In Chapter 10, however, James R. Harrison complains that
not nearly enough scholarly attention has been given to the role of mimesis
in the New Testament. While previous studies have restricted the issue of
mimesis to its traditional aesthetic boundaries, Harrison notes the impor-
tant function of mimesis in the formation of Pauline house churches. He
argues that Paul configures his imitation language in terms of the mimetic
conventions of his day. This analysis enables Harrison to demonstrate the
counter imperial nature of Paul’s imitation paradigm, depicting Jesus as the
legitimate eternal ruler, in contrast to the Roman rulers who were temporal
and passing.

Chapter 11 brings the role of empire into discussion with Christian origins
as well. In a study of its imperial context, Fredrick Long focuses on political
topoi in Ephesians. Long thinks that Ephesians was written to subvert social
and political authorities in favor of establishing a new authority under
Jesus Christ. He shows that Paul implements the Jewish political covenantal
system, interpreted in light of God’s holy people. Thus, Jesus becomes the
telos, the head and superior Savior of the body, while several other political
topoi are used to undermine prevailing Roman authority structures.

Brian Rapske seeks to clarify several dimensions of John’s portrayal of
Rome in Revelation. Rapske identifies Revelation as an exilic writing and
compares it with other parallel writings from around John’s time. He also
addresses the issues of how and why John was sentenced to the island of
Patmos by Rome. After a survey of the relevant evidence from antiquity,
Rapske draws several conclusions concerning the nature of John's exile,
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identity, and imperial perspective. Revelation presents the reader with an
author who had formed a non-Roman identity and advances a clearly anti-
imperial agenda.

At this point we turn to the second group of essays. Andrew Pitts applies
source-citation strategies established among the Greco-Roman historians
to Luke’s Gospel in Chapter 13. While previous treatments have empha-
sized Jewish midrash as a model for the use of Scripture in Luke, Pitts
proposes that Luke’s citation strategy is informed directly by his historio-
graphic method. Two ways of using sources can be established within the
historians—mimesis and direct citation. Applied to Luke’s text, mimesis
accounts for numerous biblical echoes, illusions, and the incorporation of
Jesus material into the narrative, while direct citation accounts for his cita-
tion of Old Testament literature. Within this historiographic framework,
Pitts identifies how Luke strategically uses mimesis to function as the lit-
erary background and direct citation to place crucial points of the narrative
in the foreground and frontground of his narrative.

One of the long-standing debates in Gospels and Acts research concerns
the nature and processes employed in the transmission of speech material.
In Chapter 14, Sean Adams assesses speech recording in ancient historiog-
raphy. Adams evaluates the ways in which ancient historians documented
information and the relation of this information to the factual nature of the
events they record. Adams concludes that it was the primary objective of the
historian to preserve the truth of what they recorded for the sake of those
who succeeded them. Adams believes that Luke’s Gospel follows these con-
ventions in recording Jesus’ speech material and, although Jesus’ recorded
speeches in Luke are not verbatim, they are likely very accurate representa-
tions of what he said.

In Chapter 15, Paul Maier adds yet another plank to the accumulating
case in contemporary research for viewing Luke as a historian. He makes the
case that although Luke is an inspired biblical writer within the Christian
community, given his Gentile background, he can also be seen as a reliable
Hellenistic historiographer. Maier argues for Luke’s reliability as a historian
on the basis of several conventions within his two-volume writing that con-
form to the historical practice of his day, with his accuracy often surpassing
that of his contemporaries. Although many have tried to categorize Luke as
writing within the boundaries of other genres, Maier finds them unconvinc-
ing.

In Chapter 16, Andreas Kostenberger recognizes the literary similarities
between John's Gospel and contemporary Greco-Roman literature, but sug-
gests that a biblical historiographic framework provides a more appropriate
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genre designation for the Gospel. While acknowledging the commonalities
found in John’s Gospel and ancient literary genres such as bioi, Kdstenberger
contends that John writes from the literary framework that follows from
Jewish historical narrative. According to Késtenberger, the many features
contained in the Gospel that parallel Greco-Roman literary forms result
from John's attempt to contextualize his Gospel for a widely Hellenistic
audience.

Dennis MacDonald makes a contribution to the ongoing research on the
influence of Greek literature on the book of Acts. While believing that Luke
drew from many classical Greek texts as his influences, MacDonald pro-
ceeds by dedicating his article to tracing the similarities found between Acts
and Euripides’ Bacchae in particular. Chalking up much of the confusion
and misunderstanding of Lukan interpretation to the failure of New Testa-
ment scholars to recognize Luke’s mimesis of the Greek classics, MacDonald
suggests that further exploration along these lines will bring new levels of
clarity to our understanding of Luke.

Continuing the emphasis on Pauline epistolography, Randolph Richards
gives attention to the role of Paul’s prescripts and epistolary conventions in
helping to assess which particular tradition of ancient letter-writing Paul’s
letters seem to conform to. It appears to Richards that Paul does not adhere
to the Greco-Roman letter-writing conventions of his day but instead draws
from a variety of traditions that account for different elements within
his letters, making it difficult to trace their literary origins. While grant-
ing that Paul wrote within the context of Greco-Roman epistolography,
Richards asserts that even within that context Paul did not produce letters
that correspond in any explicit way to standard Hellenistic letter conven-
tions.

Though not making conclusive statements concerning the possible influ-
ence of Plato on Paul’s writings, James Starr draws attention to the parallels
found in the openings of the epistles both of Plato and of Paul. He identi-
fies Paul's deviation from common ancient epistolary conventions, and sees
him conforming, albeit not completely, more closely to Plato’s epistles. Starr
suggests that Paul takes liberties similar to Plato in expanding his openings
to accommodate the shared worldview of his recipients.

In Chapter 20, Dean Anderson assesses the use of progymnasmata in
1Corinthians 13. These rhetorical exercises drawn from Hellenistic school
settings illuminate Paul’s eloquent description of love, especially its liter-
ary and linguistic structure. Anderson examines several literary units in
1Corinthians 13 to determine whether Paul used these techniques to guide
his writing, appealing to two early treatises on progymnasmatic rhetorical
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practices. While Anderson states his conclusions cautiously, he shows thata
strong case can be made for the possibility of Paul’s knowledge of and train-
ing in these common rhetorical methods.

A great deal of academic industry has gone into the study of Greco-
Roman household codes and their fruitfulness for understanding Christian
origins. Cynthia Westfall mines the household codes further for insight into
the Pauline portrayal of marriage in Ephesians 5. This text from Ephesians
has an important function within Greco-Roman culture, clarifying the roles
of the husband and wife in terms of patron-client relationships, the social
building blocks of ancient society. Westfall gives a detailed description of
reciprocity within the marriage relationship as prescribed in Ephesians. She
explains the responsibility of submission and service held primarily by the
one in power and the responsibility of providing a model of submission
by the other. She concludes that this Christian household code of mutual
submission between the husband and wife, motivated by their identity
in Christ in the kingdom of God, undermined traditional Greco-Roman
familial relations.

In Chapter 22, Michelle Lee-Barnewall continues the discussion on mar-
riage and Ephesians 5, taking the complex web of issues surrounding Paul’s
use of xepaAy. Lee-Barnewall investigates the rhetorical use of the head-
body metaphor within ancient Greek literature and compares it to Paul’s
use in Ephesians. She highlights the significance of Paul’s radical intentions
of reversing the customary understanding of status and headship within the
marriage relationship. She also notices the redefinition of the Greco-Roman
honor system within a distinctly Christian theology of family. She concludes
that Paul uses xe@aAy] as a way of referencing the traditional understanding
of leadership and authority and as a way of illustrating his reconfiguration
of it.

Benjamin Fiore takes his starting point from John Chrysostom’s com-
mentary on Hebrews, which suggested that the author of Hebrews em-
ployed rhetorical techniques in the composition of his homily. Fiore sets out
to test that claim through an analysis of frank speech in Hebrews. The first
part of his chapter surveys the general and widespread use of direct speech
in Hebrews. The second half narrows in on two paraenetic passages in order
to give more detailed analysis: Heb 5:11-6:12 and 10:119—39. These passages
share in common the use of fear by the author to motivate the audience.

The Book of Hebrews continues to fascinate scholars, because of both
its debated status regarding authorship and the particular features of the
book itself. David deSilva examines the book of Hebrews in an attempt
to establish the social location of the author, especially his relationship
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to the Greek notion of modeio, or what constituted the educated person
in the classical world. On the one hand, deSilva finds that the author of
Hebrews draws fairly restrictively upon imagery associated with the Jewish
cult. On the other hand, the author utilizes a range of rhetorical techniques
that reflect a developed rhetorical capability. While it is possible that the
author of Hebrews simply picked up this rhetorical style within his authorial
environment, deSilva believes that the sophisticated use of progymnasmic
exercises indicates that the author may well have been rhetorically trained.

The next chapter moves from a discussion of the New Testament to the
earliest piece of Christian literature written after it, the Didache. In this
chapter, William Varner gives detailed attention to three literary texts—
the Stichometry of Nicephorus, the Paschal Letter of Athanasius, and the
Greek commentaries of Didymus the Blind—and two papyrus fragments of
the Didache. Based on his assessment of this literary and material evidence,
Varner challenges alternative views of the Didache and presents his pro-
posal that the Didache likely functioned as a Christian handbook in Egypt
in the late fourth century, being read and possibly copied by catechumen.

In the final chapter, Gregory Snyder makes a comparison of the writ-
ings of Justin Martyr and Galen, giving insights into their roles as exegetical
thinkers. Snyder evaluates their distinct rhetorical practices, the ways in
which each incorporates intertextual materials, and how they each employ
the language of proof. He goes on to imagine how Galen might have inter-
acted with Justin’s texts and concludes that Galen likely would have dis-
carded Justin's works, having disagreed with his approach to claims of
authority. Nevertheless, Justin’s treatises pioneered a new category for intel-
lectual Christian discourse.

Although there clearly is much more that has been, can be, and no doubt
will be said about the relationship of early Christianity, especially in its
social dimension, to its Hellenistic context, these essays cover a broad range
of topics that reflect areas of continuing research and importance. Within
these essays, we witness the reaffirmation of some previously formulated
positions, the disputation of others, and new argumentation for construc-
tive and innovative proposals. Each essay, we trust, invites further critical
thought on the specific topic at hand, as well as the larger issue of the New
Testament in its Hellenistic context.
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MANUSCRIPTS, SCRIBES, AND
BOOK PRODUCTION WITHIN EARLY CHRISTIANITY

Michael J. Kruger

And the sacred books of [the Christians]
were read aloud.

—Lucian of Samosata, Peregr. 11

At its core, early Christianity was a religion concerned with books. From
the very beginning, Christians were committed to the books of the Hebrew
Scriptures and saw them as paradigmatic for understanding the life and
ministry of Jesus of Nazareth. The apostle Paul was so immersed in the
Old Testament writings that he even conceived of the resurrection of Jesus
“according to the Scriptures” (1Cor 15:3—4).! The Pauline use of books (par-
ticularly Old Testament books) in the course of his ministry is borne out in
passages like 2 Tim 4:13 where Timothy is urged to “bring ... my scrolls, espe-
cially the parchments.” Moreover, Gospel accounts like those of Matthew
and John, as well as books like James and Hebrews, exhibit similar indebt-
edness to the Old Testament, often citing from it directly and extensively.
Such intimate connections between the earliest Christian movement and
the Old Testament writings led Harry Gamble to declare, “Indeed it is almost
impossible to imagine an early Christianity that was not constructed upon
the foundations of Jewish Scripture.”

Of course, it was not only the Old Testament books that mattered to early
Christianity. At a very early point, Christians also began to produce their

! For more on Paul and the Old Testament, see Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the
Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), and Francis Watson, Paul and the
Hermeneutics of Faith (London: T&T Clark, 2004).

2 See discussion in T.C. Skeat, “‘Especially the Parchments:’ A Note on 2 Timothy iv.13,”
JTS 30 (1979):173-177.

8 Harry Gamble, “Literacy, Liturgy, and the Shaping of the New Testament Canon,” in
Charles Horton, ed., The Earliest Gospels (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 28. A fuller discussion of
the origins of the Old Testament canon can be found in Roger T. Beckwith, The Old Testament
Canon of the New Testament Church, and its Background in Early Judaism (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1986), and more recently in Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders, eds.,
The Canon Debate (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2002), 21-263.
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own writings—Gospels, letters, sermons, prophetic literature, and more—
some of which eventually began to be viewed as (and used as) Scripture.*
Indeed, Christianity was distinguished from the surrounding religions in the
Greco-Roman world precisely by its prolific production of literature and its
commitment to an authoritative body of Scripture as its foundation.’ Even
by the end of the second century, a core collection of “New Testament”
books was functioning as Scripture within early Christianity and was being
read in public worship alongside the Old Testament writings (Justin Martyr,
1Apol. 67.3).° So prominent were these scriptural books for Christians that
even their pagan critics—like Lucian of Samosata in the opening quote
above—noted the Christian predilection for writing (and using) books and
thus were forced to reckon with these books in their anti-Christian attacks.”
All of these factors indicate that the emerging Christian movement, like its
Jewish counterpart, would be defined and shaped for generations to come
by the same means: the production and use of books.

4 Some have argued that Christianity was primarily an oral religion at the beginning with
little interest in texts until a much later time; e.g. Helmut Koester, “Written Gospels or Oral
Tradition?,” JBL113 (1994): 293—297; W. Kelber, The Oral and Written Gospel: The Hermeneutics
of Speaking and Writing in the Synoptic Tradition, Mark, Paul, and Q (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1983). However, there is no need to consider the oral and written modes of Christianity as
mutually exclusive. See helpful discussions on this point in Harry Y. Gamble, Books and
Readers in the Early Church (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 28—32; Graham Stanton,
“Form Criticism Revisited,” in M.D. Hooker and CJ.A. Hickling, eds., What About the New
Testament? (London: SCM, 1975), 13—27; Graham Stanton, “The Fourfold Gospel,” NTS 43
(1997): 317—346, esp. 340; Loveday Alexander, “The Living Voice: Skepticism Toward the
Written Word in Early Christian and Graeco-Roman Texts,” in D.J.A. Clines, S.E. Fowl, and
S.E. Porter, eds., The Bible in Three Dimensions (JSOTSup 87; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990),
221-247; Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), esp. chs. 2, 10, and 11.

5 William V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989);
AK. Bowman and G. Wolf, eds., Literacy and Power in the Ancient World (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1994).

6 John Barton, The Spirit and the Letter: Studies in the Biblical Canon (London: SPCK,
1997), 18; Bruce M. Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, and
Significance (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987), 254.

7 Lucian, Peregr. 1—12; Origen, Cels. 1.34—40; A. Meredith, “Porphyry and Julian Against
the Christians,” ANRW I1.23.2, 1119-1149. For more on pagan critiques of Christianity, see the
helpful overview in Wayne C. Kannaday, Apologetic Discourse and the Scribal Tradition: Evi-
dence of the Influence of Apologetic Interests on the Text of the Canonical Gospels (Atlanta: SBL,
2004), 24-57; Stephen Benko, “Pagan Criticism of Christianity During the First Two Centuries
AD,” ANRW 11.23.2, 1055-1118; Robert L. Wilken, Christians as the Romans Saw Them (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1984); and Robert L. Wilken, “Pagan Criticism of Christian-
ity: Greek Religions and Christian Faith,” in William R. Schoedel and Robert L. Wilken, eds.,
Early Christian Literature and the Classical Intellectual Tradition: In Honorem Robert M. Grant
(Paris: Editions Beauchesne, 1979), 117-134.
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The fact that Christianity is so fundamentally shaped by a vivid “textual
culture” means that any account of its origins and development must appre-
ciate and reckon with its bookishness. However, despite this reality, most
research into the origins of Christianity has concerned itself with the con-
tent of early Christian writings and not so much with the vehicle of early
Christian writings—the physical book itself. While issues like authorship,
date, and provenance of writings have received abundant scholarly atten-
tion, issues like the production, publication, and circulation of these writ-
ings have received dramatically less consideration.® Thus, it is the goal of
this chapter to restore an appreciation for the physicality of early Chris-
tian literature, seeing these books as artifacts in their own right and not
simply carriers of historical information where the husk can be easily dis-
carded. Indeed, when the physical and visual features of these texts are
examined we quickly realize that they are not at all disposable “husks” but
provide a fresh window into the literary culture of early Christianity, the
development of the New Testament canon, and the expansion of the infant
church.

Given the distinctive focus of this chapter on Christian book-production,
it is important to acknowledge from the outset the scope of our study.
Although the larger trends of Greco-Roman book production form a vital
background and context for Christian book production, there will not be
space here to enter into that world in any substantive detail.® Thus, we shall
be restricting ourselves primarily to the discussion of distinctively Christian
texts, making explicit appeal to Greco-Roman writings as the situation
warrants. Moreover, even within the world of Christian book production, we
will be focusing primarily on those writings that eventually became part of
the New Testament canon. It is the New Testament manuscripts themselves
that will occupy most of our attention, since they form the foundational
documents for the early Christian movement.

8 Of course, this has begun to change in recent years. In addition to Harry Gamble’s excel-
lent study, Books and Readers in the Early Church, see also David Trobisch, The First Edition
of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians
of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000); Larry W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and
Christian Origins (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006); Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas, eds.,
New Testament Manuscripts: Their Texts and Their World (TENTS 2; Leiden: Brill, 2006).

9 Standard treatments of the Greco-Roman book include W. Schubart, Das Buch bei den
Griechen und Romern (2nd ed.; ed. E. Paul; Heidelberg: Schneider, 1962); F.G. Kenyon, Books
and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome (2nd ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1932); H. Blanck, Das
Buch in der Antike (Munich: Beck, 1992).
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1. THE PRODUCTION OF CHRISTIAN BOOKS

Our study will begin with an examination of the physical form of early Chris-
tian books. We will take into account how these books were constructed,
the writing material used, the style of handwriting, and other noteworthy
inscriptional features.

1.1. Form

The most notable feature of the early Christian book was that it was almost
always in the form of a codex.”® The primary form of a book in the broader
Greco-Roman world was the scroll (or roll), which was made from sheets of
papyrus or parchment pasted together (end to end) in a long strip and rolled
up.! Writing was done only on the inside of the scroll so that when it was
rolled up the words were protected.? The codex, in contrast, was created
by taking a stack of papyrus or parchment leaves, folding them in half, and
binding them at the spine. This format allowed for the traditional leaf book
with writing on both sides of each page. Such a single-quire codex could
hold a maximum of about 250 pages (approximately 125 leaves) before the

10 Relevant works on the codex include A. Blanchard, ed., Les débuts du codex (Turnhout:
Brepols, 1989); C.H. Roberts and T.C. Skeat, The Birth of the Codex (London: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1987); E.G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1977); T.C. Skeat, “The Origin of the Christian Codex,” ZPE 102 (1994): 263~
268; H.A. Sanders, “The Beginnings of the Modern Book,” University of Michigan Quarterly
Review 44, no. 15 (1938): 95—111; C.C. McCown, “Codex and Roll in the New Testament,” HTR
34 (1941): 219—250; L.W. Hurtado, “The Earliest Evidence of an Emerging Christian Material
and Visual Culture: The Codex, the Nomina Sacra, and the Staurogram,” in Stephen G. Wilson
and Michael Desjardins, eds., Text and Artifact in the Religions of Mediterranean Antiquity:
Essays in Honour of Peter Richardson (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2000), 271—
288; S.R. Llewelyn, “The Development of the Codex,” in S.R. Llewelyn and R.A. Kearsley, eds.,
New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity. Vol. 7: A Review of the Greek Inscriptions and
Papyri Published in 1982-1983 (North Ryde, NSW: Macquarie University Ancient History Doc-
umentary Research Center, 1994), 249—256; Graham N. Stanton, “Why Were Early Christians
Addicted to the Codex?,” in his Jesus and Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004), 165-191; Eldon J. Epp, “The Codex and Literacy in early Christianity at Oxyrhynchus:
Issues Raised by Harry Y. Gamble’s Books and Readers in the Early Church,” in Charles Prebish,
ed., Critical Review of Books in Religion 1997 (Atlanta: AAR and SBL, 1997), 15-37.

11 A helpful discussion of scrolls is found in Gamble, Books and Readers, 43-48; and more
recently in William A. Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2004).

12 Occasionally, scrolls were reused and writing was done also on the backside (or out-
side) of the parchment or papyrus. Such a scroll, known as an opisthograph, is likely referred
to by Pliny the Younger (Ep. 3.5.17).
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binding at the spine became overtaxed and the central pages of the codex
would protrude out too far when the book was closed.’* Many of our earliest
papyrus codices—such as L4 (Paul), B+ (Revelation), and $” (John and
Luke)—were single-quire in their construction.” Larger volumes, like L4
(four gospels and Acts), often used a multiple-quire codex that was made up
of numerous single-quire units (often between 4-12 pages each) all bound
together at the spine. However, sometimes a multiple-quire codex was also
used for smaller works like B, a late second-century codex containing only
the Gospel of John, suggesting that the multiple-quire format might go back
well into the second century.®

It is now well established among modern scholars that early Christians
not only preferred the codex instead of the roll, but they did so at a remark-
ably early point. Prior generations of scholars, limited by the amount of
manuscript evidence at their disposal, originally considered the codex
to be a rather late development.'® But various manuscript discoveries—
particularly documents like B2 (Gospel of John),” Papyrus Egerton 2 (apoc-
ryphal gospel),”® and P.Yale 1 (Genesis)®—indicate that the codex was the

13 Some single-quire codices could hold even more, e.g. P. Milan Vogliano V, a Coptic
edition of Paul's letters, contains more than 280 pages. For more on the capacity of such
codices, see Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 65—66; Turner, Typology of the Early Codex,
55—60.

14 T.C. Skeat, “The Oldest Manuscript of the Four Gospels?,” NTS 43 (1997): 1-34, argues
that B4, 4, and B are all from the same single-quire codex that contained all four gospels.
If so, then this would be an example of how single-quire codices could be used for quite
sizeable volumes. Skeat has been challenged in recent years by Peter M. Head, “Is B4, $64,
and P67 the Oldest Manuscript of the Four Gospels? A Response to T.C. Skeat,” NTS 51 (2005):
450-457.

15 Some have suggested that P% is even in the first half of the second century; see
Herbert Hunger, “Zur Datierung des Papyrus Bodmer II ($66),” Anzeiger der dsterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften 4 (1960): 12—33.

16 E.g. C.R. Gregory, Canon and Text of the New Testament (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1907),
declared, “Iam inclined to think that this change [from roll to codex] was made about the end
of the third or the beginning of the fourth century” (322). In fact, he viewed codex Sinaiticus
and Vaticanus as some of the first codices to be made. For discussion, see McCown, “Codex
and Roll,” 219—221.

17 C.H. Roberts, “An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands
Library,” BJRL 20 (1936): 45-55.

18 The key works on this gospel include, G. Mayeda, Das Leben-Jesu-Fragment Papyrus
Egerton 2 und seine Stellung in der urchristlichen Literaturgeschichte (Bern: Paul Haupt, 1946);
Jon B. Daniels, “The Egerton Gospel: Its Place in Early Christianity” (Ph.D. diss., Claremont
Graduate School, 1990); C.H. Dodd, “A New Gospel,” BJRL 20 (1936): 56—92; H.I. Bell and
T.C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other Early Christian Papyri (London:
Trustees of the British Museum, 1935); and most recently Thomas Kraus, Michael J. Kruger,
and Tobias Nicklas, Gospel Fragments (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), see section
one.

19 C.H. Roberts, “P Yale 1 and the Early Christian Book,” AStP 1 (1966): 25—28.



20 MICHAEL J. KRUGER

widely established Christian practice by the early second century, if not late
in the first.?* So dominant was the Christian preference for the codex, in
the face of a broader Greco-Roman world that continued to use the roll
for centuries to come,” that some have even suggested that the codex may
have been a Christian invention.”? It was not until the fourth century and
beyond that the rest of the ancient world began to prefer the codex to the
roll, something Christians had done centuries earlier.?

With these considerations in mind, the question of why Christians pre-
ferred the codex has been widely debated. Suggestions that the codex was
chosen for practical advantages (convenience, size, cost) or for socio-eco-
nomic reasons (the lack of education among Christians made the informal
codex more palatable) have been largely considered inadequate.? Although
such factors may have played some role, they would only allow an incremen-
tal and gradual transition to the codex over many years, and thus cannot
account for the fact that the transition to the codex was rather abrupt, early,
and widespread.”® A more foundational and influential cause is needed to

20 Roberts and Skeat confirmed the early dominance of the codex by showing how it was
the format of choice for Christians from the very beginning of Christian book production
(Birth of the Codex, 38—44). This early date has been challenged by J. van Haelst, “Les orig-
ines du codex,” in A. Blanchard, ed., Les débuts du codex (Turnhout: Brepols, 1989), 13-36,
where he argues for a later date for some of these manuscripts. E.G. Turner, Greek Papyri: An
Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 10, also cautions against excessively early dates. How-
ever, T.C. Skeat, “Early Christian Book-Production,” in G.W.H. Lampe, ed., The Cambridge
History of the Bible (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 54—79, and Roberts, “P
Yale 1 and the Early Christian Book,” 25-28, maintain an early date by appealing to the
discovery of P.Yale 1, the papyrus codex containing Genesis, which dates from 8o-100 CE.
Moreover, recent manuscript discoveries continue to confirm the dominance of the codex.
Between 1997 and 1999, a number of early manuscripts from Oxyrhynchus were discovered
and were all on codices: P.Oxy. 4403—4404 (Matthew); P.OXy 4445-4448 (John); P.Oxy. 4494—
4500 (fragments of Matthew, Luke, Acts, Romans, Hebrews and Revelation).

21 See statistics offered by Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 44-53.

22 Skeat, “Early Christian Book Production,” 68. See discussion in McCown, “Codex and
Roll in the New Testament,” 219—221. Of course, now it is well-accepted that the codex was
likely a Roman invention (see Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 15—23).

23 Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 35-37.

24 Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 45-53; Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 63-69;
T.C. Skeat, “The Length of the Standard Papyrus Roll and the Cost Advantage of the Codex,”
ZPE 45 (1982):169-175.

%5 Other theories about the origin of the codex suffer from some of the same problems.
For example, Epp (“Codex and Literacy,” 15-37) and Michael McCormick, “The Birth of
the Codex and the Apostolic Life-Style,” Scriptorium 39 (1985): 150-158, suggest the codex
was established by its use in the travels of itinerant missionaries; and Stanton, “Why Were
Early Christians Addicted to the Codex,” 181-191, suggests that it was early Christian uses
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explain the transition. Consequently, the most plausible suggestions are
those that link the codex with the early development of the New Testament
canon. Skeat has suggested the codex was chosen because it, and it alone,
could hold all four gospels in one volume, and thus set a precedent for early
Christian book production.® In a similar vein, Gamble has suggested that
the codex was chosen because it could hold all of Paul’s epistles in one vol-
ume and allow easy access to individual letters.”” Regardless of which of
these theories proves to be more plausible—and each has strengths and
weaknesses—it seems that the significance of the codex lies in its role in
the development of the corpus of New Testament books. As ].K. Elliott has
noted, “Canon and codex go hand in hand in the sense that the adoption
of a fixed canon could be more easily controlled and promulgated when
the codex was the means of gathering together originally separate compo-
sitions.”*

The link between codex and canon sheds some much-needed light on
the relationship between the form of a book and the content of a book.
When it comes to scriptural books, the Christian preference for the codex
is so overwhelming that one is hard pressed to find copies that are not
on codices.” However, at the same time, Christians still employed the roll
format on occasion for other kinds of books, as in P.Oxy. 405 (Irenaeus,
Against Heresies); P.Mich. 130 (Shepherd of Hermas); P.Oxy. 655 (Gospel
of Thomas); and P.Ryl. 463 (Gospel of Mary). Of course, this pattern does
not suggest that any book copied onto a codex was considered scriptural
by early Christians—we have numerous extrabiblical books on codices.*

of primitive “notebooks” (e.g. wax, wooden, and parchment tablets) for recording sayings of
Jesus or Old Testament prooftexts that led to the wholesale adoption of the codex.

26 Skeat, “Origin of the Christian Codex,” 263—268. One is also reminded of the comments
of Frederick Kenyon: “When, therefore, Irenaeus at the end of the second century writes of
the four Gospels as the divinely provided evidence of Christianity, and the number four as
almost axiomatic, it is now possible to believe that he may have been accustomed to the sight
of volumes in which all four [Gospels] were contained” (F.G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty
Biblical Papyri: Descriptions and Texts of Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus of the Greek Bible
[London: Emery Walker, 1933-1937], 1:13).

27 Gamble, Books and Readers, 58-66; Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 69—83.

28 K. Elliott, “Manuscripts, the Codex, and the Canon,” JSNT 63 (1996): 111.

29 E.g. during the second century we have only the following Christian scriptural books
not on codices: P.IFAO (Revelation); P.Oxy. 4443 (Esther); P.Barc.inv. 2 (Psalms). However,
it should be noted that the manuscript of Revelation is simply a reused roll (opisthograph)
and therefore does not represent a conscious decision to use a roll. Moreover, it is uncertain
whether the manuscripts of Esther and Psalms derive from a Christian or Jewish provenance.
For more discussion, see Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts, 54—56.

30 E.g. P.Iand. 1.4 (Shepherd of Hermas); P.Lond.Christ.a (P.Egerton 2).
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However, it does suggest that some Christians (in certain instances) may
have reserved the roll format for books that they did not consider scriptural.
Put differently, Christians not only had a general preference for the codex,
but, as Hurtado has stated, “Christians favored the codex particularly for the
writings they treated as scripture.”!

1.2. Material

In addition to the format of early books, ancient writing material—whether
papyrus® or parchment®*—was another important factor in Christian book
production. Papyrus was produced from the papyrus plant, a reed that
typically grew 2—5 meters in height and was primarily found in the Nile
region in upper Egypt (though also found in parts of Palestine). The stem
of the plant was cut into long, thin strips that were laid side by side and
then another layer of strips was placed over them at right angles. When
these strips were compressed tightly together the juice of the plant would
be excreted and would act as a glue of sorts, binding the strips together. This
created a strong,* paper-like writing surface with horizontal fibers on one
side, and vertical fibers on the other—often known as the recto and verso
respectively.®® Parchment (or vellum) was made from animal skin (usually
sheep, goats, or calves), where the hair is removed from the pelt and then

81 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 59 (emphasis mine).

32 For more on papyrus, see Roger S. Bagnall, Reading Papyri, Writing Ancient History
(New York: Routledge, 1995); Turner, Greek Papyri; Naphtali Lewis, Papyrus in Classical
Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon, 1974); F.G. Kenyon, The Palaeography of Greek Papyri (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1899); and Eldon J. Epp, “The New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts in Historical
Perspective,” in M.P. Horgan and Paul J. Kobelski, eds., To Touch the Text: Biblical and Related
Studies in Honor of Joseph A. Fitzmyer (New York: Crossroad, 1989), 261—288.

33 For details on the history and production of parchment, see R. Reed, Ancient Skins,
Parchments and Leathers (London: Seminar Press, 1972); M.L. Ryder, “The Biology and History
of Parchment,” in P. Ruck, ed., Pergament: Geschichte, Struktur, Restaurierung, Herstellung
(Simarigen: Thorbecke, 1991), 25—33; Richard R. Johnson, “The Role of Parchment in Greco-
Roman Antiquity” (Ph.D. diss., University of California, 1968).

34 Both Skeat, “Early Christian Book-Production,” 50-60, and Gamble, Books and Readers,
45, make a point to dispel the misconception that papyrus is a fragile material. See comments
on papyrus by Pliny the Elder, Nat. 13.74-82.

35 E.G. Turner, “Recto and Verso,” JEA 40 (1954):102-106; E.G. Turner, The Terms Recto and
Verso: The Anatomy of the Payrus Roll (Brussels: Fondation Egyptologique Reine Elisabeth,
1978). When papyrus was used to make a roll, the horizontal fibers (which were easiest for
the scribe to write upon) would be placed on the inside, and when made into a codex, scribes
would often arrange the leaves so that when the book was open horizontal fibers would
be facing horizontal fibers and vertical fibers would be facing vertical fibers. See Turner,
Typology of the Codex, 55—71.
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the skin is washed, soaked, stretched, and tanned. Afterwards, an intensive
scraping process creates parchment of various thickness and quality. The
resulting writing surface has two sides, a “hair” side that is typically darker
and rougher due to the remains of the hair roots, and a “flesh” side that tends
to be lighter and smoother.*

Although it is unclear whether the first codices in the broader Greco-
Roman world were parchment or papyrus, the extant MSS in our pos-
session indicate that papyrus was the material of choice in the construc-
tion of the earliest Christian codices.®” Of Greek and Christian literature
from the fourth century and earlier, Turner found some 160 codices of
papyrus compared to only 29 of parchment.®® Only three of these parch-
ment codices could be placed definitively in the second century, and none
of them were Christian documents. In terms of just New Testament books,
no parchment MSS are found from the second century, only one from the
second/third century (0189), two from the third century (0212, 0220), and
two from the third/fourth century (0162, 0171).* In the fourth century, the

36 The terms “recto” and “verso” have also been applied to parchment manuscripts with
the flesh side generally being referred to as the “recto” (since it is the preferred writing
surface) and the hair side being referred to as the “verso.” However, such uses of these terms
have created problems. Since, in a strict sense, the term “recto” simply refers to the front
of a folio and the “verso” to the back (Gamble, Books and Readers, 265 ng), questions arise
as to whether the terms should be used simply for the front and back of a document or for
the horizontal/flesh and vertical /hair sides. For example, in the apocryphal gospel fragment,
P.Oxy. 840, the original editors unexpectedly referred to the front of the folio as the “verso”
(because it was the hair side), causing a substantive deal of confusion in subsequent literature
on the fragment. For the original edition of P.Oxy. 840, see Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur
S. Hunt, Fragment of an Uncanonical Gospel (London: Oxford University Press, 1908). For
more discussion of its use of recto and verso, see Michael J. Kruger, The Gospel of the Savior:
An Analysis of P.Oxy. 840 and Its Place in the Gospel Traditions of Early Christianity (TENTS 1;
Leiden: Brill, 2005), 21-22, 35—36.

37 We do have evidence that parchment codices were known and used quite early in
Egypt. P.Oxy. 30 is a non-Christian manuscript from Egypt containing the historical work
De bellis Macedonicis. This Latin text is in the form of a parchment codex and can be dated
to the early second century (Turner, Typology, 38). In regard to whether the parchment or
papyrus codex was first, Roberts and Skeat declare, “At present the question is wide open”
(Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 29). For further discussion of the significance of
parchment and papyrus when evaluating a manuscript, including P.Oxy. 840, see Thomas
J. Kraus, “‘Pergament oder Papyrus?’: Anmerkungen zur Signifikanz des Beschreibstoffes bei
der Behandlung von Manuskripten,” NTS 49 (2003): 425-432.

38 Turner, Typology, 37-39.

39 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the
Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1989), 76.
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situation begins to change rapidly and we find fourteen papyrus MSS and
fourteen parchment MSS. The fifth century reveals 36 parchment MSS and
two papyrus MSS.* From this point onwards parchment is the dominant
material.*

This notable transition from papyrus to parchment can provide at least
broad guidelines in our dating of New Testament manuscripts. Any parch-
ment manuscript is unlikely to be earlier than the third century given the
fact that we have no extant New Testament texts on parchment from that
time period.* The transition from papyrus to parchment also brought with
it new scribal conventions, particularly the increased use of color. Although
color appeared occasionally in earlier papyrus manuscripts,® it became
more dominant in the fourth century and later because animal skin proved
particularly fitting for the application of colored ink, resulting in deluxe vol-
umes with decorations and miniatures.*

40 Aland, Text of the New Testament, 76.

41 This overall trend is confirmed by a key fourth-century reference to parchment codices
by Eusebius (331CE) in his Life of Constantine, where he records the request of Constantine
to have fifty copies of the scriptures made “on fine parchment” (Vit. Const. 4.36). For more
discussion, see Kirsopp Lake, “The Sinaitic and Vatican Manuscripts and the Copies Sent by
Eusebius to Constantinople,” HTR 11 (1918): 32—35.

42 Papyrus is less useful for dating because it continued to be used beyond the fourth
century, even though it generally characterizes manuscripts that are earlier than that time
period. Examples of later papyrus manuscripts include, P2 (sixth century); $4 (eighth cen-
tury); B (seventh century); and B (seventh century).

4 E.g. the apocryphal Fayyum Gospel (P.Vindob. G. 2325) dating from the third cen-
tury, where the red ink was used for the abbreviation met for IIétpos. See C.H. Roberts,
Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (London: Oxford University Press,
1979),17 1. 7.

44 The fifth/sixth century Vienna Genesis (Theol. Gr. 31) is dyed purple and contains 48
miniatures illustrating the content of the text (which was written in silver). Some books
simply had the initial letters enlarged and decorated with a variety of colors; e.g. fourth
century Codex Vaticanus was given large and colorful (blue) initial letters by a later scribe;
the first three lines of Deuteronomy, and the title and first two lines of Joshua were written in
red ink in the fifth century Freer Codex (W); and codex Bezae used red ink for the first three
lines of each book. The apocryphal gospel P.Oxy. 840 also used red ink to mark punctuation,
nomina sacra, and to outline enlarged letters (Kruger, The Gospel of the Savior, 48-49). Red
ink was also a popular color for early Egyptian Demotic papyri and was frequently used to
mark chapter or section headings (e.g. P.Lond.demot. 10070; P.Brit.Mus. inv. 10588; P.Louvre
E3229). For discussion, see Janet H. Johnson, “Introduction to the Demotic Magical Papyri,”
in Hans Dieter Betz, ed., The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1986), Iv-lviii, and Georges Posener, “Sur I'emploi de I'encre rouge dans les
manuscrits égyptiens,” JEA 37 (1951): 75—80.
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1.3. Size

Although Christian codices were produced in a wide range of sizes—with
heights ranging from 41 to 2.9cm.—the average height of codices in the
second and third centuries exceeded 20 cm.* This range is borne out in some
of our most significant New Testament manuscripts: T4 (20.4 x 25.4 cm.*),
P52 (18x 21.3cm.?"), and P (13x 26 cm.). The width of codices also varied
over a wide range, but papyrus codices tended to be narrower in width than
their parchment counterparts, with the height often being twice the width
(as can be seen in P2 and P P just mentioned above).* In contrast to the
common oblong shape of papyrus codices, parchment codices had a more
equal height and width, creating a more square shape.*® The more narrow
format of the papyrus codex is possibly due to the fact that the sheets of the
codex were typically cut from a manufactured roll of papyrus.*® The height
of the codex was determined by the height of the roll,® but the width of
the codex was determined by the length of the sheets that were cut (which
would then be folded in half to form a codex). Although, in principle, the
sheets of the codex could be cut at any length desired, the standard practice
was to try to avoid the seams on the roll where the papyrus sheets had been
glued together (known as kolleseis). Given this limitation on the length of
the sheet, it would naturally create a codex with a narrower width when
that sheet was folded in half.

One noteworthy feature of early Christian books is the phenomenon of
the “miniature” codex (defined by Turner as less than 10cm. wide). Small
codices were not rare in the ancient world and most likely were designed
for private use.’ Despite their small size, some could contain a surprising
number of pages.”® The advent of miniature parchment codices in secular

45 Turner, Typology, 14—22; Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 162—163.

46 Dimensions will list breadth first and then height in accordance with Turner’s method-
ology.

47 Although P52 is a tiny fragment, its overall dimensions can be estimated with a fair
degree of accuracy.

48 See Turner’s group 8 (Typology, 20). Of course, there are numerous papyrus codices that
are wide (e.g. P.Oxy. 2258, 37 x 28 cm.) or have a more square format (e.g. B¢, 14.2x16.2cm.).

49 The only parchment codex mentioned by Turner with a height that is twice its width
is the fifth century Demosthenes, Symmories (8.5x17.5cm.).

50 Turner, Typology, s1.

51 Although the height of the codex was limited by the height of the roll, the codex could
be made shorter than the roll if further cuts were made (Turner, Typology, 50-51).

52 Roberts, Manuscript, 10-11.

58 The Mani Codex is the smallest known miniature codex and is about the size of a
matchbox (3.5x4.5cm.), yet still contains 192 pages. For more discussion, see A. Henrichs
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literature can be dated back to the time of Martial, where classical authors
(e.g. Homer, Virgil, Cicero) were put in the format of pugillaribus mem-
braneis for the private use of the literate upper class.* However, this inno-
vation did not appear to meet with much success and in the later years of
Martial’s publishing there are no more references to the miniature parch-
ment codex. The popular return of the pocket codex in the fourth century
can be attributed in large part to early Christian communities. The fact that
47 of the 55 codices listed by Turner are Christian demonstrates that it was
a favored format among private Christian book owners.® These tiny books
were often quite elegant and provided convenient and portable access to
various forms of Christian literature. Roberts sums it up well, “They are
best regarded not as amulets but as devotional handbooks for the well-to-
do.”®

The majority of the miniature codices are on parchment and not on
papyrus. Ofthe 55 codices Turner catalogs, 45 are on parchment, composing
over 80% of the known miniature codices.’” For that reason, most of these
tiny books date to the fourth century and later, although some do appear
earlier (e.g. P.Oxy 849; P.Lit.Lond. 204, both third century). Also, miniature
codices preserve a surprising number of non-canonical texts: the Shepherd

and L. Koenen, “Ein griechischer Mani-Codex (P.Colon. inv. nr. 4780),” ZPE 5 (1970): 97—216.
Other miniature codices also contained an impressive number of pages. The Acts of Peter,
P.Oxy. 849 (early fourth century), contains the page numbers 167 and 168 in the top margin.

54 Roberts and Skeat, Birth of the Codex, 27.

55 Turner, Typology, 22, 29-30. Curiously, Turner does not include P.Ryl. 3.463, which is a
page from a third-century miniature codex (9.9 x 8.9), containing the Gospe! of Mary, though
this could be because of some ambiguity about its original size. The fact that the vast number
of miniature codices are Christian has spurred speculation that the miniature codex was
a distinctively Christian invention. Roberts declares, “On present evidence the miniature
codex would seem to be a Christian invention” (Manuscript, 12). Gamble takes a more
moderate approach, “The miniature format was, if not a uniquely Christian phenomenon,
one heavily favored by Christians” (Books and Readers, 236).

56 Roberts, Manuscript, 11.

57 This figure is nearly the exact opposite of the material used for amulets, where 73 out of
93 are on papyrus (78 %) according to J. van Haelst, Catalogue des Papyrus Littéraires Juifs et
Chrétiens (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1976). The tendency to use papyrus for amulets
seems to have little to do with the dates of these texts. According to van Haelst, virtually all
amulets are fourth century or later, and the majority of these are concentrated in the fifth
and sixth centuries—which would have been a quite natural time to use parchment. Thus,
it seems possible that early Christians viewed amulets and miniature codices as distinct
literary forms requiring different materials. For more discussion of amulets and miniature
codices, see Michael J. Kruger, “P.Oxy. 840: Amulet or Miniature Codex?,” JTS 53 (2002): 81—
94; and Thomas J. Kraus, “P.Oxy. V 840—Amulett oder Miniaturkodex? Grundsétzliche unde
ergdnzende Anmerkungen zu zwei Termini,” ZAC 8 (2004): 485-497.
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of Hermas (P.Oxy. 1783 [V.H. 659]), Acts of Peter (P.Oxy. 849 [V.H. 603]),
Acts of Paul and Thecla (P.Ant. 113 [V.H. 610] and P.Ant 1.6 [V.H. 609]),
an apocryphal gospel (P.Oxy. 840 [V.H. 585]), Protevangelium of James
(P.Grenf. 1.8 [V.H. 601]), Didache (P.Oxy. 1782 [V.H. 642]),” the Apocalypse
of Peter (V.H. 619),% the Life of Mani (P.Colon. inv. 4780 [V.H. 1072]), Bel and
the Dragon (Bodl. gr. bib. d2 [V.H. 323,1083, palimpsest]), the Gospel of Mary
(P.Ryl. 3.463 [V.H. 1065]), VI Ezra (P.Oxy. 1010 [V.H. 574]), Tobit (P.Oxy. 1594
[V.H.82]), and the Apocalypse (P.Oxy.1080 [V.H. 561]). In contrast to larger
codices designed for public use, the tiny format of these books allowed them
to be easily carried on journeys, quickly referred to in the context of con-
versations (perhaps evangelistic discussions), and conveniently hid during
times of persecution (e.g. Diocletian). Furthermore, the abundance of apoc-
ryphal literature in these miniature codices indicates that private books
may have been a primary means of promulgating literature that had not
been approved by ecclesiastical authorities.®

1.4. Inscriptional Features

The earliest Christian papyri (second and third centuries) were not charac-
terized by the formal bookhand that was common among Jewish scriptural
books or Greco-Roman literary texts, but were marked by a more plain hand
that could be called “informal uncial” or even “reformed documentary.”s
This style of handwriting has affinities with the documentary papyri of the
same time period, such as its use of spaces between groups of words® or an

58 The abbreviation “V.H.” refers to the catalog of van Haelst mentioned above.

59 See also R.H. Connolly, “New Fragments of the Didache,” /TS 25 (1924): 151-153.

60 See also K. Priimm, “De genuino Apocalypsis Petri textu,” Bib 10 (1929): 62—80 and
M.R. James, “The Rainer Fragment of the Apocalypse of Peter,” JTS 32 (1931): 270—279.

61 To some, Revelation was seen as non-canonical.

62 Gamble, Books and Readers, 236.

63 Roberts, Manuscript, 14. It is important to note that some literary papyri of classical
works were also written in a rather plain, unadorned, and non-callographic hand (e.g.
P.Oxy. 1809, 2076, 2288). However, E.G. Turner does not necessarily consider this as an
indication of low scribal quality; indeed, he declares that “‘calligraphic’ hands are suspect
... It is not uncommon for the finest looking hands to be marred by gross carelessness in
transcription” (“Scribes and Scholars,” in A.K. Bowman et al., eds., Oxyrhynchus: A City and
Its Texts [London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007], 258—259).

64 Examples of the use of spacing in Christian manuscripts include P.Egerton 2 (second
century); 346 (late second century); P.Dura inv. 24 (third century); $7° (third century); $1°°
(third/fourth century); B (third/fourth century); P.Oxy. 1080 (fourth century); the Chester
Beatty Melito (fourth century); Codex Sinaiticus (fourth century); Codex Alexandrinus (fifth
century). Examples of Greek texts that leave spaces include, Hypomnema on Homer, Iliad,
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enlarged letter at the beginning of a line (or new sentence).® Although this
style did not share the elegance and artistry of the typical literary script,
it was not as rough and rapidly written as most documentary papyri. The
practical and no-frills hand of early Christian scribes simply “suggests an
interest in the content of the text that is more or less indifferent to its
appearance.”®

Lest one construe the early stages of Christian handwriting as unpro-
fessional, Roberts is quick to point out that “a degree of regularity and
clarity is aimed at and achieved.” Although early Christian papyri cer-
tainly exhibit a mix of literary and documentary features, Haines-Eitzen
acknowledges that early Christian papyri “appear toward the literary end
of the spectrum.”® Moreover, the fact that a number of early Christian

B.M. Pap. 2055; Thucydides L2.P. Hamb. 646; and Menander, Sikyonios, P.Sorbonne, Inv.
2272b. For more discussion, see W.H.P. Hatch, The Principal Uncial Manuscripts of the New
Testament (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,1939), 3 and Kenyon, Palaeography, 26—
27. EJ. Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the Hebrew Accent System,” B/RL 54 (1971): 214—222,
esp. 214—215, notes that a number of texts from Qumran exhibit such spacing in order to mark
various divisions in the text, showing that spacing is one of the earliest forms of punctuation
in the ancient world.

65 Such enlarged first letters were often employed in documentary papyri for the opening
word of a text, for the name of the addressee, and for the beginning of new sections or sen-
tences, e.g. two second century documentary texts, Gnomon of the Idios Logos and P.Brem. 5.
However, it should be noted that such a practice was not unheard of in Roman or Ptolemaic
literary papyri: P.Oxy. 2161 (Aeschylus, Dictyulci); P.Oxy. 1373 (Aristophanes, Equites); P.Oxy.
1235 (Hypotheses to Menander); P.Oxy. 1182 (Demosthenes, De Falsa Legatione); P.Oxy. 473
(Honorary Decree). See E.G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (2nd ed.; Lon-
don: Institute of Classical Studies, 1987), 9, for more detailed discussion. Although enlarged
initial letters are found in some of our earliest Christian texts—P.Egerton 2 (second cen-
tury), P.Ant. 112 (third century), Chester Beatty Numbers and Deuteronomy (second/third
century), Chester Beatty Ezekiel (third century)—the practice did not become abundant
or pronounced until the fourth century or later as can be seen in texts like Chester Beatty
Melito (fourth century), P.Berlin inv. 6747 (fourth century), Codex Alexandrinus (fifth cen-
tury), Codex Bezae (fifth century).

66 Gamble, Books and Readers, 71 (emphasis mine). William Johnson points out that much
of the elegance of the literary manuscripts in the Greco-Roman world was due to the fact
that “the literary roll exemplifies high culture not just in the demonstration that the owner is
‘literate’ and educated, but by means of aesthetics the bookroll also points to the refinement
of the owner ... In ancient society, that reading was largely an elitist phenomenon was
accepted as a matter of course” (“Towards a Sociology of Reading in Classical Antiquity,” AJP
121 [2000]: 613, 615). It is possible, then, that early Christians, concerned not with establishing
their own elite status but reaching to the common person, would have (initially) constructed
their manuscripts not as objects of art or indicators of status, but in a manner primarily
concerned with content and accessibility.

67 Roberts, Manuscript, 14.

68 Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early
Christian Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 200), 65. The general distinction be-
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manuscripts contained an impressive amount of punctuation and readers
aids—which are rare even in literary papyri—suggests that early Chris-
tian scribes were more in tune with professional book production than
often realized.® In addition, it cannot be overlooked that many early Chris-
tian texts do exhibit a more refined hand and literary style, such as a late
second/early third-century text of Irenaeus Against Heresies (P.Oxy. 405),
which has a “handsome professional hand,” a late second-century text of
Matthew (P.Oxy. 2683), which has an “elegant hand,”” a late second-century
copy of Paul’s epistles (P*), which has a hand with “style and elegance,””
a late second/early third-century copy of Luke and Matthew (P*-Po4-Pe7),
which has a “handsome script” which is “incontrovertibly literary in style”,”
and a late second-century copy of John (), which has calligraphy of “such
high quality” that it may “indicate the work of a scriptorium.””* By the fourth
century and beyond, this more refined bookhand had become the norm for
Christian texts.

A particularly important inscriptional feature of early Christian manu-
scripts was the use of the nomina sacra. The term nomina sacra refers to
certain words that were written in a special abbreviated form in Christian
documents in order to set them apart as sacred.” They usually appeared as a

tween “literary” and “documentary” papyri has come under criticism as some scholars have
challenged the sharp dichotomy that is often drawn between the two. For more on this
point, see Turner, Greek Papyri, vi-vii; Roger A. Pack, The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from
Greco-Roman Egypt (2nd ed.; Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1967), 1; and Eldon
Jay Epp, “New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts and Letter Carrying in Greco-Roman Times,”
in B.A. Pearson et al., eds., The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of Helmut Koester
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 39—40.

69 E.g. P.Mich. 130 (Shepherd of Hermas; third century) and P.Ryl. 1.1 (Deuteronomy;
third/fourth century) contain a surprising number of accents and other lectional aids. Such
features indicated that many early Christian books were written for public reading; for more
on this see, Gamble, Books and Readers, 203—230.

70 Roberts, Manuscript, 23.

71 Roberts, Manuscript, 23.

72 Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, vol. 3/1, ix.

73 Roberts, Manuscript, 23. For a discussion on dating these fragments, see Skeat, “The
Oldest Manuscript of the Four Gospels?,” 26—31.

7 Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II (p66): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal Charac-
teristics (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1968), 82, n. 20.

5 Studies on the nomina sacra include Ludwig Traube, Nomina Sacra: Versuch einer
Geschichte der christlichen Kiirzung (Munich: Beck, 1907); A H.R.E. Paap, Nomina Sacra in
the Greek Papyri of the First Five Centuries (Leiden: Brill, 1959); Jose O’Callaghan, Nomina
Sacra in Papyrus Graecis Saeculi III Neotestamentariis (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970);
S. Brown, “Concerning the Origin of the Nomina Sacra,” SPap 9 (1970): 7-19; G. Howard,
“The Tetragram and the New Testament,” /BL 96 (1977): 63—83; Roberts, Manuscript, 26—48;
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contraction (and occasionally by suspension) with a horizontal line over the
top. Roberts divides the nomina sacra into three categories: (a) the earliest
and most consistent four, 'Ingod, yptotés, xOptog, feds, (b) those that appear
relatively frequently and also quite early, mvedua, dvOpwmog, aTavpds, and (c)
the latest and least consistent, watyp, vidg, cwTp, UNTYE, 0VPavds, TapanA,
Aoweld, TepovaaAnu.™

Although the origin of the nomina sacra is unclear and still being
debated,” their significance lies in the fact that they not only appear in the
very earliest of our Greek manuscripts, but their appearance is remarkably
widespread across regions and languages—even apocryphal texts were no
exception.” Indeed, so distinctive was the use of the nomina sacra that in
many ways it identified a manuscript as being Christian in its origins. Con-
sequently, there are good reasons to think that these abbreviations were not
concerned with saving space but functioned as a textual way to show Chris-
tian reverence and devotion to Christ alongside of God—particularly given
that the earliest terms of the nomina sacra were 'Ingod, yplatog, x¥Optog, and

Larry W. Hurtado, “The Origin of the Nomina Sacra: A Proposal,” JBL 117 (1998): 655-673;
C.M. Tuckett, “‘Nomina Sacra’: Yes and No?,” in .M. Auwers and H.J. de Jonge, eds., The
Biblical Canons (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2003), 431-458.

76 Although these fifteen are the most common, scribes occasionally experimented with
new/different words as nomina sacra. Examples of such variants can be found in P.Egerton
2 and P.Oxy. 1008 (P®®). For other examples of variants of nomina sacra, see Kurt Aland,
ed., Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri. 1. Biblische Papyri (Berlin: de Gruyter,
1976), 420—428 and Bruce M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Bible: An Introduction to Greek
Palaeography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981), 36—37.

7 For various approaches, see Kurt Treu, “Die Bedeutung des Griechischen fiir die Juden
im romischen Reich,” Kairos 15 (1973): 123-144; Robert A. Kraft, “The ‘Textual Mechanics’ of
Early Jewish LXX/OG Papyri and Fragments,” in Scot McKendrick and Orlaith O’Sullivan,
eds., The Bible as Book: The Transmission of the Greek Text (London: British Library, 2003),
51—72; Trobisch, The First Edition of the New Testament, 1-19; Hurtado, “The Origin of the
Nomina Sacra,” 655-673; Brown, “Concerning the Origin of the Nomina Sacra,” 7-19.

8 Most notably, it appears the nomina sacra are found in our earliest New Testament
fragment, B52 This has been challenged by Christopher M. Tuckett, “B52 and the Nomina
Sacra,” NTS 47 (2001): 544—548. For responses to Tuckett, see Charles E. Hill, “Did the Scribe
of P52 Use the Nomina Sacra? Another Look,” NTS 48 (2002): 587-592, and Larry W. Hurtado,
“B52 (P.Rylands Gk. 457) and the Nomina Sacra: Method and Probability,” TynBul 54 (2003):
1-14. Nomina sacra are found not only in Greek MSS, but also in Latin, Coptic, Slavonic,
and Armenian. Furthermore, they are widely found in apocryphal texts (P.Egerton 2, Gospel
of Thomas, P.Oxy. 840), amulets (see Campbell Bonner, Studies in Magical Amulets [Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1950], 185, 223), and other Christian literature. The rare
exceptions occur in private documents, magical texts (e.g. P.Oxy. 407), or from oversights of
a careless scribe (e.g. P.Oxy. 656; Traube, Nomina Sacra, 9o). For more detail, see Roberts,
Manuscript, 27.
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0ed¢.” Such an early and dominant scribal convention suggests an emerging
Christian scribal culture that was not as individualistic and decentralized
as is often times supposed.®** When taken in conjunction with the unique,
widespread, and early use of the codex (as noted above), T.C. Skeat argues
that the nomina sacra “indicate a degree of organization, of conscious plan-
ning, and uniformity of practice among the Christian communities which
we have hitherto had little reason to suspect.” Epp agrees, “[Churches]
were perhaps not as loosely organized as been assumed, and, therefore, they
were also not as isolated from one another as has been affirmed. Indeed, at
least one ‘program of standardization'—the nomina sacra—was certainly
functioning with obvious precision and care.”?

2. THE TRANSMISSION OF CHRISTIAN BOOKS

Now that we have examined (briefly) the mechanics of how early Christian
books, particularly scriptural books, were produced, we now turn our atten-
tion to the manner in which these books were copied and transmitted in the
earliest centuries (first through third) of the Christian faith. Since this sub-
jectis far too vast to cover in detail here, we will provide a general overview,
focusing upon Christian scribes and some key aspects of how books were
published and circulated.

™ Tuckett, “Nomina Sacra,” 431-458 challenges this conception of the nomina sacra.
Rebuttal to Tuckett is offered by Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 122-133.

80 Haines-Eitzen downplays the significance of the nomina sacra in this regard, arguing
that it does not provide any evidence for organization and structure amongst early Christian
scribes (Guardians of Letters, 92—94). She bases this argument on the fact that scribes were
not always consistent in the words they abbreviated. However, she overplays the amount
of disparity in regard to the way nomina sacra were employed. To be sure, there were
differences amongst various scribes, but the overall pattern is still intact (particularly as
it pertains to the four main epithets: 'Ingods, xptotds, ¥0ptog, and Oeés). Moreover, even if
one were to grant that scribes were routinely inconsistent in the way they used the nomina
sacra, one still has to explain its early and dominant appearance. The scribal convention
still demands an explanation, even if it is inconsistently applied. With this in mind, Haines-
Eitzen’s explanation that the nomina sacra originated from (and were disseminated through)
onlyhaphazard scribal relationships seems inadequate. If this were the case, we would expect
the adoption of the nomina sacra to be gradual and slow—precisely the opposite of what we
find.

81 Skeat, “Early Christian Book-Production,” 73.

82 Eldon Jay Epp, “The Significance of the Papyri for Determining the Nature of the New
Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual Transmission,” in Eldon
Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual
Criticism (SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 288.
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2.1. Christian Scribes

Although we have very little direct testimony about the scribes who copied
Christian texts in the earliest centuries of the Christian movement,® the
above discussion has already revealed some key information about them.
It appears that the earliest Christian scribes were not necessarily trained
solely in the art of copying literary texts (though some Christian scribes
were), but were often “multifunctional scribes” who were used to copying
both documentary and literary texts.®* These were professional scribes to
be sure—meaning this was the occupation in which they were primarily
engaged—and most knew their craft well, but they typically would not have
been literary copyists who were employed in the commercial book trade.®
Instead, it appears these early Christian scribes were often the type that
were employed privately by individuals who may have varying needs, such
as taking letters by dictation, producing administrative documents, or the
copying of letters or formal literary pieces.

Such multifunctional (and largely private) scribes were common in the
Greco-Roman world as can be seen by the account of a certain clerk/
secretary Chariton of Aphrodisias who did administrative work for a lawyer

83 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 68. For some other general works on scribes in the
ancient world, see E. Randolph Richards, The Secretary in the Letters of Paul (WUNT 2.42;
Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1991); L.D. Reynolds and N.G. Wilson, Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to
the Transmission of Greek and Latin Literature (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968); Elaine Fan-
tham, Roman Literary Culture from Cicero to Apuleius (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1996); Turner, “Scribes and Scholars,” 256—261; E.G. Turner, “Roman Oxyrhynchus,”
JEA 38 (1952): 78—93; Peter Parsons, “Copyists of Oxyrhynchus,” in A.K. Bowman et al,, eds.,
Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007), 262—270; and
Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus.

84 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 39. We have evidence from practice exercises
preserved on Greco-Roman papyri that a single scribe was often capable of writing in very
contrasting styles, ranging from formal bookhand to informal cursive (e.g. P.Oxy. 4669;
P.K6InIV.175). We should be careful, therefore, to assume the hand of a particular manuscript
tells us everything about the training/ability of the scribe. For more, see Parsons “Copyists of
Oxyrhynchus,” 269—270.

85 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 68. Of course, this is not to suggest that every
Christian manuscript was copied by a professional scribe. Undoubtedly, there would have
been instances where a non-professional scribe would have undertaken the task of copying
amanuscript; e.g. 872 a codex containing 1 and 2 Peter amongst various other works is clearly
copied by a non-professional scribe. In addition, The Shepherd of Hermas recounts how
Hermas copied a book himself even though he admits “I copied the whole thing, letter by
letter, for I could not distinguish between the syllables” (2.1.4). It is unclear whether Hermas
should be viewed as typical of Christian practice, but it should be noted that this same
practice also occurred in the Greco-Roman world; e.g. Atticus mentions a scribe that he uses
on occasion that cannot follow whole sentences but where words must be given “syllable by
syllable” (Att. 13.25).
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named Athenagoras and, at the same time, copied literary texts such as
Chaereas and Callirhoe®® Cicero also employed scribes who not only
received dictated letters and copied letters, but also copied various literary
works; and the scribes were often mentioned by name (A#t. 4.16;12.14; 13.25).
One of the earliest Christian uses of such a scribe can be seen in Paul’s use
of an amanuensis, Tertius, who also is identified by name in Rom 16:22: ‘I,
Tertius, the one writing this letter, greet you all in the Lord.”®” Thus, there
are reasons to think Christians would have had ready access to professional
scribal assistance, either by way of hiring scribes to do work, by using slaves
who were scribes and owned by well-to-do Christians, or by using scribes
who had converted to Christianity and were willing to provide secretarial
assistance. Haines-Eitzen notes, “There is no reason to suppose that liter-
ate Christians who wished for copies of literature had substantially different
resources from those of other literate folk in the empire.”® As for whether
private (as opposed to commercial) copying would necessitate a drop in
quality, Gamble declares, “There is no reason to think that commercially
produced books were of higher quality than privately made copies. Indeed,
frequent complaints suggest they were often worse.” He goes on to note,
“The private copyists ... were as a rule more skilled than those employed by
booksellers.”

2.2. Publication and Circulation of Christian Books

The concept of “private” copying, as discussed above, can give the impres-
sion that all instances of Christian book production were done on a small
scale and done separately and disconnected from each other—as if all
scribal activity in early Christianity was a random, haphazard affair.
Although we do not have clear evidence that there were established “scrip-
toriums” in the second and third centuries, it would be misleading to suggest
there were no instances during this time where copying happened on a
larger scale or within a more highly organized network. Indeed, the early
and dominant use of the codex and nomina sacra (as discussed above)
already inclines us to recognize that early Christian book production (and

86 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 32.

87 In several other places, Paul mentions portions of the letter are in his own hand (1Cor
16:21; Gal 5:11; Col 418; 2 Thess 3:17), showing that the prior portions were written by a scribe
(Richards, Secretary in the Letters of Paul, 172-175).

88 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 40.

89 Gamble, Books and Readers, 91.

90 Gamble, Books and Readers, 93; emphasis mine.
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distribution) may have had a more integrated and collaborative structure
than we might otherwise have assumed. Let us consider a number of other
factors that support this contention.

First, even within the letters of Paul, we witness a remarkably well-
structured network for the copying and dissemination of early Christian
writings. Paul sent his letters through friends or associates to be delivered
to the various churches under his care (e.g. Rom 16:1; Eph 6:21; Col 4:7),
and regularly asked that they be read publicly to the church (e.g. 2 Cor 2:9;
Col 416; 1Thess 5:27).% This public reading was analogous to the recita-
tio in the Greco-Roman world, where a book was read aloud to groups
and acquaintances as a form of “publishing” it to wider communities.®
Moreover, it seems Paul expected his letters to be copied and circulated
amongst the churches. For example, Galatians is addressed to a region
of churches, “the churches of Galatia,” and Romans is addressed to “all
God’s beloved in Rome,” which would likely have included many smaller
churches. It is unlikely that each of these sub-churches received the orig-
inal letter of Paul; undoubtedly copies were made. Also, Paul expressly
asks that his letter to the Colossians be passed along to the Laodiceans,
presumably by making copies (Col 4:16). Such a scenario reveals a fairly
impressive network of churches that would have been actively copying
and distributing Paul’s letters, even within Paul's own lifetime. In addi-
tion, recent studies have shown that Paul would have undoubtedly pos-
sessed copies of his own letters, as was common in the Greco-Roman world,
and may have even published one of the earliest collections of his let-
ters.”

A second example can be found in the Shepherd of Hermas where Hermas
receives the following instructions:

91 For discussion of reading books in early Christian worship, see Martin Hengel, “The
Titles of the Gospels and the Gospel of Mark,” in Studies in the Gospel of Mark (London: SCM,
1985), 64—84. See also Justin Martyr, 1 Apol. 67.3.

92 Gamble, Books and Readers, 84.

98 E. Randolph Richards, “The Codex and the Early Collection of Paul’s Letters,” BBR 8
(1998): 151-166; David Trobisch, Paul’s Letter Collection: Tracing the Origins (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1994); Gamble, Books and Readers, 100-101. Cicero illumines the Greco-Roman
practice of keeping copies of (and even publishing) one’s own letters, “There is no collection
of my letters, but Tiro has about seventy, and some can be got from you. Those I ought to
see and correct, and then they may be published” (A¢t.16.5.5). Also, as Plutarch records, after
Alexander set fire to his secretary’s tent he regretted the fact that all the copies of his letters
were destroyed; so much so that he sent new letters to various people asking for copies of
the letters he had originally sent (Eum. 2.2-3).
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And so, you will write two little books, sending one to Clement and one to
Grapte. Clement will send his to the foreign cities, for that is his commission.
But, Grapte will admonish the widows and orphans. And you will read yours
in the city, with the presbyters who lead the church. (Hermas 2.4.3)

This passage reveals an impressively organized system for publication and
distribution of Christian literature, likely by the early second century.* After
making two copies of the revelation he has received (“two little books”),
Hermas is to give those copies to two selected individuals who will then
make copies for their constituencies, while Hermas takes the book to his
own constituency (“the presbyters”). It is clear that Clement and Grapte are
secretaries or correspondents of sorts given the special task of making sure
these texts are copied and distributed (“for that is his commission”). In
fact, Gamble refers to Clement’s role here as an “ecclesiastical publisher, a
standing provision in the Roman church for duplicating and distributing
texts to Christian communities elsewhere.”® And if Rome retained such a
system for copying, publishing, and circulating Christian literature, then
we might reasonably expect other major Christian centers like Jerusalem,
Alexandria, and Caesarea to have similar structures.”’

Third, we learn more about early publication and circulation practices in
the early second-century letter of Polycarp Bishop of Smyrna to the Philip-
pians to which he attached the collected letters of Ignatius.* The historical
details surrounding this letter from Polycarp tell us that after Ignatius had
written various letters to churches (some of which he wrote from Smyrna),

94 For discussion of the date of the Shepherd, see The Apostolic Fathers (trans. Bart D. Ehr-
man; LCL; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 2:165-169.

95 It is unclear whether or not the “Clement” here is intended to be an allusion to the
writer of 1Clement. Regardless, it is clear that this individual is charged with the copying
and distribution of books, whether he does it himself or has scribes at his disposal who will
perform the task. Either way, a well-established publishing network is still visible here.

96 Gamble, Books and Readers, 109; emphasis mine.

97 The fact that these major Christian centers contained established Christian libraries
makes publication and copying resources all the more likely. For example, the library at
Caesarea was established by the early third century (Jerome, Vir. ill. n2; Eusebius, Hist.
eccl. 7.32.25), and contained extensive resources for copying, editing, and publishing biblical
manuscripts (some colophons in biblical manuscripts, like Sinaiticus, indicate manuscripts
were collated and corrected there even by Pamphilus and Eusebius themselves). Jerusalem
also contained a library by the early third century (Hist eccl. 6.20.1), and most likely Alexan-
dria as well (as can be seen by the extensive literary work and possible “catechetical school”
in Alexandria under Pantaenus, Clement, and Origen; Hist. eccl. 5.10, 6.3.3). For more discus-
sion, see Gamble, Books and Readers, 155-159.

9 For dating and other introductory detail, see Ehrman, The Apostolic Fathers, 2:324—

331
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the following occurred within a very short frame of time:* (1) the Philippi-
ans sent a letter to Polycarp asking for a copy of Ignatius’s letters and also
sent along another letter for Polycarp to forward onto Antioch (Phil. 13.1—2);
(2) next Polycarp collected the epistles of Ignatius and had them copied; (3)
then Polycarp sent a letter back to the Philippians with a copy of Ingatius’s
letter collection; (4) and finally, at the same time, Polycarp forwarded a let-
ter from the Philippians onto Antioch—something he appeared to be doing
for many churches (Phil. 131-2).1° This dizzying amount of literary traffic
raises two important points: (1) Smyrna appears to have been a veritable
“beehive” of activity in regard to letter-writing, copying, and distribution,
showing that they not only had the scribal infrastructure to handle this
sort of activity, but an ecclesiastical network between churches that made
such activity a necessity.!” (2) Given the short time frame in which Poly-
carp was able to collect Ignatius’s seven letters, it appears this could only
have been done if Polycarp already had copies of the letters that Ignatius
had sent from Smyrna when the Philippians made their request. This sug-
gests that when Ignatius originally wrote from Smyrna, copies of his letters
must have been made before they were sent out (and those copies were
then stored at Smyrna).'? Indeed, this is suggested by Polycarp’s statement
that he is sending not only the letters that “[Ignatius] sent to us” but “all
the others we had with us” (Phil. 13.1). Not only does this scenario suggest
that Smyrna was somewhat of a publishing “hub,” but it reflects a similar
pattern that we saw in Paul’s epistles—authors often made copies of their
letters before they were sent so that later collections could be made and
published.

Fourth, we continue to learn about the transmission and publication
of early Christian books in the account of the scribal resources available
to Origen in Alexandria in the early third century. According to Eusebius,
Ambrose had supplied Origen with a well-staffed literary team including
“seven shorthand-writers ... many copyists ... [and] girls skilled in pen-
manship” (Hist. eccl. 6.23.2). It appears that Ambrose supplied this liter-
ary team so that Origen’s work could be extensively copied, corrected, and

99 Gamble suggests no more than a couple of weeks (Books and Readers, 110).

100 Apparently the Phillipians’ request to have Polycarp forward a letter to Antioch was
part of a larger pattern of churches sending letters to Polycarp to forward to Antioch. These
letters were being sent at the behest of Ignatius who asked that letters be sent to Antioch
(Smyrn.1.3).

101 Gamble, Books and Readers, 112.

102 Gamble, Books and Readers, 110—111.
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published for the benefit of the church—which undoubtedly explains Ori-
gen’s impressive level of literary production. Although it is possible that
Origen’s situation was entirely unique, it is not hard to imagine that sim-
ilar publication “centers” would have existed elsewhere. Surely Ambrose
was not the only Christian with financial means who had an interest in
seeing Christian books produced in greater quantities. It would be quite nat-
ural to think that Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, and other Christian leaders
may have enjoyed similar resources.'”® Moreover, if such resources would be
allocated to make sure Origen’s works were adequately copied, it seems rea-
sonable to think that similar, or even greater, levels of resources would have
been employed (at least in some instances) by Christians in the copying of
books they considered to be Scripture.l**

Fifth, the voluminous literary production and distribution at Oxyrhyn-
chus in the second and third centuries—demonstrated by the vast dis-
coveries of papyri at that site—indicate the likelihood that the Christian
community there possessed substantial resources for copying, editing, and
publishing.® Remarkably, Oxyrhynchus has provided over 40 % of our New
Testament papyri (more than any other single location), covering at least
15 of our 27 New Testament books,® and many of these papyri date to

103 Tndeed, a number of details suggest this possibility. Irenaeus produced Adversus haere-
ses in multiple stages and yet it found its way around the empire quite rapidly in its com-
pleted form, suggesting substantial scribal and publishing resources in Gaul (more on this
below). The third edition of Tertullian’s work, Adversus Marcionem, so quickly replaced the
prior two editions that it must have been copied quickly and in great quantities, suggesting
again that substantial publishing resources must have been available in Carthage to publish
such a lengthy work in this fashion (Gamble, Books and Readers, 121). As for Cyprian, not
only were his collected works published soon after his death—accounting for why so many
survived—but he seemed to promote the copying and dissemination of works during his
own lifetime (Ep. 32), again implying a degree of scribal resources at his disposal.

104 Although the extent of the canon was not yet resolved by the end of the second century,
by that time there was a core set of New Testament books that would have been highly
esteemed and regarded as “Scripture” alongside the Old Testament. See, Justin Martyr, 1 Apol.
67.3; Barton, Spirit and the Letter, 18; Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament, 254.

105 Eldon J. Epp, “The New Testament Papyri at Oxyrhynchus in their Social and Intellec-
tual Context,” in William L. Petersen, ed., Sayings of Jesus: Canonical and Non-Canonical (Lei-
den: Brill, 1997), 47-68; Peter M. Head, “Some Recently Published NT Papyri From Oxyrhyn-
chus: An Overview and Preliminary Assessment,” TynBul 51 (2000):1-16. For more on the site
of Oxyrhynchus as a whole, see AnneMarie Luijendijk, Greetings in the Lord: Early Christians
in the Oxyrhynchus Papyri (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008); P.J. Parsons, et
al,, eds., Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007); Turner,
“Roman Oxyrhynchus,” 78—93.

196 Epp, “The New Testament Papyri at Oxyrhynchus,” 52. According to Peter Head, there
were 47 New Testament papyri from Oxyrhynchus when the total count was 115 (“Some
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the second or third centuries.”” Oxyrhynchus has also provided numerous
non-biblical Christian writings from this time period such as the Gospe! of
Thomas (P.Oxy. 1, 654, 655), an unknown gospel (P.Oxy. 1224), the Gospel of
Mary (P.Oxy. 3525, P.Ryl. I11.463), the Gospel of Peter (P.Oxy. 2949, 4009'%),
the Sophia Jesu Christi (P.Oxy. 1081), Shepherd of Hermas (P.Oxy. 404, 1828,
3527, 3528), Irenaeus, Against Heresies (P.Oxy. 405), an anti-Jewish dialogue
(P.Oxy. 2070), and many other Christian works, suggesting that Oxyrhyn-
chus was likely a “Christian intellectual center.”® In addition to Christian
writings, the extensive publication capacity at Oxyrhynchus is also mani-
fested in the vast amounts of non-Christian literary texts also discovered
there such as Aristotle, Demosthenes, Herodotus, Homer, Plato, Plutarch,
Sophocles, Thucydides, and many others—all of which date in the first
or second centuries.’® So compelling is the intellectual and literary envi-
ronment at Oxyrhynchus that Roberts was led to declare that a Christian

Recently Published NT Papyri,” 6). With the addition of P.Oxy. 4803, 4804, 4805, 4806, 4844,
and 4845, the total count of New Testament papyri from Oxyrhynchus is 53. Thus, 53 out
of the overall 124 New Testament papyri come from Oxyrhynchus (42 %). Of course, this is
just an approximate number because it does not account for the fact that some of the more
recently discovered papyri are actually portions of prior known manuscripts (e.g. P.Oxy. 4405
is a new portion of 7). Though done at an earlier point, this same percentage is reached
by Eldon Jay Epp, “The Oxyrhynchus New Testament Papyri: ‘Not Without Honor Except in
Their Hometown?,’” JBL 123 (2004): 12. When one considers the fact that many of our New
Testament papyri have unknown provenances (e.g. $°2), and may have actually come from
Oxyrhynchus, then this percentage could be even higher.

107 E.g. relatively recent Oxyrhynchus discoveries P.Oxy. 4403 and 4404 contain noticeable
serifs and consequently have been dated to the late second/early third century.

108 Dieter Lithrmann, “P.Oxy. 2949: EvPet 3—5 in einer Handschrift des 2/3 Jahrhunderts,”
ZNW 72 (1981): 216—226; Dieter Lithrmann, “P.Oxy. 4009: Ein neues Fragment des Petruse-
vangeliums?,” NovT 35 (1993): 390—410. Recently, the identification of these fragments with
the Gospel of Peter has been challenged by Paul Foster, “Are there any Early Fragments of the
So-Called Gospel of Peter?,” NTS 52 (2006): 1—28.

109 Roberts, Manuscript, 24 n. 5. For a more detailed catalogue of Oxyrhynchus papyri, see
Julian Kriiger, Oxyrhynchos in der Kaiserzeit: Studien zur Topographie und Literaturrezeption
(Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1990).

10 Epp, “The New Testament Papyri at Oxyrhynchus,” 60. The documentary papyri dis-
covered at Oxyrhynchus continue to support the idea that there was extensive copying and
publishing of literary works at this site; e.g. P.Lond.inv. 2110, a second-century letter likely
from Oxyrhynchus, details payments to a scribe for copying literary works. Roberts declares
that this letter (and others like it) suggests “there was a good deal of actual copying of classi-
cal texts, perhaps in a scriptorium or a library, at Oxyrhynchus itself” (“Roman Oxyrhynchus,”
90). This is supported by the vast amount of papyrus sold at Oxyrhynchus as shown by other
documentary papyri (e.g. P.Oxy. 1142, 1727). Dirk Obbink declares that “the Oxyrhynchus
papyri abundantly provide the basis ... for concluding that it was a lively center of learn-
ing in the first four centuries AD” (“Readers and Intellectuals,” in A.K. Bowman et al,, eds.,
Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts [London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007], 281).
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scriptorium at Oxyrhynchus was “not unlikely” by the time we reach the
third century." Whether or not we want to call this a “scriptorium” along
with Roberts is unclear; however, the extensive archaeological evidence at
Oxyrhynchus at least suggests that in the second and third centuries there
was a substantially developed system for copying, publishing, and distribut-
ing early Christian literature.2

These five examples—and many others could be added—point towards
a publishing environment within the first three centuries of the Christian
movement that, while not necessarily at the level of “scriptoria,” is never-
theless quite organized, developed, and intentional. Such a reality is borne
out by the early evidence for the rapid dissemination of Christian literature
within these centuries. P.Oxy. 405, a copy of Against Heresies by Irenaeus
dated to the late second century, was discovered in Egypt only about 20
years after its initial composition in Gaul in c. 180. Likewise, the Shepherd
of Hermas, which was composed in Rome in the mid-second century, was
discovered in Egypt in a late-second century manuscript (P.Mich. 130).12 P52
was discovered in Egypt and dates to only a few years after the original com-
position in the late first century.™ It is precisely this rapid dissemination
that sets Christian literature apart from its Greco-Roman counterparts—
Christians enjoyed an expansive and well-established network of churches,
groups, and individuals that were not only interested in the copying and
publication of Christian writings but apparently had the means at their dis-
posal for that publication to take place."

111 Roberts, Manuscript, 24.

12 A further illustration of this literary environment amongst Christians at Oxyrhynchus
is the fourth-century Christian letter (P.Oxy. 4365) detailing the exchange of books between
Christians—in this case the deuterocanonical books of Jubilees and 4 Ezra—evidently for the
sake of knowledge and personal study. Though this letter is a little later than our targeted
date range (second and third centuries), it is still illustrative of the overall Oxyrhynchus
environment from the perspective of Christian documentary papyri. For more discussion, see
Epp, “The Oxyrhynchus New Testament Papryi,” 21-31; and Thomas Kraus, “The Lending of
Books in the Fourth Century C.E.P.Oxy. LXIII 4365—A Letter on Papyrus and the Reciprocal
Lending of Literature Having Become Apocryphal,” in Thomas Kraus, Ad Fontes: Original
Manuscripts and Their Significance for Studying Early Christianity—Selected Essays (TENTS 3;
Leiden: Brill, 2007), 185—206.

113 For more on this text, see Campbell Bonner, “A New Fragment of the Shepherd of
Hermas, Michigan Papyrus 44,” HTR 20 (1927): 105-116.

114 The rapid dissemination of $52 becomes even more impressive if one adopts the earlier
date of cE100 defended by K. Aland, “Neue neutestamentliche Papyri II,” NTS g (1962-1963):
303—316.

115 Gamble, Books and Readers, 140-141. For more on the circulation of ancient manu-
scripts, see Epp, “New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts,” 35-56.
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3. CONCLUSION

The above survey, although far too brief and limited in scope, reveals that
earliest Christianity was not a religion concerned only with oral tradition
or public proclamation, but was also shaped by, and found its identity
within, a vivid “textual culture” committed to writing, editing, copying, and
distributing Christian books, whether scriptural or otherwise. When the
form and structure of these books is considered, and not just the content
within, a more vivid picture of the early Christian literary culture begins
to emerge. From a very early point, Christians not only had an interest in
books, but had a relatively well-developed social and scribal network—
as seen in conventions like the codex and nomina sacra—whereby those
books could be copied, edited, and disseminated throughout the empire.
Indeed, itis just this rapid transfer of literature that set early Christians apart
from their surrounding Greco-Roman world, and set the early church on the
path toward eventually establishing a collection of “canonical” books that
would form the church’s literary foundation for generations to come.



WHAT DO WE KNOW AND HOW DO WE KNOW IT?
RECONSTRUCTING EARLY CHRISTIANITY
FROM ITS MANUSCRIPTS’

Stanley E. Porter

1. INTRODUCTION

The standard critical edition of the Greek New Testament, in a number
of ways, is a misleading and potentially unhelpful representation of early
Christianity and its development. We know that we have well over 5,700
different manuscripts of the Greek New Testament, dating from the sec-
ond century until the advent of printing.! These manuscripts are written on
different types of material—these materials include papyrus, parchment,
paper, and if you wish to extend your sights and categories a bit, even clay.?
Most of these manuscripts have the color of papyrus or parchment in their
natural states, but a few others are colored, such as a beautiful deep pur-
ple. They are written in a number of different hands, in several different
types of ink. There is the sloping pointed majuscule hand often found in
early manuscripts, or the more refined and regular Biblical majuscule book
hand so well known from the great codexes, or the Alexandrian majuscule
influenced by Coptic writing, or a hybrid script associated with environ-
ments where both Greek and Coptic were used, or the decadent and ossified
book hand of later manuscripts, or the various types of minuscule hands.
For many manuscripts, the lettering is meticulous and carefully done, while
for others there is sloppiness and haphazardness, while for still others there

" An earlier form of this paper was presented at the conference entitled “The Scrolls
and the Scriptures—The Bible as Artifact: Who Wrote it and How was it Preserved?” at
Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary in Kansas City, Missouri, on 2—3 April 2010.

! See Paul Foster, “Bold Claims, Wishful Thinking, and Lessons about Dating Manuscripts
from Papyrus Egerton 2,” in Craig A. Evans, ed., The World of Jesus and the Early Church:
Identity and Interpretation in Early Communities of Faith (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2011),
193—211, and my essay, “Recent Efforts to Reconstruct Early Christianity on the Basis of its
Papyrological Evidence,” 71-84 in this volume, for discussion of the issue of dating of early
Christian manuscripts.

2 See Cornelia Romer, “Ostraka mit Christlichen Texten aus der Sammlung Flinders
Petrie,” ZPE 145 (2003): 183—201 with plates.
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are various ways in which letters are connected together into an almost run-
ning cursive hand. Most of the time the individual letters of each word are
written out fully, stroke for stroke, but at other times there are special forms
used for particular kinds of words, such as nomina sacra or sacred names.
Sometimes the manuscripts are written in charcoal based ink and some-
times in ink with metallic content (iron gall), etching the letters into and
even through the writing surface. Most of the lettering is in black often now
faded to brown, but there are a few manuscripts that are written in silver
and gold letters, and sometimes with other colors added as well.?

The contents of these manuscripts vary greatly. Some are perhaps just
a few verses, but a few of them are virtually complete books of the New
Testament, a smaller number contain groups of books, and a very small
number are virtually complete for the New Testament. The “books” in which
these manuscripts were collected vary in size, from “miniature codexes”
up to and including the deluxe form of the great biblical codexes (and
larger), with many sizes in between. The ornamentation and extras found
on these manuscripts vary considerably as well. Some of them have virtu-
ally nothing more than the individual letters, while some have quite a bit
more. Some manuscripts have varying degrees of accentuation and marks of
punctuation. This accentuation and punctuation is sometimes haphazard
and incidental, but other times is obviously intentional and self-consciously
applied. Some manuscripts have additional drawn lines and indications of
unit divisions, while others have full-blown systems of notation to guide
readers of the text in their use. A number of manuscripts have additional
ornamentation in the form of various elaborately drawn and sometimes
enlarged initial letters, and other symbols and figures drawn for decora-
tive purposes. Sometimes the lettering itself is displayed in various ways
on the manuscript. There are ekthetic letters, occasionally poetic arrange-
ment, sometimes indentation, and a variety of other characteristics. These
are just some of the many and different—and I might add, very exciting and
noteworthy—features of the manuscripts of the New Testament. Each one
is a unique artifact that provides a window of opportunity into envisioning
the world in which this particular manuscript was copied and the various
characteristics of Christianity that it represents.

3 Most of these hands are represented in Stanley E. Porter and Wendy J. Porter, New
Testament Greek Papyri and Parchments: New Editions (2 vols.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2008).

4 See Michelle P. Brown, ed., In the Beginning: Bibles before the Year 1000 (Washing-
ton, DC: Smithsonian Institution, 2006), esp. 106-133, for color plates of representative
manuscripts.
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By contrast, the standard Greek New Testament—whether it is the UBS-
GNT or the Nestle-Aland—is a rather boring and pedestrian item. I hesitate
to use the word artifact of it, because there is little art that I can see. We
have all of the textual diversity of early Christianity compressed into a single
small-size book. Most of the beauty of diversity that I just referred to is gone,
as all of the difference and particularity is regularized into a single text and
a standard set of typographical conventions. The text is presented as if this
were the text of the New Testament. In some ways this is true, but in other
ways this is misleading, as our standard Greek New Testament has taken all
of the diverse features and reduced them essentially into matters of letter-
ing. The diversity of textual witness—such as it is presented in these stan-
dard editions—is reduced to what is unaffectionately and inelegantly called
the textual apparatus. The apparatus represents only a relatively small num-
ber of the possible variants to be found among the manuscripts that we
have.® The others are excluded, as if they do not exist, and they are now
very difficult to recover short of examining the manuscripts or their pub-
lished editions. Instead, the variants deemed worthwhile for discussion are
presented in a boiled down form that excerpts particular words for pre-
sentation at the foot of the page.® More to the point is that, in all of my
time of dealing with manuscripts, I have not yet ever seen an early Chris-
tian manuscript that came with a critical apparatus at the bottom of the
page in quite this manner. I have read and edited a number of Johannine
manuscripts with interpretation below the text—more on that below in
section 5—Dbut never a list of critical variants. In other words, the modern
critical edition—whereas it may be an excellent example of nineteenth- and
possibly even twentieth-century scholarship,” presented in a modern typo-
graphical form—is a very poor representation of the manuscript artifacts

5> Estimates of the total number of variants differ in large part because of the question of
what constitutes a variant (e.g. does phonetic spelling count as a variant?). In any case, the
number of variants is large, and certainly larger than the number represented in our standard
Greek New Testament.

6 T'will pass over the interesting criticism that in some cases variants that are presented
in these critical notes are in fact variants not found at all in any of these manuscripts but
are gleaned from pure conjecture. See Maurice A. Robinson, “Rule 9, Isolated Variants, and
the ‘Test-Tube’ Nature of the NA%7/UBS* Text: A Byzantine-Priority Perspective,” in Stanley
E. Porter and Mark J. Boda, eds., Translating the New Testament: Text, Translation, Theology
(Grand Rapid: Eerdmans, 2009), 2761, esp. 43.

7 Most books on textual criticism contain a history of the development of the modern
eclectic text. For example, see Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament
(rev. ed.; trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 3—47.
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of early Christianity, and an even poorer representation of the manuscripts
themselves.® Their textual integrity and beauty have been lost and, with
it, I believe, one major element in our attempt to appreciate on the basis
of the artifacts themselves what they can tell us about early Christian-
ity.

If we were to use our critical editions of the Greek New Testament as
a means of reconstructing early Christianity, we would probably think of
early Christianity as a relatively well synthesized, orderly, and perhaps even
rigid phenomenon—much like what we perhaps think of nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century German scholarship—rather than the vibrant and
creative and developing communities that we see from the artifacts of
early Christianity. The fundamental underlying reason is that this text is
not designed to appreciate the manuscript as artifact, but to treat these
thousands of documents simply as repositories of readings of the Greek
New Testament. This fact was brought home to me in a striking way in a
review of the edition of New Testament papyri and parchments that my
wife and I recently published. We prepared this volume with the explicit
purpose of presenting the manuscripts as artifacts, that is, appreciating
each one as a document in its own right, attempting to capture and accu-
rately record not only the lettering of the text but the other features such
as accentuation, notation, and ornamentation. However, one reviewer crit-
icized the work because we did not have running verse numbers down the
side of each transcription.’ That is the point. These documents—no mat-
ter what else they do come with, and often it is much of importance and
even beauty—do not come with verse numbers. They are not simply repos-
itories of verses and readings, but are documents with their own integrity
that can offer us insight into more than simply another variant, but an
entire world that they represent, something like a window into their con-
text.

In this chapter, I wish to explore what it is that we can know, and how
we can know it, about the history and development of Christianity through
some of its major artifacts. By artifacts, I of course mean the over 5,700
manuscripts of the Greek New Testament—of which I will only refer to a

8 See Porter and Porter, New Testament Greek Papyri and Parchments, xi—xiv.

9 David Parker, Review of Stanley E. Porter and Wendy ]J. Porter, New Testament Greek
Papyri and Parchments: New Editions, in Journal of Ecclesiastical History 60 (4; 2009): 747—
749. Our concerns are similar to those in Thomas J. Kraus, Ad fontes: Original Manuscripts
and Their Significance for Studying Early Christianity. Selected Essays (TENT 2; Leiden: Brill,
2006).
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small portion. But by artifact, I also mean some of the other early Christian
texts that help us to understand something about this set of communities
that we know now as early Christianity.

2. CULTURALLY LITERATE COMMUNITY

There are many and varying theories about the socio-economic status of
early Christianity. Some emphasize its peasant origins,® others its mid-
dle class representation," and, most recently, a few others its lower socio-
economic status.”? Whatever view one takes of the socio-economic distri-
bution of early Christianity, the views all make clear that the vast majority
of early Christians were formally illiterate. There have been various studies
of literacy in the ancient world. William Harris has been the most influen-
tial, in which he estimates that, among Greco-Roman urban dwellers, the
literacy among urban males may have reached 20-30 %, with women less
at 10-15%, and with suburban or country dwellers at an even lower per-
centage. The average would be somewhere around 15%."* Whereas some
have contended that Harris overestimated the literacy rate,* others have
contended that he has underestimated it, by failing to take into account the
pervasiveness of access to reading and writing.”® In any case, no one con-
tends that the majority of people were formally literate.

How then do we account for the large quantity of manuscripts of ancient
Christianity being found? There is no doubt that some of this rests on
the fact that fairly early on Christianity became an institutionalized reli-
gion, and this led to the production and preservation of manuscripts. This

10 This is the gentle-Jesus-meek-and-mild period. This wording comes from Charles Wes-
ley’s hymn, “Gentle Jesus, Meek and Mild,” and is captured in Adolf Deissmann’s charac-
terization of Paul as writing letters not epistles. See Adolf Deissmann, Bible Studies (trans.
A. Grieve; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1907), 1-71.

11 Found in Wayne A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians (New York: Yale University Press,
1974).

12 Found in Justin Meggitt, Paul, Poverty and Survival (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998).

13 See William V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1989), 266—267 for summary of his research.

14 See Catherine Hezser, Jewish Literacy in Roman Palestine (TSAJ 81; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2001), 496504, who estimates Jewish literacy in Palestine to be as low as 2—3 %.

15 See Mary Beard, ed., Literacy in the Roman World (Journal of Roman Archaeology
Supplement Series 3; Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1991), with essays by Beard,
Alan Bowman, and Keith Hopkins; Alan Millard, Reading and Writing in the Time of Jesus
(Biblical Seminar 69; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000).
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accounts for the discovery of many manuscripts in Egypt, where Christianity
at first vied with Judaism, but then gained strength until it became the
sanctioned religion of the Roman empire under Constantine and then of
the Christian Byzantine empire.

I believe, however, that there is another more important reason. This is
that, despite the widespread formal illiteracy of the ancient world, there
was what has been called a “literate culture” in the ancient world that
Christianity was a part of, and that the impact of this literate culture has
been underestimated.”® What I mean by a literate culture is that even those
who were illiterate were never too far removed from the necessary use of
written documents. This has been one of the great insights gained from the
thousands of documentary papyri from ancient Egypt. They attest to the
fact that, even if someone had to write on behalf of someone else because
of their being illiterate or unlettered (a common formula in the papyri to
indicate that a scribe was used), the person commissioning the letter had
to make use of and know the contents of written documents, such as the
receipt or will or whatever that he or she was attesting. People were in
widespread need of being able to transact business by means of sending and
receiving written documents. As one scholar has opined, a “large portion”
of the 80% or so who were illiterate were still necessarily participants in
literate culture.” If we use Harris’s figures regarding literacy, there were
still over two million adult men in the Roman empire who could read, a
significant number of people to have exerted a major influence upon Greco-
Roman society, including Christian society within it."®

How do the early Christian manuscripts play a role in this societal func-
tion? One of the difficulties for many of our early Christian documents is
that we cannot determine their origins. However, they certainly do have
their source(s) of origin. Eldon Epp has done an excellent job of laying
out some of the information regarding these manuscripts.” First, let us dis-

16 See Stanley E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts, “Paul’s Bible, his Education and his Access
to the Scriptures of Israel,” JGRCH/J 5 (2008): 9—40, esp. 31—32, relying on the work of Beard,
ed,, Literacy in the Roman World.

17 AX. Bowman, “Literacy in the Roman Empire: Mass and Mode,” in Literacy in the
Roman World, 19131, here 122.

18 According to Keith Hopkins, “Conquest by Book,” in Literacy in the Roman World, 133-
158, here 135.

19 Eldon Jay Epp, “Issues in New Testament Textual Criticism: Moving from the Nine-
teenth Century to the Twenty-First Century,” in David Alan Black, ed., Rethinking New Testa-
ment Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2002), 17—76, esp. 61—70. See also his “The New
Testament Papyri at Oxyrhynchus in Their Social and Intellectual Context,” in W.L. Petersen,
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cuss the five major codex manuscripts, Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Alexandri-
nus, Bezae, and Washingtonianus. No one knows for certain where they
were written, but it may have been Constantinople (Sinaiticus, Vaticanus,
and Alexandrinus, perhaps if Sinaiticus and/or Vaticanus were two of the
fifty deluxe Bibles commissioned by Constantine himself), Alexandria (Vati-
canus and Alexandria), Caesarea (Vaticanus and Alexandrinus), Beirut
(Bezae and Alexandrinus), or Giza in Egypt (Washingtonianus).2 We notice
that there have been several major cities suggested, spread around the
Mediterranean. The ability to produce such books implies a widespread
Christian literate culture that valued and was able to produce these codexes.
There were enough Christian communities with such interest and ability
in a number of places throughout the Mediterranean world of the time to
produce these codexes and other types of literature. More than that, how-
ever, this also implies a culture in which such books would have been used
and valued, making it unreasonable to suspect otherwise. The books them-
selves evidence care and attention to their literary characteristics. For exam-
ple, Sinaiticus demonstrates a number of different hands involved in its
copying and subsequently in its editing. These multiple hands attest to the
manuscript having value and continuing currency for the Christian commu-
nity that used it.

Secondly, let us examine the New Testament papyri. There have, of
course, been huge numbers of papyri discovered in Egypt, including docu-
mentary, literary, and what some like—perhaps mistakenly—to call semi-
literary papyri, of which the New Testament papyri are examples. The New
Testament papyri, whether they are considered literary, attest to the liter-
ate culture of early Christianity. Some papyri have been found outside of
Egypt, in such places as the Negev and near the Dead Sea. However, the
vast majority have been found in Egypt. The variety of places of origin is
extensive—although much of the evidence is not certain. I will list those
places where it is thought that manuscripts were found and possibly origi-
nated (it is not surprising that few have been found in the Nile Delta region,
because of the high exposure to water). These places are: the Fayyum region,
including the city of Aphroditopolis (the Chester Beatty papyri B45, T46,
PB47), Mardinat Madi (Bg2), and other Fayyumic cities (B3, P12, B33+58

J.S.Vos, and H. de Jonge, eds., Sayings of Jesus: Canonical and Non-Canonical: Essays in Honour
of Tjitze Baarda (NovTSup 89; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 47-68. Both are repr. in Epp, Perspectives
on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays, 1962—2004 (NovTSup 116; Leiden: Brill,
2005), 641-697, 497-520.

20 Epp, “Issues,” 61-62.
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[possibly Hermopolis in middle Egypt], ¥34, ¥53, $55, B56, V57, B79); a
number of cities in the upper Nile region including Dishna (the Bodmer
papyri 66, B72, B75, Bgg), Thebes (P44), and Coptos (B4); and several
cities in middle Egypt including Qarara (840) and Wadi Sarga ($43). Epp
tends to dismiss the significance of these supposed provenances. Admit-
tedly, we cannot be certain. Nevertheless, they represent a number of dif-
ferent places—especially the Fayyum—in which papyri were discovered.
However, the largest number of papyri came from the city of Oxyrhynchus.
Of the 127 registered papyrus numbers (123 different papyri, following Epp’s
scheme), 55 are from Oxyrhynchus, or 43 %. Of those from before the early
fourth century, 40 of the 68, or 59%, are from Oxyrhynchus.” These num-
bers may even increase, as recently the Oxyrhynchus collection has been
publishing more new papyri than most other collections.

There are various views as to what this evidence from Oxyrhynchus
indicates.? Some think of Oxyrhynchus as the location of a particularly
vibrant Christian community in Egypt, apparently becoming one early on
and expanding as Christianity continued to develop within Egypt.?® Oth-
ers, however, are suspicious of Oxyrhynchus, and believe that it may have
represented a particular, and perhaps even schismatic, form of early Chris-
tianity. There are others who are suspicious of the representativeness of
any Egyptian Christianity including its manuscripts, due to the various later
developments within Christianity, such as the rise of Gnosticism.* I believe
that what this papyrological evidence indicates is that the literate culture
of the time encompassed early Christianity. Christianity, so far as its early
documents indicate, was a part of the literate culture of the Greco-Roman
world, and not an aberrant or isolationist group that shunned literary con-
ventions. It is believable that the same city, Oxyrhynchus, produced or
contained manuscripts from such authors as Homer, Hesiod, Callimachus,
Plato, Demosthenes, Euripides, Aeschylus, Menander, Pindar, Herodotus,

21 Epp, “Issues,” 62—64, but with his figures updated.

22 For important books on Oxyrhynchus, see Peter Parsons, City of the Sharp-Nosed Fish:
Greek Papyri Beneath the Egyptian Sand Reveal a Long-Lost World (London: Phoenix, 2007);
AK. Bowman et al., eds., Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts (London: Egypt Exploration
Society, 2007).

2 See Epp, “New Testament Papyri,” 516.

24 See Stanley E. Porter, “POxy II 210 as an Apocryphal Gospel and the Development of
Egyptian Christianity,” in Isabella Andorlini et al., eds., Atti del XXII Congresso Internazionale
di Papirologia, Firenze 1998 Istituto Papirologico ‘G. Vitelli,’ Firenze 2001 (Florence: Istituto
Papirologico ‘G. Vitelli,’ 2001), 10951108, esp. 1104-1107.
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Thucydides, and a host of others, and manuscripts from sixteen of the
twenty-seven New Testament books.” Thus, the manuscripts of early Chris-
tianity were part of the wider literate culture of the Greco-Roman world.

Related to this phenomenon is the early Christian adoption of the codex
or book form. Christians did not invent the codex, but they early on
embraced it as a means of conveying their most coveted documents, includ-
ing especially scriptural texts but others as well. There is widespread debate
over why Christians so eagerly adopted the widespread use of the codex, but
Roger Bagnall shows that the rate of adoption was apparently no greater
than in non-Christian circles. Christians at first seem to have used the
scroll as the means for textual transmission—using what was the frequently
found form of conveyance in the ancient world, further reinforced by the use
of the scroll in Jewish circles.? Christian origins in Judaism, and even of the
Christian missionary movement in the synagogue, indicate that Christians
would naturally use the scroll. However, they early on took over the use of
the codex, and made it their primary vehicle of textual transmission.”

25 Epp, “New Testament Papyri,” 510, 502, 518—519.

26 For information on the codex, see Larry W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts:
Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 43-93, who has been
corrected by Roger Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2009) 70—90, where he shows that the Christian uptake of the codex was no greater
than in secular literature.

27 There is still debate regarding the advantages of the codex over the scroll, but I believe
that the advantages clearly outweigh the disadvantages. These advantages include compact-
ness, with the codex taking more information in a smaller space and allowing for much
smaller formats to be developed, along with functionally more useful larger forms. Further,
more information could be contained in a codex than on a scroll, because both sides of the
individual sheets were used. This in effect either doubled the capacity of the transmissional
device or made the same amount of information available in half the size. The use of half of
the amount of papyrus or parchment meant that more could be written for the same cost,
or the same amount written for less cost. Whereas for scrolls it was very difficult to get more
than one significant biblical book into a single scroll, with the codex one could put many
books into one book, and even an entire testament. This also provided for greater ease of
transportation, with a single codex containing much more information more handily than
a number of scrolls. The codex was also more flexible and malleable than the scroll. If one
wanted or needed to change material in the codex, putting in another sheet or replacing sev-
eral sheets (even if they were in the middle of the document) was much easier than doing
so in a scroll, and certainly a more logical means than simply adding sheets at the end of the
roll. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the codex provided much greater accessibility
to the textual material. Whereas a scroll had to be wound from one end to the other, a codex
was much more flexible, in that the person could simply turn to the page that was required,
whether that was at the beginning or end of the codex itself. William Johnson has pointed
out the cognitive shift that took place with the use of the codex instead of the roll. See John-
son, “Toward a Sociology of Reading in Classical Antiquity,” American Journal of Philology 121
(2000): 593—627, cited in Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 81.



50 STANLEY E. PORTER

Thus, there are a number of types of manuscript evidence that all point to
the literate culture of early Christianity, to the point of, if not outright inno-
vation, at least significant promotion of the codex, which became known
and used widely—to this very day—as the book form.

3. LITERARILY CREATIVE COMMUNITY

Early Christianity was not only a part of the literate culture of the Greco-
Roman world, but it was also a creative and literarily generative community.
The early Church produced a surprisingly wide range of important early
documents, including Gospels (= biographies), many letters, an early his-
torical biography (or biographies), and even an apocalypse.

The major question is how these books all came into existence. Here,
briefly, is how I think that this process unfolded for the two major groups of
books, the Gospels and Acts, and the Pauline letters.” The canonical Gospels
were all written in the first century, quite possibly one of them as early as
AD 45, but all of them by AD 65, at which time Acts was written as well. The
major possible exception is Matthew being written later. Many would put
most of the Gospels later, but that doesn’t really matter here. In the second
century, a process began of bringing the Gospels together into the fourfold
Gospel, so that by the end of the second century the canonical Gospels
as we know them had been collated together. There is what I consider to
be convincing evidence of this process in various manuscripts and other
evidence we have from the second century. This includes 34, 64, and L:67,
three second-century papyri that probably belong together and attest to
an early gathering of more than one of our Gospels; the evidence of the
longer ending of Mark (16:9—21), which is known from the middle of the
second century and bears witness to the four Gospels and Acts; a parchment
document numbered o212, with a harmony of the four canonical Gospels;
Tatian’s Diatessaron, with its use of the four Gospels and arguably only the
four Gospels; and that great codex manuscript $45, a major Gospel and
Acts collection (estimated at 224 pages originally) that dates from the late

28 | argue this at greater length in Stanley E. Porter, How We Got the New Testament:
Text, Transmission, Translation (Acadia Studies in Bible and Theology; Grand Rapids: Baker,
forthcoming); and idem, “Paul and the Process of Canonization,” in Craig A. Evans and
Emanuel Tov, eds., Exploring the Origins of the Bible: Canon Formation in Historical, Literary,
and Theological Perspective (Acadia Studies in Bible and Theology; Grand Rapids: Baker,
2008), 173—202.
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second or possibly early third century. The book of Acts, though written
early, was probably always associated in some way with this group, although
it was conceived of functioning in different ways within the forming canon.
Henceitislocated in anumber of different places in early large manuscripts,
usually as a transition between the Gospels and the letters, and sometimes
as a link between groups of letters.

At the same time as the Gospels and Acts were on their own journey
to canonicity, Paul the letter writer was proclaiming the gospel in vari-
ous churches and people throughout the Mediterranean. I take it that Paul
wrote at least all of the letters that are attributed to him in the New Testa-
ment.” This means that all of his letters would have been written by around
AD 65, when he was put to death by Nero in Rome. As a good letter writer—
and Paul was one of the great letter writers of the ancient world—he and his
scribes wrote and retained copies of his letters, so that Paul himself began
the process of his own letter collection. The current canonical arrangement,
which is found by AD 200 in the equivalent great codex manuscript of Paul’s
letters, P46, reflects an ordering by descending size, with the church letters
preceding the personal letters.® These scriptural texts alone—along with
other early manuscripts that I have not mentioned (e.g. Didache)—would
be enough to convey something of the textual creativity of the early Chris-
tian community, which began with individual books written for various
purposes in and to various places, and which then gathered them together
in increasingly larger volumes, until their apparent culmination occurred in
our great fourth-century codexes.

There is, however, another dimension to the creativity of the early
Church that must be mentioned. During the second and third centuries
(and later as well), while the Church was clearly forming and drawing firm
boundaries around its group of authoritative texts, it was also engaged in
immense literary creativity. I refer here to the writing of what we now call
non-canonical New Testament literature. In particular, I wish to discuss the
fragmentary apocryphal Greek gospel papyri.

29 See Lee Martin McDonald and Stanley E. Porter, Early Christianity and Its Sacred
Literature (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2000), 409—516, and my forthcoming commentary on
1and 2 Timothy and Titus in the Baker Exegetical Commentary Series. Cf. Stanley E. Porter,
“The Implications of New Testament Pseudonymy for a Doctrine of Scripture,” in Carlos
R. Bovell, ed., Interdisciplinary Perspectives on the Authority of Scripture: Historical, Biblical,
and Theoretical Perspectives (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2011), 236—256.

30 T will pass over the implications for Hebrews being found after Romans in P46, but it
is certainly something to think about.
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There has been much discussion of the apocryphal gospels of late.® The
first Greek apocryphal gospel papyrus was published in 1885, the so-called
Fayyum fragment (P.Vindob. G. 2335). It was soon followed in 1892 by pub-
lication of the Akhmim manuscript containing what has been identified
(convincingly, at least to some) as the Gospel of Peter, as well as the Apoca-
lypse of Peter (both in P.Cair. 10759). Soon afterwards, the logia of Jesus from
Oxyrhynchus were published in 1897, with republication in 1898 (P.Oxy.11),
followed in 1904 by several other fragments (P.Oxy. IV 654, 655) of what
have since been identified as earlier Greek papyri reflecting a version of
the later Coptic Gospel of Thomas. After these few documents were pub-
lished, others soon followed. These include the Christian fragment P.Oxy.
IT 210 published in 1899, which was later identified as an apocryphal gospel;
the annunciation story from Egypt (P.Cair. 10735) in 1903; the small book
from Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. V 840) in1905; and the numbered pages of P.Oxy.
X 1224 in 1915. The publication of these documents was met with great
excitement, both in scholarly and in popular circles. P.Vindob. G. 2325, the
Fayyum fragment, generated several republications, a number of popular
and scholarly comments, and other notifications. The logia of Jesus were
met with a veritable landslide of popular treatments. This barrage of discov-
eries continued with the Berlin amulet or book (P. Berol. 11710) in 1923 and
the controversial P.Ryl. Greek III 464 in 1938, and, arguably, the most impor-
tant of all of the Greek apocryphal gospel fragments, the Egerton papyrus
(P.Egerton 2/P.Lond.Christ. 1), in1935 in two different editions, with reprints
and corrections published in 1951 and 1955. The last such apocryphal gospel
to be published was P.Mert. II 51 in 1959, which has been largely overlooked
since that time—although since then two supposed fragments of the Gospel
of Peter have been published, P.Oxy. XLI 2949 in 1972 and LX 4009 in 1994
(the latter unlikely).*” Beginning in the mid-twentieth century, there was
a general decline in interest in these Greek apocryphal gospel papyri. This
declining interest in the Greek papyri can be attributed to such discoveries

81 See Stanley E. Porter, “The Greek Apocryphal Gospels Papyri: The Need for a Crit-
ical Edition,” in Barbel Kramer, Wolfgang Luppe, Herwig Maehler, Giinter Poethke, eds.,
Akten des 21. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses Berlin, 13.-19.8.1995 (2 vols.; Archiv fiir
Papyrusforschung Beiheft 3; Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner, 1997), 2.795-803; idem, “Early
Apocryphal Gospels and the New Testament Text,” in Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger,
eds., The Early Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 350—-369;
and the pertinent section in idem, How We Got the New Testament. In the following discus-
sion, I assume knowledge of the standard papyri publications, unless otherwise indicated.

32 See Paul Foster, The Gospel of Peter: Introduction, Critical Edition and Commentary
(TENTS 4; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 69—79.
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as the Dead Sea Scrolls; the discovery that the Greek logia of Jesus were ver-
sions of the Gospel of Thomas discovered in its Coptic form at Nag Hammadi,
with all of the interest that attended that discovery; and, most of all, the fact
that in the first half of the century most if not virtually all scholars believed
that these documents were derived from the canonical Gospels. However,
recently there have been some who would revisit this conclusion.

One of the major contentious issues with these apocryphal gospel texts is
that of dating—in other words, the date when the manuscript was actually
written versus the date of the text itself. As far as copying of the documents
is concerned, the Egerton papyrus is now usually dated to the last half
of the second century, P.Oxy. LX 4009 to the second century, and P.Oxy.
XLI 2949 to the second or third century. P.Vindob. G. 2325, P.Oxy. II 210,
P.Mert. II 51, and P.Ryl. Greek III 464 are usually dated to the third century,
while P.Oxy. X 1224 is dated to the late third or early fourth century.® The
Greek fragments of the Gospel of Thomas are also usually dated to the late
second/early third century (P.Oxy. I1 and IV 655) and the third century
(P.Oxy. IV 654).

The question regarding the date of the text, as opposed to the date
of the document, is a much more difficult one. John Dominic Crossan,
for example, has proposed that the earliest layer of the Gospel of Thomas,
P.Vindob. G. 2325, P.Oxy. X 1224, and his Cross Gospel that he has “found”
embedded in the Gospel of Peter all date to AD30-60, the first stratum of
Jesus tradition. He dates the second layer of the Gospel of Thomas and P.Oxy.
VI 840 to the second stratum, AD 60—80.3* His major argument appears to be
that the material in these apocryphal documents does not match the New
Testament text and is therefore independent, and hence early. Relatively
few have actually followed him (or the few others) in these conclusions,
and for good reason—a more plausible conclusion from the evidence is
that these documents are all derivative of the canonical Gospels and other
New Testament writings. However, just because they are later does not
mean that they are not interesting. They are very interesting, and instructive
in learning about early Christianity. I think that we should not overlook
the very important fact that the early Church was textually generative and
literarily creative in producing these documents.

33 There are various opinions on some of these dates, but these are not germane here.

34 John Dominic Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant
(San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1992), 427—430.  note that P.Oxy. II 210 and P.Mert. II 51
are not mentioned in the works of Crossan, Helmut Koester, or Robert Miller, all of whom
have theories regarding the early dating of the apocryphal gospel fragments.
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3.1. The Gospel of Peter

The outline of the Gospel of Peter clearly follows the story of Jesus in the
canonical Gospels, but also includes some additional material.*® When
nobody wants to wash their hands of Jesus, Herod takes the initiative in
marching Jesus off to be crucified. Joseph (Josephus) then comes to ask
for Jesus’ body before the crucifixion, and Jesus is pushed toward crucifix-
ion, including hailing him as king of Israel, crowning him with thorns and
scourging him. The soldiers cast lots for Jesus’ garments while he is nailed on
the cross between two sinners. As darkness covers the sky, Jesus requests a
drink at the time of his death, crying out, “My power, O power, you have for-
saken me.” After this crucifixion event, Jesus’ body is taken down from the
cross and given to Joseph for burial. The Jewish leaders lament what they
have done, with the scribes and Pharisees admitting Jesus’ righteousness
and requesting guards at the tomb. In the resurrection account, two men
descend from heaven, and a voice is heard from heaven and the cross talks.
This is reported to Pilate, and many regret their actions. When the women
arrive at the tomb, they find the stone rolled away. The fragment ends with
the twelve disciples grieving, including the narrator Simon Peter, who goes
fishing.

The Gospel of Peter is a bit like a Mary Renault or Taylor Caldwell novel,
that is, fictionalized history. There are clearly some passages in the Gospe!
of Peter that are directly dependent upon the canonical Gospels, including
the overarching narrative and some specific passages. There are also numer-
ous individual Gospel words used and quite a few allusions made. However,
there are also a number of incidents, including the incredible huge talk-
ing cross, that are simply not found in the canonical Gospels but can only
be seen as demonstrating second-century or later Christian literary creativ-
ity, emphasizing and depicting in graphic form the canonical resurrection
account.

3.2. P.Egerton 2

The most important apocryphal gospel text is the Egerton papyrus (P.Eger-
ton 2/P.Lond.Christ. 1). There has been much recent discussion regarding

35 See Porter, “Early Apocryphal Gospels.” I use Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas, eds.,
Das Petrusevangelium und die Petrusapokalypse: Die griechischen Fragmente mit deutscher
und englischer Ubersetzung (GCS NS 11; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004). See also Foster, The Gospel
of Peter, especially for the history of research.

36 For the latest edition, see Tobias Nicklas, “The ‘Unknown Gospel’ on Papyrus Egerton
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the date of P.Egerton 2. The proposals range from the original suggestion
in the middle of the second century with original composition from Ap110-
130, to sometime in the third century.”” What is important to note about this
extra-canonical text is that it is clearly derivative from the four canonical
Gospels. There are four major episodes to the P.Egerton 2 papyrus, each of
which appears to be derivative from Gospel material.*

Episode 1: P.Egerton 2.1-4—Jesus speaks to lawyers and tells them to
search the Scriptures in which they think they have life, because they bear
witness of him. He says he did not come to accuse them, but Moses accuses
them. They respond by questioning who Jesus is. This passage is depen-
dent upon John 5:39, where Jesus tells his hearers to search the Scriptures,
because they think they have eternal life in them, and they bear witness to
him; John 5:45, where it is not Jesus but Moses who accuses his hearers; and
John g:29, where Jesus’ interlocutors know of Moses, but not Jesus.

Episode 2: P.Egerton 2.5-10—As counsel is given to stone Jesus, the rulers
seek to lay hands on him, but they cannot take him, because his hour has
not come. He departs through their midst. A leper comes to him and asks
for cleansing, which request Jesus grants. The leprosy goes away, and the
man is told to go to the priests. This episode is dependent upon a number
of Johannine passages, as well as a number of synoptic Gospel passages.
The Johannine passages include: John 8:59 and 10:31, which indicate they
tried to stone him, and John 7:30, 44 and 10:39, where they seek to capture
Jesus but are unable. Luke 4:30 states that he passed through the midst
of the crowd and went away. The episode with the leper seems to reflect
elements of Matt 8:2—3, Mark 1:40—42, and Luke 5:12-13, along with Luke
17:14. What is important to note is that, while the synoptic accounts are
reflective of a common incident, P.Egerton 2 appears sometimes to begin
with Matthew’s account, and then with Luke’s. The form of address of the
leper to Jesus, “Teacher Jesus,” shows later theological veneration of Jesus.
The unit closes with wording from the second Lukan passage, another leper
episode.

2,” in Gospel Fragments, by Nicklas, Michael J. Kruger, and Thomas J. Kraus (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), 11-120.

87 See Foster, “Bold Claims,” 201-204; but disputed in Porter, “Recent Efforts,” 82, who
shows that the second century date is still plausible.

38 See H.I Bell and T.C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other Early Christian
Papyri (London: Trustees of the British Library, 1935), 16-25, for commentary, and 26—29
for text and biblical parallels, from which the discussion below is derived. See also Nicklas,
“Unknown Gospel,” 24-95.
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Episode 3: P.Egerton 2.11-14—]Jesus’ interlocutors attempt to test him
with a question. They state that they know he is from God, but then ask
whether it is lawful to give to kings what pertains to their rule. Jesus realizes
their thoughts and becomes angry, and questions their integrity. He notes
that Isaiah recognized that people honor with their lips but not with their
hearts. This episode is dependent upon a mix of passages that supplement
the episode regarding paying taxes to Caesar. These include: Matt 22:16 (cf.
Mark 12:14; Luke 20:21), where people approach Jesus and acknowledge him
as master, and then enquire regarding paying tax to Caesar; John 3:2, with
the recognition that Jesus is a good teacher; cf. John 10:25. Luke 6:46 and
18:19 have Jesus responding to interlocutors in terms of why they call him
Lord or good. Language in which Jesus condemns hypocrisy is found in Matt
15:7—9 and in Mark 7:6—7 with reference to Isaiah. Jesus is again addressed
as “Teacher Jesus.”

Episode 4: P.Egerton 2.15-17—After stating that something is shut up,
Jesus stands on the edge of the Jordan, stretches out his right hand, and
sprinkles something on the water. This episode is fragmentary, and the
specific incident of standing at the bank of the Jordan is not found in the
canonical Gospels, although the language still appears to reflect the Gospels.
The opening may reflect John 12:24 concerning the seed. Similar reference
to the Jordan River is found in Matt 3:6 and Mark 1:5. Reference to joy at the
end of the passage may refer to Luke 2:10.

Apart from this “river” episode (episode 4), which is part of a highly
fragmentary section, all of the episodes recorded in P.Egerton 2 reflect a
pastiche of Gospel references. As Jeremias states, “There are contacts with
all four Gospels. The juxtaposition of Johannine ... and Synoptic material
... and the fact that the Johannine material is shot through with Synoptic
phrases and the Synoptic with Johannine usage, permits the conjecture that
the author knew all and every one of the canonical Gospels ... The text shows
no historical knowledge that carries us beyond the canonical Gospels.” If
this is the case, P.Egerton 2 is a creative retelling of a number of Gospel
stories from the Synoptics and John, woven together into a new series of
communally inspired episodes.

39 J. Jeremias, “An Unknown Gospel with Johannine Elements,” in E. Hennecke, New
Testament Apocrypha (ed. W. Schneemelcher; trans. R.McL. Wilson; 2 vols.; London: Lutter-
worth, 1963), 1.94-97, here g5.
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3.3. P.Vindobonensis Greek 2325

P.Vindob. G. 2325, or the Fayyum fragment, which is usually dated to the
early third century (though we have suggested that it may be as early as
the late second century),® is a particularly difficult text to deal with for
two major reasons. The first is that the text itself has proved difficult to
establish—it has only six lines of around 29 characters each. The second
is that the text appears to be a composite of two canonical Gospel pas-
sages, Mark 14:26—27 and 29-30, and Matt 26:30—31 and 33—34. The episode
recorded is Jesus’ conversation with Peter regarding his betrayal. Jesus says
that all will be ashamed of him that very night, according to the passage
in Zech 13:7, “I will strike the shepherd and the sheep will be scattered.”
But Peter objects, to which Jesus replies that, before the cock cries twice,
he would betray him three times. The author creatively expands what one
Gospel has on its own by interweaving it with another Gospel account.

3.4. P.Merton I 51

P.Mert. II 51 is a third-century gospel that relates how taxgatherers and
others acknowledged God’s goodness and confessed their sins, while the
Pharisees rejected God, along with a brief portion on the verso speaking
about producing good and bad fruit. This text has numerous references to
what is now canonical literature, including allusions to Luke (Luke 7:30 in
recto lines 47, Luke 7:36 in recto line 8, Luke 6:45 in verso lines 2—4, and
Luke 6:46 in verso lines 6-7) and such books as 1John and 2 Corinthians,
as well as possibly the Gospel of Thomas. This text ranges more broadly
than have previous ones into the rest of the New Testament literature,
expanding the creative potential of the Gospels by utilizing epistolary mate-
rial.

3.5. P.Oxyrhynchus II 210

P.Oxy. II 210 is a third-century document that was first identified as an early
Christian fragment, and later as an early Christian papyrus (without identi-
fying it as a gospel). I take credit as the first one to identify it as a possible
apocryphal gospel, because it has a narrative frame tale in which Jesus is in

40 Porter and Porter, New Testament Greek Papyri and Parchments, 291, which edition we
use.

41 See Thomas]. Kraus, “Other Gospel Fragments,” in Gospel Fragments, 219—280, esp. 252—
263.
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dialogue with various enquirers and utters a parable-like statement.* This
text is so fragmentary that all we can really recover from the episode(s)
is that Jesus says something that sounds like the parable of the good and
bad fruit (note that the early church apparently liked the story of the good
and bad fruit—see P.Mert. II 51 above). Along the way, however, the text
seems to be citing passages from Matthew, Luke, John’s “I am” sayings, 1
and 2 Corinthians, Colossians, and Philippians (especially 2:6 in the Christ
hymn). This is a veritable treasure trove of biblical knowledge—all com-
pletely dependent upon the canonical texts but presented in nothing short
of a highly innovative and creative way.

3.6. P.Oxyrhynchus V 840

P.Oxy. V 840% is a fourth-century manuscript of what is possibly an early
second-century text.* Even though no biblical text is explicitly cited, the
miniature parchment codex records two scenes of interest. One side records
statements about punishment of evildoers and a scene where the “Savior”
(hence calling the document the Gospel of the Savior), who has disciples,
speaks about purification, holy vessels, and the temple. The other side con-
tinues the dialogue, with the Savior questioning the purity of his dialogue
partner, and concluding with words of admonition. John 10, John 13, Luke 11,
Matthew 23, and John 7 all seem to be drawn upon in this short text. Even
though I am not as optimistic as others as to the early dating of this text (the
reference to the Savior and the ritualistic language argue for a later date),
the use of a range of canonical Gospel texts is somewhat reminiscent of the
longer P.Egerton 2, but with its own creative features.

3.7. P.Rylands Greek III 464

P.Ryl. GreekIII 464 is a not very well known possibly apocryphal gospel from
the third century Ap. It was published in 1938 as possibly an apocryphal

42 Porter, “POxy II 210,” 1108. That this argument has been convincing is shown by inclu-
sion in the edition of Andrew Bernhard, Other Early Christian Gospels: A Critical Edition of the
Surviving Greek Manuscripts (London: Clark, 2007), 98, 100; Eldon J. Epp, “The Oxyrhynchus
New Testament Papyri: ‘Not without Honor Except in Their Hometown’?” JBL 123 (2004): 5—
55 (16 note 40); repr. in Epp, Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism, 743—801.

43 See Michael J. Kruger, The Gospel of the Savior: An Analysis of P.Oxy. 840 and its Place in
the Gospel Traditions of Early Christianity (TENT 1; Leiden: Brill, 2005); and Kruger, “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 840,” in Gospel Fragments, 123—215.

44 Kruger, “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 840,” 123-124, 144-145.
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gospel, but since that time has fallen into neglect. I have brought it back into
discussion as a document at least worth considering as an apocryphal gospel
in a forthcoming publication.® The text is far too fragmentary to make any
clear determination, but seems to refer to counting, portions, and canon or
rule. The indication that it is possibly a Christian document is the use of a
nomen sacrum for Jesus, as well as a line that marks the end of a section or
paragraph.

3.8. P.Cairensis 10735

P.Cair. 10735, a sixth-century fragment, has been variously identified as an
apocryphal gospel by its first publishers (Grenfell and Hunt), a homily by its
first serious student (Deissmann), and a possible apocryphal gospel by its
latest examiner (Kraus).“ In any case, the fragment records something that
has to do with Mary’s annunciation. The angel of the Lord speaks to Joseph
regarding his wife Mary, and tells Mary about Elizabeth having a baby, John.
The text makes use of both Matthew 2 and Luke 1, the two canonical Gospel
infancy accounts, but also creatively goes beyond its sources.

3.9. P.Berolinensis 11710

P.Berol. 11710 is a sixth- or seventh-century apocryphal gospel miniature
book or amulet, with both Greek and Coptic writing on it.*” The document
records someone addressing Jesus as rabbi, Lord, and son of God. The rabbi
answers Nathaneal and tells him to walk in the sun, to which Nathaneal
responds by calling him again rabbi, Lord, and saying he is the Lamb of God
who takes away the sins of the world. This document is a creative pastiche
of various verses in John 1 and John 3, and possible parallels in Mark 10.

There are some who worry about the fact that our earliest New Testament
manuscripts—and they are not particularly abundant—are not much ear-
lier in their date of copying than some of the early apocryphal documents.
However, I think one of the securest attestations to the text of the New
Testament is in fact the apocryphal documents, such as these fragmentary

45 Stanley E. Porter and Wendy J. Porter, “Rylands Apokryphes Evangelium (?) (P.Ryl.
IIT 464,” in Christoph Markschies and Jens Schroter, eds., Antike christliche Apokryphen in
deutscher Ubersetzung (2 vols.; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 1: 377-378.

46 See Kraus, “Other Gospel Fragments,” 240—251, esp. 241, 248-250.

47 See Kraus, “Unidentified Gospel Fragments,” 228—239.
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gospels. They are creative and engaging accounts of the biblical text that
give witness both to the earlier biblical text and—perhaps equally, if not
more importantly—to the literary creativity of the first few centuries of
early Christianity.

4. THEOLOGICALLY REFLECTIVE AND INTERPRETIVE COMMUNITY

We have already seen that the early Christians were part of literate culture
and literarily creative. I have already shown how they were also in some
ways a reflective and interpretive community by noting their literary cre-
ativity in how they took their scriptural texts and combined and expanded
them into what we now call the apocryphal gospel literature. However, in
this section I wish to say something not just about their creativity but about
their interpretive powers. The early Church was also theologically interpre-
tive.

A major place to see this early interpretive capacity is in a number
of Johannine papyri.®® These papyri, even though they have been given
Gregory-Aland numbers and are hence considered New Testament papyri,
are notreally continuous text of the New Testament, any more than a Joseph
Barber Lightfoot commentary is continuous text of the New Testament.*

What distinguishes these papyri is that they have text from the Gospel of
John on the top portion of each page, then the word hermeneia (interpre-
tation or translation), and below that some type of comments. Scholars are
divided on what these comments mean. Bruce Metzger thinks that they are
oracular comments, similar to the oracular sayings used for divination pur-
poses that were added to the Markan text of Codex Bezae and to the Latin
Johannine text of Codex St. Germain (G), while other interpreters think that
they indicate some form of textual commentary on John’s Gospel.*

48 The information that follows is taken from Stanley E. Porter, “The Use of Hermeneia
and Johannine Papyrus Manuscripts,” in Bernhard Palme, ed., Akten des 23. Internationalen
Papyrologenkongresses, Wien, 22.-28. Juli 2001 (Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2007), 573-580.

49 For those who possibly are no longer familiar with Lightfoot’s significant commen-
taries, they are distinguished by a Greek text at the top of the page and a verse-by-verse
commentary at the bottom of the same page.

50 For discussion of the opinions, see Porter, “Use of Hermeneia,” 573. See also Bruce M.
Metzger, “Greek Manuscripts of John’s Gospel with ‘Hermeneiai,’” in T. Baarda et al., eds.,
Text and Testimony: Essays on New Testament and Apocryphal Literature in Honour of A.FJ.
Klijn (Kampen: Kok, 1988), 162-169.
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There are seven such manuscripts known. Note that they are all Johan-
nine manuscripts covering portions from various places in the book, and
ranging over a wide range of dates.

a. P.Barcelona inv. 83 (880) with John 3:34, dated to the third to fourth
centuries. This manuscript has a single instance of hermeneia, and
two partial statements written below. The statements are fragmentary
and too brief to interpret accurately, but they include a third class
conditional statement, and refer to something being true.

b. P.Berolinensis inv. 11914 (P$63) with John 3:14-18 and 4:9-10, dated to
around 500 to the sixth century. The manuscript has four pages, each
with hermeneia, followed by a Greek and a Coptic statement. The
Greek passages are: “glory becomes great,” “don’t rest or cease concern-
ing election,” “if you believe, joy comes to you,” and a fourth indeter-
minate statement. One of the statements has a third class conditional
statement.

c. P.Vindobonensis G 36102 ($76) with John 4:9, 11—12, dated to the sixth
century. This single sheet has an instance of hermeneia on each side.
On the one side is fragmentary wording that has a form of the verb
“believe” probably in the subjunctive (possibly part of a third class
conditional) and aline that has been reconstructed with “a man comes
into being,” language similar to other Johannine hermeneia manu-
scripts (P.Ness. [P.Colt] 2.3, P.Berol. inv. 11914 and 3607 and 3623) and
John 1:6. This line also resembles one of the lines on Codex Bezae
(no. 46), with “if you might believe, let it be joy to you.” The other side
is also fragmentary but has words for “much,” “make,” and “be able.”
This line is similar to Codex Bezae oracular line no. 47: “you want to
do many times or many things, and you are not able.”

d. P.Vindobonensis G 26214 (¥55) with John 1:31-33, 35-38, dated from
the sixth to the seventh centuries. The manuscript has a single sheet,
with hermeneia on one side, but the text is fragmentary and presum-
ably the other page had it as well. There is no text remaining below the
hermeneia.

e. Parchment from Damascus, Kubbet el Chazne (0145), now lost, with
John 6:26—31, dated to the seventh century. This manuscript appar-
ently had (according to comments by von Soden) two hermeneia state-
ments. One says, “if you believe well, you obtain,” with a third class
conditional, and the second “let us grasp salvation.”

f. P.Berolinensis 3607 and 3623 (0210), a parchment with John 5:44 and
6:1-2, 41—42, dated to the seventh century. The first fragment has
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two statements: “good testimony” and “scattering comes about.” The
second has a fragmentary uninterpretable statement.

g. P.Nessana (P.Colt) 2.3 (T59) with portions of John 1, 2, 11, 12,17, 18 and
21, dated to the seventh to eighth century. This large but fragmentary
manuscript has seven full or partial instances of hermeneia, with sev-
eral readable sets of statements below. These include: “unbelief and
treachery in the deed,” “good salvation,” “the one who is ill ...,” and
“comes about.”

What is the interpretive significance of this evidence? There is no doubt
that the comments on these papyri in some ways do resemble the orac-
ular statements in Codex Bezae and the St. Germain codex, including the
use of hermeneia after the Johannine text, with a short statement or state-
ments below. However, there are also a number of significant differences.
The oracular statements are written in the margins of the first ten chapters
of Mark’s Gospel of Codex Bezae, whereas all of the papyrus hermeneia state-
ments are found in the manuscripts noted above. The oracular statements
were marginalia, written in a second hand at a later date, but the Johannine
hermeneia were written at the same time, as an integral part of the Johan-
nine manuscript.

Whereas what we find in Codex Bezae is no doubt oracular, this does not
mean that these cryptic statements were oracular from the start or consid-
ered oracular in other documents. These kinds of marginal statements as
a whole have been categorized by ]J. Rendel Harris as consisting of one of
three types: (1) “an actual collection of possible answers to enquiries, from
which a special oracle is selected,” (2) “the whole of a sacred book ... con-
sidered as a mine of oracles and a storehouse of possible guidance,” or (3)
both.” The integral appearance of the hermeneia statements in the Johan-
nine Gospel papyri argues against the first option, in which independent
apothegms might be attached to the manuscript, as is found in Codex Bezae,
and against the second option, in which the statements do not have inde-
pendence but appear to be contextually placed. The statements, while not
direct quotations of the New Testament, are distinctly Johannine in charac-
ter, with such words as “faith,” “truth,” “salvation,” and “glory,” among others.
The third class conditional is widely used in John’s Gospel, and is consistent
with applying particular Johannine statements to a reader. In other words,

51 J. Rendel Harris, The Annotators of the Codex Bezae (With Some Notes on Sortes Sancto-
rum) (London: Clay, 1901), 45.
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the statements are neither strictly commentary nor simply unattached orac-
ular pronouncements nor part of an oracular book, but biblically motivated
and connected reflections on the Johannine text, utilizing similar appropri-
ate language.

There are many observations that can be made on the basis of this
evidence—all of which points to the robust theologically interpretive envi-
ronment of the early Church (and beyond). The first thing to be learned
is that this interpretive interest seems to have been significant within the
Christian Church, to the point that we have a number of manuscripts that
display this characteristic, over a broad span of time. One might even argue
that this interpretation is both theologically and practically inclined, be-
cause the theological statements have practical significance for the readers
in mind.

The second observation is that this interpretive instinct, rather than
being confined to a later period of advanced theological development,
seems to have emerged fairly early, with the earliest Johannine interpretive
manuscript dating to the third or fourth century. We are used to a model
of theological discovery that credits theological developments with being
late, because they required time to evolve sufficiently. Yet in this instance,
we have evidence of the sermeneia text in the third or fourth century.

The third observation is that the interpretive practice seems to have
been consistent and thoroughgoing, as the manuscripts have the hermeneia
section on virtually every page for which this can be determined. The use
of the hermeneia section was not capricious or applied on an ad hoc basis,
simply at the whim or inclination of the writer or scribe. These manuscripts
were created in this form from the start. We do not know whether these
hermeneia statements were instigated by the scribe or reflected the practice
of a given Christian community. The fact that they are so consistently used
indicates that these were not the personal musings of the individual scribe,
but probably based upon a tradition of theological interpretation that was
incorporated into these manuscripts as integral to the text from the start. In
other words, the community’s theological reflection accompanied the text
from the outset, to the point of the manuscripts reflecting such theological
interpretive practice. I find it interesting that these hermeneia statements
are attached to the “theological Gospel.”

52 Incidentally, let me say that I believe that these manuscripts are not continuous text
and should not be included in the Gregory-Aland list. Instead, I believe that they should
be in a second list of documents that should be created for those manuscripts that, while
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5. ConscrousLy THEOLOGICAL COMMUNITY

In the previous section I emphasized that the early Christian artifacts indi-
cate an interpretive community. In this section, I wish to emphasize some-
thing similar, but draw attention to other factors. The major point I wish
to make here is that the early Christian community—as revealed in its
artifacts—was a consciously theological community (not just an interpre-
tive community).

A major way that this can be studied is to examine the nomina sacra, or
sacred names.”® Nomina sacra are a device used by manuscript copyists, in
which certain words are written in an identifiable form that uses some of
the letters from the word, usually with a distinct supralinear horizontal line
drawn above the letters. Many people refer to the nomina sacra as abbrevia-
tions, contractions or suspensions. In one sense, this may be correct in that
the ways that these devices are formed is similar to what we see when we
observe an abbreviation—that is, some of the letters that one would expect
to find in the full word-form are definitely missing. However, in another
sense, this identification is misleading, because it implies that these nomina
sacra are simply cost or time or material saving devices. In other words, they
are used for the purpose of conserving, whether that is effort or expense. I
do not believe that this is the case, and so we should be very careful in how
nomina sacra are described.

The origins of the nomina sacra have been widely debated, and their ori-
gins, I think, help us to determine how they should be described and how
they functioned. Some have proposed that the nomina sacra are patterned
after abbreviated forms of words found in Greco-Roman texts, such as on
coins where the word for Emperor may have been abbreviated or in docu-
mentary texts, where there was a wide range of abbreviations used. There is
certainly the possibility that these uses of abbreviated or shortened forms

not continuous text, still have a role to play in textual criticism. We should be sure that
the manuscripts that we include in our first list are those with continuous text. However,
there is valuable information to be gained from any number of different types of other
manuscripts—commentaries, amulets, individual verses copied for memorization or the
like—and their contribution to this discussion should not be lost. See Stanley E. Porter,
“Textual Criticism in the Light of Diverse Textual Evidence for the Greek New Tesament:
An Expanded Proposal,” in Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas, eds., New Testament Manu-
scripts: Their Texts and Their World (TENT 2; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 305—337, esp. 315-336.

53 Much of the information that follows is from Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 95—
134, although I do not hesitate to include my own opinions.
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may have had some influence upon Christian development of nomina sacra.
But along with Larry Hurtado’s opinion, I do not believe that this is sufficient
to account for their development.5 In both Greco-Roman instances, the use
of abbreviated forms is singularly motivated by the desire to save space or fit
atextinto a confined space, such as that on a coin. This is a motivation based
primarily on expediency and convenience. But when we compare the use of
nomina sacra in Christian texts this factor does not appear to be the moti-
vation at all—nomina sacra are used in the middle of lengthy texts where a
few letters more or less would make no difference, and sometimes nomina
sacra are used and sometimes they are not in the same text, revealing prob-
ably that the scribe had other motivations than simply space constraints.
Thus, the secular use may have been a motivation, but not a cause of the
development of the nomina sacra.

A second possible origin of the nomina sacra is Jewish writings, especially
the abbreviation of the name of God as the tetragrammaton, whether in
Hebrew or Greek manuscripts. As with the secular usage noted above, there
is little doubt that this Jewish practice may have influenced development of
the Christian nomina sacra, but I am skeptical that it is a sufficient cause.
This Jewish proposal is not concerned with expediency, but clearly with
theology, that s, the Jews used the tetragrammaton for reverential purposes.
However, as Hurtado again points out, their practice was varied in that they
used a number of conventions in the actual writing of the divine name,*
and the intent was in many ways to hide or obscure the name, or at least to
minimize it so that it would not be pronounced. The notion of a theological
process lying behind the use of the nomina sacra seems to be one that both
Jewish and Christian users shared; however, the Christian development
was much more straightforward and consistent. This purpose was not to
make obscure but to make clear and noticeable. The nomina sacra were not
designed for obfuscation but for clarity and assertion; hence their form of
lettering and the use of the supralinear line. On the basis of this evidence, I
believe that it is fair to say that the nomina sacra, while perhaps encouraged
by other practices known to early Christians, were a distinctly Christian
development.

This conclusion raises the question of why this practice was developed by
Christians. There are four nomina sacra that seem to have been used first.
These are the abbreviations for God, Lord, Jesus, and Christ. Scholars debate

54 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 101.
55 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 102.
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as to which one came first and led to the development of others. A case can
be made for each one of them. For example, the use of God or Lord as a
nomen sacrum might reflect similarities to Judaism, as well as Greco-Roman
interest. Hurtado believes that “Jesus” was the initial nomen sacrum that
led to the development of all of the others.* And the list of others grew to
some considerable length. The “names” that are written in this way include
Spirit, father, heaven, mankind, David, Israel, Jerusalem, son, savior, cross,
and mother, among possibly others. These several factors indicate to me
that the use of the nomina sacra is not a form of abbreviation, contraction,
or suspension—contra Hurtado who refers to the nomen sacrum of Jesus
as a suspension®—but a conscious theological device. It may well have
originated with reflection upon Jesus, but it may also have reflected thought
about God or the Lord. In any case, it appears that the nomina sacra began
with a small and select number of words that authors/scribes wished to
draw forward for theological reasons. This raises the further question of
how it is that the list continued to expand, so that such words as mankind,
son, and others also became nomina sacra. Hurtado believes that they were
used for visual purposes,® and they certainly perform that function. He also
believes that they were used as an act of devotion, as they no doubt were.*
However, their widespread use in Christianity, and the expansion in the
number of nomina sacra and the items described, point in the direction of
the nomina sacra performing an expanding theological purpose. These are
the developed symbols that are used to characterize and label important,
even fundamental, concepts in the early Church. The New Testament is
concerned with God acting in the Lord Jesus Christ. It is no wonder that
these constitute the first four nomina sacra, and that other contiguous yet
important theological concepts were then invoked by means of their own
nomina sacra.

6. WORSHIPING COMMUNITY

We do not know nearly as much as we would like to know about how the
early Christians worshipped.®® Statements about this are surprisingly few in

5 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 115.

57 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 115.

58 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 132.

59 Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 8.

60 For a summary, see Gerald L. Borchert, Worship in the New Testament: Divine Mystery
and Human Response (St. Louis: Chalice, 2008).
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the New Testament itself. There is, as a result, much speculation. Questions
are raised, for example, regarding whether the early Christians worshipped
like the Jews of the time, and whether and how they maintained traditions
related to the Temple and the synagogues. There are questions about the
constituents of early Christian worship services, and what elements they
included. We have strong indicators that early Christians had Scripture
readings and sermons or homilies based upon or around these texts. We
know that they appeared to be charismatic in nature, including exercising of
charismatic gifts, and prayer. We also know that they had musical elements,
such as the use of hymns, songs and spiritual songs, probably in a chanting
fashion—although we are less certain about any possible use of musical
instruments.®

The artifacts of early Christianity can give us some further insight into
how the early Christians worshipped. There is a pattern of notational devel-
opment that one observes on the New Testament manuscripts that reveals
something about Christian worship. This progression moves from a spartan
occurrence of stress markers, to a more extensive use of marks to indicate
reading units and some elements of intonation, to a fully fledged musical-
rhetorical system used to guide the reader through the intoning of the text,
called ekphonetic notation. The ekphonetic notation had its origins (as
did the musical signs) in the prosodic or accentual markings developed by
Aristophanes of Byzantium (second century Bc), and were used to indicate
for those in the east how Greek was meant to be pronounced. This ekpho-
netic notation, which first began to develop in the fourth century Ap and
was fully formed by the eighth century, includes an extensive set of sym-
bols that, used in pairs, mark the beginnings and endings of phrases, and
hence served a discourse function of indicating the intoning patterns for
larger units. Some symbols indicate rising pitch of various spans, others
descending pitch, some with various types of emphasis and others with-
out. These signs are called such things as oxeia, syrmatike, bareia, kathiste,
kremaste, apostrophes, synemba, paraklitike, teleia, apeso exo, and hypokri-
sis. These markings are different from musical notation, which is concerned
with individual syllables. Musical notation developed alongside ekphonetic
notation fairly early in Christian manuscripts, the earliest Christian musical
manuscript being the third-century P.Oxy. XV 1786.%

61 See Wendy J. Porter, “Music,” in Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, eds., Dictionary of
New Testament Background (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2000), 711—-719; cf. also Porter,
“Creeds and Hymns,” in Dictionary of New Testament Background, 231—238.

62 See Egon Wellesz, A History of Byzantine Music and Hymnography (2nd ed.; Oxford:
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In an important article, Wendy Porter chronicles the growth of musical-
rhetorical indicators in manuscripts in the Vienna collection of papyri. As
she notes, “What we observe is a gradual but progressive inclusion of a larger
and more frequent range of markings.”® Thus, third-century manuscripts
display very little apart from some marks of punctuation like the raised
dot, diaeresis, and rough breathing. The fourth-century manuscripts display
such markings as punctuation, the raised dot, occasionally double dots and
the low dot, the spiritus asper, diaeresis, the diastrophe, and some accentua-
tion. Fifth-century manuscripts, besides increased use of accentuation, have
frequent raised dots, the occasional use of medial, low or double dots, rough
breathing, diaeresis, and other accentual or intonational indicators. By the
sixth century, the manuscripts evidence frequent musical-rhetorical marks
to indicate accentuation, intonation, unit ending indicators, and sometimes
many of these especially at the end of units. Seventh-century manuscripts
use a greater number of musical-rhetorical marks, including the teleia. By
the eighth and ninth centuries, these manuscripts indicate a full range of
ekphonetic notation, which continues into the tenth century and beyond.*

There are two Vienna manuscripts that illustrate this progressive devel-
opment of notation.

a. P.Vindobonensis Greek 3073 (0223), dated to the sixth century but
with later diacritical marks. This manuscript with portions of 2 Corin-
thians 1 is significant because it appears that a later hand marked the
manuscript for declamatory purposes after the original manuscript
had been written. This indicates that the scriptural texts themselves
were also liturgical texts. In this case, a manuscript prepared for scrip-
tural use was clearly marked for liturgical use through the addition of
elementary ekphonetic notation. The notation found on this manu-
script includes rough breathing marks, a number of different marks
designed to indicate what appears to be rising and falling intonation,
and marks that join letters together.

Clarendon, 1961), 246—260, esp. 246—247, 249, 252; Wendy J. Porter, “The Use of Ekphonetic
Notation in Vienna New Testament Manuscripts,” in Akten des 23. Internationalen Papyrolo-
genkongresses, Wien, 22.-28. Juli 2001, 581-586; and most recently on P.Oxy. XV 1786, Charles
Cosgrove, An Ancient Christian Hymn with Musical Notation: Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1786: Text
and Commentary (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011).

63 'W. Porter, “Use,” 583.

64 T have added information on the third century not found in W. Porter’s article, but
based upon an examination of manuscripts from that period, including those in Porter and
Porter, New Testament Greek Papyri and Parchments. The two examples cited below are
included in this edition, pp. 215—219 and 94-102.
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b. Austrian National Library Suppl. Gr.106 (0148), dated to the eighth cen-
tury. This manuscript with Matthew 28, which my wife and I first pub-
lished in 2008, has a full-blown ekphonetic notational system (indi-
cated in our edition). This includes balanced use of symbols at the
beginning and ending of units to indicate various types of rising and
falling intonation. There are also a variety of marks used to indicate
the end of major and minor declamatory units.

We clearly see that the ekphonetic notation was fully developed by the
eighth century. However, we also see that this notation was in the process
of development before that, in the manuscripts discussed here from the
sixth century on, and in other manuscripts from the fourth century on. In
other words, by the fourth century, we see that the scriptural documents
of early Christianity were integrally connected to early Christian worship.
That is, these manuscripts, rather than simply being texts to be read or to
serve solely as theological documents, were used as liturgical documents
to help guide the worshipful practice of the early Church. I do not find it
plausible to believe that this type of use of the documents only occurred
in the fourth century, but I do think that the ekphonetic notation—like
the accents themselves of an earlier period—indicates that Christians of
this time, who were accustomed to using their documents for worship,
realized that they needed to take steps to preserve the way in which these
documents were intoned and declamed, and hence, they began to develop
an appropriate notational system. Greek accentuation, if you will, became
an act of early Christian worship.

Thus, the early Christian community as a worshipping community was
integrally connected to its use of Scripture, as these scriptural texts were
used as liturgical texts as well. These are not lectionary texts proper,
although lectionary texts also have this ekphonetic notation, but represent
the integration of text and worship through the common use of the same
document. Their use indicates public participation in worship, since the one
who declamed the text used the notated manuscript to guide reading and
hearing of it. Although these texts were not formally musical documents—
Christians had separate musical texts—they had a musical-rhetorical
dimension to them, in which expressive intonation was a fundamental part
of the Christian worship experience.
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7. CONCLUSION

There are many other areas that I could have selected to illustrate the infor-
mative power of early Christian manuscripts. I have selected five for par-
ticular attention. I believe that early Christianity was a culturally literate
community, a literarily creative community, a theologically reflective and
interpretive community, a consciously theological community, and a wor-
shiping community—all of these are shown directly from the documents of
early Christianity itself. In some of these respects, early Christianity was not
distinct from its surrounding environment, especially regarding its being a
culturally literate community. However, in other respects, it stands out for
its innovative and textually creative use of its written documents. In these
areas, Christianity shows itself to have been a force for engagement with
and expansion upon the conventions of textual transmission. So, in answer
to the question “What do we know and how do we know it?” about early
Christianity, I believe that we can know quite a bit, and in fact go a long way
in reconstructing important elements of Christianity from its manuscripts
and artifacts.



RECENT EFFORTS TO RECONSTRUCT EARLY CHRISTIANITY
ON THE BASIS OF ITS PAPYROLOGICAL EVIDENCE’

Stanley E. Porter

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent reconstructions of the development of early Christianity have come
to recognize two primary sets of papyrological evidence that must be taken
into account—the biblical documents (such as P.Ryl. Il 457 or, in New
Testament parlance, T52) and especially the extra-biblical Christian and
related documents (such as P.Egerton 2, the so-called Egerton gospel). Tra-
ditional reconstructions of Christianity have often neglected even the bib-
lical manuscripts, but recent efforts have brought both sets of data into
consideration. In light of recent discussion, this chapter will shift the scope
of investigation by differentiating a third group of manuscripts in the course
of assessing both methodological approaches to reconstructing early Chris-
tianity from its documentary remains, along with several recent reconstruc-
tions and their revisions and implications. Important to this chapter will
also be questions related to specifying which documents should be included
in such a reconstruction, the question of dating, and what it means to offer
a reconstruction on the basis of such evidence.

2. RECENT DISCUSSION REGARDING
DATING OF CHRISTIAN MANUSCRIPTS

The twentieth century was foundational for the issue of the dating of early
Christian manuscripts. As is commonly known, it was during the twen-
tieth century that the majority of New Testament and related Christian
Greek papyri, as well as the majority of non-canonical documents, were

" I'wish to thank several people who made constructive comments on an earlier version
of this chapter, especially Robert Kraft. An earlier version of this chapter was presented at the
26th International Congress of Papyrology, August 16—21, 2010, at the University of Geneva,
Switzerland.
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identified and published.! Although these documents span several cen-
turies, this chapter will concentrate upon the second century, as this has
been the focus of much recent discussion and debate.?

There are three categories of manuscripts that I wish to identify and to
take into account. The first is the New Testament manuscripts. Some of the
most important New Testament manuscripts in recent discussions include
PRyl. III 457 (¥52), a fragment of John’s Gospel, dated originally to the
first half of the second century and now usually anywhere from the early
to the middle to the late second century; P.Oxy. L 3523 (P90), also a frag-
ment of John’s Gospel, originally dated to the second century but possibly
late second or early third century; and P.Oxy. LXIV 4404 (B104), a fragment
of Matthew’s Gospel dated to the late second century. Additionally, three
other New Testament manuscripts have also entered into the debate. These
are P.Magdalen Greek 18 ($64) and P.Barcelona 1 (%67), which are from
the same manuscript of Matthew and variably dated to the late second cen-
tury or around AD 200, and possibly Bibliotheque Nationale, suppl. Gr. 1120
(B4), a fragment of Luke, sometimes joined to the above, sometimes said
to be from the third century if not part of the same manuscript.® There
are also some Old Testament fragments that must enter into the discus-
sion, although it is debatable whether these are Christian or Jewish. These
include: Bodleian MS. Gr. Bibl. G.5 (Rahlfs 2082), a fragment of the Psalms
dated originally to the late second century, and later to the second/third
century; P.Ant. I 7 (Rahlfs 2077), also a fragment of the Psalms dated origi-
nally to the middle second century, and later to the second/third century;
and P.Bad. IV 56 (Rahlfs 970), a fragment of Exodus and Deuteronomy, orig-
inally dated to the second century, and later to the late second century.
The third category of manuscripts comprises non-canonical Christian doc-
uments. These include: P.Egerton 2 (P.Lond. Christ. 1), originally dated to
around AD150 (with some suggestions of a date before this by Schubart),
but later to the last half of the second century or even into the third cen-

! See David G. Martinez, “The Papyri and Early Christianity,” in Roger S. Bagnall, ed., The
Oxford Handbook of Papyrology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 590—622.

2 Tuse information on the various manuscripts, people, and dates, from Roger S. Bagnall,
Early Christian Books in Egypt (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009), esp. 11-13,
27-37, with some modifications; Joseph van Haelst, Catalogue des Papyrus Littéraires Juifs et
Chrétiens (Université de Paris IV Paris-Sorbonne Série ‘Papyrologie’ 1; Paris: Sorbonne, 1976);
and Brent Nongbri, “The Use and Abuse of P52: Papyrological Pitfalls in the Dating of the
Fourth Gospel,” HTR 98.1 (2005): 23—48.

% This manuscript has also been dated much earlier by Carsten Thiede, but virtually no
scholar follows this dating.
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tury; P.Oxy. LX 4009, a fragment of an apocryphal gospel,* dated originally
to the second century, although later dated (by Bagnall) to the early or mid-
dle second century.

In assessing the evidence regarding the dates, Roger Bagnall makes sev-
eral observations. The first is that “there is not much disagreement among
those who have studied [these documents] about what papyri they may
legitimately be compared to. There are comparisons within the group, and
there are comparisons to several papyri generally dated to the end of the
second or beginning of the third century.” The second observation is that
the major disagreement surrounds the issue of dating. These disagreements
depend, so Bagnall contends, on whether one falls into one of two clusters
or camps of dating: “One may see one camp, typically consisting, across the
generations, of [H. Idris] Bell, [C.H.] Roberts, and [T.C.] Skeat, which prefers
an early date for the group, and another, represented in more recent times
by [Eric G.] Turner and [J. David] Thomas, but originally by [Bernard P.]
Grenfell and [Arthur S.] Hunt, arguing that the entire cluster should be put
later.”

Actually, in the history of discussion, the situation is even more complex
than Bagnall indicates, in that there are four clusters or camps regarding
dating. Besides the two noted by Bagnall, there is a third group that tends
to argue for earlier dates than Bell, Roberts, and Skeat. In recent times,
this includes Philip Comfort (along with David Barrett), who has examined
and published an edition of all of the New Testament Greek papyri and
parchments that date to before the time of Constantine (and who propose
a date of “closer to AD100, plus or minus a few years,” for $52).” However,
on various previous occasions, early dates have been proposed by such
scholars as Adolf Deissmann, Ulrich Wilcken, and Wilhelm Schubart. For
example, in discussion of P.Ryl. III 457 (‘B52), Roberts suggested the first
half of the second century, supported by Fredric Kenyon, Bell, and Schubart.
However, Deissmann suggested that it be dated to the time of Hadrian
(AD117-138) or possibly Trajan (AD98-117), Wilcken to AD117-120, on the

4 Some have identified this fragment as part of the Gospel of Peter (e.g. Dieter Lithrmann,
with Egbert Schlarb, Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien in Griechischer und Lateinis-
cher Sprache [Marburg: Elwert, 2000]), but most disagree with this assessment. See Paul
Foster, “The Gospel of Peter,” in Paul Foster, ed., The Non-Canonical Gospels (London: Con-
tinuum, 2008), 30—42.

5 Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 13, 15 (there is a photograph on p. 14).

6 Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 15.

7 Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, The Text of the Earliest New Testament Greek
Manuscripts (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale House, 2001), 367.
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basis of comparison with the Apollonius archive (P.Bremer), and Schubart
noted features from the first century though he placed the manuscript in
the second century.® Whereas Bell and Skeat proposed around Ap1s0 for
P.Egerton 2, Schubart thought it dated to before An150. The fourth group
tends to argue for later dates than Turner and Thomas. These tend to be
more recent scholars, and include those such as Michael Gronewald and
(apparently) Brent Nongbri. Gronewald, who published the P.Kéln VI 255
fragment of P.Egerton 2, argued that the presence of the hooked apostrophe
dated the entire papyrus to the third century and no earlier than around
AD 2005 and Nongbri, though he remains somewhat noncommittal, appears
to want to date both P.Ryl. III 457 (PB52) and P.Egerton 2 to the late second
or early third century.

This collection may, on first appearance, not seem like much manuscript
evidence for such an important task as the reconstruction of early Chris-
tianity through its textual evidence. Indeed, the number of manuscripts that
are relevant and are relatively well agreed to fall within this time-period is
limited. However, in light of the development of early Christianity within
the larger Roman empire, they are perhaps even over-represented. Bagnall
has analyzed the representation of manuscripts in relation to the number
of Christians within the wider empire, and shown that, statistically, the
manuscripts of early Christianity are larger than is mathematically proba-
ble." In any case, this is the number that we currently have with which to
work.

3. ASSESSING THE VARIABLES IN
RECONSTRUCTING THE HISTORY OF EARLY CHRISTIANITY

The evidence above indicates that there are anumber of factors that must be
taken into account when assessing the early textual evidence used in recon-

8 See C.H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands
Library (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1935), 30 n. 7.

9 Michael Gronewald, “Unbekanntes Evangelium oder Evangelienharmonie (Fragment
aus dem ‘Evangelium Egerton’),” in Michael Gronewald et al,, eds., Klner Papyri, 6 (Papyro-
logica Coloniensia 7; Cologne: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1987), 136-145 (136).

10" Andreas Schmidt has proposed a date of the early third century for P.RyLIII 457, which
Bagnall says “may be too definitive” (Early Christian Papyri, 12). He also claims that Nongbri
(he misspells it as Nongbi) “has brought forward a range of palaeographical parallels that
undermine confidence in an early date, even if they do not fully establish one in the late
second or early third century” (12). I examine some of these claims below.

11 Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 16—18.
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structing the history of early Christianity. Recently, the major controversy
has revolved around the relationship between P.Ryl. III 457 and P.Egerton 2.
I'will concentrate upon this controversy and dispute over dates as my means
of access into the discussion of the pertinent issues.

There are four major issues in the recent discussion, so far as I can
determine, especially as it is reflected in the “exhaustive” (to use Bagnall’s
term) article by Nongbri. One is the place and evaluation of comparative
manuscripts. A second is the perceived “date creep” of P.Ryl. Il 457. Another
is “date distancing” between P.Ryl. III 457 and P.Egerton 2. A fourth is the
implications of the different perspectives. I will treat them in order.

3.1. Evaluation of Comparative Manuscripts

I do not need to say anything here about how tentative paleographic dat-
ing is. Virtually every book on Greek manuscripts makes this point.? All
papyrologists recognize the difficulty in selecting appropriate comparative
manuscripts, the subjectivity involved in assessing similarities, the difficulty
of assigning dates to various paleographical features especially for liter-
ary hands (e.g. when there are issues of archaism, etc.), the usefulness of
dated manuscripts even if they do not solve all issues, and the like. Nong-
bri emphasizes these and related points in his treatment—although he
gives the impression that there has been a wider diversity and perhaps
even cavalierness in treating the various comparative manuscripts than is
probably warranted. Bagnall has observed that, for the most part, the same
manuscripts are drawn upon for comparison with regard to this set of early
manuscripts.”* Nongbri in his article wishes to add several manuscripts to
the group of comparative data. All of these manuscripts are dated, and
all are from the last half of the second century or even the third cen-
tury. However, none of these additional manuscripts is literary or semi-
literary. They are instead petitions, a judgment, an invitation, and a receipt.
Whereas the desire to have dated documents is commendable, I wonder
whether these new examples add as much as they could, because of their
non-literary/documentary hands (which are in several cases quite different
from the literary documents being considered). In comparing the group of

12 For arecent treatment, see Guglielmo Cavallo, “Greek and Latin Writing in the Papyri,”
in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 101-148. Cavallo has done as much as anyone to differen-
tiate various writing hands of Greek papyri.

13 They are not all late second or third century, however. Some are as early as the late first
century, as will be noted below.
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manuscripts brought into the discussion from early on, the most convinc-
ing are the literary texts, as Nongbri seems to admit, but they are limited
in number, and require that we consider the full range of evidence. There is
the further issue of criteria by which comparisons are made. As we know;, at
least four factors need to be considered—the writing of individual letters,
spacing and display, manuscript features, and overall manuscript presenta-
tion and appearance. It is not always clear how these are to be weighed in
relation to each other, that is, how similar letters are countered by dissimilar
ones.

3.2. Date Creep of P.Ryl. Il 457 (V52)

A number of recent scholars have noted that the date of P.Ryl. III 457 (B52)
has, over recent years at least, gotten more specific and earlier. The result
has been that there is more fixity or certainty to the date than was originally
proposed and with which some are comfortable. Nongbri blames this creep
especially on Kurt Aland.” Especially open to criticism is Comfort, who
dates P.Ryl. Il 457 (¥52) to around AD100. It is true that this makes the date
more specific and puts it at the earliest possible time in relation to Roberts’s
original date.

Several factors, however, need to be taken into account. One is that Com-
fort is one of few that I know of who has actually examined and published a
major work in which he contends that he has examined the entire range
of early New Testament manuscripts. He may be early in his dates, and
he may be wrong, but he at least speaks on the basis of what amounts to
a comprehensive examination. Another factor is that Comfort is not the
first to suggest that kind of early date. Deissmann, as noted above, sug-
gested the possibility of P.Ryl. III 457 (PB52) being dated to the reign of
Trajan from AD98-117, which looks very much like around AD100, give or
take a few years. Deissmann too may have been wrong, but he thought sim-
ilarly to Comfort over fifty years earlier. A third factor is that specifying
dates is not a recent development at all. As noted above, both Deissmann
and Wilcken restricted the date, Wilcken restricting it to around Ap117-120.
However, it must also be recognized that there have always been those who
have been cautious regarding the date of P.Ryl. III 457 (¥52), not just the

14 Nongbri, “Use,” 32.

15 Nongbri, “Use,” 30-31. He also cites Eldon Epp. However, he has also to admit that
most early scholars endorsed Roberts’s date, including, besides those already mentioned,
Ellwood M. Schofield, W.H.P. Hatch, Bruce M. Metzger, and Georg Maldfeld.
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German New Testament scholars who have recently raised the issue, but
also other New Testament scholars as well.'® More importantly perhaps is
that there have been later papyrologists who have been more cautious,
but who have still endorsed Roberts’s earlier conclusion, including Eric
Turner forty years later” (besides Kenyon, Bell, and others noted above).
A fourth factor concerns the dates themselves. An examination of the dates
proposed by the two clusters or camps suggested by Bagnall, however, does
not indicate the kind of radical divergence that one might anticipate on the
basis of some of the recent discussion. The variation is hard to estimate,
as precise dates are not given, but the difference is usually somewhere
around roughly fifty years difference, with seventy-five years at the most.
So, whereas some creep may have occurred in New Testament studies, it is
not unprecedented and without parallel from papyrologists, who generally
endorse the date of Roberts, within fairly narrow variance.

3.3. Date Distancing between P.RyL. IIl 457 (¥52) and P.Egerton 2

From the outset, the dates of writing of P.Ryl. IIT 457 (¥52) and P.Egerton 2
have been linked because Roberts cited P.Egerton 2 as one ofhis comparable
manuscripts when examining the Johannine fragment. He also recognized
some differences between the two, which presumably led him and those
whom he consulted to settle upon an arguably earlier date than P.Egerton
2—while also recognizing that they had much in common, and even pos-
sible overlap in date. The original editors of P.Egerton 2 claimed a date
in the middle of the second century, but expressed the opinion that they
were being cautious in this date and that there were features that may have
been earlier (later clarified as AD140-160).® They used virtually the same

16 Nongbri cites Georg Strecker, Andreas Schmidt (but dismisses his proposal as ulti-
mately unconvincing because he does not use dated manuscripts for comparison), Walter
Schmithals, Titus Nagel, C.K. Barrett, R. Alan Culpepper, Stuart R. Pickering, Bart D. Ehrman,
and Larry W. Hurtado (“Use,” 26—27 and note 12).

17 Eric G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (Philadelphia: University of Pennsyl-
vania Press, 1977), 100. A further factor to consider is codicology, which is admittedly very
tentative. Turner tended to take a late date for development of the codex, but an early date
for P.Ryl. III 457 (¥52), which is a fragment of a codex. This has implications both for dating
of this early Christian document and for development of the codex. Robert Kraft argues for
an early date for development of the codex, at least in Christian circles, on the basis of devel-
opments in Jewish scriptural transmission. I wish to thank Robert (personal conversation)
for discussion of these points.

18 H.I. Bell and T.C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other Early Christian
Papyri (London: Trustees of the British Library, 1935), 2; The New Gospel Fragments (London:
Trustees of the British Museum, 1951), 17.
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manuscripts as did Roberts for comparison and dating."” I note that the edi-
tors of P.Egerton 2 were Bell and Skeat. Bell approved of Roberts’s date for
P.Ryl. III 457 (¥52) and Roberts later wrote a book on the birth of the codex
with Skeat. However, since the time of publication, despite Schubart’s state-
ment regarding an earlier date, there has been apparently less discussion of
the date of P.Egerton 2 by papyrologists. Arguably, more distance has been
created between the dates for these two manuscripts due to Gronewald’s
redating of P.Egerton 2 on the basis of P.K6In VI 255 (a part of the Egerton
papyrus) to no earlier than Ap 200 because of the hooked apostrophe, which
he claims, following Turner, only really appears in the third century. There
is no wonder that it has been noted that P.Ryl. Il 457 (¥52) appears to be
placed at the beginning of the second century, while P.Egerton 2 is placed
at the end—even though both were once used as comparable manuscripts
for dating purposes.

3.4. Implications for Reconstruction

The implications for reconstruction of early Christianity through its manu-
scripts on the basis of these developments are several. (1) One of the most
important is clearly the need to return to the manuscripts themselves,
and to examine them and their comparable manuscripts. These include
manuscripts from early Christianity alongside non-religious manuscripts
that may prove to be suitable for comparison. (2) A second implication is
to consider a wider range of comparable manuscripts. Nongbri has brought
five new manuscripts into the discussion, but these are, I believe, of some-
what limited value. This is both because they are documentary texts, and
because he appears to be overly skeptical about what can be determined on
the basis of comparison of undated literary manuscripts. However, there are
still a number of documents that have not been taken fully into account in
such reconstructions. These include some of those that are noted by Bag-
nall, such as P.Oxy. L 3523, P.Oxy. LXIV 4404, and P.Oxy. LX 4009, but I
would contend that the others to consider are P.Oxy. IV 656, a fragment
of Genesis, and P.Vindob. G. 2325, a fragment of an unknown gospel (the
so-called Fayyum fragment).?* (3) A third implication is to recognize the
limitations of undated literary manuscripts. There is no doubt that liter-
ary manuscripts are much more difficult to date on the basis of the lack

19 The one additional comparative manuscript is P.Lond. I 30.
20 See Stanley E. Porter and Wendy J. Porter, New Testament Greek Papyri and Parchments:
New Editions (2 vols.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2008), 1: 291.
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of explicit date, their conservatizing tendency, and especially the lack of
knowledge of comparable texts of this early period. (4) A fourth and final
implication of the above discussion is to expand the analytical perspec-
tive for using undated manuscripts. Most of the focus of comparison is still
(and perhaps rightly) upon the formation of individual letters. This is no
doubt important and will continue to be at the center of analysis. However,
we know that change is slow and not consistent with individual letters, so
that it is difficult to establish firm temporal parameters. There is also the
archaizing or conservative tendency within literary or even semi-literary
manuscripts. Another is codicological features. These are more difficult to
define in some ways because of the lack of evidence and the possibilities
of slippage, but still are important features to take into account. A final
set of features that are often overlooked, especially with literary hands, is
the tendency toward fixity and regularity, whether that is of format, let-
ter and line spacing, or even bilinearity. All of these need to be taken into
account.

4. A TENTATIVE WAY FORWARD IN THE DISCUSSION

In this final section, I will offer a tentative proposal of a way forward in this
discussion, using the manuscripts and the perspectives noted above. There
are three criteria that I propose here as a means of moving forward.

4.1. Comparative Manuscripts

The first criterion concerns the manuscripts that are to be used for compar-
ison. Whereas dated manuscripts must enter into consideration and form
the overall basis for much dating, I believe that it is also important to dis-
tinguish documentary from literary or semi-literary hands and attempt to
use literary manuscripts for comparison with literary manuscripts. This is
especially true from the fourth century on, but is also important in the
earlier period, as there are characteristics of documentary hands, such as
ligature and cursive forms, that distract from comparison. As Turner states,
“[c]onfidence will be strongest when like is compared with like: a documen-
tary hand with another documentary hand, skilful writing with skilful, fast

21 C.H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands 350 BC-AD 400 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1955), ix; G. Cav-
allo and H. Maehler, Greek Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period AD 300-8oo (London:
Institute of Classical Studies, 1987), 3.
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writing with fast. Comparison of book hands with dated documentary hands
will be less reliable. The intention of the scribe is different in the two
cases ...; besides, the book-hand style in question may have had a long
life.”2

4.2. Typology

A number of scholars have formed various typologies of manuscript fea-
tures, especially of various key letters. I am not here advocating a return
to the use of what Roberts and others call a “test letter,” in which “a single
letter form provided a useful, if not an infallible, criterion of date.”? I am
instead arguing that representative letters, especially those that well illus-
trate different hands and can be dated, should be identified so that they can
be used for comparison purposes. These typologies can be used in ways sim-
ilar to Turner’s Typology of the Early Codex. For example, Edward Maunde
Thompson developed a Table of Alphabets of Literary Papyri, in which the
forms of the individual letters were displayed based on study of significant
manuscripts, and Turner made a similar list of representative letters from
the manuscripts in his Greek Manuscripts.* These provide for comparison
of a given manuscript with the letters in isolation.

4.3. Trajectory

I believe that there are a number of features of manuscripts that develop
over time that can form a trajectory against which one can compare a
given manuscript. This is discernable for New Testament manuscripts in
particular. Trajectory features include a variety of different characteristics,
such as the development in Christian manuscripts of the more orless formal
literary or book hand, in relation (not necessarily opposition) to the cursive
script, into the distinctive Biblical majuscule (second to ninth century) and
then the Alexandrian majuscule (fourth century on), complicated by use
also of the sloping (second to ninth century) and upright (second and third
century) pointed majuscules in the early years. Other features include the

22 E.G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (ed. P.J. Parsons; 2nd ed.; London:
Institute of Classical Studies, 1987), 19—20. Cf. Bell and Skeat, Fragments, 1.

23 Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, xiv. Cf. Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 20.

24 Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1912), 144-147, whose manuscripts can of course be expanded; Turner, Greek
Manuscripts, 2. Note his cautions about styles on 20.
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tendency toward stylization, archaism, multiple overlapping styles, and fos-
silization, as well as various additional textual features such as accentuation
and punctuation.”

5. APPLICATION TO P.RYL. III 457 (¥52) AND P.EGERTON 2

By way of application, I will examine the two major manuscripts mentioned
inthe discussion above according to these three criteria and see ifany clarity
can be brought to this discussion.

5.1. Comparisons

As noted above, in recent discussion of some of the manuscripts used in
reconstructing early Christianity, a number of new manuscripts have been
brought forward as possibly suitable for comparison. New manuscripts for
comparison are to be welcomed. However, all of the new ones proposed
by Nongbri are documentary texts. Whereas they have value, they are not
as valuable as literary documents.”® As he seems to admit, regarding his
new comparable manuscripts, P.Mich. inv. 5336 (= SB 22.15782), a peti-
tion dated to AD152, seems to provide the closest comparison for P.Ryl.
IIT 457 (B52).” Even though P.Egerton 2 has some cursive characteristics, it
is not sufficiently close to any of the examples Nongbri cites, which in sev-
eral cases are more cursive. More pertinent are the literary or semi-literary
manuscripts that have been suggested. One of the most important compar-
ative documents brought into the discussion by Bagnall is P.Oxy. LX 4009.
This manuscript, as noted above, is dated to the second century, and Bagnall
puts it in the early to middle part of the century. This fragment, written in
an informal rounded bookhand, has a number of similarities to P.Ryl. III 457
(B52) and P.Egerton 2, such as the mu, epsilon, and types of ligatures. Bag-
nall also notes P.Oxy. LXIV 4404, dated to the later second century, which
the editor of the text, David Thomas, notes is similar to P.Ryl. IIT 457 (52).%
I think that it is also worth mentioning P.Fayum 110, a letter firmly dated to
AD 94. This dated manuscript was first commented upon by Roberts, and is

25 Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, 2, 3; Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, xv; Turner,
Greek Manuscripts, 8-12.

26 There are, as Nongbri admits (“Use,” 31-32 n. 25), some problems with direct compari-
son of literary and documentary texts.

27 The similarities include shaping and spacing of letters, as well as overall appearance.
See Nongbri, “Use,” 41.

28 Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 13.
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apparently cited approvingly by Nongbri.” What is important here is that
Roberts, whom Nongbri gently criticizes for being young when he made the
original identification of P. Ryl. III 457 (52),* re-endorsed P.Fayum 110 as a
comparison for both P.Ryl. III 457 (B52) and P.Egerton 2 again in 1955 when
he published his Greek Literary Hands.* So far as comparative manuscripts
are concerned, there is reinforcement of the second-century date of both
P.Ryl. III 457 (¥52) and P.Egerton 2, and little to suggest a date of the third
century. We can perhaps refine this a little by saying that the range of dates
is from around AD 100 to around AD150—the very dates suggested originally
by Roberts for P.Ryl. III 457 (B52).

5.2. Typology

A typological comparison should not focus simply on a single letter or
a single formation of a letter. However, a typological comparison can be
used when there is a range of letters that have been established within a
time period. Comparison of the individual letters of the two manuscripts,
P.Ryl. III 457 (P52) and P.Egerton 2, with the sets of letters in both Maunde
Thompson’s and Turner’s representative alphabets indicates what may
appear to be a surprising result in the light of recent discussion. Both man-
uscripts clearly fit comfortably within the second century. There are, of
course, some letters that are similar to those in the third century (as there
are some in the first century), but the letters that are given to the most indi-
vidualism, such as alpha, mu, and even sigma, appear to be second century.
I find it hard to believe that the author of P.Ryl. III 457 (¥52) or P.Egerton 2
was deliberately archaizing his script so as to make it look older, or simply
retaining older features. Nevertheless, there are some differences between
the two hands. Roberts had noted early on that the hand of P.Ryl. III 457
(‘B52) was “a heavy, rounded and rather elaborate hand,” which “often uses
several strokes to form a single letter ... with a rather clumsy effect.” The
scribe also adds “a small flourish or hook to the end of his strokes.”? By
comparison, P.Egerton 2 is a less heavy hand with more formal rounded
characteristics, but also with what the original editors called “cursive affini-

29 Nongbri, “Use,” 35—36, but his argument is that the common features are found in later
manuscripts.

30 Nongbri, I believe, was a doctoral student when he wrote his article, so I am not sure
what this observation shows.

31 Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 11. Nongbri acknowledges that Roberts cites this text
again favorably (“Use,” 35 note 34).

32 Roberts, Unpublished Fragment, 13.
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ties.”* Both manuscripts were apparently written before development of
the more formal Biblical majuscule style, which began to develop in the late
second and early third centuries. These several characteristics push for a dis-
tinction in date, if only a minor one, between the two manuscripts. P.Ryl.
111 457 (P52) was at first identified by Roberts as being slightly earlier than
P.Egerton 2, on the basis of comparisons and the less formal character of the
hand. There is nothing here to dispute this analysis.

5.3. Trajectory

Though firmly placed within the second century, both P.Ryl. IIT 457 (B52)
and P.Egerton 2 have a number of features to note. I will treat the one that
has been the center of recent discussion: the issue of separation in date over
the hook apostrophe. This provides a good argument for how important it
is to use a feature-based trajectory in attempting to arrange manuscripts
chronologically. Gronewald, in his analysis of P.K6In VI 255, argued that the
hooked apostrophe in recto line 3 (line 21 of the reconstructed manuscript
page) indicates a date no earlier than around AD 200. Gronewald argued on
the basis of a comment in Turner’s Greek Manuscripts that the apostrophe
between mute consonants was a feature of the third century Ap.* This was
a major factor in pulling the dating of the two manuscripts apart. However,
here is what Turner actually says: “In the first decade of iii AD this practice
[of using an apostrophe between two consonants, such as double mutes or
double liquids] suddenly becomes extremely common and then persists.”
Note that Turner does not say that the practice does not exist before the
third century AD, but that in the first decade it becomes “extremely com-
mon” and then “persists.” He then notes examples. These include one pre-
viously known example from AD101 (Ay’yopiugts in BGU III 715.5), and two
from the end of the second century (P.Petaus 86.11, from AD184/85; SB XIV
134211 from AD193). After this evidence, Turner includes the intriguing fur-
ther comment that “P.Oxy. xlii 3013, a dramatic hypothesis in a semi-cursive
hand, which might otherwise be assigned to ii AD, has ay’vowv (ii 30).”*

33 Bell and Skeat, Fragments, 1.

34 Gronewald, “Unbekanntes Evangelium,” 136, citing Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 11 n.
50 (see also p. 108). I find Gronewald’s date problematic on the basis of the evidence he
marshals. According to his logic, I would have expected him to argue for a date no earlier
than in the mid third century, to give time for the phenomenon to erupt fully. He also seems
to conceive of the centuries as discrete blocks of time.

35 Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 11 n. 50. Contra Paul Foster, “Bold Claims, Wishful Thinking,
and Lessons about Dating Manuscripts from Papyrus Egerton 2,” in Craig A. Evans, ed.,
The World of Jesus and the Early Church: Identity and Interpretation in Early Communities of
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Perhaps the solution is found in Turner’s further comment on P.Bodmer II
(B66), which has an instance of the hooked apostrophe between double
nasals (ay’"yeAoug): this phenomenon “is not normally written in documents
till iii AD"*¢ The example in P.K6In VI 255 is avevey’xov, virtually identical
to the one found in BGU III 715.5 from aAD101. I do not dispute that accord-
ing to simple frequency the hooked apostrophe would indicate the third-
century AD date. However, the trajectory of the development of the hooked
apostrophe, according to the evidence in Turner, including his own example
of a cursive hand that he thinks should be assigned to the second century Ap,
allows for a second-century date if there is other evidence. I think a case can
be made that the other factors point exactly in this direction. The result is
to mitigate the single biggest factor for pushing the date of P.Egerton 2 to
AD 200, and hence separating it from proximity in date to P.Ryl. Il 457 (B52).

6. CONCLUSION

The conclusion of this study and the result of its investigation is that we
are essentially back where we began in 1935 with the first publication of
P.Egerton 2 and P.Ryl. III 457 (PB52)—two manuscripts that have figured
largely in recent discussion of the reconstruction of early Christianity. Rob-
erts concluded that P.Ryl. III 45 (¥52) should be dated to the first half of the
second century, a conclusion with which Turner was generally in agreement
even if expressing caution. Bell and Skeat concluded that P.Egerton 2 should
be dated to the mid second century, a cautious date on their part. Even if we
recognize the two clusters of dates and evidence that Bagnall has suggested
(as opposed to the four noted above), the evidence seems to indicate that
we are back at the beginning. And this fact remains the same even if we
take into account a larger number of comparable manuscripts, weigh letter
typology, and find a suitable trajectory of manuscript features. In other
words, the result is to bring the two manuscripts together, somewhere in
the middle second century, perhaps tending toward the early part of it, as a
workable and serviceable date of transcription.*” With that in place, we can
then begin to place other manuscripts and frame the development of early
Christianity in the second century.

Faith (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2011), 193211, esp. 201-204, who apparently does not take
what Turner actually says into account, but is too quick to jump to the later date.

36 Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 108.

87 One might well argue that P.Egerton 2 should be dated later than P.Ryl. III 457 ($52),
and hence in the second half of the second century, on the basis of the evidence cited above.



JESUS AND PARALLEL JEWISH AND GRECO-ROMAN FIGURES

Craig S. Keener

Examining figures compared with Jesus either in antiquity or today allows
us to highlight both ways that Jesus fit expectations of his culture and ways
that he diverged from them. Clearly Jesus is intelligible as a real historical
figure in a first-century milieu. Each historical figure is distinctive in some
respects; by noting analogies and differences, we can better understand how
Jesus fulfilled or challenged his contemporaries’ expectations for him. Some
proposed analogies (such as Jewish sign prophets) are useful for historical
comparison; some others (such as rising deities) are too distant to prove
very helpful for contemporary Jesus research.

Because almost no one questions that Jesus was a sage with disciples,
we will not expend space arguing that point. Because Hellenism influenced
Judaism even in Galilee, Hellenistic sages broaden our context for Jesus,
but because he was Jewish and Galilean one must look more particularly at
Jewish sources for Jesus. Most relevant to the point of this essay’s assignment
are Jewish contexts for miracle workers, prophets, messiahs, and exalted
figures.!

1. MIRACLE WORKERS AND PROPHETS

1.1. Jesus as Healer and Exorcist

All relevant ancient sources present Jesus or early followers as miracle-
workers: “Q” (the hypothetical source behind Matthew and Luke), Mark,
special material in Matthew and Luke, John, Acts, the epistles, and Reve-
lation.? Even unsympathetic rabbis and the pagan critic Celsus depict Jesus
as a wonder-worker, albeit attributing his success to sorcery.® In Ant. 18.63,

! T have addressed much of this material in different form in my The Historical Jesus of
the Gospels (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), chs. 17-19; and idem, Miracles: The Credibility of
the New Testament Accounts (2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2o11), chs. 1-3.

2 See also Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, The Historical Jesus: A Comprehensive Guide
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), 297—301.

3 Cf. e.g. b. Sanh. 107b; Edwin M. Yamauchi, “Magic or Miracle? Diseases, Demons and
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Josephus calls Jesus a “wise man,” who also worked “startling deeds,” a term
by which Josephus also depicts the miracles worked by the prophet Elisha
(Ant. 9.182).* This unanimity contrasts starkly with the silence about mira-
cles involving respected prophetic figures like John the Baptist in all ancient
sources. Most scholars today therefore recognize that Jesus’ contemporaries
viewed him as a miracle-worker.> How did Jesus compare with contempo-
rary miracle workers?

1.2. Gentile Wonder-Workers

Pagan miracle claims mostly fall into several classes: direct intervention by
deities; cures at healing shrines; stories about a distant, mythical era; secre-
tive magic; and most relevantly, occasional reports of the traveling sage-
healer, though these do not flourish widely till the third century (perhaps
partly a response to the growing Christian movement’s accounts). Even for
the final category, the most pervasive “parallel” with Jesus is that both kinds
of accounts involve what we might term “supernatural” activity through
human agents. Petitioners in all societies seek health, often through super-
human means; anthropological studies regarding shamans illustrate that
such figures appear in various cultures without any necessary connecting
influence.

Exorcisms,” in David Wenham and Craig Blomberg, eds., The Miracles of Jesus (vol. 6 in
Gospel Perspectives; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), 89-183 (90—91); John Granger Cook, The
Interpretation of the New Testament in Greco-Roman Paganism (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
2002; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2000), 36-39; during Jesus’ ministry, E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 166.

4 For authenticity, see Geza Vermes, “The Jesus Notice of Josephus Re-Examined,” JJS 38
(1;1987):1-10; idem, Jesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading of the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1973), 79; see also John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Vol 2: Mentor,
Message, and Miracles (New York: Doubleday, 1994), 621; Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus,
74.

5 For summaries of this consensus, see Barry L. Blackburn, “The Miracles of Jesus,” in
Bruce Chilton and Craig A. Evans, eds., Studying the Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State
of Current Research (NTTS 19; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 353-394, here 362; Eric Eve, The Jewish
Context of Jesus’ Miracles (JSNTSup 231; London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 16-17;
for examples, see Otto Betz, What Do We Know About Jesus? (London: SCM, 1968), 58—60;
Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 11; Meier, Mentor, 678—772; Raymond E. Brown, The Death of the
Messiah: From Gethsemane to Grave. A Commentary on the Passion Narratives in the Four
Gospels (2 vols.; New York: Doubleday, 1994), 143-144; David Flusser, “Jesus, His Ancestry,
and the Commandment of Love,” in James H. Charlesworth, ed., Jesus’ Jewishness: Exploring
the Place of Jesus within Early Judaism (New York: American Interfaith Institute, Crossroad
Publishing, 1991), 153-176 (154).
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1.2.1. Healing Divinities

Mythical healers and healing sanctuaries are only minimally relevant.
Greeks’ most prominent superhuman healer was Asclepius, reputed to heal
the sick even before his apotheosis.® According to the usual version of the
ancient myth, he was originally a mortal and eventually divinized.” Yet such
stories about the mythical past offer weak parallels for biographies or his-
torical works about recent persons, as they would for recent reports about
shamans.® Most Greeks believed that Asclepius, now immortal, continued to
heal the sick,® often through dreams in his temples,® and his cult is widely
attested in various cities." Jesus, however, was an itinerant Galilean teacher,
not a stationary healing shrine where suppliants often received messages
from a deity in dreams.

1.2.2. Individual Miracle-Workers in History

While better possible analogies than myths and shrines exist, they too are
incomplete. Political propagandists exploited healing reports surrounding
Vespasian, but there are only two of them; Vespasian was not a charac-
teristic healer like Jesus.’? Miracle workers probably existed, though their
detractors considered them magicians® (and skeptical intellectuals some-
times set out to expose fraudulent wonder-workers)."* Ancients often vili-
fied supernatural claims in rival groups as magic, while affirming analogous
claims among themselves.” Public religion was acceptable; secretive magic,

6 The myth appears in, e.g. Paul J. Achtemeier, Jesus and the Miracle Tradition (Eugene,
OR: Cascade, 2008), 205.

7 Panyassis frg. 5, in Sextus Empiricus, Math. 1.260; Lucian Dance 45; on him raising the
dead, see also Pausanias 2.26.5.

8 Pace e.g. Robert M. Price, The Incredible Shrinking Son of Man: How Reliable Is the Gospel
Tradition? (Amherst, NY: Prometheus, 2003), 21, 131.

9 Sophocles, Philoc. 1437-1438; Suetonius, Claud. 25.2; Maximus of Tyre 9.7.

10" Aristophanes, Plutus 410-411, 620—621; Pausanias 2.27.2; Aelius Aristides, Or. 2.30-36,
74—76; Philostratus, Vit. soph. 1.25.536; 2.4.568; lamblichus, Myst. 3.3.

n E.g. Strabo 8.6.15; Pliny, N.H. 20.100.264; Statius, Silv. 3.4.23—24; Tacitus, Ann. 3.63; 4.14;
Fronto, Ad M. Caes. 3.9.1; Pausanias 2.26.9.

12 Tacitus, Hist. 4.81; Suetonius, Vesp. 7. These unexpected recoveries may be authentic
(cf. Michael R. Licona and Jan G. van der Watt, “The Adjudication of Miracles: Rethinking
the Criteria of Historicity,” HvTSt 65 [1; 2009], 5).

13 See e.g. the fraudulent Egyptian prophet-magician in Apuleius, Metam. 2.28, though
this example appears in a significantly later novel.

14 E.g. Lucian, Alex. 20, 2628, 50, 53-55.

15 Harold Remus, Pagan-Christian Conflict over Miracle in the Second Century (Cambridge,
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condemned.”® Detractors thus attributed “magical feats” to the Pythagorean
Empedocles,” and apparently Apollonius as well.'®

1.2.3. The “Divine Man”

One proposed category for such wonder-workers is unlikely. Many scholars
once envisioned a characteristic type of ancient wonder-worker labeled a
“divine man.”® Today, however, most scholars recognize that the various
characteristics derive from many diverse sources and were united as a single
class only by modern scholars’ creativity.® The phrase’s ancient usage is
too diverse to predict specific characteristics; most scholars today feel that
earlier scholars blended too many disparate features in their pictures of
the “divine man.”® Those who fit the category best are associated with
Pythagoreanism: Pythagoras himself (about whom we actually know fairly
little); Empedocles; and Apollonius (for reports of whom we are largely
dependent on third-century cE Philostratus). The attribution of wonders to
Pythagoras and Empedocles apparently derives from long after their own
lifetimes.

This model is not likely to have influenced early Christianity, and still
less likely to have influenced the historical Jesus and his immediate Gali-
lean followers.?? Indeed, that third-century miracle narratives are much

MA: Philadelphia Patristic Foundation, 1983), 67—72; idem, “‘Magic or Miracle’? Some Sec-
ond-Century Instances,” SecCent 2 (3;1982): 127-156.

16 For magicians as deviant from the religious community, see Andy Reimer, Miracle and
Magic: A Study in the Acts of the Apostles and the Life of Apollonius of Tyana (JSNTSup 235;
London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 248.

7 Diogenes Laertius 8.2.59.

18 Cf. Hans-Josef Klauck, The Religious Context of Early Christianity: A Guide to Graeco-
Roman Religions (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 169.

19 See e.g. Richard Reitzenstein, Hellenistic Mystery-Religions: Their Basic Ideas and Sig-
nificance (PTMS 15; Pittsburgh: Pickwick, 1978), 207; Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament (2 vols.; New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1951), 1:130.

20 See David Lenz Tiede, The Charismatic Figure as Miracle Worker (SBLDS 1; Missoula,
MT: SBL, 1972), 99; Eugene V. Gallagher, Divine Man or Magician? Celsus and Origen on
Jesus (SBLDS 64; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1982), 173; Howard Clark Kee, Miracle in the
Early Christian World: A Study in Sociohistorical Method (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1983), 37, 297—299; Barry L. Blackburn, “‘Miracle Working ®@EIOI ANAPEY’ in Hellenism (and
Hellenistic Judaism),” in Miracles of Jesus, 185—218 (188-191); Betz, Jesus, 64.

21 See Carl R. Holladay, Theios Aner in Hellenistic Judaism: A Critique of the Use of This
Category in New Testament Christology (SBLDS 40; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1977), 237;
Klauck, Context, 177.

22 See the critique of the “divine man” hypothesis in earlier New Testament scholarship in
Holladay, Theios Aner; Gallagher, Divine Man; Aage Pilgaard, “The Hellenistic Theios Aner—
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more complete than accounts in earlier historians might suggest that pagan
propagandists actually suited their accounts to existing Christian paral-
lels.®

1.2.3.1. Philostratus’s Claims about Apollonius

Of all ancient stories about miracle-workers, those about Apollonius come
closest to the stories about Jesus in the Gospels. Only these two subjects
of multiple healing narratives appear as immanent bearers of numinous
power.? By the fourth century pagan writers explicitly used Apollonius as an
alternative to Jesus, claiming that the pagan world offered its own healers.s

If we ask which stories circulated first, however, miracle stories clearly
circulated about Jesus before Mark, who wrote about Jesus’ miracles roughly
a century and a half before Philostratus wrote about Apollonius’s. The
period between Jesus’ crucifixion and Mark’s Gospel may be less than a third
of the period between Apollonius’ departure and Philostratus’ story about
him, and Philostratus’s portrait of Apollonius fits the author’s third-century
setting much better than Apollonius’s first-century one.? Philostratus writes
as much as 120 years after Apollonius and 150 years after Mark.

Against many, Christian accounts were likely among important influ-
ences on Philostratus. Thus, for example, Apollonius promises to meet his
disciple at a specified location, and the disciple views him as risen from
the dead (Vit. Apoll. 7.41; cf. Mark 14:28; 16:7). When he appears to follow-
ers in a distant location (Vit. Apoll. 8.10-11), he urges them to take hold of

A Model for Early Christian Christology?,” in Peder Borgen and Seren Giversen, eds., The New
Testament and Hellenistic Judaism (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1997), 101-122; Blackburn,
“ANAPEY"; Tiede, Figure; Leopold Sabourin, “Hellenistic and Rabbinic ‘Miracles,”” BTB 2 (3;
1972): 281-307 (291-295).

2 See John S. Lown, “The Miraculous in the Greco-Roman Historians,” Forum 2 (4;1986):
36—42; Blackburn, “ANAPEZ,” 199—204. Individual pagan miracle-workers arose especially
in the first-century east and thereafter developed in competition with early Christianity
(Christa Frateantonio, “Miracles, Miracle-workers: Greco-Roman,” 9:52-53 in Brill’s New
Pauly, 53).

24 Werner Kahl, New Testament Miracle Stories in their Religious-Historical Setting: A
Religionsgeschichtliche Comparison from a Structural Perspective (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1994), 236.

25 Klauck, Context, 170. Deists revived the comparison; see Robert M. Burns, The Great
Debate on Miracles: from Joseph Glanvill to David Hume (London: Associated University
Presses; Lewisburg, PA: Bucknell University Press, 1981), 72—74.

26 Graham Anderson, Philostratus: Biography and Belles Lettres in the Third Century A.D.
(London: Croom Helm, 1986), 121239, argues for the antiquity of the Apollonius traditions;
Ewen L. Bowie, “Apollonius of Tyana: Tradition and Reality,” ANRW I1.16.2:1652-1699 (1653—
1671), argues for their lateness.
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him and see that he is not a ghost (Vit. Apoll. 8.12; cf. Luke 24:39). Earlier,
Apollonius stops a bier and raises a dead girl (Vit. Apoll. 4.45)—as Jesus does
(Mark 5:41—42; Luke 7:14-15). The parallels tell us more about Christian influ-
ence on paganism in late antiquity than the reverse.” It is difficult to argue
otherwise, against the chronological evidence, unless one is committed to
maintain early Christian borrowing from Apollonius at any cost.

Further, elements in Philostratus’s account supported by earlier sources®
display the fewest parallels with the Gospels. This observation indicates
that Philostratus’s strongest parallels with the Gospels reflect not early tra-
dition about Apollonius, but motifs derived from now widely-circulated
stories about Jesus.” Philostratus’s accounts of Apollonius even resemble
some contemporary accounts from Christian apocryphal gospels.*® More-
over, Philostratus writes in a different genre than the Gospels, which show
the strongest connections with biography;® by contrast, Philostratus
includes many novelistic features, especially in distant, exotic locations.*
For example, a number of Philostratus’s geographic details (such as having
the Caucasus border the Red Sea) cannot reflect an eyewitness source.*® Yet
this would not be problematic for Philostratus; like the writers of the apoc-
ryphal gospels but unlike the Synoptics, he wrote in the heyday of Greek
novels.*

7 Narrative techniques in 1Kgs 17:17—24 likelier influenced Luke’s composition, though
also pre-Lukan tradition (e.g. Nain was an insignificant village).

28 Although the letters’ authenticity is dubious, they predate Philostratus, involving Greek
cities where Apollonius probably actually traveled (versus where Philostratus’s most exotic
tales occur).

29 Of course, Philostratus also welcomes other less relevant material as well, e.g. involving
healing the bite of a mad dog (Vit. Apoll. 6.43), incantations, vampires, and divination; see
Jean-Marie Van Cangh, “Miracles grecs, rabbiniques et évangéliques,” in J. Verheyden et
al,, eds., Miracles and Imagery in Luke and John: Festschrift Ulrich Busse (BETL 218; Leuven:
Peeters, 2008), 213236, here 224—226 (esp. 224).

30 Klauck, Context, 170.

31 See discussion in Richard A. Burridge, What Are the Gospels? A Comparison with Graeco-
Roman Biography (SNTSMS 70; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1992); more briefly,
Keener, Historical Jesus, ch. 5.

82 Cf. Richard Purtill, “Miracles: What If They Happen?,” in Richard Swinburne, ed., Mir-
acles (New York: Macmillan; London: Collier Macmillan, 1989), 189—205, here 201.

33 John Wilson, “The Miracles of the Gospels,” American Journal of Theology 9 (1905): 10—
33 (20—21). Philostratus’s geography is fairly accurate within the confines of the empire, but
largely departs from reality in Mesopotamia and India (C.P. Jones, “Apollonius of Tyana’s
Passage to India,” GRBS 42 [2; 2001]:185-199).

34 For that period, see Ewen Bowie, “The Readership of Greek Novels in the Ancient
World,” in James Tatum, ed., The Search for the Ancient Novel (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1994), 435-459, here 443; Susan A. Stephens, “Who Read Ancient Novels?”
in Search for Ancient Novel, 405-418 (414).
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1.2.3.2. Jewish “Divine Men”?

Jesus and his first followers were Galilean Jews, and this foundation shaped
their early movement; even the most “Hellenistic” first-century Christian
writers (like Luke and Paul) regularly cite biblical sources far more than the
classical ones favored by their contemporaries. Moreover, although some
Diaspora Jewish writers did emphasize miracles in their sources, they rarely
accentuated them for Hellenistic audiences. The expression “divine man” is
fairly rare in Jewish sources, never even appearing in the Septuagint or New
Testament.* Moses is a miracle-worker in some sources (Artapanus) and a
philosopher in others (Philo and Josephus), but never both.* The primary
background for Jesus’ miracles is Old Testament miracle-workers, and the
emphasis on Jesus as miracle-worker declines as one moves away from a
Jewish context.’” The designation “divine man” is too culturally removed
and too ambiguous to explain Jesus’ role as a miracle-worker.

1.2.4. Differences between Early Christian and Most Pagan Miracles

Although the Gospels’ miracle reports share some common “elements” to
most miracle stories (e.g. a miracle, and often people’s response to it), many
differences exist.* Some motifs (especially those intrinsic to miracle narra-
tions in any setting) were widespread.* Some other miracle motifs in the
Gospels, however, exhibit rare, perhaps only coincidental, parallels.*® Simi-
larly, some superhuman reports in pagan sources (normally much later than
their subjects) have few early Christian parallels: love-magic (often); a con-
tinual fast; a 57-year nap; magicians’ self-transformation into animal forms
(fairly often); teaching in two places at the same time; flying; and revealing

35 See Holladay, Theios Aner, 237—238.

36 Tiede, Figure, 101-240. Moses was “divine” only in the sense that he was affected by the
deity (Josephus, Ag. Ap.1.279).

37 Holladay, Theios Aner, 238—239; cf. similarly Betz, Jesus, 64.

38 Emphasizing differences, see e.g. Laurence J. McGinley, Form-Criticism of the Synoptic
Healing Narratives: A Study in the Theories of Martin Dibelius and Rudolf Bultmann (Wood-
stock, MD: Woodstock College Press, 1944), 145-152; Sabourin, “Miracles,” 305.

39 One may survey miracle stories in Gerd Theissen, The Miracle Stories of the Early
Christian Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 47-72; Wendy Cotter, Miracles in Greco-
Roman Antiquity: A Sourcebook for the study of New Testament Miracle Stories (New York:
Routledge, 1999).

40 Cf. e.g. the detailed (but admittedly overschematized) comparison chart in McGinley,
Form-Criticism, 145-149. For some elements being simply necessary to tell a miracle story,
see Pierre Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel. Vol. 1 (trans. Benet Weatherhead; New York: Herder
& Herder, 1973), 33-34-



92 CRAIG S. KEENER

golden thighs.* By contrast, the Gospels usually emphasize healings and
exorcisms as benevolent acts of compassion (e.g. Mark 1:41; 6:34, 41—42;
cf. 8:2, 6-8).%2

A key contrast involves the genre of our sources;* as ancient biography
about a recent character for whom many sources remained, the Gospels
are barely analogous to collections of mythography or novels.* They do not
report fictions about distant, exotic countries; fabulous monsters; discus-
sions in divine courts; or the like.* They do claim healings, but these also
appear in Paul’s clearly firsthand reports (Rom 15:19; 1Cor 12—14; 2 Cor 12:12;
Gal 3:5), and millions offer sociologically analogous firsthand claims today.*
Moreover, John Meier finds very few literary parallels to ancient miracle
claims attested so soon after the events.”

Jesus’ detractors accused him of magic (Mark 3:22, probably also in Q
Matt 12:24//Luke 11:15), but this was the most common charge against
wonder-workers. The Gospels portray Jesus differently; whereas magicians
were thought to transform substances,” Jesus rejects the temptation to
transmute stones into bread (Q Matt 4:3—4//Luke 4:3—4). Pagan magicians
typically sought to coerce deities or spirits by incantations; Jesus simply

41 Blackburn, “ANAPEZ,” 190-193. For magicians transforming themselves into animals,
cf. Ovid, Amores 1.8.13-14; Lucian, Lucius 4, 12, 54; Apuleius, Metam. 2.30; Ps.-Callisthenes,
Alex. 1.10.

42 For this focus, see e.g. Marcus Dods, “Jesus as Healer,” BibW 15 (1900):169—-177; for Jesus’
miracles in the context of ancient benefaction, see Jerome H. Neyrey, “Miracles, In Other
Words: Social Science Perspectives on Healings,” in John C. Cavadini, ed., Miracles in Jewish
and Christian Antiquity: Imagining Truth (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame, 1999),
19-56, here 24—27.

4 With also e.g. Michael Licona and Jan Van der Watt, “Historians and Miracles: The
Principle of Analogy and Antecedent Probability Reconsidered,” HvTSt 65 (1; 2009): 4; cf.
earlier Burns, Debate, 243.

44 Regarding the Gospels’ genre, see more fully Keener, Historical Jesus, 73—94, 428—
441; idem., “Assumptions in Historical-Jesus Research,” JSHJ 9 (2o11): 26—58 (30—39); for the
Gospels’ sources, see 126-161, 459—482 (and the evaluation of much individual material in
light of its Palestinian Jewish environment, 163—348, 482—-590 passim).

45 Some compare Luke’s account of the African court official to novels’ use of “exotic”
lands, but detailed examination of the actual sources shows that such accounts are barely
comparable in content (Craig Keener, “Novels’ ‘Exotic’ Places and Luke’s African Official
[Acts 8:27],” AUSS 46 [1;2008]: 5-20).

46 Cf. Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 310; Philip Jenkins, The Next Christendom: The
Coming of Global Christianity (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 107; “Spirit and
Power: A 10-Country Survey of Pentecostals,” Pew Forum Survey (2006), at http://pewforum
.org/surveys/pentecostal (accessed Jan. 4, 2009); Craig S. Keener, Miracles: The Credibility of
the New Testament Accounts (2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2011).

47 Meier, Mentor, 536, 576—616, 624.

48 E.g. Homer, Od. 10.239—240; Ovid, Metam. 14.414—-415; p. Hag. 2:2, § 5; Sanh. 6:6, § 2.
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commanded as God’s authoritative agent.* The Hellenistic and Egyptian
settings of extant magical papyri differed significantly from the setting of
a Galilean sage and prophet.*® Despite critics, many people in antiquity per-
ceived differences. The movement did not spread simply because people
liked fanciful stories; fanciful stories proliferated elsewhere. Yet something
distinctive about the cumulative force of early Christian claims rendered

them more persuasive than mere myths about the past or claims about some
folk healer.

1.3. Early Jewish Miracle-Workers

Models of Jewish charismatic and eschatological prophets were closer,
hence are more relevant, for understanding Jesus than are geographically
distant categories (such as urban Hellenistic Cynics or Gentile magicians).
Some Jewish wonder-workers existed, who offer closer models for Jesus of
Galilee than most Gentile analogies could.” (Even the Gospel writers, proba-
bly writing in the Diaspora rather than Jesus’ Galilee, contain many explicit
biblical citations as well as allusions, whereas they lack the classical cita-
tions characteristic of typical Greek works.) Some Gentiles complained of
them in the Diaspora;® Jewish practitioners of magic also became common
there (cf. Acts 8:9-11;13:8;19:13).%

1.3.1. Charismatic Sages

Better known are Palestinian Jewish models (cf. e.g. exorcists in Matt
12:27//Luke 11:19). Josephus shows little interest in healers.** Rabbinic

49 Cf. Theissen, Miracle Stories, 296; Yamauchi, “Magic,” 133; Graham H. Twelftree, Jesus
the Exorcist: A Contribution to the Study of the Historical Jesus (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson;
Tiibingen: Mohr, 1993), 172-173.

50 See Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 306—307.

51 With e.g. Erkki Koskenniemi, “Apollonius of Tyana: A Typical 8elog dvip?” JBL 117 (3;
1998): 455—467; Rick Strelan, Strange Acts: Studies in the Cultural World of the Acts of the
Apostles (BZNW 126; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004), 27.

52 Juvenal, Sat. 6.542—547; sources in Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews
and Judaism: Edited with Introductions, Translations and Commentary (3 vols.; Jerusalem: The
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1974-1984), 2:221—-223.

58 See e.g. Erwin R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period (12 vols.; New
York: Pantheon, 1953-1965), 12:58-63; Helmut Koester, Introduction to the New Testament (2
vols.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), 1:380—381. For Jewish influence in later magical texts, see
e.g. PGM 1.301-302, 305; 3.405; 4.1200—1204, 2355—2356, 30403041, 3047—-3048; 5.114-115;13.327,
815-818; 35.1-42; PDM 14.1061-1062.

54 Eve, Miracles, 52.
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miracle accounts generally offer limited basis for comparison, not only due
to their later date but because of strong genre differences from the Gospels.>
Many rabbinic accounts are simply homiletic illustrations, and miracles
are proportionately far rarer there than in the Gospels.*® Rabbinic stories
also tend to focus more on procuring rain (following the model of a major
miracle of Elijah) than on healings,” and later Jewish stories often associate
healing miracles with Jesus’ followers.5

Some scholars emphasize more plausibly the probably late first-century
Galilean sage Hanina ben Dosa and the pre-Christian pietist Honi (Onias).®
While Honi was undoubtedly known for answered prayer concerning rain,®
most of the miracle stories about him are not attested until perhaps half
a millennium after he lived.®" Like Jesus, Hanina ben Dosa was Galilean
(though we do not know of other Galileans associated with miracles).®?
But though sources just over a century later portray him as discerning
whether those for whom he prayed would recover and being unaffected
by a lizard’s bite, the more abundant later material (e.g. healing the sons
of Johanan ben Zakkai and Gamaliel II, b. Ber. 34b) reflects three or four
centuries of development.* Moreover, even if the tradition is reliable, its
portrayal differs significantly from that of Jesus: whereas Jesus traveled to
minister, Hanina apparently merely received supplicants, and few of the

55 See e.g. Sabourin, “Miracles,” 301-303.

56 Cf. Eve, Miracles, 285-286; Martin Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel (Cambridge:
James Clarke, 1971), 150-151; Morton Smith, “A Comparison of Early Christian and Early
Rabbinic Tradition,” /BL 82 (1963):169-176 (173-174); idem, Tannaitic Parallels to the Gospels
(Philadelphia: SBL, 1951), 84.

57 A.E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982), 100,
115. On rain miracles, see Josephus Ant. 14.22; m. Taan. 3:8; tos. Taan. 2:13; for the rareness of
healings, see Eve, Miracles, 253, 378.

58 Cf. e.g. R. Travers Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash (repr. Clifton, NJ: Refer-
ence Book Publishers, 1966), 50—51, 54-56, 211-215.

59 On Jesus as a Jewish charismatic, see especially Vermes, Jesus the Jew, passim (e.g. 58—
80); idem, Jesus and the World of Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984; London: SCM, 1983),
passim; idem, The Religion of Jesus the Jew (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1993), passim
(e.g. 6, 70-74).

60 Josephus, Ant. 14.22; on Onias (Honi) in Josephus (where some aspects of his depiction
resemble Elijah), see Rebecca Gray, Prophetic Figures in Late Second Temple Jewish Palestine:
The Evidence from Josephus (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 145-147.

61 The only Tannaitic account is m. Ta‘an. 3:8 (Eve, Miracles, 274—275).

62 Blackburn, “Miracles,” 378.

63 M. Ber. 5:5; t. Ber. 3:20.

64 Eve, Miracles, 282—283; idem, The Healer from Nazareth: Jesus’ Miracles in Historical
Context (London: SPCK, 2009), 14-16; Blackburn, “Miracles,” 378.
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miracles reported involve healing.®® Hanina petitioned God’s power; Jesus
carried it.%® We know little about other Galilean folk-healers, but our evi-
dence suggests that Jesus was no ordinary one.*’

1.3.2. Jewish Sign Prophets

Other scholars highlight the relevance of prophetic figures, disdained by
Josephus, who promised eschatological signs.®® Popular prophets® include
both those who led movements such as these™ and “solitary popular proph-
ets,” such as Joshua ben Hananiah.” The former were often perceived as
prophets of deliverance, whose claims evoked Moses or Joshua; the latter
resembled the majority of prophets in ancient Israel.”

But first-century Jewish Palestine’s most popular figures may have been
the prophets of deliverance, leading messianic movements and modeling
their ministries after Moses and Joshua.” Some of their promised activities
may evoke Moses, signifying their expectation of eschatological deliver-
ance.™ First-century sign-prophets evoking Moses or his successor Joshua
included Theudas, who promised to part the Jordan, and a Jewish-Egyptian

5 Eve, Miracles, 285. None involved exorcism (Eve, Miracles, 294).

66 Eve, Miracles, 289, 295. He also argues (292-293) that the Mishnah’s category for
Hanina, “men of deed” (m. Sot. 9:15) need not specify miracle-workers. Israel’s God was sole
bearer of numinous power in Jewish tradition (Kahl, Miracle Stories, 234).

7 Eve, Miracles, 357—359, 379 (comparing a particular Mexican folk-healer).

68 On these sign prophets, see initially Paul W. Barnett, “The Jewish Sign Prophets—
AD 40—70—Their Intentions and Origin,” NTS 27 (5; 1981): 679-697; idem, “The Jewish Sign
Prophets,” in James D.G. Dunn and Scot McKnight, eds., The Historical Jesus in Recent
Research (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 444—462; and now especially Gray, Figures,
112-144.

69 Besides these categories, Robert L. Webb, john the Baptizer and Prophet: A Socio-
Historical Study (JSNTSup 62; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991), also lists “clerical prophets” (317—
322, including John Hyrcanus); “sapiential prophets” (322—332, including Essenes [322—326])
and Pharisees (326-332). Christian Grappe, “Jésus parmi d’ autres propheétes de son temps,”
RHPR 81 (4; 2001): 387—411, also includes some other categories.

70 ‘Webb, Baptizer, 333-339.

71 Webb, Baptizer, 339-342.

72 Webb, Baptizer, 348.

8 Josephus, Ant. 20.97 (Moses and esp. Joshua), 170 (Joshua); the idea of a new Moses
became still more prevalent in later sources.

74 See Eve, Miracles, 15-116, 324. On these sign prophets, see initially Barnett, “Prophets”;
now Craig A. Evans, “Josephus on John the Baptist and Other Jewish Prophets of Deliverance,”
in Amy-Jill Levine et al., eds., The Historical Jesus in Context (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2006) 55-63; and Gray, Figures, 112—144 (though limiting exodus and conquest allusions
to two figures, 137).
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false-prophet, who promised that Jerusalem’s walls would collapse before
him.” Some of these figures may have viewed themselves as messianic can-
didates; our source, Josephus, had audience incentives to minimize royal
claims (although he does not label them “brigands,” in contrast with ordi-
nary revolutionaries).” They could not but have known that some of their
followers would have perceived them in such terms.

Yet Josephus's failed prophets of national deliverance each promised an
individual sign, all different from the many healings claimed for Jesus.”
These sign-prophets apparently all emerged in the decades after Jesus’ min-
istry and failed to perform their promised signs.”® Whereas Jesus healed
many and expelled spirits, Jesus’ only possible promised “eschatological”
earthly sign in the Gospel accounts is his resurrection. (Scholars debate
whether and in what sense Jesus rose, but the relevant point is that his
movement flourished on testimony of eyewitnesses that he did, whereas
none of these other movements survived their leaders’ deaths.)

Still, no less than these prophets who sought to evoke a new Moses, Jesus
was an “eschatological” prophet, preparing for God’s impending reign. Most
scholars today recognize that Jesus’ miracles act as signs of the kingdom
(explicit also for exorcisms in Matt 12:28//Luke 11:20).” Jesus’ reported mira-
cles fit his interpretation of them in light of Isa 35:5-6 (Q, in Matt 11:5//Luke
7:22); he views them as present gifts of the future kingdom.*

75 Cf. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 138, 171; Richard A. Horsley, “‘Like One of the Prophets
of Old’: Two Types of Popular Prophets at the Time of Jesus,” CBQ 47 (1985): 435—463.

76 See David Hill, New Testament Prophecy (Atlanta: John Knox, 1979), 28-29; cf. Betz,
Jesus, 68.

" Eve, Healer, 6-12; idem, Miracles, 377; on them not performing healings, see Eve,
Miracles, 321.

78 Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 308—309; Eve, Miracles, 324.

7 See Blackburn, “Miracles,” 372—-374; Franz Mussner, The Miracles of Jesus: An Introduc-
tion (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame, 1968), 41-49. This is distinctive, though cf. 4Q510
1.4—5 in Vermes, Religion, 130.

80 Cf. Hendrik van der Loos, The Miracles of Jesus (NovTSup 9; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 246,
254; Mussner, Miracles, 41-42, 73—74; Harvey, Jesus, 115; Ben Witherington III, The Christology
of Jesus (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 171; E.P. Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus (New
York: Allen Lane, 1993), 167-168. Qumran also may have combined the very texts to which
Jesus alluded here, perhaps suggesting a Palestinian tradition (Craig A. Evans, “Messianic
Apocalypse [4Q521],” in Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, eds., Dictionary of New Tes-
tament Background [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2000], 695-698, here 696; though cf.
Hans Kvalbein, “Die Wunder der Endzeit. Beobachtungen zu 4Q521 und Matth 11,5,” ZNW 88

[1-2;1997]: 111-125).
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One expert concludes that Jesus was “unique in the surviving Jewish lit-
erature of his time as being portrayed as performing a large number of
healings and exorcisms,” and especially as a bearer (not just a mediator
or petitioner) of divine power.®! While Jewish wonder-workers offer closer
parallels than pagan ones do, even they differ significantly from Jesus (espe-
cially in working only through prayer and lacking eschatological miracles).?
No other sources associate so many miracles with one individual as the
Gospels do regarding Jesus;® and Jesus was the first reported miracle-worker
to employ miracles, in his case healings and exorcisms, to signal eschatolog-
ical fulfilment.®

1.3.3. Biblical Models: Elijah/Elisha and Moses

1.3.3.1. Elijah/Elisha’s Model

Gospel accounts of Jesus share far more in common with earlier biblical
Elijah and Elisha stories (models available for Jesus to imitate) than with
later stories of Philostratus, Hanina, and others. Jewish tradition continued
to associate miracles with some biblical prophets,* especially Elijah and
Elisha,* and Jesus’ and his followers’ miracles evoke particularly the biblical
miracles of Elijah, Elisha, and occasionally Moses.®” Although the Gospels
and their oral tradents exploited such patterns, Jesus and his Galilean hear-
ers would have also recognized these as the closest models for the sorts of
signs Jesus performed, biblical tradition being their most basic shared cul-
tural canon. For one brief example, one may illustrate some of the links
between Jesus and Elijah or Elisha in Mark:

81 Eve, Miracles, 378; on his distinctiveness, see further Eve, Miracles, 384—386, esp.
386.

82 Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 307-308; Blackburn, “Miracles,” 379 (who notes
that Jesus rarely is said to pray before working a miracle).

83 Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 290.

84 Theissen and Merz, Historical Jesus, 309.

85 E.g. Sir 4813; Liv. Pr. 2.3 (on Jeremiah, in OTP 2:386—387; Schermann, 81-82, § 25).

86 In Josephus, see Otto Betz, “Miracles in the Writings of Flavius Josephus,” in Louis
H. Feldman and Gohei Hata, eds., Josephus, Judaism and Christianity (Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1987), 219—220.

87 See also e.g. Strelan, Strange Acts, 27; especially Raymond E. Brown, “Jesus and Elisha,”
Perspective 12 (1971): 85-104; for Elisha and the feedings, Stephen C. Barton, “The Miraculous
Feedings in Mark,” ExpTim 97 (4, 1986): 112—113. Elisha’s miracles also evoke those of Elijah
(Nachman Levine, “Twice as Much of Your Spirit: Pattern, Parallel and Paronomasia in the
Miracles of Elijah and Elisha,” JSOT 85 [1999]: 25—46).
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Activity Jesus Elijah Elisha or others

Heals leprosy Mark 1:40—42 - 2Kgs 514; cf. Num
12:13-15

Raises the dead Mark 5:40-41 1Kgs17:119—23 2Kgs 4:33

relatively privately

Child’s life returns ~ Mark 5:42 1Kgs17:22 2Kgs 4:35

Multiplies food Mark 6:41—42 1Kgs 1716 2Kgs 4:3-7, 42—44

Explicit comparison, Mark 6:15; 8:28; 9:14—13;  — -
but Jesus greater cf. Luke 4:25—27

Although Mark does not appear to draw deliberate attention to the links
(and the Gospels also underline contrasts), these provide the most obvious
pre-Christian parallels for Jesus’ ministry that would have been available in
Galilee as models for Jesus himself.

Some other Jewish wonder-workers appear to have deliberately emu-
lated these models,® and interpreters like Luke recognized and highlighted
them. Elijah’s model involves not only miracles but also eschatological
restoration (see Mal 4:5-6; Sir 48:10), fitting Jesus’ role as a worker of signs
of the kingdom. The forced choice that some pose between Jesus being a
charismatic prophet or an eschatological one is unnecessary if, like Elijah,
he could be both. Jesus may have viewed himself as more than Elijah, but
not likely as less.

1.3.3.2. Moses’ Model

Many Jewish people expected Moses as well as Elijah as a central end-time
prophet. We noted above that some prophets sought to emulate a new,
eschatological Moses. Scripture generated both expectations (Deut 18:15, 18;
Mal 4:5); thus the Qumran Scrolls at least sometimes connect their expected
“prophet” with Deuteronomy’s promise of a prophet like Moses.* Some
apparently further connected this role also with the future anointed ruler.®

88 Cf. as models among signs-sages, Susanne Galley, “Jiidische und christliche Heilige—
Ein Vergleich,” ZRGG 57 (1; 2005): 29—47.

89 See e.g. José R. Villalon, “Sources vétéro-testamentaires de la doctrine qumréninenne
des deux Messies,” RevQ 8 (29.1,1972): 53—63 (62—63); cf. also Howard M. Teeple, The Mosaic
Eschatological Prophet (JBLMS 10; Philadelphia: SBL, 1957), 51-52; Géza G. Xeravits, “Moses
Redivivus in Qumran?” QC 11 (1—4, 2003): 91-105. John C. Poirier, “The Endtime Return of
Elijah and Moses at Qumran,” DSD 10 (2, 2003): 221—242, thinks Qumran texts envisioned an
eschatological prophet and an eschatological priest, corresponding to Moses and Elijah.

90 A Qumran Scroll links the Mosaic prophet (4Q175 1.5-8) with the star from Jacob (Num
24115-17; 4Q175 1.9-13).
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Likewise, Samaritan belief (insofar as we can reconstruct it from much
later sources) may also preserve this prophet like Moses tradition.” Samar-
itans apparently rejected the Israelite tradition of prophets between Moses
and the final prophet, who would be the promised prophet like Moses, the
Taheb or “restorer.”” If so, they may have viewed the prophetic figure that
Josephus mentions among them (Ant. 18.85-87) as this Taheb. Later rabbis
also developed a future Moses tradition; while rarely construing Deut 18:15-
18 eschatologically,”® many compared the future redeemer to the former
one, i.e. to Moses.** The hidden Messiah tradition often connects the Mes-
siah with Moses, who was also hidden before he was revealed.” The related
expectation of a new exodus was already present in the biblical prophets
(cf. e.g. Is 40:3; 52:4, 12; 63:11—14; Hos 2:14-15; 111, 11).%°

Admittedly, the only sign attributed to Jesus that resembles Moses is
providing food in the wilderness (Mark 6:41-42; cf. Ex 16:12—21), not plagues
or conquest, and this could evoke Elisha as well (2Kgs 4:42—44). At the
very least, however, such traditions indicate that Jesus’ contemporaries
could have understood him eschatologically as both prophet and leader for
Israel.””

1.3.4. Jesus As an End-Time Prophet

Though Jesus differed in many respects from Josephus’s sign prophets, many
(probably the majority of) New Testament scholars today believe that he

91 Moreover, they use the same testimonia for this expectation as at Qumran; see Theodor
H. Gaster, The Dead Sea Scriptures (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1976), 393 (cf. 444—446).

92 F.F. Bruce, New Testament History (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1972), 37—38. On the
Taheb, see also Teeple, Prophet, 63—64; John MacDonald, The Theology of the Samaritans
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964), 362—363; Ferdinand Dexinger, “Die Taheb-Vorstellung als
politische Utopie,” Numen 37 (1,1990): 1—23.

9 David E. Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 125-126.

94 E.g. Pesiq. Rab Kah. 5:8; Ruth Rab 5:6; cf. Ulrich Mauser, Christ in the Wilderness (SBT 39;
London: SCM, 1963), 55-56.

95 Commentators cite 1 En. 48:6; 4 Ezra 13:52; Justin, Dial. 8.4; 110.1; for rabbinic documen-
tation, see Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 137-139. See further 1 En. 62:7; T. Francis Glasson, Moses in
the Fourth Gospel (Naperville, IL: Alec R. Allenson, 1963), 103. Most rabbinic attestation is late,
but the basic tradition surely does not derive from inferences from earlier Christian sources
like Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho.

9 See e.g. Glasson, Moses, 15-19.

97 For Moses as king, see Deut 33:5; Josephus, Ant. 4.327; L.A.B. 9:16; 20:5; Wayne A. Meeks,
The Prophet-King: Moses Traditions and the Johannine Christology (NovTSup 14; Leiden: Brill,
1967), 107117, 147-150, 177-179, 181-196, 236.
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fit many contemporary Jewish expectations for an eschatological prophet.®
Jesus acted like a prophet in various ways.* Like one prophetic figure a
generation later (Joshua ben Hananiah; Josephus, War 6.300—309) or like
Jeremiah centuries earlier (Jer19:10), Jesus announced judgment on the tem-
ple. Like Jeremiah, he offered a dramatic symbolic action to draw attention
to the temple’s problematic status.

Likewise, Jesus chose twelve disciples as the nucleus for a renewal move-
ment. This action is consistent with a prophet of restoration who antici-
pated God'’s restoration of his people, as evidenced in his promise that the
twelve would sit on twelve thrones judging Israel. He also announced judg-
ment on Israel, and offered many sayings that were more characteristic of
prophets than sages.

2. MESSIANIC CATEGORIES

2.1. Jesus as Messiah

“Messiah” was a Jewish category, not a Gentile one, so the occasional pro-
posal that later Gentile Christians invented the title can be dismissed out-
right. Some question whether Jesus’ earliest followers considered him a
Messiah, but this skepticism rejects all explicit testimony we have in favor
of a hypothesis argued from the silence that remains after that rejection.!®
Often writing to Gentiles for whom “anointed one” made no sense as a title,
Paul, our earliest extant New Testament writer, sometimes treats “Christ”
as if it were Jesus’ surname; the claim that Jesus was “Messiah” must pre-
date Paul. Paul may indeed imply that the entire Judean Jesus movement
that he knew considered Jesus as “Christ” (Gal 1:22). Although early Chris-
tians debate circumcision and other issues in our sources, none of these
sources reveals awareness of (the need to refute) followers of Jesus who

98 E.g.Sanders, Jesus and Judaism; idem, Figure; idem, “Know,” 57; Theissen and Merz, His-
torical Jesus, 240—280; Dale C. Allison, Jesus of Nazareth: Millenarian Prophet (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1998 esp. 96-171; Scot McKnight, A New Vision for Israel: The Teachings of Jesus in
National Context (Grand Rapids, Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1999); Bart D. Ehrman, Jesus: Apoc-
alyptic Prophet of the New Millennium (Oxford: Oxford University, 1999), 125-139; N. Thomas
Wright, “Five Gospels but no Gospel: Jesus and the Seminar,” in Bruce Chilton and Craig
A. Evans, eds., Authenticating the Activities of Jesus (NTTS 28.2; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 83-120
(101-107).

99 See more detailed discussion in Keener, Historical Jesus, ch. 17.

100 For one example of this extreme approach, see Burton L. Mack, The Lost Gospel: The
Book of Q & Christian Origins (San Francisco: HarperSan Francisco, 1993), 4-5.
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deny his messiahship, including Paul’s so-called “Judaizing” opponents.”
Granted, Josephus interprets Jesus in a nonmessianic way in the first cen-
tury (Ant.18.63), but no one claims him as part of Jesus’ movement.

Pilate ordered Jesus executed on the charge of sedition, for claiming
kingship. Given the danger of following anyone charged with this offense,
most scholars recognize this charge against Jesus as “king of the Jews” (Mark
15:2, 9, 12, 26) as historical.!” Both Pilate (who had Jesus executed) and the
earliest extant views of Jesus’ followers on the question portray Jesus as a
Jewish king. Yet it is not plausible to think that either Pilate or the disciples
got the idea from each other; certainly later Christians did not derive the title
from Pilate. What potential source did Pilate and the disciples share? Surely
Jesus is the likely originator of the idea. The alternative would be that both
Pilate and the disciples—disciples who knew far more about Jesus than we
do—both understood him less well than modern interpreters arguing from
the silence that remains after discounting the original witnesses. That Jesus
believed himselfthe Messiah is not only a likely inference; it is what our only
extant sources claim.

Yet most scholars concur that Jesus did not claim to be “messiah” in what
was likely the most common traditional sense, that of a warrior king.'® The
gospel tradition itself suggests that Jesus, when he accepted the title, would
not always accept it in an unqualified way (Mark 8:29—31; cf. 15:2);' his
“triumphal entry” to Jerusalem on a donkey may also suggest a qualified
understanding of his messianic role (Mark 11:7-10).1%

101 The “other Jesus” in 2 Cor 11:4 is still viewed as “Christ” in 2 Cor 11:13, 23. While possibly
some in 1John 2:22 deny that Jesus is Christ, they have left the dominant Jesus movement
(2:19), possibly due to pressure from the synagogue (cf. John 9:22; 12:42; 16:2; Rev 2:9; 3:9),
though possibly reflecting early docetism (cf. 1John 4:2; 5:6; later, Ignatius, Trall. 9—10; Smyrn.
3; Ep. Barn. 5; Justin, Dial. 103.7).

102 S0 even Paul Winter, On the Trial of Jesus (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Company, 1961),
108-109.

103 Cf. Pss. Sol. 17:21-25.

104 Mark 14:61-62 accepts a messianic title, but cf. more ambiguously Matt 26:63—64; for
a combination, Luke 22:67—70. Cf. also the “messianic secret,” although its purposes remain
disputed. For a skeptical view of its authenticity, see Wilhelm Wrede, The Messianic Secret
(Cambridge: James Clarke, 1971), 17-18, 228, apparently later retracted; contrast others, e.g.
T.A. Burkill, New Light on the Earliest Gospel: Seven Markan Studies (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1972), 1-38; idem, “Strain on the Secret: An Examination of Mark 111-13:37,” ZNW 51
(1960): 31-46. It was noticed at least as early as Chrysostom, Hom. John 3.

105 See discussion in e.g. C.F.D. Moule, The Gospel According to Mark (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1965), 87; Sanders, Figure, 242. On the historical likelihood of this
entry, see Kim Huat Tan, The Zion Traditions and the Aims of Jesus (SNTSMS g1; Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1997), 138-143.
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2.2. Messianic Expectations

Understanding the range of contemporary concepts associated with mes-
siahship helps us to understand why Jesus would have needed to qualify
some popular messianic expectations. By any definition, the Davidic Mes-
siah was a future political ruler appointed by God with political (not merely
spiritual) rule.”® The prophets had foretold an eschatological king and/or
dynasty descended from David,” an expectation that apparently persisted
widely.® Because the king was the “anointed one,”* Palestinian Jews often
titled the eschatological king “the Messiah.” The Greek version of the Jewish
Scriptures regularly rendered “anointed” as christos."* Most Jewish hearers
in the Gospels appear to understand the term “messiah” and expected some
such figure. Given the difficulty of construing the term in the Diaspora,™
even among later Christians (who emphasize Jesus as Lord or wisdom far
more than “son of David”), one is hard-pressed to claim that the Gospels
merely invented this usage."

2.2.1. Political and Eschatological Figures

Yet our sources for the subject are limited and varied. Not surprisingly,
Josephus, seeking to avoid offending his Roman patrons, minimizes mes-
siahs (and marginalizes revolutionaries)." Some argue that he may have
even minimized David’s revolutionary activity and connection with the
Messiah.™ Nevertheless, some of those “whom he describes as brigands

106 For this political emphasis, see e.g. Ludwig Wéchter, “Jiidischer und christlichen Mes-
sianismus,” Kairos 18 (2;1976): 119-134.

107 E.g. Isa 9:7; Jer 23:5; Ezek 34:23—24; 37:24—25; Hos 3:5. Apparently the Davidic line would
be restored after being cut off (Isa 11:1; Amos g:m).

108 Pss. Sol. 17.21; 4Q252 frg. 1, col. 5.1—4; b. Sanh. g7b—98a. See further Joseph A. Fitzmyer,
Essays on the Semitic Background of the New Testament (2nd ed.; SBLSBS 5; Missoula, MT:
Scholars Press, 1974), 113—126; Richard N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Chris-
tianity (London: SCM, 1970; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981), 109-110.

109 A concept that made more sense in some ancient Near Eastern (esp. Egyptian and
Hittite) than Hellenistic settings; see Roland De Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961), 104.

110° Although even the royal applications usually applied to historic kings, some could
be read eschatologically by Jesus’ contemporaries (see e.g. Ps 2:2; 18:50 [17:51]; 132[131]:10,
17).
11 The Greek term may admittedly stand behind Suetonius, Claud. 25.4, but if so, Sueto-
nius himself misconstrued it.

12 Pauline literature employs “son of David” only at Rom 1:3; 2 Tim 2:8.

113 Cf. e.g. Witherington, Christology, 83.

114 Cf. Louis H. Feldman, “Josephus’ Portrait of David,” HUCA 60 (1989): 129-174.
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and deceivers must really have been messianic pretenders.”"> Even among
such messianic figures, however, their character varied; not all necessar-
ily embraced militant resistance. Apparently Theudas, the Egyptian Jewish
prophet and the Samaritan prophet expected miraculous divine interven-
tion, not simply military force."¢

Unsuccessful revolts dampened messianic enthusiasm in many of our
sources. Yohanan ben Zakkai, who survived Jerusalem’s destruction in 70 CE,
reportedly warned hearers to finish what they were doing before bother-
ing to meet a new messianic claimant."” Rabbinic sources soon after the
failed Bar Kochba revolt of 132-135CE are much more reticent about mes-
sianic claims than later texts that have returned to contemplation on bib-
lical prophecies about the Son of David.™ Even in the late second century,
however, many rabbis were still reportedly expecting the Messiah.®

Not all sources, however, are so reticent.”” For example, the first-century
BCE source Psalms of Solomon 17:21—25, 32 hopes for a coming military mes-
siah. Likewise, a conventional prayer probably composed before 70 CE seeks
the restoration of David’s house.! A variety of other early Jewish sources

15 Carl H. Kraeling, John the Baptist (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1951), 52.

116 See Sean Freyne, Galilee, Jesus and the Gospels: Literary Approaches and Historical Inves-
tigations (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988),194-195, on Josephus, Ant.18.85-87; 20.97-98,169-171;
War 2.261-266; Acts 5:36; 21:38; cf. also John Dominic Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The Life of
a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991), 158-168. Richard
A. Horsley and John S. Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs: Popular Movements in the
Time of Jesus (Minneapolis: A Seabury Book, Winston Press, 1985), 110-131 do, however, point
out that popular attempts to rule often focused on commoners rather than a revived Davidic
dynasty.

U7 Ab. R. Nat. 31, §67 B.

18 Cf. Ab. R Nat. 31, § 67 B; George Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian
Era (2 vols.; New York: Schocken Books, 1971), 2:346.

119 Sipre Deut. 34.4.3 (resurrection in the Messianic era); p. Ket. 12:3, §13 (R. Meir).

120 For groups that emphasized biblical messianic hopes, see Horsley and Hanson, Bandits,
102—110. Cf. the Messiah’s global role in 4Q521 frs. 2, 4, col. 1.1.

121 The fourteenth and fifteenth benedictions; Horsley and Hanson, Bandits, 109. Although
scholars debate how early corporate recitation occurred, these are among our earliest extant
postbiblical prayers; see discussion in Lawrence H. Schiffman, “At the Crossroads: Tan-
naitic Perspectives on the Jewish Christian Schism,” in E.P. Sanders, ed., Jewish and Christian
Self-Definition (3 vols.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980-1982), 2:115-156 (151); Lee L. Levine, “The
Second Temple Synagogue: The Formative Years,” in Lee I. Levine, ed., The Synagogue in
Late Antiquity (Philadelphia: The American Schools of Oriental Research, 1986), 19; earlier,
William Oscar Emil Oesterley, The Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1925), 54-67.
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involve the Messiah, often in association with the final judgment.’?* Some
sort of preexistent Messiah who will punish the wicked appears in both
Enoch’s Similitudes and 4 Ezra 13.'%

2.2.2. Multiple Figures at Qumran

The rabbinic idea of two messiahs®* probably arose after the failure of the
Bar Kochba revolt,® but many scholars find two messianic figures in the
earlier Dead Sea Scrolls. These documents sometimes speak of two differ-
ent significant eschatological figures who were anointed, a Davidic Mes-
siah and a high priest.”® The earlier Hasmoneans had combined priesthood
with kingship in the same persons (1Macc 14:41-42), inspiring a fierce reac-
tion from the Zadokite priests who founded the Qumran community.””
This separatist priestly community thus emphasized not only an anointed
king, but also an “anointed” priest (cf. Zech 4:14; 613). Other texts less
clearly connected with this movement also stress the role of the future
priest.”® Beyond the earliest period at Qumran, scholars debate whether
the scrolls support one Messiah,”® two Messiahs,* or different views in dif-

122 See Marian Wittlieb, “Die theologische Bedeutung der Erwidhnung von ‘Masiah/Chris-
tos’ in den Pseudepigraphen des Alten Testaments paldstinischen Ursprungs,” BN 50 (1989):
26-33.

123 John J. Collins, “The Son of Man in First-Century Judaism,” NTS 38 (3;1992): 448—466.

124 See e.g. 3 En. 45:5; b. Suk. 52a; p. Suk. 5:2, §2; Charles C. Torrey, “The Messiah Son
of Ephraim,” JBL 66 (1947): 253—277; this idea persisted in ninth century Karaite texts; cf.
Naphtali Wieder, “The Doctrine of the Two Messiahs Among the Karaites,” JJS 6 (1; 1953):
14-23.

125 So Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 140.

126 E.g. 1QSa 2.1-17; 4Q174 3.11-12; see Craig A. Evans, “Messianism,” in Dictionary of New
Testament Background, 698-707 (701-702).

127 Cf. probably the Wicked Priest of 1QpHab 8.8-10; 9.4—7; 11.5-6; 12.5.

128 T Reub. 6:8; T. Jud. 211—2; cf. T. Sim. 5:5 with 1QM. Some apparently viewed Melchizedek
as eschatological priest (see Emile Puech, “Notes sur le manuscrit de n1QMelchisédeq,” RevQ
12 [4; 1987]: 483-513), though probably not the anointed ruler (John J. Collins, “A Messiah
before Jesus?,” in John J. Collins and Craig A. Evans, eds., Christian Beginnings and the Dead
Sea Scrolls [ Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006], 15-35 [34]).

129 A].B. Higgins, “Priest and Mesiah,” VT 3 (4; 1953): 321—336 (333); idem, “The Priestly
Messiah,” NTS 13 (1966-1967): 211-239 (215-219); Robert B. Laurin, “The Problem of Two
Messiahs in the Qumran Scrolls,” RevQ 4 (13/1;1963): 39—52 (52). Cf. T. Benj. 11:2. The Scrolls
do conflate different anointed figures (e.g. 4Q174 3.10-13; 4Q252 frg. 1, 5.1, 3; 11Q13 2.15-20).

130 Aune, Prophecy, 123; Villalon, “Deux Messies” (esp. 63); Millar Burrows, More Light on
the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Viking, 1958), 297—311 (or maybe three, 311); Marinus de Jonge,
“The Use of the Word ‘Anointed’ in the Time of Jesus,” NovT 8 (2—4;1966): 132148 (141-142);
Raymond E. Brown, “The Messianism of Qumran,” CBQ 19 (1;1957): 53—82 (54—66).
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ferent documents,”® perhaps because the community’s views evolved over
time."*? Probably views vary in different texts: a prophet appears with “the
Messiahs of Aaron and Israel” in 1QS 9.11; a single figure appears, by contrast,
in the Damascus Document.'*®

In any case, the community could apply the title “anointed” to any figure
for a leading office.® Only one of these anointed figures is the eschatolog-
ical king.* Most importantly for our present discussion, however, is the
recognition that messianic expectations varied: if the Damascus Document
envisioned a single Messiah of Aaron and Israel, it would imply a greater
Levitic hope than a Davidic one.”® (Most scholars now reject the earlier pro-
posal that the Dead Sea Scrolls predict a slain Messiah.)"®” The messianic
view articulated by Jesus’ followers exists within the range of early Jewish
messianic views, but Jesus’ own mission and identity carved out a distinc-
tive niche within this framework.

3. EXALTED FIGURES

3.1 Jesus As an Exalted Figure

The first-generation sources astonishingly portray Jesus not only as prophet
and Messiah but as a cosmic exalted figure.”® Thus in Mark Jesus claims to

181 Morton Smith, “What Is Implied by the Variety of Messianic Figures?” JBL 78 (1959): 66—
72; Martin G. Abegg, “The Messiah at Qumran: Are We Still Seeing Double?” DSD 2 (2;1995):
125-144; Emil A. Wcela, “The Messiah(s) of Qumran,” CBQ 26 (3;1964): 340349 (342, 347).

132 Raymond E. Brown, “J. Starcky’s Theory of Qumran Messianic Development,” CBQ 28 (1;
1966): 51-57; Longenecker, Christology, 114; cf. Morton Smith, “‘God’s Begetting the Messiah’
in1QSa,” NTS 5 (1958-1959): 218—224 (224).

133 CD 12.23-13.1 (with an emendation); 14.19; 20.1; cf. 1QM 11.7-8.

134 'William Sanford LaSor, “‘The Messiahs of Aaron and Israel,’” VT 6 (4; 1956): 425429
(429); Gaster, Scriptures, 392; Bruce, History, 122.

135 Cf. Lou H. Silberman, “The Two ‘Messiahs’ of the Manual of Discipline,” VT 5 (1;1955):
77-82 (82), though questioning the extent to which it is eschatological.

136 Cf. 1Q22.1-12;1Q28a 2.19-20; 4Q377 frg. 2, 2.5.

187 E.g. Vermes, Religion, 211 n. 1; idem, “The Oxford Forum for Qumran Research: Seminar
on the Rule of War from Cave 4 (4Q285),” JJS 43 (1,1992): 85-94; idem, “The ‘Pierced Messiah’
Text—An Interpretation Evaporates,” BAR 18 (4;1992): 80—82; Markus Bockmuehl, “A ‘Slain
Messiah’ in 4Q Serekh Milhamah (4Q285)?" TynBul 43 (1, 1992): 155-169; Martin G. Abegg,
“Messianic Hope and 4Q285: A Reassessment,” JBL 113 (1;1994): 81—91; Evans, “Messianism,”
703. This slain Messiah view was supported by James D. Tabor, “A Pierced or Piercing
Messiah?—The Verdict Is Still Out,” BAR 18 (6; 1992): 58—59, among others.

138 See further discussion in Larry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest
Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003); more briefly, Keener, Historical Jesus, 276—281;
idem, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (2 vols.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003), 298—310.



106 CRAIG S. KEENER

be David’s Lord (Mark 12:35-37). Throughout our sources Jesus is the “Son
of man” (e.g. Mark 2:10-12; 8:31; Matt 8:20//Luke 9:58), undoubtedly alluding
to the eternal, heavenly ruler of Daniel 7:13-14 (and maybe 1Enoch; see e.g.
Mark 13:26; 14:62).1%°

The early source “Q” is even more emphatic. For example, Jesus is an
eschatological judge, who will baptize in God’s Spirit and fire (Matt
3:11//Luke 3:16), though only God could pour out the divine Spirit (e.g. Isa
44:3; Ezek 39:29; Joel 2:28-29) and fiery end-time judgment. Likewise, Jesus’
sermon on ethics climaxes with a parable that provides the authority for his
ethics (Luke 6:47—49//Matt 7:24—27). In Jesus’ parable, whoever builds on
his wise words will endure testing, whereas whoever does not will be swept
away. A Jewish parable tradition, however, not at all likely dependent on
Jesus, offers almost the same parable except that the foundation is God’s
Torah (Ab. R. Nat. 24A). In this clearly early Palestinian Jewish tradition,
Jesus’ words thus assume a role that normally belonged to God’s word.14
Elsewhere in Q, Jesus desires to gather his people under his wings (Matt
23:37//Luke 13:34), an image that recalls an ancient Jewish image of God
sheltering his people under his wings.!!

No other Jewish, insistently monotheistic movement from this period
had a deified founder; that this image appears in some of the earliest and
most distinctively Jewish materials makes the feature all the more remark-
able. Nevertheless, the movement remained clearly Jewish in its ethos dur-
ing the circulation of such images (cf. e.g. Mark 12:29; 1 Cor 8:5-6).

3.2. Dying and Rising Deities?

Most scholars today doubt early twentieth-century comparisons with
“dying-and-rising” deities, the earliest evidence for which differs starkly
from the Jewish resurrection teaching connected with Jesus’ resurrection.'*?

139 The phrase makes no sense in Greek and was barely used christologically by the first-
century church, and is surely authentic; see sources cited in Keener, HistoricalJesus, 200—202.

140 See Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (2nd rev. ed.; New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1972), 194; Ulrich Luz, Matthew 1-7: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 452;
Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of Matthew: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2009), 255.

141 E.g. Ps17:8; 36:7; 63:7; 91:4; 1 En. 39:7; Sipre Deut. 296.3.1; 306.4.1; 314.11—6. For converts,
see e.g. 2Bar. 41:4; Sipre Num. 80.1.1.

142 Against Frazer's old patchwork of disparate elements, see Giulia Sfameni Gasparro,
Soteriology and Mystic Aspects in the Cult of Cybele and Attis (EPROER, 103; Leiden: Brill, 1985),
30 n. 16; Keener, Historical Jesus, 335—339.



JESUS AND PARALLEL JEWISH AND GRECO-ROMAN FIGURES 107

Some early dying deities did return from death in some sense;** deities
might visit the netherworld** or even be restored to life."**

But aside from the concept of afterlife, shared with much of human-
ity, proposed parallels fall far short of the Palestinian Jewish resurrection
conception more relevant to the milieu of Jesus and his disciples. Whereas
Osiris resuscitates,¥ he is magically revived through the sort of power avail-
able in procreation, not transformed into an eschatological new creation; he
further remains in the netherworld.*” Most alleged sources are later: despite
historic mourning for Adonis, his rising is first attested in the mid-second
century CE.*® Clear attestation for Attis’s return from death appears signif-
icantly later.* Dionysus’s return from death' resembles stories of mortals
being deified or deities suffering harm.’ Some who returned had not actu-
ally died, but descended alive.'

Most of the rescusitation rituals were vegetative and seasonal'®—a far
cry from the earliest sources’ portrayal of Jesus’ resurrection, a bodily claim
rooted in explicit Jewish eschatological hopes. Vegetative myths differ sig-
nificantly from Paul’s insistence that Jesus’ eschatological transformation
was a recent historical event certified by hundreds of eyewitnesses, includ-
ing himself. Paul presents his position as the only one possible for those who
believe the earliest apostolic message about Jesus (1Cor 15:1—-2,12—-19, 29—34),
and earlier Palestinian Christianity would not have held a less rigorously
Jewish perspective than Paul did."*

143 'With annual fertility connections, see Walter Burkert, Greek Religion (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1985), 160; ANET, 126-142.

144 E.g. ANET, 84, 107-108.

195 ANET, 5257 (esp. 55).

146 See Giinter Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries (Edinburgh: Oliver &
Boyd, 1967), 115-120; ANET, 5; Diodorus Siculus 1.20—22; Plutarch, Isis 35, Mor. 364F; euhe-
merized in Manetho, Aeg. frg. 1.1.

147 ‘Wagner, Baptism, 119.

148 ‘Wagner, Baptism, 171-207, especially p. 195; cf. Klauck, Context, 120-128 (esp. 121-122).
Some sources here also suggest merely seasonal revivification (Apollodorus, Bib. 3.14.4), a
pale contrast with the Jewish eschatological resurrection belief.

1499 Wagner, Baptism, 219, 229; but cf. Lucian Parliament of Gods 9.

150 Cf. Walter F. Otto, Dionysus: Myth and Cult (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press,
1965), 79-80, 103-119.

151 E.g. Homer, IL. 5.339-342, 382—404, 855-859, 870.

152 E.g. Apollodorus, Bib. 1.5.3; cf. W.K.C. Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion: A Study of
the Orphic Movement (2nd ed.; New York: Norton, 1966), 31.

153 For the vegetative association see e.g. Ovid, Metam. 5.564—571; Gasparro, Soteriology,
29, 43—49; Guthrie, Orpheus, 55-56.

154 Cf. Bruce M. Metzger, “Considerations of Methodology in the Study of the Mystery
Religions and Early Christianity,” HTR 48 (1;1955): 1-20 (19—20).
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The only pre-Christian “third day” association appears in the cult of
Osiris, but the “third day” was a fairly regular expression for a short period
of time (such as “the day after tomorrow”) in Jewish sources, a small enough
figure to generate many coincidences. Palestinian Jewish Christians
appealed to the “third day” (which merely meant parts of three days) before
any Diaspora exposure to the cult of Osiris (the pre-Pauline formula in 1 Cor
15:3_4)'155

Bodily resurrection was a common Palestinian Jewish idea.” If a newly
Gentile church preached a dying-and-rising mystery deity, why would Pales-
tinian Jewish Jesus monotheists adopt this concept and give it the Pales-
tinian Jewish language of “resurrection”? It seems far more likely that Gen-
tiles attracted to a growing Jewish movement would have adapted the Pales-
tinian Jewish resurrection concept.

Early Christian proclamation about an exalted, bodily resurrected uni-
versal Lord did not evoke simply apparitions of ghosts (deceased mortals)™’
or even of those who had become immortal (without physical transforma-
tion); these are not resurrection appearances. Even in later sources, Apol-
lonius proves that he has not died, not that he has risen;*® Protesilaos has
returned to life and appears to people,” yet his body explicitly remains
buried.'*® (Some of these claims may reflect proliferation of teaching about
Jesus’ resurrection.)’® Jewish hope in the body’s resurrection evoked an
entirely new order,® the sort of kingdom of God Jesus preached. It meant
not simply the appearance of a ghost from the afterlife, but the end-time
raising of the dead affirmed in Dan 12:2—3.63

155 Metzger, “Considerations,” 18—19.

156 See e.g. Pss. Sol. 312;1512-13;1 En. 22:13; 61:5; 2 Macc 7:9, 14, 23, 29; 14:46; 2 Bar. 30:1; 51:1-6;
L.A.B. 3:10; 25:6—7; m. Sanh. 10:1. In Scripture, see Mamy Raharimanantsoa, Mort et Espérance
selon la Bible Hébraique (Coniectanea Biblica Old Testament Series 53; Stockholm: Almqvist
& Wiksell, 2006), 363—447.

157 E.g. Apuleius, Metam. 8.8; 9.31; Eunapius, Lives 473; in dreams, Ab. R. Nat. 40A; Pesigq.
Rab. Kah. 11:23; among Gentiles, see, e.g. Homer, I1. 23.65, 83—-85; Euripides, Hec. 3034, 703—
706; Virgil, Aen. 1.353—-354; 2.268—297, 772—794; 4.351—352; 5.721—723; Ovid, Metam. 11.586—588,
635, 650—673. Apotheosis is closer.

158 Blackburn, “ANAPEZ,” 193.

159 Philostratus, Hrk. 58.2.

160 Philostratus, Hrk. 9.1; cf. later Antonius Diogenes, Thule 109ab, 110b.

161 Cf. G.W. Bowersock, Fiction as History: Nero to Julian (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1994), 108-113.

162 For the concrete connection with a new creation, see e.g. Jiirgen Moltmann, “The
Resurrection of Christ and the New Earth,” CV 49 (2; 2007): 141-149.

163 See more extended discussion of the common Palestinian Jewish teaching in Keener,
Historical Jesus, 337—339. Jesus’ movement affirmed Judaism’s corporate, eschatological re-
surrection.



JESUS AND PARALLEL JEWISH AND GRECO-ROMAN FIGURES 109

3.3. Proposed Jewish Analogies

Jewish use of divine language remained fairly fluid in this period."* (One
may compare, for example, Hellenistic Jewish application of divine lan-
guage to Moses'® or Palestinian Jewish exalted language for “Melchize-
dek.”)'* Some envisioned something like a subordinate but powerful vizier
alongside God, sometimes apparently understanding wisdom or the logos
in such terms.'” More often, Jewish thinkers treated wisdom as a divine
attribute, distinct only by way of personification.!*®

Although early Jewish Christians’ beliefs about Jesus went beyond what
most of their Jewish contemporaries would have accepted (especially
among later teachers seeking greater conformity),’® they reinterpreted
rather than denied God’s unity.”® From as early as our sources depict (hence
within the first generation), Jesus’ followers venerated him. They quickly
also affirmed Jesus’ deity within the identity of the God of their Bible,
the way their contemporaries often presented wisdom as a divine attri-
bute. In keeping with the point of biblical monotheism, they contin-
ued to distinguish this biblical God’s identity from all other realities.”

164 On Jewish monotheism in this period, see especially Larry W. Hurtado, One God,
One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1988); Darrell L. Bock, Blasphemy and Exaltation in Judaism: The Challenge against Jesus in
Mark 14:53-65 (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 112-183 (on exalted figures); more briefly, e.g.
N.T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (Minneapolis: Fortress; London: SPCK,
1992), 248-259.

165 Cf. Philo, Sacr. 9; Orphica 25—41 (though missing in the short version); Aristobulus frg. 4
(in Eusebius, Praep. ev.13.13.5); Meeks, Prophet-King, 103-106. The sense is qualified, however;
cf. Holladay, Theios Aner, 236; David T. Runia, “God and Man in Philo of Alexandria,” /TS 39
(1,1988): 48-75.

166 E.g. 11Q13 2.10 (using Ps 82:1).

167 See Peter Hayman, “Monotheism—A Misused Word in Jewish Studies,” JJS 42 (1;1991):
1-15 (though he probably overstates the case for the pervasiveness of dualistic monotheism).
Cf. Wolfgang Fauth, “Tatrosjah-Totrosjah und Metatron in der judischen Merkabah-Mystik,”
JS/ 22 (1;,1991): 40—-87; Daniel Abrams, “The Boundaries of Divine Ontology: The Inclusion and
Exclusion of Metatron in the Godhead,” HTR 87 (3;1994): 291—-321.

168 See Richard Bauckham, God Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 2—4, 27—28. He argues that early Christian texts treat
Jesus like wisdom, as within God’s identity (26—42).

169 Ray A. Pritz, Nazarene Jewish Christianity: From the End of the New Testament Period
Until Its Disappearance in the Fourth Century (Jerusalem-Leiden: Magnes Press, Hebrew
University, Brill, 1988), 110; David Flusser, Judaism and the Origins of Christianity (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, Hebrew University, 1988), 620, 624.

170 See e.g. William Foxwell Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and
the Historical Process (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1946), 304.

171 For detailed argument, see most fully Bauckham, Crucified, 2-15, 26—42; cf. N.T. Wright,
What Saint Paul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsus the Real Founder of Christianity? (Grand
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Wisdom Christology informed early Christian understanding about Jesus
already in our earliest sources such as Paul (esp. 1Cor 1:30; 8:5-6) and possi-
bly “Q.”

That a first-century Palestinian Jewish movement would within its ear-
liest decades already hold a consensus that their founder rose from the
dead and somehow embodied or existed as divine wisdom is remarkable.
We have no comparable evidence for the deification (or even belief in the
heavenly exaltation) of other first-century Jewish messianic figures. It seems
that something distinctive within the movement, rather than merely follow-
ing a common first-century Jewish social pattern, produced this consensus.
Coupled with its intensely charismatic and prophetic character, some of the
movement'’s eventual welcome of Gentiles without requiring circumcision,
and other elements, Jesus’ movement is highly distinctive in its context.

The authority of Jesus’ own teaching about his exalted identity in some
form seems the best explanation for how so many monotheistic Jews in the
early church quickly began affirming Jesus’ exalted status. Although they
disputed issues from Jerusalem’s authority to circumcision and food laws,
we hear of no detractors among them (even by way of refutation) concern-
ing Jesus’ exalted character.” Israeli scholar David Flusser rightly points
out that “On the one hand, Christology developed from Jesus’ exalted self-
awareness and from what happened to or was believed to have happened
to Jesus and, on the other hand, from various Jewish religious motifs which
became connected with Jesus Christ.””

4. CONCLUSION

Hellenistic healers and divine men offer little basis for understanding the
earliest Jewish traditions about Jesus. Various Palestinian Jewish figures and
understandings of prophets, messiahs, and exalted figures better inform
how Jesus, his first followers, and others constructed his identity. In the end,
Jesus and his followers seem to have adapted some elements from these
models, but in a way distinctive to Jesus’ own purpose and mission. Like the
sign prophets reported in Josephus, Jesus was a real historical figure with a

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 63—-72.

172 Cf. discussion in Raymond E. Brown, “Did Jesus Know He was God?” BTB 15 (1985): 74—
79 (77—78); Witherington, Christology, 276; Peter Stuhlmacher, “The Messianic Son of Man:
Jesus’ Claim to Deity,” in The Historical Jesus in Recent Research, 325—344.

178 Judaism and Origins, 620.
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significant following, seeking to lead Israel. From our earliest sources, how-
ever, Jesus’ followers made claims for him that differed from other figures.
Whereas most other contemporary messianic movements dissipated soon
after the deaths of their founders, Jesus’ movement flourished, claiming that
he as exalted Lord continued to prophesy and heal through many of his fol-
lowers. This was a contrast celebrated by early voices in the movement (Acts

5:36—-39; John 5:35-36).






THE EXORCISMS AND HEALINGS
OF JESUS WITHIN CLASSICAL CULTURE

Tony Costa

1. INTRODUCTION

The deeds and sayings of the historical Jesus continues to be an impor-
tant domain of investigation for New Testament scholars and, in recent
discussion, there is a growing interest in understanding Jesus as miracle
worker.! This essay will seek to investigate the healings and exorcisms of
Jesus within the tradition transmitted in the New Testament Gospels.? They
will be examined through the lenses and by application of the criteria of
authenticity,® first by means of the internal evidence found in the Gospels
and secondly, by exploring them from the standpoint of the external evi-
dence found outside the Gospels, including an investigation of these deeds
of Jesus in relation to his contemporaries, first from a Jewish perspective
and secondly from a Greco-Roman perspective—delineating both similar-
ities and dissimilarities in these perspectives. I will argue in this essay that
the place of healing and exorcism appears to be a core ingredient of the Jesus
tradition.

I R.Latourelle, The Miracles of Jesus and the Theology of Miracles (New York: Paulist Press,
1988); Morton Smith, Jesus the Magician (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1978); Geza Vermes,
Jesus the Jew (London: SCM, 1983); Graham H. Twelftree, Jesus the Miracle Worker: A Historical
and Theological Study (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1999).

2 Twill only address the subject of healings and exorcisms of Jesus in this essay. There are
other deeds attributed to Jesus that are referred to as “nature miracles” such as the calming
of the storm, raising of the dead, the feeding of the five thousand, the withering of the fig
tree, and walking on water, which I will not treat. On nature miracles, see Twelftree, Jesus
the Miracle Worker, 314—322.

3 On the criteria for authenticity, see Robert H. Stein, “The ‘Criteria’ for Authenticity,”
in R.T. France and David Wenham, eds., Gospel Perspectives. Vol. 1: Studies of History and
Tradition in the Four Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980), 225-263.
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2. THE ACTS OF JESUS IN THE GOSPELS

The acts of healing and exorcism by Jesus of Nazareth are well attested
in the Synoptic Gospels, as well as John’s Gospel. The Fourth Gospel calls
these acts “signs.” The Fourth Gospel, while recording instances where Jesus
healed and performed acts that would be considered extraordinary, is none-
theless different from the Synoptics in that it contains no accounts of exor-
cisms performed by Jesus. The reason for the absence of exorcisms within
the Fourth Gospel is not stated, but its absence is generally attributed to
a theologically motivated interest in realized eschatology.* The question
scholarship has rightly been asking in investigating the gospel records of
the healings and exorcisms of Jesus is not so much whether these miracles
actually happened, but whether or not Jesus of Nazareth was believed to
have performed them in the Hellenistic culture out of which he emerged.
Does the tradition about the extraordinary deeds of Jesus fit within the pro-
file of the historical Jesus? The question concerns whether or not the gospel
records of the healings and exorcisms of Jesus are coherent with the culture
from which they came. This brings us to a realization that this question is
primarily a historical-critical question.

It appears axiomatic that what can be ascertained from the historical-
critical method is not whether miracles really occurred, but whether Jesus
was believed to have performed them by his contemporaries. Hence the
question is first and foremost, not philosophical or metaphysical in nature,
but historical-critical. If we abide within the contours of historical-critical
research in regards to the data in the Gospels in relation to the healings,
exorcisms, and miracles of Jesus, we will be in a better position to asses the
available evidence in terms of authenticity.

While the definitional questions about “miracle” as a conceptual notion
typically fall outside of what is appropriate historical-critical discussion, it
is precisely the historical-critical method that has buttressed the notion

4 On the subject of exorcism and the Gospel of John, see Graham H. Twelftree, Christ
Triumphant: Exorcism Then and Now (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1985), 88—go. Even ifa
realized eschatology is granted within John to account for the absence of exorcisms, this is
still problematic in that it does not account for the fact that disease or illness and death itself
are still present even while being defeated by Jesus. Of all the Gospels, John is the only one
that states that “Satan entered him [Judas Iscariot]” (eicjABev eig éxelvov 6 Zatavag) (John
13:27), which seems to grind against a notion of realized eschatology. While there are no
accounts of exorcism in John, the idea of demonic possession is implied in the Fourth Gospel
when Jesus is accused by his opponents as having a “demon” (John 7:20; 8:48, 52; 10:20).
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that Jesus was indeed believed to have performed the miracles attributed
to him in the New Testament Gospels. The use of the historical-critical
method and the criteria of authenticity employed by scholars in studying
the sayings of the historical Jesus are useful for understanding the deeds of
Jesus. Most interpreters are willing to grant that Jesus did engage in a min-
istry of miracle working, healing, and exorcisms.’ E.P. Sanders, for instance,
argues that, “There is agreement on the basic facts: Jesus performed mir-
acles, drew crowds and promised the kingdom to sinners.”® Marcus Borg
similarly asserts, “Despite the difficulty which miracles pose for the mod-
ern mind, on historical grounds it is virtually indisputable that Jesus was
a healer and an exorcist.”” Of course, the issue and theme of the kingdom
of God is crucial to understanding the exorcisms and healings of Jesus.® The
modern emphasis on Jesus’ miracles in relation to his eschatological agenda
in many ways emerges from Albert Schweitzer’s picture of Jesus, who saw
the theme of the kingdom of God as Jesus’ central message.® It was this mes-
sage of God’s kingdom, according to Schweitzer, that infused Jesus with an
eschatological fervor that led him to believe that the kingdom would mate-
rialize with his vindication by God against his enemies. One of the ways this
kingdom would be displayed would be through the various deeds Jesus per-
formed.

One of the main reasons for this acknowledgement regarding the histor-
ical Jesus, according to Craig Evans, has much to do with viewing these acts
and deeds of Jesus within the context of a Sitz im Leben Jesu rather than

5 See forinstance, Luke Timothy Johnson, The Real Jesus (New York: HarperCollins, 1996),
123; Paula Hendriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews: A Jewish Life and the Emergence of
Christianity (New York: Knopf, 1999), 114; Barry Blackburn, “The Miracles of Jesus,” in Bruce
Chilton and Craig A. Evans, eds., Studying the Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State of
Current Research (NTTSD 19; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 356—357; Reginald H. Fuller, Interpreting
the Miracles (Philadelphia: Westminister, 1963), 39; Gerd Theissen, The Miracle Stories of the
Early Christian Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 277; Craig A. Evans, Jesus and His
Contemporaries: Comparative Studies (AGJU 25; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 213-243; Michael Labahn,
Bert Jan and Lietaert Peerbolte, eds., Wonders Never Cease: The Purpose of Narrating Miracle
Stories in the New Testament and its Religious Environment (LNTS 288; London: T&T Clark,
2006).

6 E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), 157.

7 Marcus Borg, Jesus: A New Vision: Spirit, Culture, and the Life of Discipleship (San Fran-
cisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1987), 61—62.

8 The idea of the kingdom of God occurs more than 100 times in the New Testament, 70
of which are in the Synoptic Gospels. Raymond E. Brown, An Introduction to New Testament
Christology (New York: Paulist Press, 1994), 60 n. 74.

9 Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (trans. W. Montgomery; London: A
& C Black, 1910).
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ascribing them to the Sitz im Leben der Gemeinde. In ascribing the heal-
ings and exorcisms of Jesus to the Sitz im Leben der Gemeinde one would
wish to argue that such deeds were later created by the early Christian
community and are read back into the gospel accounts. This view, pro-
pounded mainly by the Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, has been defended
by historical Jesus scholars, such as Bousset," Bultmann,? Crossan,”® and
Funk, who attributed the miracle stories of Jesus to mere parallels or copy-
ing of their Greco-Roman surroundings and influences. As we shall see,
such a scenario is highly implausible when we apply various features of
the criteria of authenticity to the gospel accounts that record these acts of
Jesus.

The main arguments that have been put forward in favor of attributing
miracle stories in the Gospels to Greco-Roman influences® are no longer
tenable or convincing, primarily because although an emphasis on the sim-
ilarities between the gospel accounts of Jesus’ healings and exorcisms with
Greco-Roman traditions has been advanced in scholarship, surprisingly less
attention has been paid to the striking differences with this body of liter-
ature and the events they record. The early dating of the New Testament
texts in comparison to the Greco-Roman materials that are appealed to for
comparison, has also been neglected in these discussions. This essay will
examine the healings and exorcisms of Jesus, utilizing both internal and
external source materials, especially within the surrounding Hellenistic cul-
ture of Jesus. When these considerations are weighed in the discussion, the
evidence points toward the authenticity of the deeds of healing and exor-
cism recorded in the gospel tradition.

10 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 213.

11 Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos: A History of the Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of
Christianity to Irenaeus (trans. John E. Steely; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1970).

12 Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” in H-W. Bartsch, ed., Kerygma and
Myth (trans. R.H. Fuller; London: SPCK, 1953), 1:1-44.

13 John Dominic Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant
(San Francisco: Francisco, 1991).

14 Robert Funk, Roy W. Hoover and the Jesus Seminar, The Five Gospels: The Search for the
Authentic Words of Jesus (New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1997).

15 See, for instance, Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 214 n. 3, who argues that Bult-
mann “seems controlled by his questionable assumption that the miracle tradition origi-
nated in Hellenistic, non-Palestinian circles of the early Church.” In placing the origin of the
miracle tradition in “non-Palestinian circles,” Bultmann is essentially removing this tradition
outside of the Palestinian Sitz im Leben Jesu and thereby farther away from the primitive Jesus
tradition.
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3. HISTORICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

The reticence to accept the miracles of Jesus, and by extension, his healings
and exorcisms as recorded in the Gospels are rooted primarily in philo-
sophical rather than historical presuppositions. This approach to the text
tends to be influenced by one’s Weltanschauung. The philosophical posi-
tion, for instance, that assumes a priori that naturalism reflects the exis-
tential reality of our world will preclude any possibility that Jesus could
have in reality performed such extraordinary acts in the historic past or that
they really happened.*® David Friedrich Strauss, in his 1835 work The Life of
Jesus,” further advanced the notion that the healings, exorcisms, and mir-
acles of Jesus were merely myths clothed in historical garb and retrojected
back into the Gospels by the Christian community. Strauss stripped mirac-
ulous deeds from the historical Jesus. This paved the way in due time for
Rudolf Bultmann’s well-known popularization of his theological method-
ology of demythologization.®® Part of the disinterest in seriously examining
the accounts of the healings, exorcisms and miracles of Jesus may have also
been due in part to Bultmann'’s over skepticism regarding a sound retrieval
of the historical Jesus.” With the work of Bultmann’s student Ernst Kise-
mann, who challenged Bultmann’s skepticism regarding sound informa-
tion of the historical Jesus, a new quest emerged that opened the way for
a historical reconstruction of not only the sayings, but also the deeds of
Jesus. 2

In the same vein, however, the a priori assumption that supernaturalism
is true will accept the miraculous elements in the New Testament Gospels
as a given,” but both of these approaches falter, since they approach the

16 This was argued as early as 1828 by Heinrich Paulus in his Das Leben jesu als Grundlage
einer reinen Geschichte des Urchristentums (2 vols.; Heidelberg: C.F. Winter, 1828).

7 David Friedrich Strauss, The Life of Jesus, Critically Examined (ed. Peter C. Hodgson;
trans. George Eliot; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973).

18 Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” 3-8.

19 In Bultmann’s words, “I do indeed think that we can know almost nothing concerning
the life and personality of Jesus since the early Christian sources show no interest in either,
are moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and other sources about Jesus do not exist.”
Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (trans. Louise Pettibone Smith and Erminie Huntress
Lantero; New York: Scribners, 1958), 8.

20 Following Kdsemann’s lead were Giinther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1956) and James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (SBT 25;
London: SCM Press, 1959).

21 See, for instance, Gary R. Habermas, “Did Jesus Perform Miracles?,” in Michael J. Wil-
kins and J.P. Moreland, eds., Jesus under Fire (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1995), 117-140;
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tradition with modernist philosophical presuppositions, creating Jesus in
their own image as Schweitzer famously showed, instead of understanding
the tradition within its original cultural context.?? The clashes of the weltan-
schauung of both of these camps have continued unabated to the present.
The treatment of the deeds of Jesus, such as healing, exorcism and miracles,
has tended to result in one of two conclusions, when operating from natu-
ralist assumptions. The first is describing these acts of Jesus as noted above
as later accretions to the Jesus tradition by the Christian community, which
borrowed such stories from Greco-Roman sources and wrote them retro-
spectively into the Jesus story contained in the Gospels. The other approach
has been to dismiss the accounts of the extraordinary acts of Jesus as pure
fiction or as ahistorical, as we saw in the case of Strauss. When approach-
ing the question from supernaturalistic assumptions, miracles accounts are
often granted historical status without argument, suggesting a priori that
the presupposition of naturalism is the only reason a scholar would deny
miracles—this is often the case, especially with popular Christian apolo-
gists.

The question of one’s philosophical Weltanschauung should not enter
into the application of the historical-critical method in such an explicit way;
although, admittedly, it must be acknowledged that everyone agrees that
a particular worldview cannot be entirely avoided in interpretation. Both
approaches, then, betray an apologetic intent, one to disprove the exis-
tence of miracles as supernatural, and the other to prove the existence of
miracles as supernatural. Both sides are guilty of employing their respec-
tive philosophical presuppositions to interpret the gospel texts rather than
attempting to situate them within their cultural context to understand how
their original readers would have understood them. And when these origi-
nal contexts are considered, a full assessment of similarities and differences
is often not given nor are issues of date and setting considered, as I have
previously noted. In what follows I hope to begin the initiatory phases of
weighing such considerations.

William Lane Craig, “The Problem of Miracles: A Historical and Philosophical Perspective,”
in David Wenham and Craig Blomberg, eds., Gospel Perspectives. Vol. 6: The Miracles of Jesus
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), 9—48.

22 An example of a “naturalistic” philosophical worldview is reflected in the Fellows of
the Jesus Seminar. Robert Funk comments that, “The contemporary religious controversy
... turns on whether the worldview reflected in the Bible can be carried forward into this
scientific age and retained as an article of faith.” Robert Funk, Roy W. Hoover and the Jesus
Seminar, The Five Gospels: What Did Jesus Really Say? (New York: Macmillan, 1993), 2.



EXORCISMS AND HEALINGS OF JESUS WITHIN CLASSICAL CULTURE 119
4. THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE: THE NEW TESTAMENT GOSPELS

One of the reasons that has convinced New Testament scholars of the verac-
ity of the gospel accounts that record the miracles, healing, and exorcisms of
Jesusis the criteria of authenticity. These criteria have been useful in assess-
ing the authenticity of both the sayings and the deeds of Jesus, especially
the healings and exorcisms. Throughout this section appeal will be made to
these commonly established criteria in order to weigh level of the authen-
ticity that can be attributed to the miraculous deeds of Jesus.

The primary sources for the healings and exorcisms of Jesus are the
Gospels.”? One of the criteria used to establish the nature of these reports
in the Gospels that Jesus performed miraculous feats is the criterion of mul-
tiple attestation.?* That Jesus performed such extraordinary acts of healings,
miracles, and exorcisms are multiply attested in the Gospels and also in Acts
(e.g. 2:22;10:38). Moreover, they are not only multiply attested, but at the
same time, they are independently attested in the various layers of the tex-
tual tradition, including Mark, Q, M, L, and John. The miracles of Jesus tradi-
tion, therefore, has multiple and independent attestation in these sources.?
The Pauline epistles, the earliest New Testament texts, which focus primar-
ily on the death and resurrection of Jesus, make no direct allusions to the
healings, exorcisms, and miracles of Jesus. Paul does, however, contain what
some believe to be sources for dominical sayings in his letters.?s Insofar as
any indirect allusions may be present in Paul, we do have Paul’s statement
concerning himself in 2 Corinthians 12:12 that the “signs of a true apostle
were performed among you with utmost patience, signs and wonders and
mighty works,” which Paul elsewhere states was wrought in him by Christ
in both “word and deed” (Rom 15:18-19).” This seems to imply at least that

23 1t should be presumed that when mention is made of exorcisms in relation to the
Gospels throughout this essay, I only refer in this case to the Synoptics.

24 Multiple attestation is usually defined as tradition that is found in one or more inde-
pendent sources in the gospel texts. See Craig A. Evans, “Authenticity Criteria in Life of Jesus
Research,” CSR 19 (1989): 3—31; John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus
(ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1991-), 1:174-175. Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 213, cau-
tions correctly, however, that, “Multiple attestation, of course, is no guarantee that a given
story is authentic, no more than single attestation proves that a given story is inauthentic.”

25 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 213—214.

26 Rom14:14;1Cor 7:10; 9:14; 11:24; 1 Thess 4:14-17; cf. Acts 20:35. On the “dominical sayings”
in Paul, see Seyoon Kim, Paul and the New Perspective: Second Thoughts on the Origin of Paul’s
Gospel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 259—292.

27 The language used by Paul in Rom 15:19: “by the power of signs and wonders” (gv Suvapet
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there was an early miracle tradition known to Paul surrounding Jesus, which
was believed to have continued in his disciples or followers,” among whom
Paul counted himself. Luke is also aware of this miracle tradition among
the disciples of Jesus as he has recounted it in Acts.” That the first-century
Jewish world was one that was interested in “signs” for proof of divine
intervention seems to also be implied in Paul’s statement that “Jews demand
signs onpeta” (1Cor 1:22).%°

The earliest gospel, Mark, begins the ministry of Jesus following his bap-
tism and calling of the first disciples (Mark 1:9—20) with an account of an
exorcism (Mark 1:21-28), followed by an account of Jesus healing individ-
uals and large numbers of people, including the healing of a leper (Mark
1:29—34, 40—45). The earliest gospel thus begins by drawing attention to the
exorcisms and healings of Jesus. While Mark is our earliest gospel, the exor-
cism account in Mark 1:21-28 may be earlier still as it seems to contain
pre-Markan elements.* The notion of demonic attack and repelling demons
is attested before the Gospels in Second Temple Jewish literature.® Jew-
ish texts like Ethiopic Enoch or 1Enoch and jJubilees (both of which predate
the first century) contain elements of demonology including the binding
of demons and prayers to God to bind and repel demonic attacks upon the
faithful (1 En. 10:4-6, 11—4; Jub. 10:1-13). The Dead Sea Scrolls also contain ele-
ments of demonology. One important passage in the Genesis Apocryphon (1
QapGen®) relates to the theme of exorcism, where the Pharaoh of Egypt,
after trying to take Sarai as his wife, experiences a torturous attack by an
evil spirit on him and his household.* The Pharaoh pleads with Abram to

onpelwy xal Tepdtwy) is the same as that of 2 Cor 12:12. In Rom 15:18 Paul attributes these signs
and wonders to Christ but in Rom 15:19 he attributes them to the Spirit.

28 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 214.

29 See esp. Acts 2:43; 3:6-10; 4:30; 512. Luke also supplies a miracle tradition regarding
Paul where he performs healings (Acts14:8-11;28:8—9), exorcism (Acts 16:16-18), and wonders
(Acts. 14:3 cf. Acts 13:6-12).

30 See also Mark 8:11-12; Mat 12:38-39; 16:1, 4; Luke 11:16, 29-30; John 2:18; 6:30, where signs
are demanded of Jesus by his Jewish audience.

81 B.D. Chilton, “Exorcism and History: Mark 1:21-28,” in Gospel Perspectives, 6:260—261.
Among the pre-Markan elements, Chilton mentions the demon’s attempt to gain control
over Jesus by using his name and the violence involved when the demon leaves the possessed.

32 See Twelftree, Christ Triumphant, 25—-34. Twelftree (21-22) also cites the earliest known
idea of exorcism in Egypt from an Egyptian hieratic pre-sixth century BCE papyrus (BM. Pap.
10685C) dealing with the time period of 1250 to 100 BCE.

33 Twelftree, Christ Triumphant, 31-34. The Genesis Apocryphon story in this case is
adapted from the original story found in Gen 12:14—20. Philo of Alexandria (De Abrahamo
96) interpreted this story as the Pharaoh being plagued severely by God, which is closer to
the Genesis account.
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pray to God so that the demon or evil spirit will be expelled from him and
his household. The method by which Abram expels the evil spirit is through
prayer and laying on of hands, “So I prayed [for him] ... and I laid my hands
on his [head]; and the scourge departed from him and the evil [spirit] was
expelled [from him], and he lived” (1 QapGen® 20:30).* In this text, exor-
cism is employed by both prayer and laying on of hands. In the Gospels,
Jesus also employs the method of laying on of hands in order to heal (Mark
6:5; 8:23, 25; Luke 4:40; 13:13), and also to bless (Mark 10:16; Mat 19:15).% In
the case of exorcisms, Jesus does not pray nor does he lay hands on any-
one but commands the demon(s) in the imperative to leave (Mark 1:25; 5:8;
9:25; Luke 4:35).%¢ Another text from Qumran that relates to an incidence
of exorcism is 4QprNab or the Prayer of Nabonidus. The king Nabonidus
has been smitten by God with an evil disease for seven years, which appar-
ently led him to a state of madness. What is of particular interest is the
prayer,

I'was afflicted [with an evil ulcer] for seven years ... and an exorcist pardoned
my sins. He was a Jew from [among the children of the exile of Judah, and
he said], ‘Recount this in writing to [glorify and exalt] the name of the [Most
High God.” And I wrote ... ¥

In this account, the exorcist is in all probability Daniel,* who was among the
exiles of Judah (Daniel 2:25; 5:13; 6:13), and the Aramaic term used in this text
for “exorcist” is 9m, which appears in Dan 2:27; 4:4; 5:7, 11. This text indicates

34 Translation from Geza Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (New York:
Penguin Books, 1997), 455.

35 Also, see Acts 28:8, where Paul prays and lays his hands on the sick for healing. The
method of prayer and laying on of hands resembles that of 1 QapGen® 20:30, where Abram
prays and lays his hands on Pharaoh to expel the evil spirit from him.

36 In Mark 9:14-29, we have the story of the disciples’ failure and impotence to exorcise
a demon (Mark 9:18). When the disciples question Jesus in Mark 9:28 as to why they were
unable to exorcise the demon, the response is given: “this kind can come out only through
prayer” (Mark 9:29). What is of interest in this passage is that when Jesus expels the demon
he does not pray, but merely commands the demon to leave and never to return (Mark g:25),
which seems to be his consistent modus operandi. The statement of Jesus also seems to be
directed at the disciples in particular who appear to be faithless (see Mark g:19) and who
should be engaged in prayer. Prayer and belief are essential to see results (Mark 11:24). Jesus is
depicted in Mark as actively being in prayer (Mark 6:46). What we do not see are cases where
Jesus prays while exorcising. In the Gethsemane pericope, while Jesus is praying, the disciples
show their impotence again in being unable to stay awake and pray but rather falling asleep
(Mark 14:32—41).

37 Translation from Vermes, Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English, 573.

38 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 240.
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that even in Qumran, the idea of exorcism was known and believed. What
is striking about this story is the connection between forgiveness of sins
and healing. The text seems to identify the exorcist with a healer. A story
with similar features appears in Mark 2:1-12 where Jesus heals a paralytic
but first announces that his sins have been forgiven. Another similar feature
is that the Jewish exorcist instructs Nabonidus to recount what happened
in writing and to glorify and exalt God. In the Gospels, after Jesus heals the
Gerasene demoniac (Mark 5:1—20), he instructs him to go home and recount
to his friends what God had done for him and the mercy he was shown (Mark
5109; cf. Luke 17:12—19). In the cases of the Pharaoh in the Genesis Apocryphon,
Nabonidus in the Prayer of Nabonidus, and the Gerasene demoniac in the
Gospel of Mark, the exorcism serves to specifically glorify the God of Israel®
in what seems to be a polemical motive in showing the supremacy of the
God of Israel above all other deities. Another pattern emerges among the
three events described in these texts. In all cases we encounter Gentile
figures, the Pharaoh who is healed by Abram in the Genesis Apocryphon, the
king Nabonidus who is healed by Daniel, and the Gerasene demoniac who
ishealed in the exorcism by Jesus.* We see in these stories the supremacy of
God over the demonic forces, but at the same time we see what appears to be
an outreach to Gentiles who come to acknowledge the God of Israel. In both
Qumran texts above, the Gentile figures are royal, the Egyptian Pharaoh and
the Babylonian king. If both rulers recognize the supremacy of the God of
Israel how much more should there subjects follow suit? The Gospels and
Acts also show a development of interest in outreach to Gentiles.

Another helpful text in understanding the issue of exorcism is the book of
Tobit, a text dated to the second century BCE." A demon named Asmodeus
is introduced in the text who is known to have killed seven successive
husbands of a woman named Sarah (Tob 3:8; 6:14). There is no mention of
possession in Tobit, only that the demon was in love with Sarah (Tob 6:14
RSV), and that she was oppressed by the demon. Tobias, a central character
in the story, is instructed by the angel Raphael to repel the demon by placing
live ashes of incense on the heart and liver of a fish so as to cause smoke.

39 Compare Matt15:31 where after Jesus performs various healings the crowds are amazed
and “they praised [‘glorified; RSV] the God of Israel” (¢86Eaaow tév Bedv Tapah).

40 On the Gentile identification of the Gerasene demoniac, see Joel Marcus, Mark 1-8
(AB 27; New York: Doubleday, 1999), 342, 347, 353; Meier, Marginal Jew, 2:711—714, 758-759.

41 Twelftree, Christ Triumphant, 28. Tobit was also known in Qumran, as it is attested in
the scrolls 4QTob ar*4, 4QTob hebr®.
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Upon smelling the smoke, the demon will flee and never return,* being
ultimately bound by the angel Raphael (Tob 6:17-18; 8:2—3). While there
is no actual exorcism in Tobit as we find in the Gospels, where a spiritual
entity is removed from a person, there is a removal of the demon from an
oppressive situation. The “binding” of the demon in Tob 8:3 is done by the
angel Raphael so that angelic agents are seen as the ones responsible to
combat demonic attack.”> What this literature indicates is that already prior
to the first century, the concept of demons as malignant entities that were
hostile to humans, in particular the faithful, were taken to be real and that
prayer and ritual were among the methods used in repelling them as we
saw in Tobit but also in 7Enoch, Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon, and in the
Prayer of Nabonidus. In the case of Jesus as we noted above, he does not
repel the demon(s) through prayer or ritual, but by direct command in the
imperative (Mark 1:25; 5:8; 9:25; Luke 4:35).

The evidence for the practice of exorcism in the first-century world of
Jesus is considered to be very strong. There is evidence that exorcisms
were practiced by some Jews of Jesus’ day.* One of the strongest criteria
of authenticity in the Gospels, especially in regards to exorcism by Jesus, is
the hostile enemy attestation we encounter against the practice of Jesus in
casting out demons. This kind of hostile enemy attestation also appeals to
the criterion of embarrassment. In Mark 3:22—27, we have the earliest writ-
ten account of the tension between Jesus and his opponents, the religious
leaders, which comes to a head:

22 And the scribes who came down from Jerusalem said, “He has Beelzebul,
and by the ruler of the demons he casts out demons.” 2 And he called them
to him, and spoke to them in parables, “How can Satan cast out Satan? 2* If
a kingdom is divided against itself, that kingdom cannot stand. > And if a
house is divided against itself, that house will not be able to stand. 26 And if
Satan has risen up against himself and is divided, he cannot stand, but his
end has come. ” But no one can enter a strong man'’s house and plunder his
property without first tying up the strong man; then indeed the house can be
plundered.”

42 The motif of the demon leaving and not permitted to return is also seen in Mark g:25
where Jesus commands a demon to depart and never return.

43 The same picture emerges in the New Testament where Satan is bound by the angel
and thrown into the abyss or pit (Rev 20:1-3; cf. Rev 9:14). Satan is also said to bind people,
as in the case of the crippled woman in Luke 13:16. On angelic combat with demons, see Rev
12:7-9.

44 Jewish exorcism is attested in Josephus, Ant 8.2.5, and in rabbinic literature (Sabb. 104b;
‘Abod. Zar.12.2; Sanh. 10.1).
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The application of the criterion of embarrassment demonstrates that we
have a piece of authentic tradition that goes back to the historical Jesus.
It would seem inconceivable that an early Christian writer would associate
Jesus and his ministry as being in league with Satan. The scribes do not deny
the ability of Jesus to do what he does, but rather they attribute such power
to Beelzebub or Satan. Jesus retorts to this charge by arguing in a systematic
logical fashion that if he is in league with Satan then he would be destroying
his own kingdom and house and dividing it, not being able to triumph
over the demonic realm. If this were the case Jesus would be engaged in
work of self-destruction. Jesus then applies the concept of “binding” when
he speaks of entering a strong man’s house and plundering his property
by first “binding” the strong man. The idea of “binding” as noted above is
already present in pre-Christian Jewish texts, such as 1Enoch, Jubilees, and
Tobit. The strong man here is most likely an allusion to Satan himself. The
response Jesus gives to what he perceives to be a baseless charge is that he
is in fact plundering Satan’s kingdom through his work of exorcism. What
is missing here in the Markan account is the actual account of the exorcism
itself, which Matthew and Luke will supply. Another missing ingredient is
the reference to the breaking in of God’s kingdom through the exorcism
ministry of Jesus as we find it in Matt 12:22—29 and Luke 11:14—22. A number
of other points are also lacking in Mark, which we find in Matthew and
Luke. Both Matthew and Luke state that the demoniac was “mute” (Matt
12:22; Luke 11:14), but Matthew adds that he was also “blind” as well (Matt
12:22),% and thus seemingly providing perhaps a double impact by raising
the bar of the wonder. Matthew alone states that in exorcising the demon
Jesus healed him (é8epamevaev adtév), thereby associating exorcism with
healing.* At this point Matthew interjects a question by the crowds in which
they ask, “Can this be the Son of David?” (utt 00tég éotwv 6 vidg Aawid) (Matt
12:23). Evans posits the idea that when the crowds raised this question they
thought of Jesus as “the son of David, i.e. one like Solomon.”" This notion
is based on the Jewish tradition that Solomon was known to have mastered

45 See Matt 9:32—34, where Matthew provides an earlier story of an exorcism of a mute
demoniac. The Pharisees (instead of Mark’s “scribes”) are also quoted at this point as saying
that Jesus casts out demons by “the ruler of the demons” (t& dpyovtt T@v Saupoviwv), who is
later identified as Beelzebub and Satan (Matt 12:24, 26).

46 Mark does not speak of exorcism as healing but reserves the word fepanedw only to the
healing of disease and bodily ailments. Mark appears to distinguish exorcism from healing
(Mark 1:34; 3:2, 10; 6:5, 13). Luke also associates exorcism with healing (Luke 6:18; 7:21; 8:2).

47 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 241.
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the arts of exorcism (see Wis 7:17—21).* Evans argues on this basis that, “This
is evidence of the close association of exorcism and Solomon. It may also
indicate that a messianic figure should possess the powers of David’s famous
son.”® This however seems unlikely. The phrase “son of David” should rather
be taken as amessianic title as it functioned as a descriptor for the Messiah.*
It seems rather that the crowds are inquiring as to whether or not Jesus
is the Messiah. It would seem by the nature of the exorcism in Matthew
that to exorcise a blind and mute demoniac was considered extraordinary
and something that was probably attributed to an act only the Messiah
would be able to perform. It appears as if the Pharisees have to justify
why it is Jesus is able to accomplish such an exorcism, which perhaps they
could not perform, hence their dismissive comments that Jesus operates
in this manner through the aid of malevolent forces. The same dismissive
comments are made in Matt 9:32—34, where a mute demoniac is exorcised.”
The issue here seems to be that of the demoniac being “mute” or unable to
speak. This may explain the Pharisees impotence in exorcising these kinds
of demons. In order to exorcise a demon, it was essential to discover the
demon’s name in order to gain mastery over it.> This would not be possible
with a “mute” demoniac who could not divulge the demon’s name, and
hence would render the exorcism fruitless. The success of Jesus in this type
of exorcism immediately raised the attention of the crowds, including the
Pharisees. This criterion of dissimilarity seems to point in the direction that
this is an authentic piece of the Jesus tradition. The criterion of coherence
is also applicable in this area in that Jesus also sought to know or discover
the name of the demon(s) in order to exorcise them as seen in Mark 5:9.%

48 Tn Christian circles, the tradition that Solomon had mastered the art of exorcism is
attested in Origen who knew of people who utilized the spells that allegedly came from
Solomon (Comm. Matt 33). Also, see the Testament of Solomon (which was probably written
by a Christian writer) in D.C. Duling, “Testament of Solomon,” in J.H. Charlesworth, ed., The
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.; Garden City: Doubleday, 1981-1983), 1:935—-959. Also
see remarks in Josephus who acknowledges this Solomonic tradition in relation to exorcism
(Ant. 8.2.5 §§ 46—49).

49 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 241.

50 See Pss. Sol. 17:21: “raise up unto them their king, the son of David.” See also Matt 21:9,
15; Luke 1:32, where Jesus is identified as the son of David in a messianic context.

51 What should not be missed is the excited and amazed reaction of the people in relation
to this extraordinary exorcism that, “Never has anything like this been seen in Israel” (Matt
9:33). The uniqueness of this exorcism seems to be attached to the fact that the demoniac
was mute and unable to speak.

52 Craig L. Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity,
1987), 89.

53 See parallels in Matt 8:28-34 and Luke 8:26—39. Matthew does not give the name of the
demoniac while Luke does.
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Another area of coherence is that in both Matthew and Luke, Jesus
acknowledges that the Pharisees practiced exorcism and he also refers to
their “sons” (Matt12:27 RSV) as doing the same.> The justification Jesus gives
for his successful exorcism is that he casts out demons “by the Spirit of God”
(Matt12:28) / “by the finger of God” (Luke 11:20) and this signals that the king-
dom of God is present in the deeds of Jesus. Jesus summed up his ministry as
one of both exorcisms and healings, ‘I am casting out demons and perform-
ing cures” (Luke 13:32). Part of Jesus’ ministry of healing and exorcisms was
the understanding, at least as the Synoptics present it, that Jesus believed
that the kingdom of God was present in his person, and that it was crash-
ing or invading into the human realm. Mark begins the ministry of Jesus
following his baptism and temptation with Jesus announcing that the time
is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand with the call to repentance
and belief in the gospel (Mark 1:15). This appears to be the preface in the
Gospel of Mark for all that will follow in the ministry of Jesus. Jesus per-
ceived the kingdom of God to be present in his ministry and his exorcisms
and healings were seen to be visible demonstrations of that conviction. It
is this theme of the kingdom of God that defines and shapes everything
Jesus says and does, and it seems that the exorcisms and healings of Jesus
were an integral part of that message and a display of its veracity. Both the
message and deeds of Jesus appear to be inextricably woven together. What
strikes the people with amazement is that Jesus comes with a teaching that
is backed up by authority, specifically the authority to order and exorcise
demons (Mark 1:27). The multiple attestation of these exorcisms and heal-
ings, the criterion of embarrassment, the criterion of dissimilarity, and the
criterion of coherence cumulatively lend support that these actions were
part of the authentic Jesus tradition. His contemporaries, both friend and
foe alike, acknowledged them.

54 Most read “your sons” (oi viol Ou@v) as referring to Jewish exorcists who were followers
or disciples of the Pharisees. E.g. ].P. Louw and E.A. Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament Based on Semantic Domains (2nd ed.; New York: United Bible Societies, 1989), 9.4.
But see R.J. Shirock, “Whose Exorcists are they? The Referents of oi viol 0uév at Mat 12:27/Luke
11:19,” JSNT 46 (1992): 41-51, who argues that the “sons” in this text may be a reference to the
disciples of Jesus.
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5. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN JESUS AND HiS CONTEMPORARIES

When we consider the socio-cultural world of the time of Jesus, there are
a number of similarities with Jesus and his contemporaries. It is here that
the criterion of coherence can be applied to our investigation. Among the
similarities between Jesus and his contemporaries in respect to the practice
of exorcism, three areas of agreement are notable: 1) the attempt to discover
the demon’s name in order to gain mastery over him (Mark 5:9); 2) the
use of touch and/or laying on of hands (Mark 9:29; Luke 4:40), and 3)
the application of spittle (Mark 7:33; 8:23; John 9:6).5 As with the Jewish
contemporaries of Jesus, there are some similarities with his Greco-Roman
contemporaries as well. The imperative command “Come out of” to the one
afflicted by a demon was not only attested in Jewish circles® but also in
Greco-Roman sources, such as magical papyri, and appears to have been
a common practice.” When one assesses the subject of exorcisms among
the Jews of Jesus’ day there are some similarities to be sure with those
of Jesus, but the differences are much more significant when it comes to
Jesus.®

At this point we can engage the criterion of dissimilarity. There are
poignant points of dissimilarity with Jesus’ methodology in the practice of
exorcism as opposed to his contemporaries. One striking dissimilarity on
the part of Jesus as presented in the Synoptics is the absence of employing
the common practices of elaborate spells, incantations, altering the tone
of voice, and appealing to an authority outside himself by employing the
name of a certain deity. While Jesus never performed exorcism in his own
name or even the name of God,” it appears clear that his disciples were to

55 Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 89.

56 As in the case of Eleazer the exorcist who was known to Josephus in the first century.
See Ant. 8.2.5 §§ 46—49.

57 CK. Barrett, The New Testament Background (New York: Harper & Row, 1961), 34.

58 Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 89, notes, “the differences far outweigh
the similarities.”

59 Later Jewish tradition does ascribe to Jesus the use of the divine name of God to
account for his extraordinary acts. The late fourteenth-century document Toledoth Yeshu,
which is believed to reflect tradition coming from the sixth century, is considered a parody
on the life of Jesus that recounts how Yeshu (Jesus) learned the letters of God’s name
(Tetragrammaton?) and wrote them down in a parchment that he placed and hid in an
open cut in his thigh, which he covered with his flesh. He later re-opened his flesh with a
knife and learned the letters of the divine name, and used that knowledge to perform his
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perform exorcisms in the name of Jesus (Mark 9:38—39; Luke 10:17; Acts 16:18;
19:13-16).%° In Mark 9:38—39, in particular, we have a complaint made by the
disciples to Jesus that they witnessed someone exorcising demons in Jesus’
name, and they objected because he was not part of their following. Jesus
forbids the disciples to stop this person and states that one who performs
a Stvapuw “deed of power,” or a “mighty work” (RSV) in his name, cannot
be against them. This passage indicates a number of things. First, the use of
invoking the name of someone who was reputed to be significant or a person
in touch with the divine (in this case Jesus) in exorcism appears to have
been current in the first-century Greco-Roman period. Josephus (Ant. 8.2.5
§§ 45—49) also attests to the use of Solomon’s name in exorcisms in the case
of Eleazer, the exorcist whom he claimed to know. This also indicates that
Jesus was not necessarily opposed to invocation in exorcism, but invocation
for the purposes of exorcism in his circle seems to have been restricted to
the use of his name only. The use of the name of Jesus in exorcism was,
therefore, not restricted to members of the Jesus movement but seems to
have been practiced by those who were outside of the group as well, even
hostile opponents. The account in Acts 19:13 shows that a number of non-
Christian Jewish exorcists ("Tovdaiwv £opxiot@v), who were not Christian
believers, attempted to use the name of Jesus to exorcise demons, but
proved unsuccessful (Acts 19:14-17). The use of any name deemed successful
in exorcism appeared attractive to first-century exorcists.

Secondly, Jesus seems to accept that a deed of power can be performed
in his name and thus seems to indicate that the authority he has to exorcise
and heal can be funneled to others who appeal to his name, whether they
are part of the group or outside of it. In this case the idea of the name carries

miraculous deeds. This tradition does not deny that Jesus performed extraordinary acts but
seeks to explain it away in this case to a divine source and origin, namely the utilization
of the divine name. In this text, the deeds of Jesus are not attributed to a demonic source
or magic, but to his using of the divine name. For more on the Toledoth Yeshu, see Morris
Goldstein, Jesus in the Jewish Tradition (New York: Macmillan, 1950), 148-154. According to
Sabb.104b, which is considered earlier than the Toledoth Yeshu, what seems to be a probable
reference to Jesus has him learning witchcraft in Egypt (perhaps based on Exod 7:11, 22; 87,
18), and to perform miracles he used methods that involved cutting his flesh. In another
medieval Jewish text, The Alphabet of Ben Sira, Lilith, the first wife of Adam, flees from the
Garden of Eden by pronouncing the Ineffable Name of God. See Samuel Tobias Lachs, “The
Alphabet of Ben Sira,” Gratz College Annual of Jewish Studies 11 (1973): 9—28. These very late
texts do show that there was an interest in using the divine name to perform extraordinary
acts.

60" Also, see the longer ending of Mark, which, although spurious, nonetheless preserves
the on-going tradition of casting demons out in the name of Jesus (Mark 16:17).
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with it connotations of authority and power.® The Markan passage seems
to warn, however, that those who are with him (Jesus) will prove to be
successful in utilizing his name in exorcism whereas those who are against
him will not, which seems to be the case in the story of the botched exorcism
in Acts 19:13-17.

The idea of invocation and incantations were also employed in non-
Jewish and non-Christian circles® as we shall see below. What is unique
and markedly exceptional about Jesus is that he does not pray to or invoke
God before exorcisms, nor does he employ magical objects as was the
custom of his contemporaries.®® Graham Twelftree also points out that
among the common objects used in exorcisms among both Jews and Greeks
were incense, rings, a bowl of water, amulets, palm tree prickles, wood
chips, ashes, pitch, cumin, dog’s hair, thread, trumpets, olive branches, and
marjoram,* and Jesus, according to the Gospels, never used these items
when he performed exorcisms. What seems clear as we noted above is that
in two incidences of healing in the Gospel of Mark, he uses his saliva when
he heals a deaf person (Mark 7:33) and a blind person (Mark 8:23),% and
once, in the Fourth Gospel, Jesus uses saliva and mud in healing a blind
person (John 9:6, 11, 14-15). The use of one’s saliva was considered in the
first-century world of Judaism to have curative powers.*

6. THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE 1: RABBINIC, SECULAR AND PATRISTIC

6.1. Rabbinic Sources

The miracles of Jesus are not only multiply attested within the New Testa-
ment Gospels, but are externally attested as well. The pejorative charge of
Jesus deriving his ability to heal from evil powers as we saw in the Synoptic

61 On the relationship of one’s name and authority, especially in regards to Jesus, see Bern
Hans Bietenhard, “Svoua,” TDNT 5:277-278.

62 See Barrett, New Testament Background, 31-35.

63 Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 89.

64 Graham Twelftree, “EIAE ... ETQ EKBAAAQ TA AAIMONIA ..." in Gospel Perspectives,
6:383, cited in Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 89.

65 The two-stage healing of the blind man in this Markan passage (Mark 8:23—25), where
initially his vision is not fully restored until Jesus again applies his hands and his vision is
then fully recovered, evokes a ring of authenticity based on the criterion of embarrassment.
It would be difficult to see an early Christian attribute a measure of failure to Jesus, especially
in his healing ministry.

66 ‘William L. Lane, The Gospel according to Mark (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974),
267 n. 78.
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Gospels (Mark 3:22; Mat 9:32—34; 12:24, 26) is also externally attested. An
example of this is seen in rabbinic sources,” particularly in the Babylonian
Talmud:

On the eve of Passover they hanged Yeshu (of Nazareth) and the herald went
before him for forty days saying (Yeshu of Nazareth) is going forth to be
stoned in that he hath practiced sorcery and beguiled and led astray Israel.
Let everyone knowing aught in his defense come and plead for him. But they
found naught in his defense and hanged him on the eve of Passover.

(b. Sanh. 43a; cf. 107b)

This text charges “Yeshu” (whom some take to be a reference to Jesus of
Nazareth) with sorcery and leading Israel astray, and calls for his execution
for this offence. While this rabbinic text condemns “Yeshu” or Jesus of
Nazareth, and attributes his miracles to sorcery (see Sotah 47a, where the
reference may also be referring to Jesus being a magician), it nevertheless
acknowledges and presupposes that Jesus was known to perform certain
acts deemed extraordinary. There is no denial here of his ability to perform
these acts, but rather an attribution of the ability to perform these acts to
another source, namely sorcery. As we saw in Mark 3:22 and Matt 9:32—
34;12:24, 26, there was no denial on the part of the religious leaders that Jesus
could exorcise a mute demon, but rather they attributed his ability to do
so to another source, namely the prince or ruler of the demons. A sorcerer
or magician thus was conceived as one who could tap into the realm of
the demonic as his source for his feats or acts as opposed to a holy man
or prophet who could do certain miracles or signs because his source was
divine in that it came from God. But here, as opposed to the Babylonian
Talmud, Josephus in his Testimonium Flavianum (18.3.3) does not speak of
Jesus in a pejorative or negative manner. Josephus merely appears to be
reporting on the information he had gathered about Jesus of Nazareth.

A number of famous Jewish holy men in the time of Jesus are mentioned
who were reputed to perform various miracles.® I will only mention three

67 The Gospels pre-date the rabbinic sources, which will be examined in this essay.
The earliest written portions of the Mishnah are no earlier than 200 CE. See Barrett, New
Testament Background, 141, 143, 145, 190.

8 On the subject of Jewish holy men in the first century, see Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew:
A Historian’s Reading of the Gospels (London: Collins; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973), 72—82.
Vermes believed Jewish holy men were part of “charismatic Judaism.” But see critique by
B.D. Chilton, The Temple of Jesus: His Sacrificial Program within a Cultural History of Sacrifice
(University Park: Penn State University Press, 1992), 92 n. 5, who charges Vermes with a false
dichotomy between holy men and rabbis. The distinction according to Chilton is not as solid
as Vermes suggests.
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of them and will summarize the main points instead of detailing the full
accounts.® Among these holy Jewish men were Honi ha-Ma‘aggel (first cen-
tury BCE),” Hanan ha-Nehba (late first century BCE; early first century CE)
and Hanina ben Dosa (first century ce).” These holy men are placed either
before the time of Jesus or during the time of Jesus and these stories can thus
provide a helpful comparable analysis.

Honi ha-Ma‘aggel™ takes his latter name, “the Circle Drawer,” for an
incident that occurred when he drew a circle and stood within it and prayed
that God would send rain during a time of severe drought.” If there would be
no rain, he would continue to stand in the circle and not leave. The various
accounts in Josephus and the Mishnah relate the story that rain did come
and it was seen as a sign of the answered prayer of Honi ha-Ma‘aggel.™ A
number of similarities and dissimilarities can be observed when compared
with the gospel accounts. Honi’s persistence in prayer reflects the teaching
of Jesus regarding persistence in prayer to God (Luke 11:5-8; 18:1-8). Honi
was compared to the prophet Elijah because of the association with rain.
Jesus was also compared with Elijah (Mark 6:15; 8:28).” On the phenomenon
of the rain that fell in the case of Honi, a comparison can be made with
the account of Jesus stilling the storm (Mark 4:37—41). In both cases we
have natural phenomena. The importance of rain is evident in this story
of Honi ha-Ma‘aggel but also in the story of Hanan ha-Nehba, which will be
addressed next. Jesus also speaks of God’s graciousness displayed in the rain,

69 For a full treatment on the rabbinic miracle stories, see the helpful material in Evans,
Jesus and his Contemporaries, 227—236, for which I am dependent for the rabbinic texts and
the discussion that will follow. For other accounts of rabbis and Jewish holy men, see Evans,
Jesus and his Contemporaries, 241—-243.

70 See Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 51-53.

"1 See Vermes, Jesus the Jew, 53—60. The other two are Abba Hilgiah (late first century BCE,
early first century CE), and Eleazer the Exorcist (first century cE). I will treat the case of
Eleazer the Exorcist below in my discussion on Josephus.

72 Josephus also knew of Honi but referred to him by the Greek equivalent Onias. Josephus
remarked about him, “Onias, a righteous man beloved of God” (Ant.14.2.1 § § 22—24). Josephus
also referred to King Solomon as one who was “beloved of God” (Ant. 8.2.5 §§ 45-49). The
story of Honi the Circle Drawer is also found in the Mishnah (m. Ta‘an. 3:8; cf. b. Ta‘an. 23a).

73 The importance of rain and its relation to prayer is also seen in Jdt 8:31 where the people
ask Judith, because she is a God-fearing woman, to pray for them for the provision of rain so
they will not suffer of thirst. The belief seems to be that a God-fearing person can approach
God with a request and that he will listen and provide.

7 The idea of granting rain was seen as a divine work. In EpJer 1:53, which condemns
idolatry, one of the things idols cannot do is “neither can they give rain to people” (olte detog
dvBpwmolg ob un 3da).

5 Elijah was known to be a prophet famous for his mighty deeds (Sir 48:1-16).
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which he sends on both the just and the unjust (Matt 5:45). As in Honi'’s
prayer to God in which he speaks of his people as “your sons” and implores
God to “have mercy on Your sons,” so Jesus in speaking of the rain that God
graciously sends also speaks of his hearers as “sons of your Father who is in
heaven” (Matt 5:45, RSV) in which Jesus calls on them to love and pray for
their enemies (Matt 5:43—44) and thus be gracious as God is, who sends the
rain indiscriminately on both the good and the bad.

In the case of dissimilarity, Honi demands rain of God, draws a circle on
the ground and refuses to leave until God has answered his prayer. He thus
appears to wager with God on set conditions he has established. The very
act by Honi of circle drawing attracted the criticism of Simeon b.Shetah who
charged Honi with unorthodoxy in his use of magical circle drawing.” While
Jesus teaches persistence in prayer, we do not find cases in the Gospels
where Jesus tempts or makes demands of God. The command to not tempt
God seems to have been taken seriously by Jesus and appears as an early
saying in Q (Matt 4:7; Luke 4:12).

In the story of Hanan ha-Nehba we encounter the grandson of Honi. He
was known to be a modest man who would hide from public view, perhaps
to pray. He was also known like Honi to bring rain through his prayers.”
Unlike Honi, he did not wager with God by setting down conditions. When
rain was needed, children would be sent by the rabbis to Hanan ha-Nehba
and they would seize the hem of his cloak and would implore him to give
them rain. One of the similarities with the Jesus tradition is that as the
children seized the hem of Hanan ha-Nehba’s cloak, so in the Synoptic
tradition, people sought Jesus that they may touch the fringe of his garment
so that they would have their request answered by way of being healed
(Mark 6:56). Another similar feature in one respect with the Jesus tradition
is that Hanan ha-Nehba used to hide from public view. We are not explicitly
told why he hid from public view but perhaps we can surmise he spent
solitary time in prayer. The Gospels also show that Jesus would resort to
spending time alone and in prayer is sometimes mentioned (Mark 1:35; Matt
14:23; Luke 6:12; 918).

Hanina ben Dosa is considered the most famous of the Jewish holy men.
He lived in a small Galilean village ten miles north of Nazareth.” He was
known to pray for the sick and announce beforehand who would live and

76 See Barrett, New Testament Background, 150-151.

77 The story is related in the Mishnah (b. Ta‘an. 23b).

78 In the Mishnah (m. Sota. 9:15), Hanina ben Dosa is remembered as one the “men of
deeds,” an allusion to the miracles wrought by him.
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who would die (m. Ber. 5:5). At other times he would pray for the sick
who were not present and the time that he declared the sick person to be
healed would be later confirmed (6. Ber. 34b; cf. y. Ber 5.5). Just like Honi ha-
Ma‘aggel and Hanan ha-Nehba, Hanina ben Dosa was also known to pray
and bring rain (b. Ta ‘an. 24b; b. Yoma. 53b). Where Hanina ben Dosa differs
from the others is that he was also known to function as an exorcist or one
who can command demons. One story conveys that, as Hanina ben Dosa
was walking alone at night, the queen of the demons met him and informed
him that she would have harmed him had he not had divine protection (b.
Pesah. 112b).” Hanina then bans her from going through inhabited places.®
In another story Hanina hears the Bat Qo/, the voice from heaven, which says
to him, “The whole universe is sustained on account of my son, Hanina” (b.
Ta‘an. 24b; b. Ber. 17b, 61b; b. Hull. 86a; cf. b. B. Bat. 74b).

By way of similarity, Hanina was a healer of the sick as Jesus was. The
ability on the part of Hanina to pray for a sick person who was absent and
the confirmation that the sick person was healed at the moment of Hanina’s
prayer parallels the accounts in the Gospels where Jesus responds to a
request for healing from someone and the granting of the request coincides
with the time the sick person was healed (Matt 8:5-13; Luke 7:1-10; John
4:46—53). While the story of Hanina had elements of nature miracles, as in
his ability to pray and bring rain, Jesus—as I noted above—also calmed the
storm (Mark 4:37—41). The encounter of Hanina with the queen of demons
parallels Jesus’ encounter with the Gerasene demoniac who also declared to
Jesus that he knew the identity of Jesus (Mark 5:1—20). The ability to order
demons is also reflected in both Hanina banning the queen of demons from
going through inhabited places and Jesus commanding the demons to never
enter the man again. Both these stories reveal the belief in demons in the
first century as a given fact. Hanina’s encounter with the queen of demons
may also parallel Jesus’ encounter with Satan during the temptation in the
wilderness (Mark 1:13; Matt 4:1-11; Luke 4:1-13). There is also a parallel by way
of the Bat Qol. As Hanina is called by God “my son,” so God declares to Jesus
at his baptism and transfiguration, “You are my Son, the Beloved” (Mark 1:11;
cf. 9:7).

7 This charge is somewhat similar to the story in Job 1-2, where Satan makes the case
that Job enjoys a good life because he has the blessing and protection of God.

80 This is presumably based on the idea that in Jewish and Christian belief, as well as
Persian and Egyptian, the wilderness was regarded as the area of demons or evil spirits
because it was the zone outside of the boundaries of society and was reflective of chaos.
This is implied in Matt 12:43 and Luke 11:24. See W.D. Davies and D.C. Allison, Matthew 17
(ICC; London: T&T Clark, 2004), 354.
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6.2. Secular Sources

Flavius Josephus, the first-century Jewish historian, in the so-called Testimo-
nium Flavianum (Ant.18.3.3), also speaks of Jesus. I only quote the part of the
passage that is pertinent to our discussion and I place in italics a clause that
is considered by most scholars as a later interpolation:®

Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise man, if it be lawful to call him a
man; for he was a doer of wonderful works—a teacher of such men as receive
the truth with pleasure. He drew over to him both many of the Jews and many
of the Gentiles.

Josephus makes mention of Jesus as “a doer of wonderful works,” which
concurs with the deeds of Jesus as set out in the Gospels. This phrase is
considered authentic even by scholars who deem most of the Testimonium
Flavianum to be spurious.® Josephus thus serves as an important external
witness to the understanding that Jesus had the reputation of being one who
performed deeds that were considered extraordinary or “wonderful” by his
contemporaries. What can be deduced from Josephus is that the tradition
of Jesus as a wonder worker continued in the first century and thus we find
external corroboration for what appears to be a piece of the authentic Jesus
tradition attested internally in the Gospels.

Another important source coming from Josephus is his account of a
Jewish exorcist whom he claimed to know and observe by the name of
Eleazer. This source is extremely valuable from the perspective of the first-
century Greco-Roman world. Josephus is the earliest non-biblical source
that relates what appears to be an eyewitness account of an exorcism.

Josephus (Ant.8.2.5 §§ 45-49) says:

God also enabled him [Solomon] to learn that skill which expels demons,
which is a science useful and wholesome to men. He composed such incan-
tations also by which distempers are alleviated. And he left behind him the
manner of using exorcisms, by which they drive away demons, so that they
never return; and this method of cure is of great force to this day; for I have
seen a certain man of my own country, whose name was Eleazar, releasing

81 See comments in Barrett, New Testament Background, 198-199. For a fuller discussion
and treatment, see Meier, Marginal Jew, 1:57-88. Also, see Louis H. Feldman, josephus and
Modern Scholarship (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984). Even in the absence of the Testimonium
Flavianum, one could still conclude Josephus knew of Jesus since he makes reference to him
in his report of the martyrdom of James who was “the brother of Jesus, who was called Christ”
(ov 68eAqov Tnaod tod Aeyouévov Xptatod) (Ant. 20.9.1).

82 E. Eisler, The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist (trans. A.H. Krappe; London: Methuen;
New York: Dial, 1931), 62.
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people that were demonic in the presence of Vespasian, and his sons, and his
captains, and the whole multitude of his soldiers. The manner of the cure was
this: he put a ring, that had a root of one of those sorts mentioned by Solomon
to the nostrils of the demoniac, after which he drew out the demon through
his nostrils; and when the man fell down immediately, he warned him to
return into him no more, making still mention of Solomon, and reciting the
incantations which he composed. And when Eleazar would persuade and
demonstrate to the spectators that he had such a power, he set a little way
off a cup or basin full of water, and commanded the demon, as he went out
of the man, to overturn it, and thereby to let the spectators know that he
had left the man; and when this was done, the skill and wisdom of Solomon
was shown very manifestly: for which reason it is, that all men may know the
vastness of Solomon’s abilities, and how he was beloved of God, and that the
extraordinary virtues of every kind with which this king was endowed, may
not be unknown to any people under the sun for this reason, I say, it is that
we have proceeded to speak so much of these matters.

Josephus is well aware of the tradition that Solomon had learned and mas-
tered the art of exorcising demons and that this was seen as a gift from
God. Exorcism is seen as useful and “wholesome” to aid people and relieve
them of their illnesses. What is pertinent here is that “incantations” are
mentioned, which would seem to indicate that Jewish exorcists used them
to insure the demon does not return. Josephus further indicates that “this
method of cure” is still operative “to this day,” which demonstrates it was still
current in the first century. As we noted above, there does not seem to be
any indication in the Gospels that Jesus employed incantations in his exor-
cisms but merely ordered the demon(s) to depart and “never return” (Mark
9:25), a point that is also made here in the case of Eleazer where he warns the
demon “not to return into him anymore.” Josephus’s mention and knowl-
edge of Eleazer indicates that exorcists were well known. This may also help
to explain the notoriety of Jesus by the people in the Gospels as a healer and
exorcist (Mark 1:28, 45; Matt 4:24; 9:26, 31; Luke 4:14, 37; 515). In the case of
Eleazer, the exorcism was conducted “in the presence of Vespasian, and his
sons, and his captains, and the whole multitude of his soldiers” and he also
sought to “persuade and demonstrate to the spectators that he had such a
power.” This is markedly different from the modus operandi of Jesus. In the
Gospels, while Jesus performs exorcisms and healings, he refuses to perform
them on demand (Mark 8:11-12), and specifically in the Markan Gospel he
restrains those whom he heals not to broadcast their healing to others (Mark
1:43-44; 7:36).

The methodology of Eleazer in conducting the exorcism by the use of a
ring and a root (believed to be prescribed by Solomon), which was placed to
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the nostrils of the demoniac through which the demon would be expelled,
differs from the practice of Jesus. Jesus does not use any items in his exor-
cisms but again orders the demon(s) to leave. There does not seem to be any
indication in the Gospels that Jesus depended on the tradition of Solomon’s
exorcism techniques or using Solomon’s name as Eleazer did.** While Jesus
did not invoke any particular name in his exorcisms, his disciples did invoke
the name of Jesus when they performed exorcism (Mark 9:38—39; Luke 10:17;
Acts 16:18;19:13-16). The falling down of the possessed person following the
exorcism parallels the description given in the Gospels (Mark 3:11; Luke
8:28). Josephus also recounts that Eleazer sought to show proof that the
demon had left the possessed by placing a cup or basin of water to the
side and ordered to the demon to overturn it. There is no parallel to this
in the Gospels, but the closest we come is to the account of Jesus casting
out the demons from the Gerasene demoniac into a herd of swine, which
ran down the hill side and drowned in the lake (Mark 5:11-13). The empha-
sis here seems to be on demonstrating the “skill and wisdom of Solomon”
in being successful in exorcisms. What is peculiar in this account is that
there is no emphasis as there is in the case of the Synoptic Gospels in link-
ing exorcism with the coming or presence of the kingdom of God (Matt
12:28; Luke 11:20). In the case of Eleazer, exorcism demonstrates the vast-
ness of Solomon’s wisdom and shows that he was gifted by God in the area
of exorcism. While Josephus sees exorcism as a demonstration of the legacy
of Solomon’s wisdom, Jesus saw exorcism as an indication that the kingdom
of God was present in his ministry and that Satan’s kingdom was being plun-
dered and destroyed (Mark 3:24—27; Luke 10:18).

6.3. Patristic Sources

This reputation of Jesus as a wonder worker can also be traced beyond the
Gospels and Josephus in the first century well into the second and third
century in the patristic writings. This attestation comes by way of enemy

83 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 240—241 suggests that there may be a hint of this
when Jesus claims that something greater than Solomon was present in his work and ministry
(Matt 12:42; Luke 11:31) but this seems speculative. Evans here also sees the question by the
people of whether Jesus is “the son of David” (Matt 12:23) to possibly refer to Jesus, as Evans
putsit, as “one like Solomon.” The text does not state that Jesus is “like” Solomon, but it seems
rather that “son of David” should be taken as a messianic title so that what the people were
asking was whether Jesus was the Messiah. The designation “son of David” is used for the
Messiah (Matt 21:9, 15; Luke 1:32; cf. Pss. Sol. 17:21). Even if Jesus made a reference to Solomon
in the context of his exorcisms it appears that Jesus was not dependent on the Solomonic
tradition as his methodology is sharply dissimilar.
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attestation by opponents of the Christian movement. Such opposition is
recorded indirectly in patristic writers and the charge against Jesus in the
case of his miracles is that of magic and sorcery. The criterion of embarrass-
ment can be used at this point to establish the authentic core of this Jesus
tradition in that it would be highly improbable that a Christian would call
Jesus a sorcerer or magician, both of which were practitioners believed by
the patristic writers to be in league with demonic forces. In Justin Martyr’s
Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, Justin makes mention of the point that Jesus’
opponents charged him with magic. Justin comments to Trypho concern-
ing the ministry of Jesus, “But though they saw such works, they asserted it
was magical art. For they dared to call Him a magician, and a deceiver of
the people.” This charge appears to be consistent with what we also read
in the Babylonian Talmud that “Yeshu” was condemned to death because
he practiced sorcery and for leading Israel astray by deceiving the people
(b.Sanh. 43a;107b). What makes this charge of sorcery particularly heinous
is that the practice of sorcery and magic were vehemently condemned in the
Torah and Jewish Scriptures as a whole and the penalty was execution (Lev
19:26—28, 31; 20:6; Deut 18:9—14; 2 Chron 33:6; Isa 8:19; Mal 3:5).* Even in this
text there is no denial that Jesus performed certain exceptional deeds. What
we encounter again is an attempt to explain it away by attributing his acts to
another source, that of magic and sorcery. The attributing of magic and/or
sorcery, the elements of the demonic realm, to Jesus is also consistent with
what we encounter in the Synoptic Gospel accounts where the religious
leaders dismiss the ability of Jesus to exorcise demons and explain it as
coming from Satan or Beelzebub, the ruler of the demons (Mark 3:22; Matt
9:32—34; 12:24, 26). A consistent picture appears to emerge in respect to the
authentic Jesus tradition in regards to his exorcisms and healings. From the
Synoptic Gospels onward, the charge that Jesus was operating under Satan’s
power in his ministry of exorcism eventually develops into a charge of uti-
lizing magic and sorcery (Babylonian Talmud; b. San. 43a; cf. 107b and Sotah.
47a). The move from Satan to magic/sorcery is not a great leap since magic
and sorcery were attributed to the realm and jurisdiction of the demonic
powers. Both the Talmud and Justin Martyr’s polemics against the Jewish
charge of magic on the part of Jesus to explain his wonderful deeds seem
to corroborate quite strongly the Jesus tradition on the subject of exorcisms
and healings.

84 Justin Martyr, Dial. 69.7.
85 In the New Testament, sorcery and magic are also categorically condemned (Acts 8:9—
11;19:19; Gal 5:20; Rev 9:21; 21:8; 22:15).
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Origen, in his refutation of the pagan philosopher Celsus, engages his
opponent in disclaiming the same charge of magic on the part of Jesus. In a
citation, preserving the words of Celsus, Celsus claims regarding Jesus,

.. who having hired himself out as a servant in Egypt on account of his
poverty, and having there acquired some miraculous powers, on which the
Egyptians greatly pride themselves, returned to his own country, highly elated
on account of them, and by means of these proclaimed himself a God.5¢

As with Justin Martyr, it would appear inconceivable that Origen, as a
Christian, would have applied this charge to Jesus unless there was some
truth to it, and again here the criterion of embarrassment comes into play.
What is noticeable is the similar charge Celsus brings against Jesus that he
went to Egypt where he learned “some miraculous powers” and practiced
them and proclaimed himself a god or to be divine. This is similar to what
we find in the rabbinic sources (Sabb. 104b), which also make reference to
Jesus learning witchcraft in Egypt (perhaps based on the Egyptian practice
of sorcery in Exod 7:11, 22; 8:7,18), and thereby learning to perform miracles.
It is possible that Celsus had access to these Jewish traditions about Jesus
and utilized them against Christians. Celsus is also aware of the divine
status accorded to Jesus (“proclaimed himself a God”) and sees this as a
self-delusional claim on the part of Jesus in which he was carried away
by his extraordinary deeds. This indicates that the charge against Jesus as
a sorcerer or magician continued well into the third century to the time
of Origen and that opponents of the Christian movement knew of these
charges and used them in their denunciation of Christianity.*’

The multiple attestation in the gospels and the external sources in regard
to the healings, miracles and exorcisms of Jesus, including the criterion of
dissimilarity do present a convincing argument from a historical critical
view that these things were true of the historical Jesus.

7. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE 2: GRECO-ROMAN PARALLELS

When we examine the Greco-Roman world outside of the Jewish framework
of Jesus we do find some similarities, but at the same time differences. It
behooves us to take the cautionary note of Samuel Sandmel seriously, to

86 Qrigen, Contra Celsum 1.28.
87 Morton Smith has addressed this very issue as indicated by the title of his book: Morton
Smith, Jesus the Magician (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1978).
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avoid the trap of “parallelomania” where we assume a copy cat or depen-
dence of a source on another source that seems to have a parallel with the
first.®® We have seen that within the Jewish framework of the world of Jesus
there were many things he did that were similar to his contemporaries and
to those who came before him. These correlations, however, are not exact
parallels because there are also dissimilar features within the Jesus tradi-
tion regarding exorcisms in particular. The criterion of dissimilarity can
be invoked here as evidence that Jesus did perform exorcisms in his own
unique way. While Jesus may have been pejoratively accused of employing
magic in rabbinic sources, it should be stated that such a charge implied that
Jesus obtained the power of magic from pagan sources, and not from God,
showing that Jesus said and did things that were outside the parameters of
Judaism and hence he was one who led Israel astray (b.Sanh. 43a; cf. 107b).
The charge that Jesus learned to obtain his power to perform miracles from
Egypt also strongly indicates that Jesus was believed to have tapped into
pagan sources outside of Judaism as attested in the rabbinic writings (e.g.
Sabb.104b) and in Origen, who quotes Celsus on the very same charge (Con-
tra Celsum 1.28). In effect, Jesus is portrayed as an Egyptian sorcerer rather
than as a devout Jew. What appears consistent in all these sources is that
there is never a denial that Jesus performed such deeds of wonder, rather
there is a consistent method of dismissing them through alternate explana-
tions.

As far as the Gospels are concerned, Jesus did not engage in the method-
ology that his Greco-Roman counterparts did in healing and exorcism. He
never simulated the methods that his contemporaries used that appear
much more “magical,” such as the use of amulets and other items. A com-
mon feature in the Greco-Roman world in regards to exorcism involved
incantations, a notable feature that is missing in the ministry of Jesus.

The use of incantations in the Greco-Roman world was customary and
was intended to invoke any source names and formulae that sounded im-
pressive and effective. The Paris Magical Papyrus (lines 3007—3085),*® which
dates to about 300CE, contains a series of names to be invoked in exor-
cism and appear to show a dependence on Judeo-Christian sources as well
as non-Jewish and non-Christian sources. There is also an implicit aware-
ness of biblical texts. Among some of the lines of this Magical Papyrus
reads,

88 Samuel Sandmel, “Parallelomania,” /BL 81 (1962): 1-13.
89 Barrett, New Testament Background, 31-35.
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Joe ... Jaeo ... Phtha ... I adjure thee by the god of the Hebrews
Jesu, Jaba, Jae, Abraoth, Aia, Thoth, Ele,

Elo, Aeo, Eu ...

thou that appearest in fire [Exod 3:27] ...

I adjure thee by him who appeared unto
Osrael in the pillar of light and in the cloud by
day [Exod 13:21—227] ...

... and brought upon Pharaoh the

ten plagues, because he heard not ...

... For I adjure thee by the seal

which Solomon laid ...

... I adjure thee by the great God Sabaoth.®

What is immediately noticeable is the invocation of various Hebrew sound-
ing names such as “Joe,” “Jaeo,” “Jaba,” “Jae,” which are most likely allusions
to the divine name Yahweh (m17°), while “Elo” and “Ele” seem to be allusions
to the Hebrew words for God, %% and o°n5x. The references to “Phtha” and
“Thoth” show knowledge of Egyptian deities.” Interestingly, another name
appears as “Jesu,” which seems to be an allusion to Jesus,” and if so, demon-
strates that the name of Jesus was already considered efficaciously potent
in exorcising demons. As we noted above, the name of Jesus was used by his
disciples in their practice of exorcism and healing (Mark 9:38—39; Luke 10:17;
Acts 1618; 19:13-16; cf. the tradition in the “longer ending” of Mark [Mark
16:17-18]). The description of “Jesu” as “the god of the Hebrews” would seem
to be plausibly at home in a non-Christian context. Barrett believes this
name refers to Jesus and that a non-Christian would have been familiar with
it and would have utilized it in incantations for the purposes of exorcism.”
The dating of this magical papyrus and its dependence on Judeo-Christian
sources indicates that it is later than the Gospels and dependent on Judeo-
Christian traditions.

The question of dating is important when comparison is made between
the Gospels and Greco-Roman texts. Most of the similarities assumed in
Greco-Roman literature post-date the dating of the Gospels, thus dismiss-
ing previous notions of the gospel writers borrowing from Greco-Roman
sources and applying them to the life and ministry of Jesus.* Perhaps the

90 Translation taken from Barrett, New Testament Background, 32—33.

91 Barrett, New Testament Background, 34.
2 Barrett, New Testament Background, 34.

9 Barrett, New Testament Background, 34.

94 Blomberg argues that if there was any literary dependence it would be vice-versa where
the Greco-Roman sources would borrow from Christian literature. Blomberg, Historical
Reliability of the Gospels, 8s.

©
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most famous of all Greco-Roman stories alluded to in comparison with the
healings and exorcisms of Jesus is the story of Apollonius of Tyana, a first-
century legendary sage.” The account of his life was recorded and written in
the early third century CE by Philostratus of Athens, who wrote a work enti-
tled The Life of Apollonius of Tyana.% The motive for Philostratus to write this
text was principally polemical in that he was attempting to defend Apollo-
nius from what he perceived to be attacks on his person. Ancient attempts to
compare the miraculous deeds of Jesus with that of Apollonius were made
by Greek writers such as Hierocles, who wrote a book on this subject enti-
tled Lover of Truth.” The comparison was not that of the sayings of Jesus with
Apollonius, but rather the miraculous deeds of both men. This would imply
that Christians were retelling the gospel stories of the wonders of Jesus and
some of their Hellenistic hearers responded by asserting the same things for
Apollonius, thus implying either that both were divine men or that Chris-
tians merely copied their Greco-Roman neighbors. If Christians were willing
to assert divine status to Jesus, then the same, Hierocles claimed, could be
said of Apollonius.®® This work did not go unchallenged, but was responded
to by Eusebius of Caesarea in his work, Against the Life of Apollonius.

The issue of the dating of these documents are important in regards to the
question of literary dependence. The argument has been made in the past
by some scholars that early Christians and the gospel writers embellished
the Jesus tradition according to the lives and deeds of Hellenistic wonder
workers like Apollonius.”

The problem with this approach is again one of dating. Apollonius of
Tyana, while being a first-century sage, is first described as a wonder worker
two hundred years later by Philostratus of Athens.'” The time gap between
the sayings and deeds of Jesus and the writing of at least the Synoptic
Gospels are only decades in comparison.

95 See the brief but helpful discussion with references on Apollonius of Tyana in Evans,
Jesus and His Contemporaries, 245—250.

9 For the English translation of this work, see Philostratus, Philostratus: The Life of Apol-
lonius of Tyana (trans. F.C. Conybeare; LCL; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1912).

97 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 245.

98 Evans, Jesus and His Contemporaries, 245.

99 As was argued by M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel (London: James Clarke, 1971),
70-103, and R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1968), 218—
244.

100 Geza Vermes in his book Who’s Who in the Age of Jesus (London: Penguin Books,
2005), while mentioning all the notable historical figures of the first century who were
contemporaneous with Jesus never mentions Apollonius of Tyana.
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Some scholars have speculated that Philostratus may have been familiar
with the Christian stories regarding the miracles of Jesus, his post-mortem
appearances, and ascension to heaven and attributed the same to Apollo-
nius.'” However, the early dating of the Gospels continues to remain a strong
argument against any literary dependence on Greco-Roman sources for the
life of Jesus. Others have concluded regarding the correlation between Jesus
and Apollonius that there was no literary dependence on either side but that
both came from independent sources,"*? but this appears highly doubtful in
light of the polemical work of Hierocles who compares Jesus with Apollo-
nius. The later account of the life of Apollonius by Philostratus in the early
third century has led some scholars to regard this account as fictitious.'”® The
important issue here is the time factor.

The analysis of Roman historian A.N. Sherwin-White,'* that the time
gap between a given event and the writing down of that event is crucial
to understanding the development and accruement of legendary elements,
lends support to this explanation. The longer the time gap, the higher
the possibility for legendary material to accrue.”® Gerd Liidemann agrees
with this assessment, that the older or later a given unit of a text is, the
more densely it is covered by later tradition.!® Sherwin-White contends that
even two generations is too short a time to erase the historical core of a
recorded event, and he places the New Testament Gospels in this category.!’
If Sherwin-White and Liiddemann are correct, this further supports the view

101 Murray J. Harris sees the differences in The Life of Apollonius of Tyana in comparison
with the miracles of Jesus as numerous and substantial. Murray J. Harris, “‘The Dead are
Restored to Life’: Miracles of Revivification in the Gospels,” in Gospel Perspectives, 6:303.

102 Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 83, 85.

103 See M. Dzielska, Apollonius of Tyana in Legend and History (Rome: L'Erma, 1986).

104 AN. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1963).

105 Sherwin-White in his book also uses the example of Alexander the Great where long
intervals of time resulted in completely revamping his image and person. The life of Alexan-
der the Great was greatly embellished for a period of more than 1,000 years, and the earliest
sources depict him as a very different man than the mythological figure that later legends
made him out to be. Alexander’s most reliable ancient biographer, Arrian of Nicomedia, says
nothing of a virgin birth of Alexander or any fantastic claims as accepting praise as a god as
Plutarch was known to do in his biography (Plutarch, Life of Alexander 2:3—6; 27:8-11). See
Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 84-8s.

106 Gerd Liiddemann, Jesus After 2000 Years: What He Really Did and Said (Amherst, N.Y.:
Prometheus, 2001), 5. Also see Ben Witherington, “The Wright Quest for the Historical Jesus,”
The Christian Century (November 19—26, 1997): 1075-1078, who also maintains the same
position and rejects any parallels of legendary materials to the New Testament Gospels.

107 Sherwin-White, Roman Society, 188-191.
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that the healings and exorcisms of Jesus were part of the authentic Jesus
tradition, as found particularly in the Synoptic Gospels, which were written
just decades after the life of Jesus. Thus, in this respect, given the relatively
early date for the Synoptics assumed by many scholars and the general belief
in exorcisms and miracles in the first century, the authors and organizers of
the Jesus tradition likely recorded what they understood to be reality rather
than seeking to mimic Greco-Roman parallels.

Other Greco-Roman stories exist such as that of the healing god Ascle-
pius, the patron of physicians, who is said to have performed miraculous
healings including raising the dead (Ovid, Fasti 6:743—762), which Jesus is
also said to have done (Mark 5:35-43; Luke 7:11-17; John 11:38—44). The cult
of Asclepius was widely attested in the ancient world. There continues to
be debate as to whether Asclepius was a real historical person, whether he
actually existed,® or was a historical figure later deified by his followers, as
Alexander the Great was. Historians on the other hand view Jesus as a his-
torical person and the tradition of his healings and exorcisms appear to be
early and hence part of the authentic Jesus tradition.

8. SUMMARY

The evidence assessed above situates Jesus of Nazareth in a unique way
within his first-century culture. The evidence surveyed has led a number
of scholars toward a reconsideration of the historical Jesus in relation to
the contemporary figures often believed to be like him in many respects.
The tide does seem to be changing in scholarship in regards to the histori-
cal Jesus, as a number of scholars seem to be moving towards a consensus
that Jesus was a significant individual who believed that in his person the
kingdom of God had come, and that it was visibly manifested in his min-
istry of healing and exorcism. As I have argued, the criteria of authenticity
employed in the study of the historical Jesus lend significant support to the
notion that Jesus did indeed perform such acts as healing and exorcisms or,
at the very least, was believed to have done so by his contemporaries rather
than the Synoptics embellishing material based upon supposed parallel
accounts. The miraculous feats of Jesus are coherent with his first-century
culture, and yet dissimilar in other respects. The application of the vari-
ous criteria, such as coherence, dissimilarity, and embarrassment are only

108 Blomberg, Historical Reliability of the Gospels, 84—85.
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a few that help to establish this important component of the Jesus tradition.
The existence of enemy attestation witnessed in hostile sources such as
rabbinic writings and Patristic writings such as Justin Martyr and Origen
demonstrate that Jesus was recognized to be a miracle worker of sorts, but
that it was explained away as sorcery. A neutral source like Josephus equally
acknowledges Jesus as a doer of “wonderful works.” It is doubtful such a
reputation about Jesus could survive for so long unless there was some truth
to the charge that he performed certain acts deemed extraordinary.

The hypothesis of a literary dependence by the gospel writers on late
Greco-Roman sources has been considerably weakened in scholarly circles.
The early dating of the Gospels in relation to the later Greco-Roman sources
remains a formidable argument against the dependence of the Gospels on
such sources. The charge that the gospel writers were copying or borrow-
ing from Greco-Roman materials in relation to the healings and exorcisms
attributed to the historical Jesus should be taken as highly dubious in light
of the primary sources surveyed in this essay. The evidence seems to indi-
cate that quite the contrary was true. It seems that Greco-Roman writers
who were familiar with the Christian story of Jesus, such as Philostratus of
Athens in his account of Apollonius of Tyana, and most definitely Hierocles,
modeled their stories according to the Jesus story. While debate continues
in this area of historical-Jesus research, there has been much progress in
acknowledging the historical Jesus as one who understood himself to be the
herald of God’s kingdom, which was invading the human sphere, and that
he believed this phenomenon was visibly manifested in his performance of
healings and exorcisms.



CASH AND RELEASE:
ATONEMENT AND RELEASE FROM OPPRESSION IN
THE IMPERIAL CONTEXT OF LUKE'S GOSPEL"

Matthew Forrest Lowe

Robert Tannehill has affirmed d¢eaig, release, as a significant, unifying
theme in Luke’s Gospel: significant in the repetition of the word, its cognate
terms, and congruent themes in pivotal moments of Jesus’ ministry, and uni-
fying in connecting otherwise disparate parts of the author’s narrative, both
in the Gospel and in Acts. The semantic range of the resulting group of cog-
nate terms and motifs, while complex, integrates some of Luke’s strongest
narrative emphases. Working from Jesus’ commissional pledge of preaching
good news to the poor and release to captives (Luke 4:18-19, invoking Isa
61:1—2; 58:6), Tannehill first factored the meaning of dgeaig into (a) deliv-
erance from economic oppression (as in Luke 418); (b) freedom through
healing from physical disorder and/or demonic possession (13:10-17); and
(c) release or forgiveness of sins (1:77; 3:3; 24:47; and multiple instances in
Acts).! This imagery of release and rescue is theologically rich, with impli-
cations for the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament, liberation
theology, Christology, atonement theory, and other disciplines. But recent
New Testament scholarship demands that Tannehill’s literary analysis be
revisited: if Christianity’s early texts were written in a world order dictated
by the Roman empire, then how does this imperial cadence affect Jesus’
proclamation of release?

Initial observations would indicate a parallel of oppression running
between Tannehill’s first two formulations; this might be extended to the
third factor, inasmuch as the individual or community may be said to be

" A modified form of this essay was presented at the “Theology on Tap” program at the
University of Western Ontario, February 13, 2008; a later edition was successfully submitted
to the Program Unit “Jesus Traditions, Gospels, and Negotiating the Roman Imperial World”
for the 2008 Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature. I am grateful to those who
expressed helpful comments in each of these settings.

! Robert C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity of Luke-Acts: A Literary Interpretation: The
Gospel according to Luke (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 65-66. Though Luke 13:10-17 does
not use the same root, a similar sense is clearly intended by the author; other passages will
be marshaled to support this point below.
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oppressed, burdened, or tormented by sin. This correspondence, however,
only highlights a more tenable bridge between the factors, as all three
involve suffering. Affliction and hardship have been recently confirmed
as central to early Christian kerygma and specifically to the atonement.?
They fit plausibly within Jesus’ conception of his own messianic identity,
his expectation of an eschatological tribulation and persecution for his fol-
lowers, and his death as a ransom that would bring about the end of the
exile.® Suffering has also been documented repeatedly as basic to peasant
life under Roman rule in the first century cg.*

Strong ties can be suggested, then, between suffering, empire, release,
and soteriology.® But in approaching a narrative such as Luke’s, these bonds
must be forged, not forced. Any attempt to describe the Christian atone-
ment constitutes the shaping of a narrative, whether drawing it out from
events in the biblical metanarrative, or constructing it from new elements
gathered from tradition, reason, or experience. Even a survey of Christ’s
soteriological functions or “job descriptions” implies a series of narratival
perspectives from which these descriptions are borrowed.® Any categories
established to contain or classify these descriptions must respect the con-
nections between them.” Further, the context of a given narrative is vital to
the shaping of the theology that emerges from it.® Luke-Acts does not accuse

2 See, for instance, L. Ann Jervis, At the Heart of the Gospel: Suffering in the Earliest
Christian Message (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), and Michael P. Knowles, We Preach Not
Ourselves: Paul on Proclamation (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2008).

3 Brant Pitre, Jesus, the Tribulation, and the End of the Exile: Restoration Eschatology and
the Origin of the Atonement (WUNT 2.204; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck; Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2005), esp. 413. Also, see my review of this proposal in JGRChJ.

4 See, for example, Gildas Hamel, Poverty and Charity in Roman Palestine, First Three
Centuries C.E. (Near Eastern Studies 23; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990); and
more recently, Dennis C. Duling, “Empire: Theories, Methods, Models,” in John Riches and
David C. Sim, eds., The Gospel of Matthew in its Roman Imperial Context (JSNTSup 276; New
York: T&T Clark, 2005), 49—74.

5 This essay will employ atonement more frequently than soteriology, as the former term
corresponds more naturally with release as an action or activity. It should be understood,
however, that this discussion is an exercise that combines sociological and soteriological
concerns, a combination pivotal to the author’s previous and forthcoming work; see exam-
ples provided later.

6 Such as those offered by Marilyn McCord Adams, Christ and Horrors: The Coherence of
Christology (Current Issues in Theology; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), ix,
29-30, 52, and 69—71.

7 As Adams (Christ and Horrors, 16) fails to do; I find the conceptualities she sets out
(apocalyptic, cultic, legal, etc.) to be far too rigid.

8 See the introductory chapter to Alexander Lucie-Smith’s Narrative Theology and Moral
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Rome of actively persecuting Jesus or Christians, but its author adapts
Israel's covenantal traditions to serve as a metric for evaluating the ways of
empire—and the dgeaig motif forms the core of this metric, underscoring
Rome’s structural oppression and God’s active deliverance. Understanding
the covenantal and imperial contexts that informed Luke’s (and Jesus’)
application of d¢eais is thus essential to the task of interpreting Luke’s view
of the atonement.

This study, then, will unfold in three phases. The first is an attempt to
reread Tannehill's emphasis on release in Luke with a heightened socio-
logical and imperial awareness, beginning with an analysis of the semantic
field of release and noting the ways in which the Roman empire would have
shaped its applications. Certainly Rome’s impact will be more readily appar-
ent in terms of socio-economic oppression and physical suffering than in
the anticipated release of sins; and as we examine four key Lukan texts as
test cases, we should not expect to find the full semantic range of dgeaig
at work in every instance. But we will find ample evidence of Rome’s role
in Luke’s discourse. Renewed attention to the Greco-Roman historical con-
text of the author, narrator, and audience—with help from Warren Carter,
among other voices—will sharpen the realities behind the interrelated bib-
lical metaphors of release and ransom, etching in deeper relief the gap Luke
laments between rich and poor.

This socioeconomic gap is central to the second phase, which draws upon
the biblical resources Luke employed in drafting Jesus’ sabbatical reading.
The words of “good news,” which Jesus directs to the poor, were originally
addressed to the oppressed, to those in need of deliverance. A relief package
was promised in Deuteronomic and Levitical tradition, pledging a regular
practice of Jubilee for the return of property and personal liberty from
bound labor. Though Isaiah’s references to this tradition are placed in Jesus’
mouth as a commission, they were originally spoken as an indictment of
those who neglect social justice. A brief study of Isaiah reveals that Luke may
be adopting Isaiah’s tone as a thinly veiled critique, forming a metric that
targets Rome’s inequalities in handling land, people, and even resources
as basic as food. Suffering caused by previous injustice is what gives this
covenantal metric its force, as so many suffered at the bottom of Roman
society, with no hope of release.

Theology: The Infinite Horizon (Aldershot, Hampshire: Ashgate, 2007), for an emergent theory
of interrelationship among narrative, community, context, and tradition.
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Phase three follows from the first two in pursuing the evocative power
of release as a metaphor relating to the atonement, not as a motif com-
plete unto itself, but as a connective concept, engendered in Old Testament
covenant traditions and linking together some of the New Testament’s more
prominent atonement themes, such as ransom and Christus Victor. Marilyn
McCord Adams categorizes the motif of ransom as part of a legal frame-
work, distinguishing it from the apocalyptic concept of Christ as conquer-
ing warrior;? yet inasmuch as the two conventions employ similar language
of overcoming enemies and rescuing prisoners from bondage, they share
a considerable semantic range of symbol. Gustaf Aulén’s Christus Victor
motif, once adapted to better incorporate the empire’s often destructive
role, should prove highly compatible with ransom, in a comparison cen-
tering on the shared idea of release. In triumphing over demonic—and
imperial?—opposition, God’s Messiah and Son announces the ironic end of
all powers that would compete with God’s rule, and the rescue of all those
whom they have oppressed.

This study is intended to respond to emergent issues in New Testament
scholarship at the concrete level of imperial poverty, in the appropriation
of Old Testament themes, and in the evocative metaphors of Christ’s act
of atonement. The point is not to chart completely new territory, but to
refine previous approaches and exegetical interpretations of relevant texts
to meet the challenges posed by the first-century Roman world, a context
historically distant yet disturbingly relevant today. Beginning with specific
words and concluding with the soteriological statements born from them,
the intent is to illustrate the compatibility of distinct but related atonement
motifs in a New Testament narrative, one demonstrably influenced by both
Israel’s covenant and Rome’s empire. Specific to the present volume’s aim of
exploring the Greco-Roman world as a social context for Christian origins,
it should be obvious that Roman socio-economics determined much of
the structure of the first-century Mediterranean, the world in which Rome
was the reigning superpower. The ramifications of Rome’s rule for early
Christian language, scriptural hermeneutics, and soteriology will become
gradually evident below. But in a time when many North Americans are
growing increasingly aware of their complicity in the imperial systems of
the present, we should acknowledge that the influence of “classical” culture,
usually so urbane in its civilizing connotations, is not always so positive
when empire is involved.

9 See Adams, Christ and Horrors, 16 and elsewhere, as already cited above.
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1. AGEZIE IN LUKE’S NARRATIVE: IMPERIAL CONTEXTS

Before approaching applications of the domain of d¢eaig in Luke’s text or
in Tannehill’s commentary, it is helpful to begin with Bultmann’s analysis.
Probing the four related terms of aginui, deeatg, mapinu, and mapeaig, Bult-
mann acknowledges that dgiévat can take either a material or a personal
object, a fact that will resurface later in our studies of Lukan texts; dqtévat
and the corresponding but rarer substantive, dgeaig, are (in Bultmann'’s esti-
mate) never used in religious applications outside of Scripture.® The terms
often have legal connotations, as in a release from office, marriage, other
official obligations, or (significantly here) debt, while in the Septuagint they
also convey remission, as from sin or guilt." In other LXX contexts, the terms
can also denote an eschatological form of liberation (Isa 58:6; 61:1), or, alter-
natively, amnesty or tax exemption (Esth 2:18).”? The New Testament adopts
and adapts the LXX usage, taking dgeatg more consistently in the direction
of forgiveness, usually that granted by God. Says Bultmann: “Even where
dpeatg is meant in the sense of ‘liberation’ (twice in Lk. 418, quoting Is. 61:1
and 58:6), this atleast includes the thought of forgiveness.”* Bultmann, then,
admits some intermingling of the meanings of d¢eagig and its cognates, but
is largely content to isolate them into secular and sacred uses.

Recent research offers substantial reasons for critiquing and develop-
ing this understanding. In historical-Jesus scholarship, familiar territory
for Bultmann, Brant Pitre has shown eschatological liberation to be firmly
linked to Jesus’ use of the concepts of suffering, ransom, and release, with
major political ramifications—though even Pitre does not explore these
fully.* Further critique, again at least in part from discussion of the historical
Jesus, might be voiced by Paul Anderson and Craig Evans. Much of Ander-
son’s career has been devoted to showing the dialectic nuances, the plurality
of meanings, in John's thought, left largely unacknowledged by Bultmann.

«y

10 Bultmann uses this distinction throughout; see Rudolf Bultmann, “d¢inu, deeais, mapi-
N, mapeatg,” TDNT 1:509—511.

11 Bultmann, “dpin,” 1:509-510. The very existence of the LXX, of course, testifies to the
globalizing effects of Hellenistic culture upon the ancient world.

12 Bultmann, “d¢inp,” 1:510.

13 Bultmann, “d¢inpu,” 1:511.

14 Pitre, Jesus, 404—417, connects Jesus’ understanding of his own “ransom for many”
logion in Mark 10:45 to deliverance or release marking the end of the exile. He offers a helpful
critique and adaptation of N.T. Wright's work, demonstrating that the end of exile needed
to include the tribes from the Assyrian captivity, not just the Babylonian, but he does not
capitalize on the imperial implications of this hoped-for return under the ongoing rule of
Rome.
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Though he does not address d¢eaig directly, Anderson insists on the sur-
prising agreement between the Synoptics and John in applying “basileic”
language to Jesus.> When this insight is brought to bear on Luke, whose ref-
erences to kingship are so often bound tightly to language of finance and
cost (Luke 14:28-33; 19:11—27), the authority of “king” Jesus (19:38;"° 23:2—3,
37—38; Acts 17:7) would seem to encompass both “sacred” and “secular” uses
of dpeaic. Evans offers intertexts on Jesus’ kingship and authority from bibli-
cal and early apostolic literature, further cementing this point;” and Richard
Cassidy points out that the directive to “render to Caesar” (Luke 20:25) is
an implicit reminder that even the items under Caesar’s authority belong
ultimately to God. If Jesus’ kingship is divinely mandated, there is nothing
that does not belong under his authority to bind or to release, so the sacred-
secular divide is a false dichotomy.

To return to Bultmann: though dgeoig is fundamentally significant to
understanding the New Testament, he says that its “terminological expli-
cation is not highly developed.”® Bultmann is likely correct in making this
statement, but the claim is hardly unique: Stanley Porter has noted that
other features of Classical and New Testament Greek, such as the rela-
tionships among tense-forms, frustrated even the ancient grammarians’
attempts at systematization.® But if such articulations are difficult, this

15 John's Gospel, says Anderson, while less prone to explicit kingdom references, is more
“basileic” in language and character than many scholars will admit. See Paul N. Anderson,
The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus: Modern Foundations Reconsidered (LHJS; LNTS 321;
New York: T&T Clark, 2006), 52—54.

16 Bruce J. Malina and Richard L. Rohrbaugh note in their Social-Science Commentary
on the Synoptic Gospels (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 391-392, the contrast between this
reference and 19:1-27, immediately previous. Jesus, entering Jerusalem not just as prophet
but as “broker” of the kingdom, prophesies about the Roman siege encampment (67 CE) and
has praise offered “first to God, the Patron, rather than Jesus, the Broker.” He comes “in the
name of the Lord,” as opposed to the nobleman who traveled to receive kingly authority for
himself, 19:12.

17 Craig A. Evans, “King Jesus and His Ambassador Paul: Empire and Luke-Acts,” in Stanley
E. Porter and Cynthia Long Westfall, eds., Empire in the New Testament (MNTS; Eugene, OR:
Wipf & Stock, 2011), 120-139 (120-125); cf. 125-130 for further connections from the imagery
of benefaction to Jesus’ redemptive ministry.

18 Richard J. Cassidy, Christians and Roman Rule in the New Testament: New Perspectives
(Companions to the New Testament; New York: Herder and Herder [Crossroad], 2001),
28-29: “Harbors, roads, aqueducts, gymnasiums, treasuries, soldiers, territory [the bases
for establishing taxation]: do any of these things ultimately belong to Caesar? No, in the
perspective of Jesus all such items and all other realia ultimately belong to God as so