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ABSTRACT

THE PROBLEM OF BLASPHEMY
THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND EARLY JEWISH UNDERSTANDINGS

Jerry Truex

This thesis argues that the Johannine Jewish Christians—those who produced,
preserved, and propagated the Fourth Gospel—were perceived to be blasphemers of
God because of their exalted claims for Jesus and their disparaging remarks against
the “louddiot. It was probably on this basis that Jewish Christians were
excommunicated from the synagogue (cf. Jn 9:22; 12:42; 16:2). We take three steps
to establish this claim.

First, we review J. Louis Martyn’s hypothesis that the Johannine Christians were
expelled from the synagogue as a result of the Birkat ha-Minim. We argue that the
Birkat ha-Minim is problematic, suggest that an alternative hypothesis is necessary,
and propose that accusations of blasphemy would provide an alternative explanation.
Next, we survey recent research on blasphemy, offer an analysis of the historical,
social, and literary context of the Fourth Gospel, and present a semantic analysis of

BAaoonuéw and related terms.

Second, we probe seven Jewish traditions pertaining to blasphemy. We examine the
prohibitions against cursing God (Exod 22:27[28]), “naming the name” (Lev 24:10-
24), and sinning with a high hand (Num 15:30-31). Then, we track some of the most
notorious blasphemers, including Sennacherib (2 Kgs 18:1—19:37), Antiochus (1
Macc 1:20—2:14), Nicanor (2 Macc 14:16—15:37), and an unnamed Egyptian ruler
(Somn 2.123-132).

Third, we examine three Johannine claims—that Jesus is equal with God, that Jesus
is the New Temple, and that the ToudaTlot are of the Devil—and argue that non-
believing Jews would have regarded these claims as blasphemous and would have

expelled anyone from the synagogue who proclaimed them.
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accused of blasphemy,12 but it has never been explored and never established. In fact,
Jack Sanders argues that the christology of FG was not blasphemous."? Nevertheless,
if it could be established, even circumstantially, that the Johannine community
harbored beliefs that were considered blasphemous by non-believing Jews, it would
help explain the parting of the ways between Jews and Christians as well as have

significant repercussions for future readings of FG.

The aim of this thesis, therefore, is to establish that there is good evidence that the
Johannine Jewish-Christians were considered blasphemous by non-believing Jews
and this is sufficient to account for the expulsion of Jewish-Christians from the
synagogue (Jn 9:22; 12:42; 16.2). If this thesis can be established, it would provide
an alternative to the well-known, but controversial and problematic, proposal by J.
Louis Martyn that the expulsion resulted from the use of the Birkat ha-Minim (“the

blessing of the heretics”)."

The remainder of this chapter will: (a) review Martyn’s hypothesis, (b) interact with
challenges to the Birkat ha-Minim hypothesis, (c) urge that the weakness of the
Birkat ha-Minim explanation for the expulsion from the synagogue calls for an
alternative, and (d) suggest that accusations of blasphemy against the Johannine
group would provide such an alternative and therefore an investigation of blasphemy

is warranted.

1.2 Martyn’s Hypothesis

With good reason, Ashton has described Martyn’s History and Theology in the
Fourth Gospel as “probably the most important single work on the Gospel since

2 Brown (1979) 47 and Brown (1993) 544. Mecks (1990) 319; Minear (1993) 41-45, esp. 44,
holds “Jews who took the name of Jesus shared the blasphemy of the false prophet whose execution
had disproved any messianic pretension.” E. P. Sanders (1990) 64 says that it is reasonable to assume
that Christians were accused of blasphemy for their christological confessions.

" J. T. Sanders (1993) 93 writes, “Unreasonable as it may seem to us moderns, the ‘high
christology’ of the Gospel of John may have been outlandish but probably was not blasphemous or
heretical within Roman-period Judaism, since similar notions [i.e., about the divine status attributed to
Jesus} could exist elsewhere within the Judaism of that time.”

* Martyn (1979) 54-62. In contrast, Brown (1979) 43-47 argues that the development of a higher
Christology by certain Jewish-Christians caused their expuision from the synagogue. It is difficult to
establish whether Christological developments provoked the expulsion or vice versa. The factors were
probably multiple.



Bultmann’s commentary.”"® Similarly, Rensberger writes that Martyn’s hypothesis
“furnishes us with a definite social framework and polemic context within which
John’s highly developed theology could have taken shape, and it permits us to ask
further questions about the social, as well as the theological, implications of

Johannine thought.”'®

Martyn believes that the socio-historical setting of FG corresponds to the post 70 CE
period in which the rabbis at Yavneh were “closing the ranks” by becoming
increasingly intolerant of certain elements that diverged from their vision of Judaism.
FG was not only produced in that environment, but it was written in reaction to
policies that were emerging from Yavneh which, it appears, precipitated a major
crisis for the Johannine community—their expulsion from the synagogue.'’ Of the

texts that mention the expulsion (Gdrmoouvdywyog; Jn 9:22; 12:42; 16:2), Jn 9:22 is

representative:
His parents said this because they were Ta0ta £lnav o1 yoveig adTol 61
afraid of the Jews, for the Jews had ¢poBodvTto Tolg “louvdaioug: fdn yap

already agreed that anyone who confessed  guveTéBervTo ol “lovddiot iva édv

Jesus to be the Messiah would be put out  Tig adTov Sporoyrioy Xpiatdv, damo-

of the synagogue (Jn 9:22; NRSV). ouvdywyog yévntar. (Jn 9:22; UBS“)
Martyn argues that the expulsion mentioned in Jn 9:22 indicates that a formal
agreement had been made to excommunicate Christ-confessors from the synagogue.
This was not an ad hoc decision, but a carefully considered action with four
elements: “(1) a formal decision, (2) made by Jewish authorities, (3) to bring against
Christian Jews, [and] (4) the drastic measure of excommunication from the
synagogue.”’8 He reasons that a formal expulsion from the synagogue could not have
happened during the life of Jesus and so John’s references (Jn 9:22; 12:42; 16:2) are

anachronistic or retrojected back into the life of Jesus.'® Based on a careful

redactional analysis of Jn 9:1-41, Martyn proposes that the text of FG witnesses to

'* Ashton (1991) 107. Brown’s work (1979) is certainly of equal stature, but for our purposes,
Martyn’s work focuses the problem that this thesis addresses.

18 Rensberger (1984) 219.

" See Barrett (1975) 47, 70; Brown (1966) Ixxiii; Lindars (1972) 351f, Martyn (1979) passim.

"®*Martyn (1979) 50, cf. 38-9.

** Casey (1996) 109-110 agrees with Martyn.



two levels simultaneously. One level witnesses to an einmalig”® event from Jesus® life
and another witnesses to the contemporary crisis of the Johannine community.*'
Many contemporary Johannine scholars accept this two-level reading, though not in

every detail.”2

What is important for this thesis is the move Martyn makes when he asks what
historical reference outside of FG corresponds to the expulsion of the Johannine
group.> What mechanism led to the excommunication? He looks at and then rules
out both the Jewish ban** and the disciplinary action taken against Christians in
Acts.”” What is more probable, according to Martyn, is the synagogue use of the
Birkat ha-Minim.*® This refers to the Twelfth Benediction of the Shemoneh Esreh
(Eighteen Benedictions) that was read in the synagogue and also repeated three times
a day.?” The Twelfth Benediction was probably added to the Shemoneh Esreh
between 85 and 115 CE?® and may be translated as follows:”

% Martyn (1979) 29, n. 22 uses the German term, which he translates as back there as opposed to
now and here, because he could not find a suitable English equivalent.

#! Martyn (1979) 30. Several passages in the FG suggest that Christians were in serious conflict
with a synagogue that expelled them (9:22; 12:42; 16:2a) and then were further persecuted (15:18-21;
16:2b; 19:38; 20:19).

2 Setzer (1994) 205, n. 4 remarks that the two-level reading of Martyn “is seconded by virtually
every major Johannine scholar.” E.g., Ashton (1991) 107-11; Barrett (1978) 137-8; Beasley-Murray
(1987) xlix-li; Brown (1979) 41, 174; Culpepper (1998) 54-61; Harvey (1976) 82; Kysar (1992) 918;
Kysar (1993a) 119; Lindars (1981) 53; Mecks (1985) 95; Moloney (1998) 10-11; J. T. Sanders (1993)
41-7; D. Moody Smith (1990b) 279-85; Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 226-7. However, the two-
level reading is not without criticism; see Reinhartz (1998) 111-56, esp. 130-3, and Motyer (1997) 28-
30.

3 Martyn (1979) 41.

* There are two types of discipline or bans used in synagogues: (a) herem, the more severe, and
(b) nubbui, the less severe. In both cases, there is no evidence that the ban meant excommunication
prior to the third century; rather, the two types of ban were designed for inner-synagogue discipline.
See Martyn (1979) 434,

 Martyn (1979) 45-50 argues that Acts does not provide proper paralleis for understanding the
dnoouvdywyog texts in FG. According to Martyn, Acts paints a picture of Jewish-Christians who are
subject to Jewish authorities and not as people who have been excommunicated (e.g., Acts 9:1-2;
22:5). Even Paul sees himself as subject to Jewish authorities—and not as one who has been
excommunicated—when he appears before the Sanhedrin (Acts 23:6f%; cf. 2 Cor 11:24). The events
recounted in Acts 18 and 19 are closer to the dmoouvdywyog mentioned in FG, but the comparison is
problematic, because Acts 18 and 19 do not refer to a formal decision to expel Jewish-Christians and
Paul’s “explusion” appears to be voluntary. Acts 18:5-8 depicts Paul voluntarily leaving the
synagogue in Macedonia and then preaching in another synagogue at Ephesus (18:19). Acts 19:8-10
describes Paul volunteering to leave after three months.

% Martyn (1979) 38-42, 50-62.

¥ For a brief introduction to the Eighteen Benedictions (also called the Shemoneh Esreh or
Amidah) and different versions of it, see Schilrer (1979) 455-63.

* So Martyn 1979, 57 n. 75. Pritz (1988) 103 dates the Birkat ha-Minim to soon after 80 CE and
adds that almost no one dates it after 95. According to b. Ber 28a-29b, R. Gamaliel Il (the leading



For the apostates let there be no hope
And let the arrogant government
be speedily uprooted in our days.
Let the Nazarenes [Christians]

and the Minim [heretics] be destroyed in a moment
And let them be blotted out of the Book of Life

and not be inscribed together with the righteous.
Blessed art thou, O Lord, who humblest the proud!

This translation is based on the Palestinian recension of the Eighteen Benedictions
that was discovered in the Cairo Geniza and published by Schechter in 1898.%° This
Geniza version is unique because it contained a condemnation of both Nazarenes
(noserim) and heretics (minim), whereas other extant versions only mention the
minim. Following the description of the Birkat ha-Minim in b. Ber 28b-29b, Martyn
suggests that when a person was asked to read the Benedictions in the synagogue, if
he stumbled over the Twelfth Benediction or if he refused to read it, he would be
exposed as a Christ-confessor and subject to exclusion from the synagogue.”’ When
considering the Johannine context, Martyn goes on to argue that in addition to the
first trauma of expulsion from the synagogue,3 ? a second trauma of intense
persecution® seems to have followed in which the death penalty was imposed on
certain members of the Johannine group for “leading people astray” to worship Jesus

as a second God.>*

One reason for the acceptance of Martyn’s hypothesis, as Ashton observes, is
“because of the wealth of illumination it sheds upon the Gospel itself and the
satisfactory way it accounts for the one of its most puzzling features: why is the
Gospel at once so Jewish and yet so anti-Jewish?>* Nevertheless, Martyn’s proposal

has been questioned, particularly regarding his use of the Birkat ha-Minim.

patriarch of Yavneh from 80-110 CE) asked for a prayer against the heretics to be added to the
Shemoneh Esreh.

* Martyn (1979) 58.

D, Moody Smith (1994) 55, n. 35.

' Martyn (1979) 54. In dating of the Birkat ha-Minim to the late first century, Martyn relies on
connecting the tradition that Samuel the Small wrote the Benediction under Gamaliel (5. Ber. 28a-29b)
and that the Birkat ha-Minim was linked to Yavneh (). Ber. 4.3 [8a]).

2 Martyn (1979) 50-52, 156-7.

2 Jn 16:2; cf. 10:28, 15:18,

M Martyn (1979) 72, 74-81, esp. 75; cf. Jn 7:47, m. Sanh 7:10, and b. Sanh 107b.

* Ashton (1991) 109.



1.3 The Birkat Ha-Minim

The strongest challenge comes from Kimelman and Katz who, in separate articles,
arrive at similar conclusions: There is no clear evidence that the Birkat ha-Minim was
used to curse Christians or expel them from the synagogue during the first or early
second century.*® Since Kimelman and Katz’s critiques overlap and complement each

other, their concerns will be treated together.37

1.3.1 Critiques by Kimeilman and Katz

First, Kimelman addresses the issue of the noserim. Although the Geniza version,
which Martyn cites, includes the term noserim and is an early witness to the
Benedictions,’® Kimelman rejects it as original. Based on rabbinic evidence,
Kimelman argues that noserim was a late addition to the benedictions, so late that b.
Ber. 28b-29a only mentions minim. He does not indicate when noserim was added,
though Katz speculates that it was between 175 and 325 CE.* Even when noserim
became part of the Birkat ha-Minim at some later point, Kimelman argues that it did
not refer to Christians. Rather, he believes that the noserim referred to a Jewish sect,
the Nazoraeans, which Jerome (d. 420) said were “neither Jews nor Christians” and
Epiphanius (d. 403) identified as “Jews and nothing else.”® So, then, who were the
minim? After reviewing the tannaitic and amoraic literature of Palestine, Kimelman
responds that “minim had a Jewish sectarian denotation and was not used to refer to
Gentiles,” though he concedes that the denotation of minim could have included

Jewish Christians.*!

% Kimelman (1981) 226-44; Katz (1984) 43-76.

%7 The article by Katz (1984) 43-76 is broader in scope than Kimelman’s and investigates official
anti-Christian activity stemming from Yavneh, such as the circulation of anti-Christian letters, the use
of bans (whether niddui or herem), the prohibition against heretical books, and the Birkat ha-Minim.

* Fourth century; so J. T. Sanders (1993) 59. In addition, Pritz (1988) 104 lists three other
manuscripts containing both noserim and minim: (1) a text of the Siddur of R. Amram Gaon published
by Marx in 1907, (2) another Geniza fragment published in 1925, and (3) Rashi’s comment at Brachot
30a in the first Venice printing of the Talmud. In addition, the Old Yemenite version has minim and
mosarim.

¥ Katz (1984) 66.

“ Kimelman (1981) 237-40.

! See t. Hul 2.22; 2.24; Kimelman (1981) 230 and 232. Horbury (1998) 93 argues that, even at
the origin of the Tefillah, the imprecation against the minim included “invoking judgment on the
wicked, both inside and outside the congregation of Israel.”



Next, Kimelman tries to expose the illogic of Martyn’s explanation that the Twelfth
Benediction was used to expose minim and subject them to expulsion. If Martyn is
correct, reasons Kimelman, it would require someone to identify himself voluntarily
as a min, which seems unlikely. Who would voluntarily identify himself as a min?
“As long as a person did not consider himself a min the benediction would be

irrelevant and his participation in synagogue life would continue.”™

Kimelman and Katz also look at the evidence within FG itself. They dismiss the
Johannine references to expulsions as either a local phenomenon or an invented
account (Lk 6:22 is dismissed as irrelevant).*’ Kimelman suggests that the accounts
of expulsion may have been “concocted to persuade Christians to stay away from the
synagogue,”™* whereas Katz views the Johannine evidence as “idiosyncratic in the
Christian literature of this earliest period.”” In either case, both agree that FG cannot
be directly linked to the Birkat ha-Minim, because the FG does not mention
synagogue prayers or curses against Christians.* Appeals to the writings of Justin
Martyr and Origen (d. 253) also fail to persuade Kimelman and Katz that synagogue
prayers were used to curse Christians.’ Even if certain statements from Justin and
Origen indicated that synagogue prayers cursed Christians in the second and third

centuries, juxtaposing their statements alongside the FG is deemed anachronistic.*®

Kimelman assumes that there is a sharp dichotomy between Jews (including Jewish
Christians) and Gentiles (Christian or otherwise), and argues that the Birkat ha-
Minim was entirely internal to Judaism. Katz seems to agree when he writes, “The
Jewish leadership directed its malediction against a/l heretics, while the Jewish
Christians, who knew of the animosity against them and of the feeling that they were

heretics, ‘heard’ the Birkath ha-Minim as particularly aimed at them.... Thus John

2 Katz (1984) 74.

® Kimelman (1981) 234, 396, n. 54.

“ Kimelman (1981) 234-5.

* Katz (1984) 66.

% Kimelman (1981) 235 and Katz (1984) 66.

“T Kimelman (1981) 35-7. Horbury (1998) 72-7, 86-7, esp. 96, concludes just the opposite:
“From Justin’s time onwards, an imprecation against Christians was pronounced in the synagogue.”

* It does not allow for development between the time the FG was written and that of Justin (or
Origen) and overlooks the impact of the Bar Kochba revolt, which interposed these two times; Katz
(1984) 72, n. 11.
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and other later second-century Christian sources could well speak of Jews cursing
[Jewish] Christians in the synagogue, when in fact the malediction was against minim
in general.”*® So, while there was some internal intolerance toward minim, both
Kimelman and Katz believe there was no official anti-Christian policy at Yavneh and

no total separation between Jews and Christians prior to the Bar Kochba revolt.*

The bottom line for both Kimelman and Katz is that the correlation of the Birkat ha-
Minim with the expulsion of Christians from the synagogue mentioned in FG is

without foundation, though Katz is somewhat more flexible than Kimelman.

1.3.2 Critique of Kimelman and Katz

With Kimelman and Katz, we cannot date the use of noserim to the first century with
any confidence. However, in contrast to Kimelman and Katz, there are reasons for

supposing that the Birkat ha-Minim was directed at Jewish Christians among others.

First, the use of minim in the Benediction can be traced back to the shadowy area that
the second century casts back on the first, particularly to the time of Trajan (98-117
CE) and of Rabban Gamaliel (85-115 CE).”' Moreover, as Alexander observes, from
the viewpoint of the Rabbis, “a min was basically a Jew who did not accept the
authority of the Rabbis and who rejected Rabbinic halakhah.”* Thus, Jewish
Christians in the Johannine community could have been targeted by the
Benediction’s use of minim. It is plausible that once any Christian, Jewish or
otherwise, was cursed by a prayer like the Birkat ha-Minim, the whole Christian body
would have been implicated, though Kimelman and Katz fail to see this type of
solidarity.” Second, Kimelman’s argument that the Birkar ha-Minim worked by self-

¥ Katz ( 1984) 74; I have added the term, ‘Jewish,” in brackets.

* Katz (1984) 76.

S'J. T. Sanders (1993) 62 argues that t. Hul. 2.24, which links the minim with Jeshu ben Pantiri,
can be dated to the reign of Trajan. Barrett (1975) 48 refers to b. Ber.28b, which links Rabban
Gamaliel and the origin of the Birkat ha-Minim, and says: “Anything that occurred in the period of
Gamaliel occurred in the period of the Fourth Gospel.” Katz (1984) 68 also believes that the
maledictions against the minim in t. Sanh. 13:4-6 and 1. Ber. 3:25 can be dated after 70 CE.

2 Alexander (1992) 18.

> Horbury (1998) 9, 71; Casey (1996) 107.
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exclusion, rather than by expulsion, underestimates the power of social ostracism.>*
Even if a suspected min did not identify himself as such, surely being suspected of
minuth (heresy) would have been enough to initiate the forces (physical or otherwise)
of ostracism.’® Third, Casey rightly criticizes Kimelman’s sharp distinction between
Jewish sectarians and Gentile Christians as compartmentalized, oversimplifying
“doubtful or shifting identities.”*® Boundaries between different Jewish groups were
fluid and overlapping. Failing to perceive such complexity, Kimelman seems to deny
Jewish Christian sectarians the status of being counted among the Christians. Only if
Jewish Christians are not counted can Kimelman say there is “a lack of evidence for

7 Fourth, Kimelman and Katz

an Anti-Christian Jewish prayer in late antiquity.
underplay the Johannine evidence.”® Kimelman treats the FG as an isolated account
and suggests that John might have “concocted” the reports of excommunication to
prevent Christians from “being tempted” to attend synagogues. This is plainly
contrary to the Sitz im Leben of the FG, which depicts Christians so thoroughly
Jewish that they had to be removed from the synagogue.” Similarly, Katz dismisses
the Johannine evidence as “idiosyncratic.” Admittedly, the formal element that
Martyn observes in Jn 9:22 appears to be unique to FG, but otherwise FG reflects
similar accounts of Jewish hostility toward Jewish Christians.®® Lastly, Kimelman
and Katz’s laconic remarks that FG neither mentions the cursing of Christians nor

even synagogue prayers are not entirely correct. FG does provide evidence that some

Jews were cursed because of their sympathies with Christ. In FG, the chief priests

* In a related vein, Setzer (1994) 90 notes that the Birkat ha-Minim does not express anything
about expelling people from the synagogue. Although this is true, it hard to imagine that, once
identified and cursed as minim, people would have wanted, or been allowed, to stay in the synagogue.

» As Barclay (1995) 116 reminds us that issues like defection or apostasy is “an ascribed as
much as it is an achieved status.” One needs only recall Macarthyism, which involved the persecution
of suspected communists during the 1950s in America, to realize that one’s self-perception is not
decisive in matters of social exclusion and even official sanction.

% Casey (1996) 107.

"My emphasis. Kimelman (1981) 226 uses this phrase in the title of his article.

% Casey (1996) 106-7 agrees.

** Jn 9:34 states that the Jews “threw the man out,” £££Baiov aiTov EEw; see Meeks (1975)
passim; Casey (1996) 106; Culpepper (1998) 11.

&0 E.g., Ant. 10.200; Acts 5:5; 13:50; 18:6-7; 17:10, 14; 19:9; 22:19; 1 Thess 2:14-16; cf. Casey
(1996) 108-9 and Horbury (1998) 100. Also, it is noteworthy that Matt 5:11 and Lk 6:22 are Christian
blessings that are in response to some sort of expulsion or action similar to those raised by the Birkat
ha-Minim. However, as Rowland (1985) 300 points out, there is no evidence from Acts that a curse
was used against Christians.



and Pharisees confront certain temple guards about why they did not arrest Jesus.

They say to the guards:
Has anyone of the authorities or of the i Tig &k TdV dpxOvTwy émioTeuoev
Pharisees believed in him? But this el adTov f & TOV Paproaiwv; dAAG
crowd, which does not know the law— 6 8xroc oltog O un yivisoxwv TOvV
they are aceursed (Jn 7:48-49; NRSV), vépov émdparol eiowv (Jn 7:48-49;

UBSY

This confrontation occurs on the temple grounds just after a Jewish crowd had
declared that Jesus was the prophet, while other Jews exclaimed that he was the
Messiah (Jn 7:40-41). This prompts the priests and Pharisees to accuse this crowd of
not knowing the law (concerning the Messiah) and to declare that they are accursed,
(¢ndpatoi elowv). The term, EndpaTog, like Emxatdpatog (Gal 3:13), implies that
one has already been condemned by God.*' The way FG presents it, certain Jews
have been cursed for confessing Christ. However, Kimelman is correct to say that FG
does not mention a specific prayer of malediction, but perhaps wrong to assume that
it should, since the main complaint of the Christian Jews was exclusion and

persecution, not a specific form of cursing.®

On the whole, correlating the Birkat ha-Minim with FG has raised a debate that is
hardly resolved. If Martyn’s hypothesis is not entirely persuasive, then neither are
Kimelman and Katz’s criticisms. If the term noserim was not part of the original
Birkat ha-Minim, then the use of minim in the Benediction could have targeted,
among others, Jewish Christians. But this does not resolve the issue either, because
the precise dating of the Benediction remains hidden in the shadows that the second
century casts back on the first.*> Again, on the testimony of FG, Jewish sympathizers
with Christ were cursed, but it is unclear what that entailed or whether it referred to
the Birkat ha-Minim or something else like it. Additional arguments against

correlating the Benediction with FG could be added to the debate,** as can arguments

® So Louw and Nida (1988) § 33.475. Cf. Jn 7:51, which corroborates that the issue is
condemnation.

% Horbury (1998) 100-1, Lincoln (2000) 275-6.

% The issue of dating the Birkat ha-Minim to the late first century relies on the debated date and
reliability of Tannaitic traditions that link the Benediction to Samuel the Small (5. Ber.28a-29b) and
Yavneh (y. Ber. 4.3 [8a)).

* Setzer (1994) 90-91 offers six such arguments.
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for such a correlation.®® Some scholars continue to argue that the Benediction is the
best possible or probable explanation.®® Others mention it, but view it as

unnecessary®’ and still others else reject it altogether.*® Clearly, we are at an impasse.

1.4 Is the Birkat Ha-Minim Necessary?

The very reason why Martyn reached for the Birkat ha-Minim was to help link FG to
a plausible historical context. And yet that seems to be the very thing our current
knowledge of the Benediction is unable to supply. Is there another way forward?
Could another mechanism beside the Birkat ha-Minim supply the type of explanation
necessary to make sense of Jewish Christian expulsions from the synagogue? And
could it, at the same time, satisfy the two-level reading of FG and the four elements

identified by Martyn in Jn 9:22?

Some scholars have hinted that the way forward would be to search for an alternative
explanation that is, at the same time, in continuity with the use of the Birkat ha-
Minim in the second century.” For example, Culpepper writes, “The action in view in
John may not have been the enforcement of the Birkath ha-Minim as argued by J.
Louis Martyn, but it probably reflects the kind of situation that led to the adoption of
this blessing.””® In a private letter to Martyn, Wayne Meeks stated his belief that what
was depicted as punctiliar events in Gamaliel’s time by b. Ber 28 was actually “a
linear development stretching over a lengthy period and culminating in the pertinent
formulation of the Birkath ha-Minim, perhaps quite a bit later than Gamaliel.””'
Similarly, Hengel concludes that “the Birkat ha-Minim, the exact date of which we

% J. T. Sanders (1993) 58-61.

% Although each scholar has qualifications, those that generally accept it include: Ashton (1991)
108-09, n. 102; Lincoln (2000) 277; W. D. Davies (1999) 198; Dunn (1991) 221-2; J. T. Sanders
(19932 58-60; Painter (1986) 39; Lindars (1981) 50.

7 Wilson (1995) 73; Meeks (1985) 102, Stibbe (1992) 61.

o Margaret Davies (1992) 299; Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 238.

% Those who accept some sort of continuity between the FG and the malediction include:
Lincoln (2000) 277; Beasley-Murray (1987) Ixxvii-Ixxviii; Culpepper (1998) 57; Kysar (1975) 171;
Meeks in Martyn (1979) 55, n. 69; and in Martyn (1979) 57, n. 75. Those who accept the Birkat ha-
Minim as a probable context, include: Dunn {(1991) 222; Brown (1979) 22; Lindars (1981) 50-51;
Martyn (1979) 50-62; J. T. Sanders (1993) 59-60; and D. Moody Smith (1994) 55.

7 Culpepper (1998) 57, cf.44.

™ The words are Marytn’s paraphrase of Meeks; see Martyn (1979) 55, n. 69. D. Moody Smith
(1990a) 86 is also in agreement with the trajectory approach of Meeks and Culpepper.
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do not know, is simply the ultimate consequence of a development full of combat and

. 72
suffering.”

Comments like these suggest that the Birkat ha-Minim may not be necessary for
understanding FG’s enigmatic use of dmoouvdywyog. In fact, one need not appeal to
the Birkat ha-Minim to explain FG’s use of dmoouvaywyog, as Ashton seems to have
done, and yet affirm much of Martyn’s proposal regarding his two-reading of FG!”*
Indeed, Meeks asserts straightforwardly that the Birkat ha-Minim is “‘a red herring in

274

Johannine research,””” while Wilson states categorically “it is not essential to connect

»73 If the Benediction is

the expulsion from the synagogue with the Birkar ha-minim.
left aside, there is still a need to explain the historical context to which Jn 9:22 points

and, to date, no carefully documented or convincing alternative has been proposed.

1.5 Is there an Alternative Explanation?

The search for a convincing alternative begins with a basic question: If the Birkat ha-
Minim is set-aside for the moment, what other Jewish decision or action could have
resulted in the expulsion of Jewish Christians from the synagogue? And, more
fundamentally, what could have provoked a direct expulsion from the synagogue?
From the outset, it should be stated that, as with other complex socio-historical
realities, the factors were probably multiple. Nevertheless, the following options may

be identified and assessed.

(1) Bans and ad hoc decisioms. As we have seen, Martyn believes that the use of
synagogue bans and the ad hoc decisions referred to in Acts are inadequate to explain
the expulsion of Jewish Christians depicted in FG. Regarding the issue of bans,
Martyn finds support from Katz who argues that the niddui form of ban was “never

aimed at separating a Jew from Judaism ... [and] ... someone under the ban (niddui)

72 Hengel (1989) 115,

™ Ashton (1991) 124-59 discusses the religious dispute between the Johannine group and other
Jews, and yet, in this discussion, never mentions the Birkat ha-Minim, even though he cites Martyn’s
hypothesis approvingly (e.g., 107).

7 Meeks (1985) 102; cf. Motyer (1997) 93.

7 Wilson (1995) 73.
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was not excluded from participation in the life of the synagogue.”’® Furthermore, that
the herem was the mechanism for expelling Jewish Christians referred to in Jn 9:22 is
unlikely, since all uses of herem, meaning full excommunication from Judaism, have
a post-mishnaic 1:)rovenance.77 When we turn to expulsions mentioned in Acts,”®
where Jewish Christians are forced to exit the synagogues on certain occasions, there
is a noticeable lack of formal deliberation or the setting of policy to exclude Jewish
Christians on the basis of certain beliefs, like Christ-confession. Thus, the expulsions

mentioned in Acts do not fully illuminate Jn 9:22,

(2) An Anti-Temple group. Some have argued that the introduction of another group
of Jewish believers, like an anti-Temple faction from Samaria, who held views of
Jesus that were intolerable for non-believing Jews, led to conflict and eventual
separation.”” Although this is possible, it is hypothetical and it would be imprudent to
build one uncertain hypothesis on another. Furthermore, it would have to be shown
that their particular beliefs or behavior could have provoked formal proceedings to

expel and even execute their members, as indicated by Jn 9:22 and 16:2.

(3) Non-Jewish converts. Another explanation is that the Johannine Jewish
Christians accepted certain non-Jewish converts, which offended other Jews.** Again,
this may have happened, but it does not appear to have been the central concern for
the Johannine community, because Gentile or non-Jewish inclusion never becomes a

point of controversy in FG.

(4) Jewish-Christian pacifism during the Jewish revolt. The Jewish-Christian
stance toward the Jewish revolt of 66-70 C.E. tended to be pacifistic and could have
engendered hatred from Jews who took a militant stance against the Romans.?'

Again, this issue does not seem to arise in FG.

6 Katz (1984) 49.

7 Katz (1984) 49.

™ Some of the key texts include: Acts 9:1-2; 13:44-30; 14:2-6; 14:19; 17:5-9; 17:13; 18:6-7;
18:12-17; 19:8-9; 21:27-32; 22:4-5; 23:12-15,

” Brown (1979) 37; Kysar (1992) 3.918.

% Kysar (1992) 3.918.



(5) The charge of leading people astray. Martyn argues that the Johannine Jewish
Christians were accused of leading other Jews astray. This arises in one instance in
FG. Through the voice of the Pharisees, the Temple guards are questioned regarding

ambivalence toward Jesus:

... Surely you have not been deceived ... My xai Opeic memddvnade; (Jn

too, have you?” (Jn 7:47, NRSV). 7:47; UBSY
Martyn argues that behind the use of mAavdw in 7:47 stands the technical, rabbinic
use of N0, 1O, “to lead astray to do something.”®* In the context of the Johannine
community, the deception involved leading Jews astray to worship Jesus as a second
god (Jn 5:18).% As it is widely understood, persons found guilty of such deception
should receive the death sentence (Deut 13:6fF; b. Sanh. 107b). It is important to note
that, in Martyn’s scheme, the accusation of “leading people astray” explains why the
Johannine group was persecuted and refers to the second trauma of the community
(Jn 16:2), whereas the use of the Birkat ha-Minim against Christ-confessors explains
why they were expelled from the synagogue and refers to the first trauma. The charge
of “leading people astray” is ruled out as the primary factor in the expulsion from the
synagogue, because it explains the issue of execution (Jn 16:2), but not

excommunication (Jn 9:22).

(6) Points of sensitivity. Another way to proceed is to look within FG itself for
points of sensitivity, which Dunn describes as points “at which an effort is evidently

»84 1f certain

being made to clarify some confusion or to counter opposing views.
points of sensitivity could be identified as contributing to the apparent hostility
between the Johannine Jewish Christians and other non-believing Jews, it might
suggest an alternative explanation for the expulsion from the synagogue. Dunn notes
several points of sensitivity related to Johannine Christology, including the repeated
contrast between Jesus and John the Baptist, the christologically centered battles over
the law and Sabbath, the mounting krisis depicted in Jn 5-12, and the way in which

the Evangelist depicts the disciples’ stages of faith in Christ. Picking up Dunn’s

8 Kysar (1992) 3.918.

%2 Martyn (1979) 159.

 Martyn (1979) 74-81, 158-160.
¥ Dunn (1998a) 354.
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insight, Motyer identifies seven points of sensitivity, including conflict over the
Temple and its festivals, the legitimacy of the law, religious authority (revelation and
open heaven), the "Toudaiot, confession of Christ (Jn 20:31), the role of signs, and
the polemical style of FG.» Each of these points of sensitivity raised by Dunn and
Moyter could provide a point of departure for discovering an alternative explanation.
However, such an alternative would have to show why or on what grounds expulsion
was justified, which is not readily apparent from the points of sensitivity that have
been mentioned. For example, it is not altogether clear why confessing Jesus as
Messiah would have led to expulsion, since, for instance, Rabbi Akiba was not

expelled from the synagogue when he believed Bar Kochba was the Messiah.*

(7) Blasphemy. There are a number of considerations that suggest that the Johannine
Jewish Christians were regarded as blasphemous. This would account for their

expulsion from the synagogue.

First, the emphasis the narrative of FG places on blasphemy suggests that it might
hold the key to an alternative explanation. Unlike the Synoptic Gospels, the charge of
blasphemy is repeatedly, either explicitly or implicity, brought against Jesus in FG.*
FG’s emphasis on blasphemy (at least relative to the Synoptics) suggests that the
issue of blasphemy was a concern to the Johannine group in ways that were not to the

authors and earliest readers of the Synoptic Gospels.

Second, the prosecution of blasphemy seems to match the four elements observed in
Jn 9:22—(a) a formal or legal decision (b) by Jewish authorities (c) to expel (d)
people who make offensive statements. Although Jn 9:22 mentions expulsion and not
blasphemy, there may be a connection, formal or informal, between different forms
of social distancing (excommunication and execution) and verbal distancing (labeling
someone a blasphemer), as the following considerations indicate. First, FG mentions

both dmoouvdywyog and killing Christians in the same verse (Jn 16:2), indicating

% Motyer (1997) 35-73.
% L. Levine (1993) 143.
¥ CF. Jn 5:18; 8:58; 10:33-36; and 18:23. See Harvey (1976) 51-3, 58-9.



that expulsion and execution are related.*® Second, Luke 6:22-23 links exclusion
(ddopiGeiv), which refers to a breaking off of community relations, with speaking
disparagingly of a person (O6ve1d1G€1v) and casting out a person’s name as evil
((xBaAAEIV TO Svopa VUGV wg movnpdv). Third, there are indications in some
Jewish legal texts that people accused of blasphemy were both expelled and executed
(Lev 24:13-16), whereas other texts indicate that only excommunication is required
for blasphemy (1QS 7.1) or excommunication (k@rét) for certain types of blasphemy
(v. Sanh. 725a-b; b. Ker. Ta-b).¥°

Third, Martyn’s two-level reading reinforces the possibility that the issue of
blasphemy accounts for the expulsion. The two-level reading is, without apology, an
allegorical interpretation, where the story of Jesus is simultaneously the story of the
Johannine community.”® As it becomes clear in reading Martyn’s History &
Theology, persons and events at the einmalig level represent persons and experiences
of the Johannine community. Jesus represents the leader of the Johannine group; the
Pharisees are the Yavnean rabbis; the Jews are Jews in the synagogue who persecute
Johannine Christians; Nicodemus stands for secret believers; the blind man’s
expulsion from the synagogue corresponds to the experience of Jewish Christians;
and the persecution of Jesus corresponds to the persecution of his followers (15:18-
20). As previously mentioned, this type of reading is widely accepted. It suggests that
the charge of blasphemy against Jesus corresponds to charges of blasphemy against

members of the Johannine community.

¥ As Setzer (1994) 93, 96 and Brown (1979) 93-4, 106-7 have argued, it is possible that the
reference to killing Christians in Jn 16:2 concerned the indirect death of Christians; that is, once
Christians were deprived of the umbrella of Judaism, they were no longer exempt from imperial
worship and did not have the right of assembly, thereby becoming vulnerable to the Romans. The
problem with this view is that FG indicates that Jewish Christians were in fear of other Jews, not the
Romans.

¥ Cf. Harvey (1976) 77-8; Bock (1998) 93-4,106-7.

% An allegorical interpretation is suggested by Martyn (1979) 24-36 and Martyn (1977) 171-5.
Indeed, the FG itself seems to encourage such an approach (cf. 15:18-21). Ashton (1991) 412-20
defends the two-level reading of FG on the basis of his analysis of Jn 2:19-22. For an incisive critique
of reading the FG allegorically, see Motyer (1997) 13-16. A major pitfal! in reconstructing the history
of the Johannine communities through allegorical correlation is the lack of historical control or
criteria. This lack is underscored by the variety of proposals for the Sitz im Leben for the Johannine
communities. See the survey by Brodie (1993) 15-21.



Fourth, history shows that certain social dynamics can be observed across time and
culture regarding the connection between excommunication and allegations of
blasphemy.”' One recent situation in particular exhibits this connection and is
analogous to FG. Over the past sixteen years in Pakistan, a considerable number of
blasphemy charges have been brought against both Christians and Ahmadiyya
Muslims (Ahmadis). The account of the Christians begins in 1986 when new
Pakistani blasphemy laws, known as 295-B and 295-C, stipulated life in prison for
desecration of the Qur’an and the death penalty for blasphemy.”? Under these laws,
more than a dozen Christians have been charged with blasphemy, which is not
surprising since the Qur’an identifies common Christian confessions as
blasphemous.”” Although Christians have not been executed, three have been
sentenced to death, two have died in police custody and, in one instance, fourteen
Christian families were forcibly banished from their village after two men were
accused of blasphemy** The account of the Ahmadis begins much further back. Their
founder, Mirza Ghulam Ahmad (1835-1908)°° was accused of blasphemy when he
proclaimed, among other things, that he was the Messiah. However, it was not until
1974 that the Pakistani government and the Muslim World League declared that the
Ahmadis were “non-Muslim.”*® As a result, they were excommunicated from
Mosques and boycotted socially, economically, and culturally. This was followed by
a further measure in 1984 by the Pakistani government, which made it a criminal
offence for Ahmadis to call themselves Muslim, practice Muslim forms of worship,

or use Muslim terms of greeting. Any public claim that Ahmad is the Messiah is

*! See the unsurpassed history of blasphemy by Levy (1993).

%2 «“Suffering Saints: The Plight of Pakistani Christians,” produced by CBN Online; available
from http//www.cbn.org/news/stories/980921.asp; Internet accessed Sept 23, 1998.

% In the authoritative English-Arabic version of the Qur’an, Abdullah Yusuf Ali writes, “The
doctrines of Trinity, equality with Allah, and (Jesus’) sonship, are repudiated as blasphemies.” See
note 676 for Surah 4.171 (cf. 5.72-73) in The Holy Qur'an: English translation of the meanings and
Commentary (Saudi Arabia: The Presidency of Islamic Researches, IFTA, Call and Guidance, n.d.).

* «“Catholic Bishop Challenges Pakistani President on Blasphemy Case,” reported by Asawal
Sardar, Karachi, November 1996 for Compass Direct (available from
http://www .best.com/~ray6/3/database/Daily News/1196001.htm). Also sce “Persecution: Pakistani
Bishop’s Death Sparks Riots” (June 15, 1989) produced by Christianity Online (available from
http://www.christianity.net/ct/8 1//81/18a.html) and “Religious Intolerance In Pakistan” posted by The
Center for Religious Tolerance (available from http://www.religioustolerance.org/ rt_pakis.htm).

% Ghulam Ahmad (1996 [Urdu 1898]) 10 indicates that his birth was 1839 or 1840 CE; however,
the historian, Muhammad Ali (1937) 1, n. 1, argues that it was probably 13 February 1835,

% The official reports of the Federal Shariat Court, Islamabad, Pakistan, are published by the
Dar-Al-Hadyan in Quadianis are not Muslim (1996), see esp. 189-90.
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blasphemous. Any use of the common confession—

and Mohammed is his prophet”—is prohibited.”” In the last decade, 152 Ahmadis

“There is no God except Allah

have been arrested for blasphemy. Although none have been officially executed to
date, 34 have been murdered, some in the presence of police. For our purposes, there
are two items to highlight regarding the use or abuse of Pakistani blasphemy laws: (a)
Expulsion from the community and allegations of blasphemy went hand-in-hand.”®
(b) The founder of the Ahmadiyya movement was accused of blasphemy and,
eventually, his followers were also so regarded. Although this is only suggestive, it
reinforces the possibility that, like Jesus, the Johannine Jewish Christians were
accused of blasphemy and this explains the references to dmoouvdywyog in FG (Jn
9:22; 12:42; 16:2).

1.6 Proposal

These four reasons—(1) the emphasis FG places on blasphemy, (2) the
correspondence between the four elements mentioned in Jn 9:22 and prosecuting
blasphemy, (3) the two-level reading of FG, and (4) the observation that blasphemy
and excommunication often go hand-in-hand—intimate that the Johannine Jewish
Christians were regarded as blasphemous or directly accused of blasphemy.
However, this is merely suggested by what we have seen so far. What is needed is
convincing evidence. Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to determine whether
non-believing Jews could have regarded the Johannine Jewish Christians as
blasphemous and, secondarily, whether this would have been sufficient to account for

their expulsion from the synagogue.”

% The 1993 Supreme Court of Pakistan stated that Islamic phrases were copyrighted trademarks
of the Islamic faith and therefore could not be used by Ahmadis; see “Religious Intolerance in
Pakistan,” by the Center for Religious Tolerance; available from
http://www religioustolerance.org/rt_pakis.htm.

% Over the centuries, expelling people from community life and enforcing blasphemy laws have
worked in tandem to purify groups from the perceived contamination of certain individuals and their
actions. The social historian, Leonard Levy (1993) xi argues that the charge of blasphemy reveals
“what a society will not and cannot tolerate. Blasphemy is a litmus test of the standards a society
believes it must enforce to preserve its unity, its peace, its morality, its feelings, and the road to
salvation.”

¥ We are primarily looking for theological reasons for the expulsion or separation, but at the
same time we recognize that socielogical and cultural factors contributed to the process. We agree
with the concern of J. T. Sanders (1993) 82-151 that all too often scholars have provided theological-
cultural reasons (e.g., high christology, a gentilizing of Christianity) to explain Jewish-Christian
conflict and separation, but have neglected sociological factors (e.g., theories of social conflict and
deviance).
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If it can be shown that the Johannine Jewish Christians were probably expelied from
the synagogue for blasphemous beliefs and behavior, it could provide an alternative
to the problematic Birkat ha-Minim explanation for the expulsion mentioned in FG.
Before examining key texts concerning blasphemy in early Jewish tradition (Chapters
5-12), it will be helpful to survey recent research on blasphemy in early Judaism and
Christianity (Chapter 2), discuss particular considerations regarding the probable
contexts of FG and the significance of mirror-reading FG (Chapter 3), and provide a

basis semantic analysis of BAaodnpéw and related terms (Chapter 4).
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torn upon hearing blasphemy. If there is a question about whether blasphemy has
been heard within a specific text or context, the renting of garments (or lack of it)

ought to provide an immediate answer.'*

2.1.2 “He has blasphemed!”

While providing pages of (presumed) rabbinic parallels to Matt 26:65b regarding the
charge of blasphemy, Strack-Billerbeck make several significant claims. First, they
cite Ex 22:27 as a key text for the entire discussion and argue that, prior to R. Aqiba
(d. ca. 135), the warning against blaspheming D19R in Ex 22:27 pertained to
heathen gods.'®® Only with R. Agiba did Ex 22:27 come to be understood as a
reference to blasphemy against God. Although the rabbis debated whether OYIoN
referred to gods, judges, or God,'®* with the completion of the Bavli, Ex 22:27 came
to be understood as a reference to blasphemy against both God and judges.'®® Second,
after quoting Num 15:30f, Strack-Billerbeck provide a three-fold typology for
organizing the rabbinic use of the term 97 1'% which, it appears, has been recently

adopted by Bock:'"’

(a) 7741, in the broad sense, refers to a blasphemer who speaks against the Torah and, by
association, against God;

(b) 731, more narrowly, denotes an idolater, which derives from Num 15:30f. and
concerns a F77120 being “cut off "(N7D) from his people. This was the view of R.
Ishmael (ca. 135) and most of the rabbis during Ishmael’s time; and

(c) 7731, in the narrowest sense (cf. R. Aqiba), is one who curses the Name.
Third, on the basis of some traditions, Strack-Billerbeck argue that the blasphemer
and the idolater are similar in that they reject the entire law and, furthermore, what is

demonstrated of one may be applied to the other.'”® So, for example, the blasphemer
p

and the idolater are both hanged after they are stoned to death, whereas others who

"2 Cf. y. Mo ‘ed Qat.3.83b, 28; cf. m. Sanh. 7:5; Sifra on Lev. 24:10-23.

‘% As in LXX Ex 22:28; Josephus Ant 4.8.10; Philo Quest Ex 2.5.

'* R. Ishamel argued that D¥17R referred to judges; cf. Mek. on Ex 22:27 (102b); b. Sankh. 66a.

' B. Sanh 7.66a; cf. Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1010.

% Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1010f. The word 721 is the piel participle of 173, “to revile or
blaspheme” (see BDB 154).

" Bock (1998) 38 uses a similar scheme in his analysis of Num 15:30-31.

1% Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1. 1011; cf. Sifré Deut 21.22; Sifré Num 15.31; y. Sanh. 7.25b, 9.
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are stoned are not hanged.'”® Despite similarities, blasphemy was considered more
severe than idolatry. Whereas an idolater despises the commandment without
denying God, a blasphemer not only sets himself over God’s commandment, “he
deliberately takes on God himself”''° or, as Strack-Billerbeck put it elsewhere, “he
presumptuously approaches God himself, taking his recognition and honor away

from him.”!"!

Fourth, some rabbinic sources indicate that blasphemy was primarily a
verbal offense''? involving a clear and fully articulated vocalization of the divine
name iT1°.'"? Fifth, after the commencement of the Christian period, the halakah
reveals an increasing tendency to link the death penalty to blasphemy, which also
became associated with cursing God by invoking another deity.'* Strack-Billerbeck
conclude by saying that they are uncertain if this halakah was in operation during the
trial of Jesus; however, if it was, Jesus’ execution was unlawful because he neither
spoke the sacred name nor used the name of another deity.' 15 Here, Strack-Billerbeck
identify a tension between the description of blasphemy in rabbinic literature and the
charge of blasphemy against Jesus in the Gospels, and it is a tension that almost every

subsequent scholar has felt obligated to address.

2.1.3 “You, being a man, make yourself God.”

Since Strack-Billerbeck treat blasphemy thoroughly in their section on Matt 26:64,
their comments are more brief for Jn 10:33 regarding Jesus making himself to be
God.''® Here they identify two “parallel’ comments by R. Abbahu (ca. 300). The first
is a warning that anyone who says he is God is a liar which, according to Strack-

Billerbeck, was a reference to Jesus.''” The second comment appears to be directed

' M. Sanh 6:4; cf. y. Sanh 6, 23c, 19 for R. Eliezer’s different opinion,

"0 «Er greift in bewulter Weise Gott selbst an.” Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1012; cf b. Ker.79b;
y. Sanh. 7.25b.

M«Er tastet in Vermessenheit Gott setbst an, entzieht ihm Anerkennung u. Ehre.” Strack-
Billerbeck (1922) 1.1017.

"2 Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1011; cf. b. Ker. 79b; b. Pesah 93b.

' Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1013-4; cf. Sifra Lev. 24:10-23; m. Sebu. 4.13

" «“Durch einen Gotzennamen erfolgen.” Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1018.

'3 Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1018.

"1° Strack-Billerbeck (1924) 2.542. The noun PAaanyia (10:33) and the verb PAacdnyéw
(10:36 once) each occur only once in FG.

"'Y. Ta an. 2.65b, 59: R. Abbahu (c. 300) has said: “If a person says, ‘1 am God,” he is lying; [if
he says] ‘I am the Son of Man (the Messiah),” he will ultimately live to regret having said that; if he
says, ‘I am going up to heaven,” he will not necessarily regret that.”
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against some form of trinitarian thought.''®

Here R. Abbahu contrasts an earthly king
with God; the king can be a father, son, and brother at the same time, but God, who is
absolute, has no such counterparts. Lastly, Stack-Billerbeck cite Ex. Rab. 8 (73a),
which identifies four “wicked people” (Frevier) who made themselves to be God—
Hiram (Ezek 28:2), Nebuchadnezzar (Isa 14:13), Pharoah (Ezek 29:3), and Joash (2

Chron 24:17).

2.1.4 Evaluation

119

Although it has broad influence on NT scholarship, " it is now generally regarded

that Strack and Billerbeck’s Kommentar is methodologically flawed in several
areas.'”” A major question concerns dating: Is the rabbinic material, whose final
compilations occurred long after NT documents were written, suitable for

comparison to FG?

Attempts to date rabbinic material generally rely on the names of rabbis cited in
specific texts as points of reference. Stemberger believes that the Tannaitic

attributions are generally reliable''

and he is fairly confident that a chronology of the
rabbis is possible on a generation-by-generation basis.'? Similarly, Goldberg is not

only confident that the Mishnah reflects four generations of rabbis, but also argues

"8 Ex. Rab. 29 (88b).

9 Rather sarcastically, Neill and N.T. Wright (1988) 292 write, “In the dark days before Strack-
Billerbeck we referred to rabbinic matters cautiously, if at all; in this bright post-Strack-Billerbeck
epoch, we are all rabbinic experts, though at second hand.”

120 Strack-Billerbeck received a devastating critique by Sandmel (1962) 1-13, esp. 8-11.
According to Sandmel, Strack-Billerbeck committed four basic errors: (a) They create the impression
that the NT was influenced by rabbinic literature, some of which dates to the fifth century. (b) They
confuse the citation of selected passages with a thorough understanding of the intent, tone, and import
of the literature. (c) They confuse quantity with quality by piling up alleged rabbinic parallels that
lends a tone of authority but may actually obscure what should be seen. (d) They fail to exhibit
scholarly impartiality and thereby “manage to demonstrate that what Jesus said was finer and better”
than rabbis who seem to say the same thing. In a similar vein, E. P. Sanders (1977) 42 is critical of
how Billerbeck has “more than any other passed on Weber’s soteriological scheme [that salvation in
Judaism was a matter of gaining merit through good works and keeping the law] to the present
generation” and thereby “distorted the clear meaning of a text or has prejudiced a question by his
selections.”

2 1 support, Stemberger (1996) 57-58 cites Neusner’s article, “The History of Earlier rabbinic
Judaism,” HR 16 (1977) 216-36 and Kraemer’s “On the Reliability of Attributions in the Babylonian
Talmud,” HUCA 60 (1989) 175-90.

12 Stemberger (1996) claims that we can discern five generations of Tannaim and seven of
Amoraim, but gives specific dates only for the second generation (c. 90-130 CE) and the third
generation (c. 130-160 CE) of Tannaites. Similarly, Danby (1933) 799-800 lists six generations of the
Tannaim from c. 10 to 240 CE.
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“the Mishnah can be properly understood and interpreted only when the relationship
between each layer remains clearly recognizable.”'?> The optimism of Stemberger
and Goldberg is contrasted with the pessimism of Neusner, who has given up trying
to date rabbinic sayings. The decisive problem, as Neusner puts it, ““is that we cannot
demonstrate, and therefore cannot take as fact, that what is attributed to a given sage

really was said by him.”'**

Hence, Neusner has decided that the only course of action
is to set forth the sequence document by document'?® and the only firm and factual
date that can be assigned to material in a document is the time of its final
redaction.'*® Admirably, Neusner tries to avoid overstating facts and offering
misleading dates. However, his recent emphasis on the final compilations without
distinguishing the multi-layered traditions that have contributed to the final
documents can itself be misleading; his positivistic approach'?’ leads him to
unwarranted skepticism about some rabbinic traditions that can be traced to a time
roughly contemporaneous with late first-century and early-second century
Christianity. Therefore, I will follow the approach of Stemberger and Goldberg and
accept an attribution of a particular Tanna as reliable, unless there is reason to reject
i 128
Some of the citations by Strack-Billerbeck, therefore, deserve further investigation.
Sayings regarding blasphemy attributed to early Tannaim can be compared to what is

presented in FG, since the Tannaim flourished between the time of the fall of

2 Goldberg (1987) 219.

' Neusner (1994) 15.

2 Neusner (1994) 13 presents two sequences. He lists (a) the Mishnah as the earliest, (b) then
the Tosefia, (c) the Yerushalmi, and (d) finally the Bavli. For the midrashim, he lists (a) the Sifra and
the two Sifiés, (b) then Leviticus Rabbah, Pesiqta deRab Kahana, and Pesiqta Rabbati, and (c) finally
Ruth Rabbah, Esther Rabbah Part One, Lamentations Rabbah, and Song of Songs Rabbah. He assigns
the Sifra and the two Sifrés as post-Mishnah.

%6 Neusner (1994) 17.

'7" Neusner maintains that there are “no tests of validation or falsification of attributions” (1994,
15) and “what we cannot show we do not know” (1994, 16). This insistence on “strong verification”
seems to echo the tenets of logical positivism, which asserts that “a knows the meaning of p if-and-
only-if @ knows how to verify p;” see Dancy (1985) 87. To insist that a claim is meaningful if-and-
only-if it is conclusively verifiable imposes unrealistic limitations. Many statements cannot be
conclusively verified, including most historical testimony (e.g., “R. Akiba said: It is sacred”), most of
our everyday statements (e.g., “Yesterday I had tea”), and even Neusner’s own assertion (“What we
cannot show we do not know™). Thus, Neusner’s claim is ultimately self-defeating and his skepticism
cannot be sustained.

' Neusner (1994) 15 gives several helpful criteria for rejecting an attribution, such as when the
rabbinic literature inconsistently assigns the same saying to different rabbis and when contradictory
statements are assigned to the same rabbi.
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Jerusalem (70 C.E.) and the compilation of the Mishnah (ca. 200 C.E.)'* and this
overlaps with, or at least comes close to, a late first-century dating of FG. The
Tannaitic literature to consider would be the Mishnah, Tosefta, and Tannaitic
midrashim (Mek. R. Ishmael, Sifra on Leviticus, Sifré on Numbers and Sifré on
Deuteronomy).130 This would rule out, however, all the material cited by Strack-
Billerbeck in their treatment of Jn 10:33 and a large portion of the sayings cited in
connection to Matt 26:65.

2.2 A. E. Harvey (1976)

2.2.1 The trials of Jesus

Harvey is the only scholar who has written a monograph that directly addresses the

issue of blasphemy in FG."'

His sustained argument is that “it is possible to
understand the Fourth Gospel as a presentation of the claims of Jesus in the form of
an extended trial.”"*? FG appears to be cast in the form of a trial reflecting a ribh-
pattern, a literary genre that presents issues in the form of a lawsuit, which can be
observed in certain OT passages.'”> Under OT law, formal courts were not always
necessary to bring an accused person to justice. Whenever three competent persons
were available to hear and judge a case, an impromptu trial could convene."**
Similarly, FG portrays Jesus engaged in a number of conflicts or, as it were,
impromptu trials where he defends himself against the charges of either Sabbath

breaking or blasphemy.'*® Harvey finds five instances where Jesus is on trial for

blasphemy, with four of the five reflecting the same three-fold pattern: blasphemous

' We are persuaded by E. P. Sanders (1977) 60 who accepts the Tannaitic literature as an
accurate account of the rabbinic discussions from 70-200 C.E.

1% Cf. E. P. Sanders (1977) 59-60.

"I addition to Harvey’s monograph, the only work specifically on blasphemy in FG is O’ Neill
(1995a) 50-61; cf. § 2.5. There are a number of works that are seemingly concerned with blasphemy in
FG, but are generally less focused on blasphemy itself and more concerned with, for example, the
exegetical puzzle that presents itself with the citation of Psa 82 in Jn 10:34; e.g., Menken (1996) 367-
93, Schuchard (1992) 59-70, VanderKam (1990) 203-214, W. G. Phillips (1989) 405-19.

132 Harvey (1976) 17; cf. 123-4, 126-7. Other scholars also emphasize the forensic nature of FG,
including: Preiss (1957) 9-31; Dodd (1963) 88-92; J. Blank (1964) passim; Brown (1970) 2.834; Trites
(1977) 78-127; Robinson (1985) 245-54; Borgen (1986) 67-78; Ashton (1991) 220-32, 523-27;
Lincoln (1994) 3-30; Neyrey (1994) 77-91.

"* Harvey (1976) 16-17, esp. n. 30; cf. Deut 32, Isa 1, Jer 2, Mic 6, Psa 50, and Job.

¥ Harvey (1976) 46-9; cf. Deut 19:12; 22:18-19; 25:7-9.

13 Harvey (1976) 51 highlights the trial-like nature of Johannine conflicts by arguing that Jesus
was, in fact, “prosecuted” (§1vkerv) in Jn 5:16.
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words by Jesus, an attempt to seize or punish him, an escape by Jesus.'*® Jesus not
only defends himself, he also comes to make a claim as God’s Agent (= God’s Son),

which is also challenged as blasphemous.'”’

However, Harvey, like others, notes that there is an inconsistency between what FG
understands as blasphemy—Jesus’ claim to be God’s Agent or Son—and “the only
definition known to us of the offence of blasphemy (M. Sanh. 7.5) [which] makes it
clear that ... it was necessary for the blasphemer to have pronounced the Divine

95138

Name.
16:

This rabbinic definition is based on a specific interpretation of Lev 24:15-

15b Whoever cursed God, shall bear his sin.
16 He who blasphemes the name of the Lord shall be put to death.

139

The two verses may have originally referred to the same offense.'*® However, the
rabbis distinguished the two. The first clause referred to using abusive language
against God, which God himself would punish."*' The second referred to a different
offense—vocalizing the Name or “naming the Name” (LXX Lev 24:16)—that of
blasphemy itself, which required people to execute the offender by stoning.'** The
rabbinic interpretation, however, was by no means the only one. The writings of
Josephus and Philo show that blasphemy against God could be more broadly
understood and that blasphemy need not entail vocalization of the Name."** Thus,

Harvey believes that FG’s understanding of blasphemy is historically plausible.

2.2.2 The trials of early Christians

Harvey, like Martyn, recognizes that “the Gospel is written on two levels at once.”"*

Harvey argues that the disciples (at the second level) continue to experience the trial

of Jesus (at the first level) whenever “Jesus’ claim to be Son of God and Messiah is

136

58-9.
7 Harvey (1976) 88-92, 95-98; Harvey (1987) 239-50.
® Harvey (1976) 77.
139 Harvey’s translation (1976) 77.
" Harvey (1976) 77.
“' B Ker 7b.
2 Sanh. 7.5
> Harvey (1976) 78-80.
"4 Harvey (1976) 82; cf. Martyn (1979).

Jn 5:16-18; 7:28-30; 8:19 (seems to be an exception); 8:59; 10:30-38; Harvey (1976) 51-3 and
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denied by the enemies of the Christian community.”'** The advocacy of the paraclete
on behalf of the community (14:26; 15:26; 16:7-15) as well as the commission of the
disciples as agents of the Son (13:16, 20; 20:23) is evidence that Jesus’ trial
continues in the life of his disciples. 1t follows that “any particular occasion on which
a disciple is actually brought to trial is only an instance and continuation of that
eternal ‘trial’ in which, first Jesus, and then his followers, are inevitably involved

before the judgment of the world.”'*¢

2.2.3 Evaiuation

Rightly, Harvey places the issue of blasphemy at the center of the Johannine agenda.
Set within the ebb and flow of the extended trial narrative, the charge of blasphemy is
the counter claim, or flip side, to Jesus’ claim to be God’s Agent, the Son and the
Messiah. The christological claim and the counter claim of blasphemy are
inseparably fused in FG. One illuminates the other. No one has provided a clearer
vision of this than Harvey. What he fails to provide, however, is an adequate
definition or description of blasphemy based on early Jewish literature. Several times
he simply assumes that a false claim to speak or act for God is blasphemous.147 Why
it is blasphemous is not explained. In his treatment of Philo and Josephus, he never
answers his own question of “what did this capital offence of blaspheming consist

of 7’8 except for a brief footnote to Derrett where the Greek blasphémia is said to
represent the Hebrew y°kallel—“any utterance diminishing the honour of God.”"*’
While Harvey takes pains to show that FG’s conception of blasphemy need not entail
vocalizing the Name, he neglects to demonstrate what precisely was blasphemous in

FG. Part Il of this thesis seeks to address that neglected factor.

In addition, Harvey persuasively argues that at one level the long, drawn-out trial of
Jesus, in which the FG was cast, illuminates the life of early Christians at a second
level. The extended rrial of Jesus functions analogically: Just as Jesus is God’s Agent

and is put on trial for claiming to be God’s Son, so also Jesus’ disciples are Jesus’

" Harvey (1976) 112-21, esp. 113.

" Harvey (1976) 115.

" Harvey (1976) 83.

“* Harvey (1976) 79.

149 Harvey (1976) 79, n. 36 citing Derrett, Law in the New Testament, 454,
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agents and must endure prosecution for their christological confessions. Although
Harvey states that early Christians expected to appear on trial for their faith, he never
develops what charges they might have faced nor how that might have influenced
early Christian self-understanding and the inevitable parting of the ways between
Jews and Christians. Nevertheless, and crucially, Harvey’s analogy suggests that
early Christians faced the charge of blasphemy. On what grounds early Christians

could have been charged with blasphemy will be discussed in Part Il of this thesis.

2.3 E. P. Sanders (1985, 1990, and 1993)

Although E. P. Sanders does not provide a monograph on blasphemy, three of his
works should be considered here. '*° Not only does he argue that a correct view of
blasphemy is essential for an accurate portrait of the historical Jesus, significant in
itself, but he also raises critical issues about what constitutes blasphemy and whose
experiences of blasphemy—Jesus’ or early Christians’—are reflected in the Gospel

accounts.

2.3.1 The cause of Jesus’ death

In Jesus and Judaism (1985), Sanders presents an analysis of Jesus’ intention, his
relationship to Judaism, and the causes of his death. The Historical Figure of Jesus
(1993) offers a similar, but broader portrait of Jesus, whereas Jewish Law From Jesus
to the Mishnah (1990) buttresses his earlier position on Jesus’ relation to the law,

which includes a section on blasphemy.

When dealing with Jesus’ death, Sanders argues that there are two firm facts: “Jesus
was executed by Romans as a would-be ‘king of the Jews’ and his disciples
subsequently formed a messianic community which was not based on the hope of

military victory.”"*'

The difficulty lies in explaining, on the one hand, why the
Romans thought Jesus was enough of a threat to execute and, on the other, why his
followers were not rounded up and executed also. According to Sanders, Jesus

believed that God was on the verge of bringing about the long awaited restoration of

OE. P. Sanders (1985, 1990, and 1993).
UE. P. Sanders (1985) 294.
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Israel and, as part of that restoration, the old Temple would be replaced with a new
one. Jesus saw his own work as part of that drama and so spoke against the Temple
and enacted its symbolic destruction (cf. Mk 11:12-19 and para.). This led almost
immediately to Jesus’ arrest and execution because it alarmed the priests who were
concerned about potential rioting and other political and moral consequences. The
chief priests, therefore, persuaded Pilate to execute Jesus as a troublemaker. His talk
of a kingdom and the gathering he attracted was enough to convince the Romans. As
far as the priests were concerned, Jesus’ claim to speak for God, his healings, and his
announcement that sinners would be in the kingdom'** annoyed them and cocked the

»153 Hence, the

gun, “but it was the temple demonstration which pulled the trigger.
primary conflict was between Jesus and the priests and so Jesus’ followers were not

summarily arrested and executed by the Romans."**

Thus, Sanders is convinced that Jesus’ demonstration in the Temple is sufficient to
account for Jesus’ execution but, more than that, it is also a more satisfying

135 One of Sanders’ main

explanation when compared to the charge of blasphemy.
contentions is that Jesus’ disputes over the law were not substantial, including the

dispute surrounding the charge of blasphemy, and so they do not provide an adequate
explanation or legal basis for his death.'*® This line of reasoning becomes clear in his

examination of the following key accounts of blasphemy.

First, Sanders does not find the evidence for blasphemy in Mk 2:5-7 compelling."®’
In this account, it is usually thought that Jesus is accused of blasphemy for forgiving
sins but, according to Sanders, it is not what it seems. Since Jesus speaks in the
passive voice, he is not claiming to forgive sins himself; rather, Jesus is announcing
God’s forgiveness. There is nothing blasphemous about such an announcement by

any known Jewish law or interpretation. Nevertheless, Sanders grants that someone

52 E. P. Sanders (1985) 174-221 argues that the ‘sinners’ (Heb. resha‘ im;, Gk. hamartéloi) are
not to be equated with the ‘amme ha 'arets, but with “professional sinners” or “the wicked” who do
not repent.

% E. P. Sanders (1985) 305.

" E, P. Sanders (1985) 318.

%% Sufficient and satisfying are my terms; see Sanders (1985) 296-306 and (1993) 269-73.

5 E. P. Sanders (1990) 1-96 discusses the disputes concerning Sabbath, food, purity offerings,
tithes, temple tax, oaths and vows, blasphemy, worship, and fasting.
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making such a pronouncement could seem arrogant, and “arrogance and great
presumption before God can be considered blasphemy.”'*® Still, Sanders dismisses -
the charge in Mk 2:5-7 as “extremely weak” since Jesus is not portrayed as
displaying the type of taunting presumption that denigrates God (e.g., LXX Ezek
35:13).I59 Sanders suggests that the account is a retrojection of a later Christian

dispute back into the early ministry of Jesus.'®

Second, Sanders argues that the basis for blasphemy—the use of the titles ‘Messiah,’
‘Son of God’ or ‘Son of Man’ (Mk 14:61-64; Matt 26:63-66)—in the so-called ‘trial
narratives’ is less than convincing.'®' Even if the trial narratives did not conflict with

162

each other, " there is no evidence that using such titles, in and of themselves,

constituted blasphemy.'®®

Nothing in Judaism indicates that a claim to be the ‘Christ’
or ‘Messiah’ was blasphemous.'® Nothing in the passage suggests that when Jesus
said, “I am,” it was understood to mean ani hu, God’s self-identification in the
Hebrew Bible, which would have been blasphemous.'®® Nor is there anything
particularly blasphemous about the use of the term ‘son of God,” which any Jew
could claim. On this point, however, Sanders concedes that it could have been
blasphemous “if Jesus claimed to be God’s special son, and if Jesus was regarded as
a false spokesman, God would be implicitly denigrated.”'®® Although Sanders rejects
the idea that Jesus used filial-language in this way, he states that Christians may have

used the term Son in an exalted way and, in turn, this may have provoked the charge

of blasphemy against Christians.

'TE, P. Sanders (1985) 273; (1990) 63; (1993) 273, 301.

" E. P. Sanders (1990) 62-3.

'*E. P. Sanders (1990) 63.

'E. P. Sanders (1985) 273 and (1993) 214, 216.

"' E. P. Sanders (1986) 297-8 and (1993) 270-1.

2 E, P. Sanders (1993) 269 thinks that the trial narratives are accurate in general, but conflict in
detail and therefore do not allow for an accurate reconstruction of specifics.

'S E. P. Sanders (1985) 298. In his later work, Sanders (1993) 270 argues that it looks like the
product of Christian creativity and that “some early Christians wanted to attribute his death to
confessing the christology of the church.”

' E. P. Sanders (1990) 64.

' E. P. Sanders (1990) 65 arguing against Stauffer (1960).

'% E. P. Sanders (1990) 64, his emphasis.
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Jesus was thought to be the Messiah and the Son of God in some very special way. Thus
Christians might have been accused by Jews of blasphemy.... The accusation ‘blasphemy’
is a reasonable Jewish response to Christian thought about Jesus.'®’

Finally, Sanders states that “blasphemy is a conceivable response to the Son of man
saying” (Mk 14:62), though it would require that the high priest interpret it in a way
that denigrated God.'®® However, he insists that blasphemy is not obvious from

simply reading the passage and so even the ‘Son of Man’ text must be ruled as “not

probable.”169

In three of his monographs, Sanders consistently argues that it was Jesus’
demonstration in the Temple led to his execution and not the charge of blasphemy as
depicted by the Gospels. In the trial narratives, the evangelists tend to minimize the
witnesses’ testimony that Jesus threatened the Temple (Mk 14:57-59; Mt 59-61)'™
because they wanted Jesus to be condemned for making a christological

confession.'”!

2.3.2 Evaluation

When Sanders argues that Jesus’ demonstration in the Temple pulled the ‘trigger’
that resulted in his execution—since it was the last public event before his life was
terminated—he employs the fallacy argument known as post hoc, ergo propter hoc,
“after this, therefore because this.”'’> As such, his argument is possible, but not
compelling. Nevertheless, once Sanders deems that the Temple demonstration is a
sufficient cause for the death of Jesus, he takes pains to show the improbability of the
charge of blasphemy. However, at almost every turn, Sanders comments that if
certain circumstances had been present, if a certain attitude had been displayed, if the
high priest had interpreted Jesus in this way, then blasphemy would be

“conceivable.” Thus, Sanders is inconsistent. He acknowledges that blasphemy

"7 E. P. Sanders (1990) 64.

E.
' E. P. Sanders (1990) 65, 67.
' E. P. Sanders (1990) 67.

' E. P. Sanders (1985) 301 states Jesus’ threat to the Temple was “swept under the rug by
Matthew and Mark, and omitted by Luke.” Even though Mark indicates that it was the decisive action
in the plot to kill Jesus (Mk 11:18), it resuited in confused testimony (Matt 26:59-61; Mk 14:57-59),
misunderstanding (Jn 2:19-21) or was reinterpreted as a prediction (Mk 13:2).

'"'E. P. Sanders (1985) 298; (1990) 66; (1993) 270.

' E. P. Sanders (1985) 302 recognizes this difficulty, but ignores it
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involves certain attitudes (such as arrogance, great presumption, or taunting God) or
certain interpretations (such as the high priest’s), yet he will only acknowledge the
existence of blasphemy on the basis of certain textual artifacts (such as titles) which,
in and of themselves, do not disclose attitudes or interpretations. Furthermore, it is
ironic that after some effort to brush blasphemy out of the picture as a cause of Jesus
death, he paints it back in when he says that “attacking the temple, even by a minor
symbolic gesture, might have been seen as denigrating and thus blaspheming
God.”'”

Sanders’ treatment raises the question of where is blasphemy to be found? Is it found
in the utterance of certain words, phrases, or titles? Or is it found in the unique
configuration of certain verbal expressions, discourse circumstances, intentionality,
and nuances of speech and gesture as Sanders recognizes, but seems to ignore? The

question of where blasphemy is found will be addressed in Part II.

Sanders also raises the question of whether Christians themselves, in the late first-
century, were being accused of blasphemy. He assumes that they probably were, if
they were using the christological confessions expressed by the evangelists.
However, he provides no evidence or argumentation and leaves his insightful
observation undeveloped. The question of whether Christians—specifically those
who read, embraced, and propagated the theology of FG—were accused of

blasphemy will be addressed in Part II1.

2.4 Raymond Brown (1994)

As part of his treatise on The Death of the Messiah, Brown presents a four-part
examination of the historicity of the Sanhedrin proceedings against Jesus and follows
that with an analysis of the main charge against Jesus, the charge of blasphemy.‘74
We will review and comment on his discussions dealing with the nature of

blasphemy, the Sanhedrin judgment, and the charge of blasphemy.

' E. P. Sanders (1990) 67 and also see (1985) 298.
'™ Brown (1993) 1.520-47.
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2.4.1 The nature of blasphemy

Brown asks what constituted blasphemy in the first century and, in particular,
whether blasphemy entailed saying the divine name. He argues that key OT texts
(like Lev. 24:16 and Num 15:30) are ambiguous and that later rabbinic sources, while
attempting to clarify what constituted blasphemy, were not in agreement. Some
rabbinic sources required an inappropriate vocalization of the divine name (m. Sanh.
7.5), while others argue that no vocalization was necessary (¢. Sanh. 1.2, Sifra Deut
21:22 [#221], b. Sanh. 56a). In contrast, texts written in Greek by Jews are much
clearer. On the basis of the LXX, Philo, and Josephus, Brown observes that “naming
the Name” is distinguished from instances when blasphém-root words are used.'”
When blasphém-root words are used of God, it involved insulting or demeaning God
in word or deed.'”® Hence, Brown argues that there is no reason to assume that first-
century readers of the Gospels would have thought that the charge of blasphemy

»17 However, Brown may be

would have meant that Jesus “named the Name.
premature in insisting that we can now drop the question of whether Jesus mentioned
YHWH.'” While he has demonstrated that in the Greek pre-Gospel traditions
blasphémein did not refer to naming the Name, he has not dealt with Hebrew or

Aramaic traditions.

Next, Brown argues that, from the perspective of the evangelists, Jesus was accused
of blasphemy on the basis of three types of claims: (a) claims to be the Son of God or
an exalted Son of Man, (b) claims to destroy the Temple or the holy place, and (c)
claims to change the Mosaic Law.'” Each of these provoke an accusation of
blasphemy against Jesus and the early Christians (at least this is the perception of the
evangelists). For each of these, there are corresponding counter-charges of blasphemy

against non-believing Jews.'*® What we see is “two separate communities, each

'™ The clearest example is Philo’s insistence that blasphemy is worse than uttering God’s name

unseasonably; see De vita Moses 2:38 (#206); cf. De decalogo 19 (#93).

'8 Brown (1993) 522.

" Brown (1993) 523.

'8 Brown (1993) 531.

'™ Brown (1993) 524-6.

"% Brown (1993) 524-7 identifies the blasphemous mocking of Jesus (Lk 22:64), the blasphemy
of the Holy Spirit (Mk 3:29), the blasphemous ridicule of Jesus for his claim about the Temple (Mk
15:29), and the Christian judgment that the destruction of the Temple was God’s judgment on
unbelieving Jews.
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passionate for the honor of the God of Israel and each seeing the other as
blaspheming because of the way they understood Jesus.”'®' Despite minor differences
among the Gospel accounts, Brown thinks that they “give almost the same picture of
the charge of blasphemy against Jesus.”'®? They tell their readers that non-believing
Jews thought what Christians proclaimed about Jesus was blasphemous—Christians
insulted God—because they elevated Jesus and claimed for him what belonged to

God alone.

2.4.2 The Sanhedrin judgment

There is some dispute regarding whether the “Jewish trial narratives” in the Gospels
portray a condemnation of Jesus. Some argue that, at most, the Sanhedrin is shown
rendering a legal opinion, but not a condemnation of Jesus. For example, Luke’s
account fails to mention the charge of blasphemy and Matthew’s does not use the
verb katakrinein. Rightly, Brown is not convinced. There is convincing evidence that
what the evangelists intended to depict (which he distinguishes from what happened
historically'®’) was the Jewish authorities’ passing of the death sentence on Jesus, not
merely rendering a opinion. The evangelists’ description of the summoning of the
Sanhedrin, the calling of witnesses, getting an admission from Jesus, tearing
garments, and using the phrase enochos thanatou in Mt 26:66 and Mk 14:64,'**
indicate that more was at stake than rendering an opinion. “Thus, in the last third of
the century the evangelists, who knew perfectly well that the Romans sentenced and
crucified Jesus, were sharing with their readers the view that the Jewish Sanhedrin

also decided on Jesus’ death.”'®’

2.4.3 The charge of blasphemy

Brown deals with three main objections to or problems with the historicity of the
charge of blasphemy. The first alleged problem stems from Lev 24:16, which
specifies stoning for blasphemers, not crucifixion. Because Jesus was crucified or

“hung,” he could not have been convicted of blasphemy, or so the argument goes. In

*' Brown (1993) 527.

'®2 Brown (1993) 526.

'8 Brown (1993) 529 makes this distinction without elaboration.

' Brown (1993) 529 translates enochos thanatou as “guilty, to be punished by death.”
'*> Brown (1993) 530.
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response, Brown shows that the “no stoning, no blasphemy” argument is very
weak.'®® A major factor to consider is that Jesus, unlike Stephen (Acts 6:11, 14), was
turned over to the Romans who determined the type of execution. Beyond that,
Brown demonstrates that even among Jews there was a range of death penalties,
including hanging, that could be invoked for blasphemy and similar crimes (e.g., 11
Q Temple 64:7-13; cf. Deut. 21:22-23).

Another objection to the historicity of the blasphemy charge is that nothing raised
about Jesus during the trial was itself blasphemous. Brown, as it were, answers a
series of questions to this objection. Would a claim to be the Messiah have been
viewed as blasphemous? No. There is “no real evidence” that such a claim would

7 In fact, Brown does not believe that Jesus ever

have been seen as blasphemous.
used the title for himself, publicly or privately. What about a claim to be the Son of
God? No. It is unlikely that either Jesus or his followers applied the title to him
during his lifetime. Would a claim to be the Son of Man have provoked a charge of
blasphemy? Possibly. Brown writes, “Of the three Marcan titles mentioned at the
trial, in my judgment only this one is favored by the evidence as having been used by
Jesus himself in his lifetime.”'®*

passages in the OT (Ps 110; Dan 7:14; Isa 14:13-14; etc.), then Brown believes that it

If this title was understood in light of the exaltation

is possible that Jesus’ use of it could have been considered blasphemous. What about
the allegation that Jesus threatened the Temple? Possibly. The Gospel tradition does
associate Jesus with criticism of the Temple (Mt 12:6, 8;26:65; Mk 15:29; 11:48;
Acts 6:11, 13-14), exalting himself above the Temple (Mt 12:6, 8), and symbolically
cleansing it and speaking prophetically about its destruction (Mk 11:2-19 and para.).
Brown cites about ten instances outside the Gospels where criticism of the Temple or
threats to it brought violent reactions, not only by the Jews but sometimes by the
Romans.'®® Cautiously, Brown comments that none of the instances he cites brought

the charge of blasphemy.'*" Is it possible that Jesus was accused of blasphemy for

'* Brown (1993) 532-4.

**” Brown (1993) 534.

'* Brown (1993) 536.

" Brown (1993) 539-40.

" However, he overlooks a number of texts that link various threats to the Temple with
blasphemy (see chapter 16).
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being a false prophet? In a word, yes. Brown thinks that the evidence from the
gospels is mixed; the evangelists show others acknowledging Jesus as a/the prophet,
but it is less clear whether Jesus assigned himself that role. Nevertheless, in light of
the warning against false prophets in Deut 13:2-6 and 18:20-22 and in conjunction
with many examples of would-be prophets during Jesus’ century (but no would-be
Messiahs, Sons of God, or Sons of Man), Brown believes that the main blasphemous
charge against Jesus was that he was a false prophet, even though the evidence falls

short of establishing it.'"'

A third issue regarding the historicity of the charge of blasphemy concerns Jesus’
ministry as a whole. In an insightful move, Brown goes beyond the trial narrative,
where the official charge is heard. He comments that the trial “is phrased in light of
later Christian experience,” couched in the confessional language of christological
titles, so that in the trial “we are hearing how Christians in the last third of the 1st
cent. understood Jewish adversaries who considered Christian claims about Jesus to

5192

be blasphemous.” " In the eyes of the Christians, their Jewish opponents thought that

the exaltation of Jesus as Messiah, Son of God, and Son of Man was blasphemous.
Brown surmises that if we want to know whether Jesus was considered a blasphemer
during his lifetime, we have to go beyond the trial narratives. He lists (with little
comment) nine things that Jesus said or did that could have been considered
religiously arrogant or presumptuous and therefore blasphemous.'®* Jesus’

provocations included:

- teaching with an authoritative “Amen,”

- claiming to forgive sins,

- doing extraordinary deeds which he claimed manifested God’s Kingdom,
- telling people that they would be judged by how they reacted to him,

- claiming authority over the Law,

- demonstrating criticism of Temple customs,

- assuming his authority depended on who he was,

- addressing God with the familiar “Abba,”

- speaking of himself as the son of God

"' Brown (1993) 541-44. However, N.T. Wright (1996) 145-474 presents good evidence and
argumentation that Jesus fits “the profile of a prophet.”

2 Brown (1993) 544.

' Brown (1993) 545-7.
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2.4.4 Evaluation

Brown’s study is significant for at least three reasons. First, he is sensitive to the
possibility that the post-70s experience of Christians vividly colored their portrayal of
Jesus’ pre-30s trial and the charge of blasphemy. Second, his understanding of
blasphemy—an arrogant claim to have the status or privileges that belong to God
alone and so insult God **—is much broader than the definitions of blasphemy
culled from OT and rabbinic juridical texts.'”> This allows him to assert that late first
century Christians themselves could have been accused of blasphemy for their
arrogant and unabashed exaltation of Jesus. Third, Brown broadens the issue of
blasphemy beyond the motifs usually associated with Jesus at the trial. Although he
does not elaborate, Brown lists non-trial traditions that could have provoked a charge
of blasphemy by unbelieving Jews.'*® Part III of this thesis will investigate several
motifs developed by FG that could have provoked the charge of blasphemy against

Johannine Christians.'®’

2.5 John O’Neill (1995)

2.5.1 Jesus’ claim to be Messiah

In an article examining the issue of blasphemy in Jn 5:17-18, O’Neill asks whether
the Jews in this text thought Jesus was challenging monotheism. He concludes, “there
is no good evidence in John’s Gospel itself that Jesus’ opponents thought that he was

198 O’Neill’s argument is unique and, on the

infringing [sic. on] Jewish monotheism.
surface, appears to have some force. First, he argues that Jesus claims to be the
Messiah, a special Son of the Father, when he calls God, my Father in Jn 5:17.
Second, he argues that, in accord with 2 Sam 7:14 and Psalm 2 (cf. 4Q 246 and 1Qsa
2.11), the Son of God was a contemporary title synonymous with Messiah. The use of
these titles was not blasphemous in itself, rather it was Jesus’ self~acclaim to be

God’s Messiah that brought the charge in Jn 5:18. According to O’Neill, “no human

' This is my paraphrase of Brown’s position (1993) 523, 531, and 547.

' E.g., Ex. 22:28; m. Sanh 7:5.

'% This strengthens his case that Jesus was probably accused of blasphemy without relying on
the trial narratives, which show later Christian influences.

"7 By "Johannine Christians" 1 mean those who wrote, preserved, and promoted FG in the late
first century.

' O*Neill (1995a) 50-61, esp. 51.
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being was allowed to say that he was himself the Messiah.” '** To the identify the
Messiah was God’s prerogative alone, and anyone who made such a claim was

200 That Jesus

“making himself equal with God” and thereby blaspheming (Jn 5:18).
was accused of blasphemy because of some sort of atrocious boast of self-assertion
comes to the fore in Jn 19:7 and 19:21. Both verses depict the Jews accusing Jesus of
claiming to be the Son of God (19:7) and the king of the Jews (19:21). Thus,
according to O’Neill, Jesus is charged with blasphemy, not for making himself equal

to God in all respects, but in only one respect, that of claiming to be the Messiah.

To further support this interpretation, O’Neill turns to Jn 10:34-36 and contends that
it should be read in light of Psa 82 and 1 1QMelch. When all three texts are
compared—and their redaction taken into consideration®®'—two outcomes follow: (a)
Jn 10:34 becomes a scriptural argument that the Messiah could be called God which,
rather surprisingly, O’Neill says, “did not originally bear on the matter in hand,
Jesus’ defense against the charge of blasphemy.”** (b) Jn 10:36 is “an accurate
statement of what Jesus was tried for,” that is, that Jesus claimed to be the Son of
God, the Messiah.”®

For O’Neill, the issue of blasphemy in FG does not concern an infringement on
monotheism—speaking about the Messiah as God, as O’Neill argues that Jn 33:34
and 11QMelch do, assumes a living Jewish tradition that does not threaten the belief
that God is one. Rather, the issue of blasphemy in FG concerns an infringement on
God’s prerogative fo identify the Messiah, which was daringly and blasphemously

usurped by Jesus when he identified himself as such.

% O°Neill (1995a) 54-5.

2 I3 another work, O’ Neill (1995b) 48, 53 states that Jesus’ self-acclaim was a capital crime,
because it violated the warning against false prophecy in Deut 13:5 (cf. m Sanh 11:5).

1 O’Neill (1995a) 57 is less than convincing when he surgically removes Jn 10:35a because it is
a “senseless gloss.” Nor is he convincing when he follows late manuscript tradition (Tatian, Old Latin,
a b ff 1 r and 472) and reads 10:36 as “he blasphemes” and “he said,” rather than “you blaspheme” and
“I said.”

2 O°Neill (1995a) 57.

2% O*Neill (1995a) 58.
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2.5.2 Evaluation

One of O’Neill’s main points should be accepted: Jesus was accused of blasphemy on
the basis of what appeared to be some sort of self-acclaim. Although O’Neill only
cites a few texts to support this (Jn 5:18; 19:7, 21) other texts may be added (Jn 5:19,
30; 8:28b-c, 53; 10:33; 19:7), pointing to a cluster of passages that form what may be

called a self-assertion or self-exaltation theme in FG.

What Jesus was asserting or claiming for himself, however, is less clear. O’Neill falls
short of supplying an answer, since he adduces no evidence for his crucial statement
that “no human being was allowed to say that he was himself the Messiah.” O’Neill
rather off-handedly refers to Matt 24:36 and Mk 13:32, but these verses concern the
time of the coming of the Son of Man, not who has the right to identify the Messiah.
To be fair, in another work, O’Neill cites examples from Josephus where messianic
claimants do not directly say they are the Messiah. However, this does not help, since
it is an argument from silence and since the claimants mentioned by Josephus
actually take actions that indicate their messianic status, from putting on a crown to
wearing royal robes to accepting the title of king.”>* While O’Neill’s particular
argument about Jesus’ messianic claim fails, the question of whether a messianic

claim, under certain circumstances, could be seen as blasphemous is still open.

Lastly, O’Neill neglects to acknowledge the debate regarding the translation and
interpretation of 4Q246 and 1QSa 2.11, and simply assumes that they indicate that
the Son of God was synonymous with the Messiah.>®> On the other hand, O’Neill’s
citation of 11 QMelch regarding the identification of a Messiah-like figure as God,
calls into question the modern notion that monotheism concerns numerical oneness.

However, it is another thing to say, as O’Neill does, that Jn 10:34 must be read in the

2 O’Neill (1995b) 42-54.

2% O*Neill (1995a) 53. First, which Hebrew word is represented in 1QSa 2.11 is debated. If it is
yolid, then the phrase is “when God engenders (the Priest-) Messiah” (Vermes) or “when God begets
the Messiah” (Garcia-Martinez). If the word is yitgalleh, then the phrase becomes “God reveals the
Messiah™ (Puech). See Vermes (1997) 159; Garcia-Martinez (1996) 127; Puech (1994) 361. Second,
to whom the son of God refers in 4Q 246 is contended. Does it refer to a Seleucid ruler, Alexander
Balas (Milik), to a Jewish, Hasmonaean, King (Fitzmyer) to an apocalyptic Antichrist figure (Flusser),
to an angelic figure like Michael (Garcia-Martinez), or to historico-apocalyptic sovereign who
proclaims himself and demands to be worshiped (Vermes)? See Vermes (1997) 576-7.
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light of 11QMelch and that the Johannine Jesus did not threaten monotheism without
further evidence from FG itself.

2.6 Darrell L. Bock (1998 and 2000)
2.6.1 The first major study of blasphemy

Bock provides the first major study on the meaning, scope, and significance of
blasphemy in early Judaism and, along with a study on exalted figures, uses it to
assess the historicity of the trial (Bock prefers examination) of Jesus in Mark’s

2% Since the focus of his book overlaps significantly the interest of this thesis,

Gospel.
we will interact with Bock throughout the thesis. Nevertheless, a brief overview of

Bock’s work is warranted here.

Bock’s work is divided into four parts. In Part I, Bock reviews current scholarship
that pertains to blasphemy and concludes by noting that Ps 110:1 and Dan 7:13,
which focus on exalted figures, have been repeatedly viewed as key texts for

understanding the issue of blasphemy in the examination or trial of Jesus.

Part 11 provides the most thorough analysis on blasphemy in early Judaism to date.
Bock selects more than 100 texts and organizes them into eleven categories: Hebrew
Scriptures, Qumran, the Septuagint, the Pseudepigrapha, Josephus, Philo, the
Mishnah and Tosefta, the Targums, the Midrashim, the Palestinian Talmud, and the
Babylonian Talmud and Aboth de Rabbi Nathan. Each section begins by identifying
key terminology that belong to the semantic field of blasphemy for that particular
category. So, for example, the terms 571, 99p, 7M1, YR, 3P, AW, and T3
are identified as key terms for the Hebrew Scriptures and 773, YRJ, and "?5? are
identified as key terms for Qumran literature. Each section also ends with a brief
summary of his findings. Bock’s conclusion, for which he provides ample evidence,

is that blasphemy may be verbal or non-verbal®’ and primarily involves insulting or

** The content and pagination of Bock (1998), published with Mohr Siebeck, is identical with
Bock (2000), published with Baker. Also see the earlier article by Bock (1994) 181-91.

7 Bock (1998) 35, 44-46, 49-50 argues that the verbal aspect is primary (e.g., Ex 22:27;
1QS4.11; 1QS7.1), but there is evidence for non-verbal blasphemy in the form of attitudes and actions
(e.g., CD 5.12; 1 Macc 2:6; 2 Macc 8:4, 9:28, 15:24)
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dishonoring God and, secondarily, insulting or dishonoring God’s people, leaders,

Temple, or law.

Part III investigates early Jewish perceptions regarding exaltation and heavenly
access to God which, together with Part II, become a two-pronged approach for
discussing the accusation of blasphemy in Mark’s examination of Jesus. Bock argues
that the charge of blasphemy is significant for both Mark’s narrative as a whole and
for his pastoral purposes. On the narrative level, the combination of Mk 2:7 and 3:29
sets up a “battle of blasphemies™ that reaches a climax in the examination narrative
with a charge of blasphemy against Jesus (14:64) and a counter-charge of blasphemy

against onlookers insulting Jesus (15:29).2%

The pastoral function was to encourage
readers to have confidence in their own confessions of Jesus since Jesus is exonerated
by the implied resurrection (Mk 16:6-7). Then, in concord with Otto Betz,”*® Bock
argues that the Markan examination scene should be viewed as a “preliminary
hearing” and should not be judged by the standards of a formal trial.>'® Third, in
response to those who argue that it is hard to imagine that the disciples got
information about the examination of Jesus, since they were not present,”!’ Bock
contends that a chain of information about the examination could have reached the
disciples and, what is more, it is hard to imagine that the Jewish position on Jesus
was kept secret and never made public.”'? Lastly, Bock argues that the charge of

blasphemy against Jesus was not based on misusing the Name,”"* but on his reply that

alluded to Ps 110:1 (“sitting at God’s right hand”) and Dan 7:13 (“they will see the

8 Bock (1998) 188. Unfortunately, Bock does not elaborate on how the “battle of blasphemies”
may have addressed pastoral needs of Mark’s audience. However, Anderson (1986) 107-25 argues that
the tit-for-tat allegations of blasphemy functioned in an environment where Christians were facing
trials themselves. The accusation of blasphemy against Jesus (Mk 2:7, 14:64) was “Mark’s
characterization of Jewish anti-Christian polemic”(118) and the unpardonable blasphemy against the
Holy Sog)irit (Mk 3:29) was the Christian counter-charge against non-believing Jews (109).

2 Betz (1992) 87-8.

1% Contra Lohse (1973) 97-7 and Reinbold (1994) 252, Bock (1998) 190-5 argues that Mk
14:53-65 should be viewed as a preliminary hearing for four reasons: (a) the statement #voxev €ivat
BavdTou in Mk 14:64 functions as an opinion to pass on to Rome, not a formal legal verdict; (b) the
weakness of the temple charge in Mk 14:55-59; (c) the lack of a defense; and (d) earlier efforts to trap
Jesus {e.g., Mk 12:12-13) were attemnpts to gather evidence to convince Rome that Jesus was a
political threat.

*E g, E. P. Sanders (1985) 298.

> Bock (1998) 195-7.

2 Bock (1998) 197-200, which is contra Gundry (1993) 915-18.
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2% On the one hand, the allusions functioned as

Son of Man coming on the clouds™).
a self-claim to share in God’s authority and to act as God’s eschatological judge, both
of which would have been viewed by the Jewish leadership as false and an arrogant
affront to God.”"> On the other hand, the allusions might have recalled martyrdom
language that indicated that the unrighteous (the Jewish leadership accusing Jesus)
will see the vindication of the righteous (Jesus).>'® This would have been seen as an
attack on the divinely appointed leadership of Israel, a violation of Ex 22:28, and thus

blasphemous.*"’

2.6.2 Evaluation

Bock provides a plausible historical reading of the Markan Jewish examination of
Jesus by carefully and thoughtfully engaging both the evidence and alternative
opinions at every step. Furthermore, Bock should be praised for providing the first
major study on blasphemy that, on the whole, is both adept and thorough. Whereas
others have largely assumed what was meant by blasphemy, Bock offers fairly
comprehensive evidence and cogent rationale for his decisions. On the basis of the
material that he examines, his general conclusions regarding the nature of blasphemy

can hardly be disputed.

Still, some weaknesses can be detected regarding his analysis and, for our purposes,
his approach fails to bring out the discourse concepts of blasphemy that are helpful
for probing FG. First, Bock’s survey of texts omits any analysis of NT texts that, one
assumes, provide the closest comparative literature to Mark’s Gospel. Surely, without
analysis of some NT texts, Bock’s conclusions are uncertain. In contrast, our
semantic analysis of blasphemy in chapter 4 is based on a comprehensive analysis of
blasphemy-related terms from the NT and other early Jewish literature. Second, when

surveying Greek literature, Bock primarily focuses on texts that use BAaconpeiv,

4 Bock (1998) 5-29, esp. 26-9 argues that scholars have reached a consensus that the
juxtaposition of Psa 110:1 and Dan 7:13 is the key to understanding the charge of blasphemy against
Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels; see Evans (1995) 407-34, Hengel (1995) 185-9, Gundry (1993) 886,
Catch!)ole (1971) 135-41, Blinzler (1969) 158-9.

' Bock (1998) 200-6 reasons that this would have been blasphemous according to Philo’s On
Dreams 2.130-31 and Decalogue 61-64 as well as by midrashim, like ExodR 8.2, 15.6,21.3
j‘6 Bock (1998) 206-9 draws upon Wis 5.2, ApocElijah 5:28, and 1 En 62:3-5.
2 Cf. 11QTemple 64:6-13.
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BAdoodnuog, and BAacodnpuia, though he mentions kataAcAgiv, moparadely,
mapoEuverv, and 1'r01popy1(.:,e‘w.218 This overlooks other Greek terminology within
the same semantic domain as BAaocdnpuéw, such as StafdAiw, dvodnuéw, EkBAAAw
70 &vopa, xoxoroyéw, Aodopéw, oveldifw, and L‘)Bpi(;w.m Of course, the
necessity of setting boundaries for research will always invite the criticism that a
piece of research is too limited, as even our own semantic analysis is limited to five
groups of terms. Third, Bock has included a large analysis of texts that date well after
the NT period. Analysis of texts prior to or concurrent with NT writings occupies 37

22! Granted, some of the

pages, 2’ whereas that of post-NT texts occupies 45 pages.
post-NT texts may contain earlier traditions, but this emphasis is hard to justify when
the NT is neglected. It is possible that this apparent imbalance may have been
prompted by previous scholarship (e.g., Strack-Billerbeck) that, rather
anachronistically, used the broad spectrum of rabbinic literature to illuminate the trial
of Jesus in the Gospels. Fourth, as we have noted, Bock provides a survey of over
100 ancient Jewish texts on blasphemy. This means that no one particular text
receives more than a cursory analysis. In contrast, in chapter 4 we not only
summarize our semantic analysis of blasphemy-related terminology based on nearly
300 texts, but in chapters 5-12 we also provide an in-depth analysis of seven key
passages on blasphemy. Our approach provides greater depth and brings out the
texture and color of early Jewish conceptuality of blasphemy suited for the

examination of FG.

2.7 Dunn and Other Scholars

2.7.1 Blasphemy as the violation of monotheism

A number of scholars have argued that commitment to monotheism was a crucial
element of the Jewish matrix within which to place and understand emerging

Christianity.”? This is true not only if we are to grasp the origins and significance of

22 Bock (1998) 46-7.

% 1dentified by Louw and Nida (1989) 433-34 as associated with PAao¢npéw in domain
33.387-33.403.

0 Bock (1998) 30-66.

2! Bock (1998) 66-110.

22 Newman, Davila, and Lewis (1999); Bauckham (1998) passim; Hurtado (1998) passim; N.T.
Wright (1992) 248-59; Dunn (1991) 19-21, 207-29; Hartman (1987) 85-99; Bauckham (1980-81) 322-
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early Christian belief and worship,?? but also if we are to understand the conflict and
eventual parting of the ways between Christians and non-believing Jews.***
Furthermore, it is common for scholars to assert that FG’s emphasis on the divine
status of the Son and the Father was perceived by some Jews to violate monotheism

and thus it contributed to the parting of the ways.*”*

In a statement that is now famous, Dunn urged, “we only let John be John if we
recognize that the primary debate the fourth evangelist engaged in with the rabbis
was actually a debate about monotheism.”**® In a more recent work, Dunn continues
to argue that, from the perspective of emerging rabbinic Judaism, the claims made by
Johannine Christians—that Jesus was equal with God—had gone a step too far and

had abandoned the basic confession that God is one.??’

Dunn is not alone in holding this conviction. Others hold that the Jewish commitment
to preserve monotheism was a decisive factor that separated Jews and Christians, and
this schism is clearly reflected in FG. In fact, the Johannine claim for the Son’s
equality and unity with the Father drew the charge of blasphemy and drew the line
between Christianity and Judaism.??® For example, Anderson notes that the term
BAaocdnuéw occurs in relation to Jesus’ proclamation, “I and the Father are one” (Jn
10:30) and then states that “the Christian confession was perceived as a breach of the

59229

basic Jewish premise of monotheism.””*” Similarly, de Jonge writes, “It is not

41; Harvey (1980) 154-73. In contrast, Barker (1992) and Hayman (1991) believe that early Judaism
was ditheistic and not monotheistic.

*® This is the operating assumption of the collected essays by Newman, et al. (1999) x, 21-89;
see also Hurtado (1998) passim; Stuckenbruck (1995) 47-204.

22 Martin (1995) 133-5; Dunn (1991) 228-9.

25 Anderson (1986) 117. Brown (1979) 67 argues that the dominant battle in FG concerns the
divinity of Jesus. Those in agreement include: de Jonge (1998) 120; Collins (1997) 96, 102; Casey
(1996) 30-32; Martin (1995) 134, 148; Wilson (1995) 78-9, 194; de Jonge (1995) 234-5; Dunn (1998a)
339; Segal (1994) 125-35, esp. 134; Casey (1991) 37, 158; Meeks (1990) 310; D. Moody Smith
(1990a) 94; Neyrey (1988) 35; Dunn {1998a) 370; and Pancaro (1976) 501-2. In contrast, see O’Neill
(1995a) 50-61, esp. 51, and McGrath (1998a) 8, who boldly states, “monotheism was not an issue of
controversy between Jews and Christians.”

“Dunn (1998a) 370.

7 Dunn (1991) 228-9. See Dunn (1998a) 420, who also writes, “It was precisely the language of
preexistence and conception of incarnation in reference to Jesus which was seen by Jewish opposition
as a threat to the unity of God and so as the first real breach (perceived as such) with the Jewish
monotheistic axiom.”

2 de Jonge (1998) 120, 141;

2 Anderson (1986) 117; see also Sundberg (1970) 29.
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surprising that outsiders interpreted as dangerous and even blasphemous the
insistence of the Johannine community on the close unity between the exalted Son
and the Father (as expressed in 1:18; 10:30, 38; 17:21-23).” Two of the foremost of
Johannine scholars, C. K. Barrett and R. H. Lightfoot, argue that when the Jews first
try to stone Jesus in 5:18, it is presumed that Jesus is being charged with blasphemy
for violating monotheism and what follows in 5:19-47 is a defense of Christian
monotheism.?*° Others like Segal, Martyn, and Scroggs argue that the Johannine
claim for Jesus’ divinity looked like ditheism and therefore blasphemy to certain
Jews, and this was the beginning or an early form of the two-power heresy vigorously
condemned in later rabbinic sources.”>' Lastly, scholars have noted that the repeated
and extended efforts throughout FG to make clear the Son’s relationship to the Father
indicates that FG was defending against the charge of violating monotheism, which

was perceived as blasphemy.*?

2.7.2 Evaluation

Suffice to say, it is widely held that the charge of blasphemy in FG is a response to a
breach of monotheism, but this claim has never been thoroughly examined. Is there
any evidence that a “violation of monotheism” constituted blasphemy in early
Judaism? This is a compound question because it not only involves the study of
blasphemy, which is itself a complex undertaking, but also the highly debated issue

of whether monotheism is itself an appropriate term for early Jewish beliefs.”

2.8 Conclusions

As the preceding survey shows, contemporary scholarship has reached a general
consensus that blasphemy in early Judaism entailed saying or doing something that
was perceived to discredit or dishonor God. This basic understanding may be

expanded to several more comments.

#° Barrett (1978) 257 approvingly quotes Lightfoot’s statement that 5:19-47 is “a defense of
Christian monoiheism.”

B! Segal (1977) 217; Martyn (1979) 72; Scroggs (1988) 78-8; cf. b. Hag. 14a.

72 S0 argues de Jonge (1998) 120 and 141. Similarly, Neyrey (1988) 18-35, esp. 35; Wilson
(1995) 72, 79; Collins (1997) 96, 102.

*¥ E.g., Hayman (1991) 1-15.
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First, as the survey has indicated, scholars have argued that for an utterance or action

to count as blasphemy it must be perceived to have been generated by a disdainful or
contemptuous attitude toward God. Both Bock and Brown have argued that
blasphemy can be expressed in both speech and action. However, as Sanders and
O’Neill have observed, the use of certain terms, like christological titles, are not
blasphemous in themselves, but only become such when they are uttered with
arrogant or insolent intent toward God or perceived to be uttered in that manner.
Even the utterance of the divine Name, which is often treated as the prototypical form

of blasphemy, is not blasphemous in itself.**

Second, as the review shows, blasphemy in early Jewish literature can be observed in
a wide range of verbal and non-verbal activities, such as misusing the Name,
attacking the Temple, denigrating God’s leaders or people, disdaining the Torah,
usurping God’s prerogatives, and elevating oneself to a status equal to God. Many
scholars would add breaching monotheism to this list. In addition, perhaps under the
influence of Strack-Billerbeck, who put too much emphasis on Rabbinic
jurisprudence, some scholars tend to limit their treatment of blasphemy by focusing
on the utterance of the divine Name. However, as Bock has demonstrated, and Brown
and others have intimated, blasphemy in early Judaism covered a much broader range

than what is found in Rabbinic literature.?*

Third, early Jewish Christians were considered blasphemous by non-believing Jews,
so comment Sanders and Brown, because their Christological confessions were
perceived to insult God by elevating Jesus. This is echoed by Harvey who states that
the Johannine group continued to experience the trial of Jesus whenever their claims
about Jesus were denied. Apparently, these scholars come to this conclusion rather

intuitively, since no evidence is offered in support.

 In certain circumstances, vocalizing the Name was required, as when the high priest read the
Aaronic blessing in the Temple.

* Narrowing blasphemy to vocalizing the Name, as the Rabbis tended to do, may have been a
more humanizing or merciful approach in that it surely would have reduced the number of
blasphemous allegations.
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CHAPTER 3
HISTORICAL, SOCIAL, AND LITERARY CONTEXTS

Before proceeding to a close inspection of key Jewish texts concerned with
blasphemy (chapters 5-12), this chapter addresses several issues that are assumed
throughout the remainder of this thesis. First, this chapter discusses the probable
historical, sociological, and literary contexts for the initial production and
propagation of FG. Then, a brief discussion is provided on mirror-reading a
polemical text, the legitimacy of which this thesis assumes, but not without due
caution. Lastly, we present a semantic analysis of BAao¢nuéw and related
terminology in order to provide a basic orientation to the study of blasphemy in

ancient Jewish and Christian texts.

3.1 Historical Context: Emerging Rabbinic Judaism

3.1.1 Destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E.

Prior to the destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E., Jewish religion was heterogeneous.
There were Pharisees, Sadducees, Herodians, the Fourth Philosophy, Essenes, John
the Baptist’s disciples, Samaritans, Thepapeutae, Zealots, Sicarii, Apocalypticists,
various messianic groups, and Jews who were not in any identifiable group. Indeed,
there is good evidence that late Second Temple Judaism was marked by factionalism;
different groups claimed to be the sole heirs of Israel’s inheritance, often sharply
criticizing and even condemning other Jews for some form of convenantal
unfaithfulness.”*® Jewish Christians were part of this factious and heterogeneous
mixture and, like other Jews, participated in Temple and synagogue activities. For
example, Paul saw himself as an exemplary Hebrew and Israelite (e.g., 2 Cor 11:22;
Phil 3:4-6) even though he was a follower of the Way (Acts 24:14). Because Paul
was Jewish, he was Torah observant (Acts 21:26), participated in Temple rituals
(e.g., Acts 24:18), went to synagogues (e.g., Acts 18:4), and was also disciplined as a

Jew by other Jews (e.g., 2 Cor 11:24). There are, of course, instances where Paul was
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pressured to leaving certain synagogues because of disputes (usually over the law)
but, as we have seen, prior to 70 CE there is no evidence of a policy or formal

. . I 7
agreement to excommunicate Jewish Christians from synagogues.?

With the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple (70 C.E.) and the victory of the
Romans in their war against the Jews (66-74 C.E.), it is almost impossible to
overstate the crisis and disorientation that faced Jews during the last quarter of the
first century.”® The loss of the Temple was devastating, since it was the center of
Jewish life and was regarded as the axis mundi of the universe. It was the place of
God’s presence among his covenant people and, through the daily sacrifices in the
Temple, supported by the Temple tax, the Temple was the place where all Jews
everywhere had access to God. With the destruction of the Temple, there followed
the suspension of the Sanhedrin, the termination of sacrificial worship, the abolition
of pilgrimages and feasts of the Temple, the destruction and confiscation of Judean
land and property, and the humiliation of diverting the Jewish Temple tax to support
the Temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Rome.”’ In the aftermath of these tremendous
losses, many Jewish sects either evaporated®*® or merged into a rising stream of
Rabbinic Judaism.**' Under the leadership of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai (70-85
C.E.) and Rabban Gamaliel (85-115 C.E.), a group of sages established the rabbinic
school in the town of Yavneh (Jamnia) where they continued the traditions of the

Pharisees>*? and, in the absence of the Temple, instituted dramatic changes that

7 Dunn (1990) 73-77 argues that early Jewish sources exhibit factionalism; e.g., 1 Macc.,

Jubilees, Enoch, CD, 1QS, Psalms of Solomon, and T. Mos. criticize other Jews, each for their own
reasons, as sinners, men of the lot of Belial, the wicked.

7 Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 339 states that prior to 70 CE, Jewish-Christian conflicts
with other Jews primarily involved individuals, but after 70 CE conflicts tended to involve groups.

58T, Sotah 5:11; 2 Baruch 10:6-18.

79 Cohen (1984) 27-8; L. Levine (1993) 124-32; Schiirer (1973) 1.521-4.

*° The Essene center at Qumran was destroyed in 68 C.E. and groups like the Sicarii, Zealots,
followers of John of Gischala and Simon Giora were killed, captured, or forced to flee; so L. Levine
(1993) 126. According to y. Sanh. 10:6 29c, there were 24 groups of heretics when the Temple was
destroyed.

! Cohen (1984) 28-31, 43-5 argues that the Temple and its priesthood was a focal point for
sectarian disputes but, with the destruction of the Temple, that focal point disappeared and with it the
impetus that fueled sectarianism. In addition, the tannaitic literature shows the Yavnean rabbis had a
propensity to tolerate disputes, which also weakened the sectarian spirit.

2 Cohen (1984) 36-42 recognizes a close connection between the pre-70 Pharisees and the post-
70 rabbinic sages, but argues that the Tannaim never called themselves Pharisees, perhaps to
minimize their own sectarian identification and to create a more inclusivistic ethic. Only with the
Amoraim is an explicit connection made between the rabbis and the Pharisees (e.g., #. Yoma 1:8; y.
Yoma 1:5 (39a); b. Yoma 18b; b. Qidd. 66a; b. Nid. 33b).
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. 243
reconstructed Judaism.

It is important to note that the term Yavneh refers to both a
city, whose exact location is uncertain,”* and to a complex process whereby the city
of Yavneh functioned as a center for the emergence of Rabbinic Judaism between 70

and 135 CE2*

3.1.2 Emerging Rabbinic Judaism

Under Rabban Yohanan, due to the destruction of the Temple, the center of Jewish
identity and practice shifted in three ways.**® First, the place of animal sacrifice and
atonement for sin disappeared. In response, Yohanan emphasized that acts of
compassion had atoning significance, following Hos 6:6, “For I desire mercy, not
sacrifice.” Second, the Yavnean rabbis emphasized the intensive study of both the
written and oral Torah, which has come to symbolize Judaism itself. Third, as part of
intensive study of the Torah, obedience to God’s commandments and statues took on
renewed importance. Therefore, it is not surprising to read that, while interpreting a
reference to white garments and anointing one’s head with oil in Midr Qoh. 9.8 [42a],
Yohanan is reported to have said, “They speak rather only of fulfilling the

commandments and of good works and of the study of the Torah.”*’

Also under Rabban Yohanan, the center of Jewish religious and political authority
shifted from the priesthood of Jerusalem and the Temple to the Yavnean sages and
the Beth Din (“house of judgment” or court of law). The Bavli refers to nine takkanot
(religious decrees) put forth by Yohanan that transferred certain practices associated
with the Temple to the rabbinic courts and synagogues.248 In this way, Yohanan and
the sages asserted authority over liturgical, calendrical, and priestly matters and

forged links between the defunct Temple and actual synagogue practice.’** For

* The reliability of the sources describing the emergence of the rabbinic school at Yavneh is
difficult to assess because they were redacted at a later period (220-550 CE), show some variance in
details, and are not transparent to separating fact from legend; Lewis (1992) 3.635.

* Lewis (1993) 3.634-5.

5 The term Yavneh should not be understood to refer to a specific council; so W. D. Davies
(1999) 193 n.13.

5 Yee (1989) 19.

7 Cited by Barrett (1975) 46. Noteworthy is a statement attributed to R. Simeon the Just (ca.
200 CE) that there are three pillars on which the world rests: the Torah, the Temple, and acts of
compassion (m. ‘Abot. 1.2),

> B.Ro Has. 31b and b. Sota 40.

* Katz (1984) 46.
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example, the sages were given authority to proclaim the New Year from rabbinical
synagogues (formerly a right of the Temple priests)*” and to announce the New
Moon, which determined Feast days like Passover (previously a prerogative of the
Jerusalem Sanhedrin).”>' Yohanan also regulated specific priestly activities when, for
example, he required them to give the priestly blessing with their shoes off, just as

252

they had in the Temple.”“ Moreover, Yohanan assumed authority over an element of

Sabbath practice,?*® modified an aspect of the Feast of Tabernacles,”** provided new

255 and was attributed

rules for gifts and offerings normally brought to the Temple,
with saying that acts of loving-kindness provided atonement as sacrifices once did.>*®
Although the changes instituted by Yohanan might appear to be minor,”’ they had a
major impact on establishing the authority of the Yavnean sages and in instituting the
synagogue as a valid equivalent for the Temple, not because the synagogue replaced

the Temple, but because the synagogue recalled it.**®

Under the leadership of Rabban Gamaliel, the authority of Yavneh achieved wider
recognition and status and became a center for sages who either lived in Yavneh or
traveled there periodically.® The Tosepta indicates that 85 to 138 sages periodically
gathered at Yavneh®®® and halakhic questions were brought there from all parts of the

%! Gamaliel’s authority and power is evident in that he

region and even from Asia.
was able to remove the mayor of the city of Gader from office and, when there were

court cases, he sat in the middle, with elders sitting to his right and left.*” Various

0 M. Ros Has. 4.1 (cf. b. Rox Ha3. 29b) indicates that Yohanan allowed the shofar to be blown
wherever there was a court, if a Festival-day of the New Year fell on a Sabbath.

»' M. Ros Has. 4.1-4

2 B. Ros Has. 31b.

** B. Ros Has. 21b.

% B. Ros. Has. 31b allows for the use of the palm branch in the provinces during Tabernacles.

% W. D. Davies (1964) 263; cf. m. Ma‘as. S. 5.2;y. Seqal. 8.4;y. Hal. 1.1.

2°°4bot R. Nat. A 4.

®7 L. Levine (1993) 136 notes that the changes brought by Yohanan were relatively minor; in
contrast, W. D. Davies (1964) 262 sees that Yohanan’s changes, however minor, brought prestige to
Yavneh as the center of Jewish authority.

% S0 W. D. Davies (1964) 261, 269-70 and Yee (1989) 20, who both note that Yohanan did not
want to replace the Temple, since he expected it to be restored.

%1, Levine (1993) 136.

L. Levine (1993) 136-7; cf. t. Kelim--B. Bat. 2.4 and Sipre Num 124.

*UL, Levine (1993) 137; cf. t. Kelim--B. Bat. 5.6; t. Kil 1.3-4; t. Nid. 4.3-4; 1. Kelim--B. Mes.
11.2

2 L. Levine (1993) 137; cf. t. Sanh 8.1;y. Ro5. Has. 1.6, 57b; b. Ro3 Has. 22a.
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sages, including Gamaliel himself, traveled throughout the land of Israel, even to
Alexandria and Rome, supervising practices and giving halakhic advice.”® Under
Gamaliel, significant decisions were made regulating prayer, the canon, purification,
family laws, vows, rules of testimony, the development of the Passover seder and
much of the Passover haggadah, and other questions of practical importance.”**
Although Cohen argues that the Yavnean rabbis helped eliminate Jewish sectarianism
by tolerating disputes and allowing for pluralism within their ranks,”** the Rabbinic
sages made no room for (a) those who refused to follow the majority rule and (b)
those who maintained a sectarian spirit.”®® The former category included R. Eliezer
ben Hyrcanus, who was excommunicated for not accepting a majority ruling,267 and
even Rabban Gamaliel, who was deposed from leadership for a period of time for
imposing his will on the other sages.”®® The latter category included persistent
sectarians who, eventually, were cursed in the Birkat ha-Minim.**® Hence, the
Rabbinic influence on reshaping Jewish unity and identity moved in two directions

simultaneously by either absorbing sectarianism or excluding it.

It should be emphasized that the Yavnean sages and the Johannine Christians shared
the same post-70 C.E. milieu. Just as Yavnean sages coped with the loss of the
Temple by reunifying Israel around a different center, so the Johannine Jewish
Christians took similar measures. It is significant, therefore, that the issues addressed
by the Yavnean rabbis are very similar, if not in detail, at least in general tenor, to the
concerns that occupied the Fourth Evangelist. In addition to the question of religious
authority, which is replete throughout FG (e.g., 7:17), the Fourth Evangelist was
concerned with Torah study (5:39), the Temple and its loss (11:48), the Temple and a
New Temple (2:13-22), where to worship without the Temple (4:20), synagogue
participation (9:22; 12:42; 16:2), rules of testimony (8:17-18), purification (2:6; 3:25;
18:28), and the Jewish calendar—Sabbath (5:9-18; 9:14-16), Passover (2:13, 23; 6:4;

% L. Levine (1993) 137 provides numerous references to the Tosepta and Mishna.

1, Levine (1993) 139-40; Lewis (1993) 3.636.

3 E.g., b. Ber. 11a concerns the posture of a person reciting the Shema and allows the differing
opinions expressed by the House of Hillel and the House of Shammai to stand side-by-side.

% Cohen (1984) 49.

%" B. Mes 59b; y. Mo'‘ed Qat 3:1 [81c-d]; cf. Stemberger (1996) 69f; Cohen (1984) 49; L. Levine
(1993) 138.

% B. Ber. 27b-28a; y. Ber. 4:1 [7¢-d]; cf. Cohen (1984) 49; L. Levine (1993) 139.

* Cohen (1984) 49; see our discussion in chapter 1.
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11:55-56; 12:1; 13:1; 18:28, 39), Tabernacles (7:2), Dedication (10:22) and other
feasts (5:1).

It is going beyond the available evidence to suggest that FG was a counter-response
to specific decisions issued by a specific “council of Yavneh.”?”® However, it would
not be a leap in the dark, but a step into the available light, to suggest that FG, which
has its origins in Palestine,””' was addressing both the post-70 C.E. climate of
disorientation and a climate warmed by the reforms initiated by nascent Rabbinic
Judaism. Although there is no clear evidence that Yavnean Judaism and the
Johannine community were in direct conversation, we can at least say that they were
on a collision course, because each offered different solutions to the post-70 C.E.
problems. For the Johannine community, the center was not the Torah, but Christ, to
whom the Torah pointed to (5:39) and to whom Moses wrote about (5:46). For the
Johannine community, acts of compassion did not make atonement, but the death of
Jesus, who was the Lamb of God (1:29), offered on behalf of the nation (11:51), and
killed at the very time Passover sacrifices were prepared (19:30-31). In addition, the

Johannine community saw Jesus as the New Temple,272

so they did not need a
restored Temple or a detailed record of laws pertaining to the Temple as we find in
the Rabbinic literature.’”® The stark discontinuities between the theology articulated
by FG and the reforms and traditions of Rabbinic Judaism suggest that aspects of
Johannine theology may have been offensive to Jews who had embraced the reforms
at Yavneh. On the basis of our conclusions regarding blasphemy (see chapters 5-12),

we will be able to explore just how offensive certain aspects of Johannine theology

7% This seems to be the position of Mann (1988) 7, who argues FG was written in response to or

“against the decisions of Jamnia.” Formerly, it was held that there was a specific “council of Yavneh,”
but this is largely rejected. Instead, the Rabbinic activities that centered at Yavneh must be seen as a
complex process that occurred over many years; see Lewis (1993) 634-7.

7' So Brown (1966) lix-Ixi; Beasley-Murray (1987) Ixxx, Martyn (1977) 158-60; Brown (1979)
argues more narrowly for a Judean setting, whereas Bassler (1981) 243-57 and Meeks (1985) 101
argues for a Galilean origin. It is, of course, conceivable that the final form of FG was published
outside the land of Israel in places like Ephesus (so Irenaeus Adv. Haer. 3.1.2), Alexandria (so Kirsopp
Lake), or Antioch (so Ephraem the Syrian).

? See the argument in chapter 14.

P E.g., the regulations concerning the offering of the first fruits at the Temple (m. Bik.), the
half-shekel tax used for the Temple and the Temple ceremonies (m. Pesah), the festival of Sukkah in
the Temple (m. Sukk.), the three pilgrimage festivals of the Temple (m. FHag.), the sacrifices and
offerings associated with the Temple (m. Zebah., m. Menah., m. Tamid, m. Qinnim), and the
measures and furnishings of the Temple (rm. Mid.)
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could have been perceived by other Jews and to what degree this theology could have

provoked the expulsion of Johannine Jewish Christians from the synagogue.

3.2 Social Context: Conflict

As we have seen, the resources for reconstructing the history of the Johannine
community are, at best, only probable and suggestive. Nevertheless, our
understanding of the Johannine community’s experience can be extended by using
Lewis Coser’s analysis of social conflict.””* Of the sixteen propositions presented by
Coser, two are particularly relevant for understanding how the Johannine conflict is

related to group proximity and group boundaries.

3.2.1 Conflict and proximity

One of Coser’s basic propositions is that the closer the relationship, the more intense
the conflict®” For example, a person perceived to be a heretic will incite a more
hostile reaction than an apostate or renegade who leaves the group.276 As opposed to
an apostate or renegade, a heretic shares the goals and values of the parent group but
offers alternative interpretations or proposes different means to achieve the group’s
desired ends. As such, a heretic threatens the unity, even the existence, of a group by
competing for the loyalty of its members. Because a heretic remains within or close

to the group, a heretic will spark more fierce conflict than an apostate or renegade.

The sharp anti-Jewish polemic found in FG “is best explained as a phenomenon of

proximity, that is, of a close relationship to Judaism.”?”’ Even a cursory reading of

™ Coser (1956) presents a classic work on social conflict theory, which views society as the
product of conflicting forces and competing interests regarding needs, desires, and goals. Coser’s work
is based on Georg Simmel’s Conflict (Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press, 1955).

% Coser (1956) 67-72; cf. Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 34.

76 Coser (1956) 70-71, 169 n. 4.

m Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 227. This assumes a concrete historical situation in which
Johannine Jewish Christians and certain other Jews were engaged in an actual social conflict. It is
possible, of course, that FG is engaged in a type of symbolic anti-Judaism, a term used by Mariam
Taylor (1994) passim. Although Taylor deals with patristic writings and not specifically with NT
documents, she concludes that Christian expressions of anti-Judaism did not arise out of response to
Jews in a context of conflict—the conflict theory made popular by Marcel Simon—but out of a need
for Christians to resolve theological contradictions inherent in appropriating the Jewish tradition and at
the same time rejecting other aspects of the Jewish heritage. See Taylor (1994) 127-9
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FG reveals an intense conflict between the Jews and Jesus at the story level.””® On the
one hand, this hostility can be seen in the attacks on Jesus and the Johannine
community. Jesus is accused of breaking the Sabbath (5:18), blasphemy (5:18; 8:58;
10:33; 18:23), demon possession (7:20; 8:48; 10:20), being a Samaritan (§:48),
deceiving the people (7:13, 47), and threatening both the Temple and the Jewish
nation (2:20; 11:48). In addition, as a two-level reading of FG suggests (see chapter
1), just as Jesus encounters hostility at the story level, so there are indications that the
Fourth Evangelist and his community experienced similar hostility (3:11; 9:22;
15:18-19; 16:2-4). On the other hand, FG witnesses to a counter-attack against the
Jews, who are accused of seeking their own glory (5:44), failing to keep the Mosaic
law (7:19), erroneous and harmful interpretation of the law (7:21-24), being children
of the devil (8:44), and spiritual blindness (9:39-41; 12:40). Clearly, FG testifies to an

acrimonious conflict that can be understood as an intense, intra-Jewish quarrel.””

However, Coser’s observation that closeness and conflict are functionally related
also helps explain why FG uses the term the Jews (o1 "louddiol) in both positive
and negative ways. We will focus on this issue in depth in chapter 15. For the
moment, let it suffice to note that the intense conflict depicted in FG suggests that the
Johannine Jewish Christians and certain Jews had a close and even positive
relationship in many ways. Not only were some of Jesus’ followers called Jews (4:9;
7:31; 12:11), but it appears that the Johannine group and certain other Jews shared
common hopes, goals, and values. Both groups shared hopes regarding a coming
prophet (1:21; 6:14) and a coming messiah (1:41; 7:31, 41). Both had common goals
of eternal life (5:39; 10:10) and salvation (4:22, 42). Both groups valued the
appropriate worship of God (4:20, 24) and were concerned about sacred days,
including Sabbath (5:9), Passover (2:13; 6:4), Tabernacles (7:2), and Dedication
(10:22). Both groups drew upon the same scriptures (5:39), especially the traditions
of Abraham (8:31-59) and Moses (5:44-47; 6:31-51). It is assumed that, at one point
in history, the Johannine Jewish Christians and their non-believing Jewish neighbors

shared a close relationship in the synagogue (9:22; 12:42; 16:2). We concur with von

8 Margaret Davies (1992) 44-66 identifies four levels, including story-time, the disciples’ time,

the narrator’s time, and the reader’s time.
7 Ashton (1991) 137 characterizes the conflict as a family quarrel.
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Wahlde, who writes that “not only does the Gospel of John clearly have a positive
estimation for the Jewish tradition, but also the Jewish tradition is the very soul and

281 for

life of the Johannine tradition.”?*® The Jews probably represent a parent group
the Johannine Jewish Christians and, like the heretic described by Coser, the
Johannine group claimed to uphold the same hopes, values, and goals as the parent
group, but offered alternatives that were unacceptable for the parent group. Because
the Johannine Christians both identified with and reacted against certain non-
believing Jews, it is not surprising to find both positive and negative uses of the Jews.
Starkly put, and with some risk of misunderstanding, the Johannine Christians hated

the Jews just at the points where they loved them the most.? 82

One more implication can be drawn from Coser’s observation: FG appears to have
reached its final form when the process of separation between certain non-believing
Jews and the Johannine Jewish Christians was not yet complete** This becomes
more evident when we distinguish between two levels of conflict: the time of the
story (Jesus and his disciples) and the time of the narrator (when the Gospel was
written).284 No one disputes the evidence of conflict at the story level, which has
already been noted. But there is also evidence of ongoing conflict at the narrator's
level in what can be called distancing strategies used by the author.?®® That is, the
author of FG, through the voice of the narrator prejudices readers away from non-

believing Jews and what we assume is emerging Rabbinic Judaism.*® This

% von Wahlde (1993) 69.

1 Von Wahlde (1993) 70-1 speaks of parent Judaism, but only for the first two periods of the
Johannine history, which corresponds to what he believes were the first two editions of the Gospel.

2 This is an adaptation of a famous statement by Mecks (1975) 172 that “FG is most anti-Jewish
just at the points it is most Jewish.”

 J. T. Sanders (1993) 41 believes that the conflict depicted by FG occurs when, or shortly afer,
Jewish Christians were still attending synagogues. Malina (1985) 11 and Stibbe (1992) 64 believe that
FG’s language reveals a situation in which the Johannine Jewish Christians had recently broken away
from the larger parent group. In contrast, Meeks (1975) 182 writes, “It seems clear that at the time of
composition of the Gospel the Johannine community is separate from the Jews and no longer expects
Jews to convert.” Similarly, Hengel (1989) 119-20 argues that the expul/sion had long since past as
witnessed by the way FG depicts Jesus talking to the Jews about your law and to the disciples about
their law (Jn 7:51; 8:17; 10:34 [cf. 7:19]; 12:34; 15:25: 18:31)

% Margaret Davies (1992) 44-66.

3 On distancing strategies, see Kysar (1993) 115, n. 6; Stegemann and Stegemann (1999) 348-
9; Stanton (1992) 96-97; Blenkinsopp (1981) 1-2

% This corresponds to the ideological point of view of the narrator. See Culpepper (1983) 32.
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ideological level of communication occurs between the implied author/narrator”®’ and
the implied/intended reader.”®® Very simply, this is how it works: The narrator
describes the Jews in a negative light or, more subtlety, in ways that distances them
or distinguishes them from the heroes of the story—Jesus and his disciples. Then, as
readers identify with Jesus and his disciples at the story level, they begin to distance
themselves from non-believing Jews outside the story. An example of this distancing
strategy can be seen when Jesus begins to describe his departure to his disciples by
saying, “as I said to the Jews now I say to you” (13:33), as if the disciples were not
Jews themselves. Another example is when the Jews are depicted as never having
heard or seen the Father (5:37), which distances them from Jesus’ disciples who are

said to have seen the Father (14:7-9).*

And, of course, there are the more explicit
attacks on the Jews as when, for example, Jesus says that the father of the Jews is the
devil (Jn 8:44). In this way, the narrator encourages the first-century readers—
particularly the Johannine Jewish group—to separate from non-believing Jews in
order to commit themselves more fully to the Johannine agenda. Such strategies
suggest that there was continuing conflict at the time of the final writing of the Gospel
and that members of the Johannine group were perceived to be foo close to certain

non-believing Jews.

3.2.2 Conflict and boundaries

Another one of Coser’s propositions is that group boundaries are established and
maintained through conflict with an outside group *° Conflict with an outside group
increases the internal cohesion of a group by making members more conscious of

their bonds and by increasing their participation.”'

This dynamic is apparent with a
sect, which by nature is exclusive and in conflict with an outside group. A sect is

born in conflict, maintains its identity through conflict, and increases its internal

7 The implied author and the narrator are synonymous for FG; see Culpepper (1983) 16.

% Regarding the terms implied author, implied reader, and narrator, see Culpepper (1983) 15-
18. I am using the terms intended reader and implied reader synonymously; however see Moloney
(1997) 219-33 for a more careful distinction between these terms.

% Concerning other ways in which FG negatively characterizes the Jews, see Culpepper (1983)
128-30. For Culpepper, the characterization of the Jews is not concerned with historical Jews but, like
other characters in FG, have representative value; for Culpepper, the Jews symbolize “the heart and
soul of unbelief.”

0 Coser (1956) 87.

#! Coser (1956) 90.



59

cohesion by conflict. A sect is a conflict group.”® This is an apt characterization of
the Johannine Christians, for not only did their conflict with the Jews lead to their
expulsion from the synagogue but, as scholars argue, factious conflicts continued to

plague their beleaguered communities from then on.**

As Coser notes, in order to preserve group boundaries, conflict groups conduct
periodic self-purification drives.®* To maintain purity and internal cohesion, conflict
groups seek out and expunge dissenters and tend “to invent both inside and outside
enemies in order to strengthen inner solidarity.”*** Although it is difficult to ascertain
whether the Johannine group invented enemies, it is clear that internal cohesion and
unity was a priority for them as witnessed by several passages in the Johannine
writings (Jn 13:34-35; 15:12-13; 17:1-26; 1 Jn 3:11-18). In addition, several other
passages in FG either depict purges or anticipated them. For example, after Jesus’
discourse on the bread from heaven (Jn 6:25-59), we are told that a large number of
his followers “were no longer walking with him,” o0xéTt pet” adToD meEpLEMETOLY
(Jn 6:66). In the farewell discourse, Jesus warns that whoever does not abide in him,
the true vine, will wither and be thrown into the fire (Jn 15:5-6). In the Johannine
letters, even more defections, self-purifications, and warnings are referred to (1 Jn
2:19;2Jn9;3 Jn 9-10). It is evident that throughout the Johannine material, the inner
enemy is rejected as energetically as the outer enemy. Thus Coser’s comment that the
“small, close, struggle group ... cannot deal with internal conflict and hence punishes
expression of dissent with exclusion,” seems applicable to the Johannine

community.**®

Conflict theory provides a possible explanation for at least some aspects of the
Johannine social milieu in which the prosecution of blasphemy, with its name-calling
and rock-throwing, had been experienced. The Johannine community was in the

process of distancing itself from a very close relationship with a parent group that

2 Coser (1956) 98-103.

** The conflicts centered on christology, ethics, eschatology, and pneumatology, according Lo
Brown (1979) 93-144,

# Coser (1956) 101.

5 Coser (1956) 102 [his emphasis].

% Coser (1956) 102.
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held similar traditions, values, and goals. However, because the Johannine group
articulated a different way to interpret their shared traditions and to achieve their
common values and goals—summed up by the phrase confessing Jesus as the Christ
(Jn 9:22; 20:31)—they experienced a bitter conflict and eventual separation from the
parent group. The conflict and separation was probably not a singular event, but a
process in which the development of Johannine ideology (e.g., high christology) and
hostility fed off each other, each growing more intense over time.”*” By the time the
final form of FG was written, the spiral of hostility had produced two, separate and
distinct groups that were, nevertheless, still struggling and still too close for comfort.
If our analysis has been correct, then as the writing of FG neared completion, name-
calling and rock throwing continued between the Johannine Jewish Christians and

non-believing Jews.

3.3 Literary Context: Covenantal Lawsuit

The author of FG “appears to have cast much of his material in the form of a long-
drawn-out trial, in which the underlying issues are exposed and by which the reader

2% I this is so, then

is challenged to form his own judgment and cast his own verdict.
it may reinforce or support the argument that members of the Johannine community
were being accused of blasphemy. If members were being charged with blasphemy,
either formally or informally, certainly a trial motif would have been an apt way to
cast the material of FG. Although the burden of proof for the contention that Jewish
Christians were accused of blasphemy must rest with this thesis as a whole, we can at
least establish that the literary context of FG is congruent with a Sitz im Leben in

which people are experiencing social strife of a juridical nature.

3.3.1 Trial metif

In each of the major divisions of FG, a trial motif can be observed. There is a general
consensus among scholars regarding the basic structure of FG. Brown’s four-part
outline is representative: Prologue (Jn 1:1-18), Book of Signs (Jn 1:19 -12:50), Book
of Glory (Jn 13:1 -20:31), and Epilogue (Jn 21 :1-25).%° In each section, juridical

7. T. Sanders (1993) 126.

** Harvey (1976) 123.

#* Brown (1970) cxxxviii. Similar outlines can be found in the commentaries by Barrett (1978),
Beasley-Murray (1987), Ridderbos (1997), Dodd (1953), and Witherington (1995). Despite
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language permeates the narrative and pushes the plot. In Jn 1:1-18, the trial motif is
introduced by complementary references to John the Baptist who festifies on behalf
of the Logos (Jn 1:6-8, 15). The second section, Jn 1:19—12:50, begins with the
public testimony of John the Baptist (1:19-27, 32-34) and ends with a discussion
about judgment and Jesus’ word of judgment (12:47-50), thus highlighting the trial
motif by means of an inclusio. Throughout the second section, as Harvey has
argued,m Jesus is on trial before the Jews.*®' From John 5:16 to 1 1:53, from episode
to episode, Jesus is shown defending himself against accusations of breaking the
Sabbath (5:16; 7:23; 19:6, 24), blasphemy (5:18; 8:58-59; 10:33; cf. 19:7; 18:23),
false teaching (7:12, 47; 9:24, 29), demon-possession (7:20; 8:48, 52; 10:20), and
being an enemy of “our temple and our nation” (11 :48).>*? In addition, Jesus is
subject to hostile inferrogations by the crowd (6:30; 7:20), the Pharisees (8:13, 19),
and the Jews (8:25, 33, 48, 52-53), which is followed by equally sharp interrogations
of his disciples (9:10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 25-26). In the face of these accusations and

interrogations, numerous witnesses appear on behalf of the Johannine Jesus:

The Baptist (1.7f,, 15, 32; 3:26; 5:33), the Samaritan woman (4.39), the works of Jesus
(5.36; 10:25), the Old Testament (5.39), the multitude (12.17), the Holy Spirit and the
apostles (15.26f.), God the Father himself (5:32, 37; 8:18), all bear witness to Jesus.
Jesus himself ... bears witness to the truth (18.27; cf. 3.11), in conojunction with the
Father (8.13-18) whose consentient testimony validates his own.*”

In the third section, Jn 13:1—20:31, the trial motif surfaces in references to the
napdxAnTog, the advocate (14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), the high priest’s questioning of
Jesus regarding blasphemy, xak@¢ AdAnocag (18:19-24; esp. 19:23; cf. LXX Ex
22:27), and the Roman interrogation of Jesus for sedition (18:28—19:16). During the
Roman and Jewish examinations, Jesus challenges the authorities to bring witnesses
against him, but no one comes forward. According to Trites, “The fact that no

reference is made to anyone taking up the challenge is intended by John to suggest

speculations about textual rearrangements by Bultmann (1971) and Bernard (1929), their outlines are
comparable to Brown’s.

** Harvey (1976) passim.

! Unlike the Synoptics (cf. Mk 15:53-65), FG does not present an account of Jesus on trial
before the Sanhedrin; however, Jn 11:45-53 depicts a rather official condemnation of Jesus in absentia
by the Sanhedrin.

%2 The chief priests and Pharisees are depicted as announcing that Jesus will provoke the
Romans to come and take away “our place and our nation,” fju@v kai TOv TéMOV KAl TO #Bvog (Jn
11:48); cf. Acts 6:13 and 2 Macc 5:19 where T6m0¢ has the meaning of temple.

* Barrett (1978) 159.
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that Jesus won the lawsuit; even Pilate thrice declares that Jesus is innocent (18:38;
19:4, 6).”* In the end, by bringing Jesus to trial, the opponents of Jesus are
unmasked as idolatrous and their condemnation is self-evident for those who can see
(19:15c; cf. 9:39-41). Finally, the Epilogue closes with a twofold reference to the

truth of the Beloved Disciple’s testimony (21 :24).305

3.3.2 Covenantal lawsuit

Understanding FG from the perspective of the lawsuit, of claim and counter-claim, is
strengthened when compared with other early Jewish literature regarding covenant
lawsuits. For example, FG echoes the covenant lawsuit between Yahweh and the
false gods in Isaiah 40-55.% In Isaiah, the lawsuit concerns the claims of Yahweh as
Creator, as the only true God, and as the Lord of history (Isa 40:25-31; 44:6-8; 45:8-
11, 21). In FG, the lawsuit concerns the claim of messiahship and divine sonship (Jn
20:31). In Isaiah, there are two lawsuits: one lawsuit is between Yahweh, represented
by Israel, and the gods, represented by the idolatrous nations (Isa 41:5, 21-29; 43:8-
13;44:6-8; 45:18-25); another lawsuit is between Yahweh and unfaithful Israel (Isa
42:18-25; 43:22-28; 50:1-3). In FG, the lawsuit is between Jesus and the world, and
between Jesus and the Jews. In Isaiah, the gods are challenged to state their case, but
they are silent (Isa 41:21-23; 43:9; 44:7); they cannot foretell or influence events;
they have no real existence (Isa 41:24, 26-29). In FG, the witnesses against Jesus are

also silent; they have no real claim.

One more important note needs to be made regarding the trial speeches of Yahweh
against the nations in [saiah.*®” The purpose of the trial in Isaiah is to determine the
identity of the true God. In the first speech, Yahweh states, “I am God, the first, and
for the things coming, I am” (¢yw 8e0¢ mp@TOG, KOt £lg TO éMepydueva Eyw
eipl) (LXX Isa 41:4). In the final speech, Yahweh is identified as the Creator who

has spoken openly as “I am, I am (the) Lord, the one who speaks righteousness and

** Trites (1977) 83.

7% More internal evidence for the lawsuit motif comes from the Gospel’s use of: (1) judgment-
language, like kpioig, kpiverv, and xpipa, (2) division-language, like oxiopa, and (3) dualisms.
See Ashton (1991) 220-32; J. Blank (1964) passim.

% Lincoln (1994) 20; Trites (1977) 79, 84.

%7 Here 1 am dependent on Lincoln (1994) 20-23.
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who declares the truth” (¢yd) eipt &yd eipr kOprog AoAdv Sikatoovny kai
avayyéAdwv dAnBeiav) (LXX Isa 45:19b). Throughout the ordeal, it is clear that
Yahweh is defending himself at the trial: “Accuse me, let us judge” (Isa 43:26). He is
both a witness (LXX 43:10, 12) and a judge (Isa 43:26). What is particularly
important to notice is that Yahweh defends himself by claiming that he is the true and
only God: “I am the first and I am the last, and besides me there is no god” (Isa 44:6;
cf40:18,23;41:4;43:10-11; 45:5-6; 46:9; 48:12). The glory and honor of Yahweh is
at stake (Is 49:3; 44:23; 45:25) and his servant will be exalted and glorified
(OYwbnoeTar kai doaoBioeTan) (LXX Isa 52:13). Isaiah declares the oneness of
God in unison with, and as a function of, the £y eipt formula. Monotheism is
asserted over against idolatry for God’s glory and the people of Israel, who
understand the / am, are called to testify that Yahweh is the one true God (Isa 43:10).
When we turn to FG, the cosmic lawsuit of Isaiah reverberates throughout the
narrative. Not only are there three direct quotes from Isaiah (Jn 1:23; 6:45; 12:38),
but FG repeatedly uses the £y eipt formula (e.g., Jn 8:24, 58; 13:19), appeals to the
oneness of God (e.g., In 5:44; 10:30; 17:3, 22), emphasizes that Jesus will be exalted
to the glory and honor of God (Jn 12:23-33; cf. 1:14; 17:5, 22, 24), and sets loyalty to
God over against idolatry (Jn 4:21-24; 5:44; 19:15c). The point is that FG implicitly
and explicitly echoes the juridical language of Second Isaiah. Such echoes suggest
that the author FG was portraying the conflict between Jesus and his opponents as

nothing less than a covenant lawsuit between Yahweh and an unfaithful world.>*®

The preceding considerations—the trial motif in FG and the correspondence between
FG and the covenantal lawsuit in Isaiah—suggests that FG can be understood as a
covenantal lawsuit or an extended trial with two claimants: God and his agents
(Jesus and the Johannine community) on one side and the world and non-believing

Jews on the other. In this way, the intertextual echoes of Isaiah’s covenant lawsuit

3% Borgen (1986) 67-78 has observed six basic halakic principles of legal agency in FG. The

fourth principle mentioned by Borgen concerns the mission of an agent is set within the context of a
lawsuit. The Jewish principle, “Go forth and take legal action so that you may acquire title to it and
secure the claim for yourself” (8. Qam. 70a), which sounds similar to “Yours they were and you have
given them to me” (Jn 17:6). Borgen (1986) 70 writes that “According to the halakah the sender
transferred his own rights and the property concerned to his agent.” In the words of FG, the Father has
transferred his rights to Christ, who in turn functions as the Father’s agent in the lawsuit with the
world. See our expanded treatment in § 13.3.4.
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within FG (the oneness of God, the use of &€yw eip, the exaltation and glory of God,
and idolatry) is set over against the allegation that Jesus and his followers have
committed blasphemy, broken the Sabbath, led the multitudes astray, and threatened
the Temple and the nation of Israel. It is probably significant that FG was cast in the
form of a trial narrative, particularly if the Johannine Jewish group was in the process
of undergoing trials and persecutions themselves. If this was the case, FG could have

functioned as counter-propaganda against accusations such as blasphemy.

3.4 Mirror-Reading FG

Since the aim of this thesis is to test whether members within the Johannine
community would have been considered blasphemous by non-believing Jews during
the late first century, an effort will be made fo reconstruct the probable reaction of
non-believing Jews toward certain claims made by FG regarding the exaliation of
Jesus (chapter 13), the Temple (chapter 14), and the Toudaiot (chapter 15).
Because there are no extant literary or inscriptional testimony about the apparent
dispute between the Johannine group and non-believing Jews independent of FG,**”
we must use FG as a mirror to see indirectly the attitudes and beliefs of the non-
believing Jews about the Johannine members.’'® Reconstructing the non-believing
Jewish reaction is, of course, assisted by an awareness of the probable historical
environment (§3.2.1), the social dynamics displayed by conflict groups (§3.2.2), the
literary genre (covenant law suit) with which FG depicts the conflict (§3.2.3), and the

various Jewish beliefs and attitudes regarding blasphemy (chapters 5-12).

However, as Barclay®'' and others®'? have pointed out, there are numerous pitfalls
associated with mirror-reading polemical texts. Although Barclay is primarily
concerned with Galatians, he lists several dangers that are also relevant for critically
reading FG. The first danger is undue selectivity. This involves putting too much

emphasis on certain issues raised by FG, while minimizing or neglecting others. A

* Evidence external to FG for such conflict experiences, in principle, should not be expected.
Even large scale conflicts, like the pogroms against Jews in Alexandria (Philo Flacc. 41-96) and
Antioch (Josephus War 7.43-62), which included massive killings and horrific cruelties, are only
known to us by those affected.

319 See Barclay (1987) 73-93 and Motyer (1997) 23-4.

! Barclay (1987) 73-93.

*'2 Bauckham (1998) 9-48, esp. 22-26; Motyer (1997) 24-5; Culpepper (1998) 43.
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plausible reconstruction of the debate must account for the Gospel as a whole and not
just part. For example, to argue that the charge of blasphemy resulted from a
ditheistic Christology’" neglects other issues raised by FG. An accurate
reconstruction must also account for FG’s considerable effort to develop Temple
imagery and to stigmatize the "louddiotr. A second danger is over-interpretation. In a
polemical text like FG, it is easy to imagine that every narrative aside or every
statement by Jesus is a rebuttal or criticism of Jewish opponents. While it is fair to
assume that FG is countering certain viewpoints, not everything is directed at
rebutting opponents. Just because we hear Jesus say, “I tell you, everyone who
commits sin is a slave to sin” (8:32; NRSV), does not mean that it was directed
against certain people who denied it. A third danger is mishandling polemics. Barclay
reminds us that “We should never underestimate the distorting effects of polemic.”"*
Interpreters can mishandle polemics if they fail to recognize that inflated language

can conceal, as well as misrepresent, points of dispute.”"

In addition, interpreters can
be seduced by such distortion if they take sides or if they dress up John’s opponents
with the clothes of their own theological foes.>'® A fourth danger is “latching onto
particular words and phrases as direct echoes of the opponents® vocabulary.”™'” At
first, this appears to be less a problem with FG than with a text like Galatians. For
example, in Gal 6:1, Paul addresses “you who are spiritual,” the mveupaTikoi.
Numerous scholars assume that Paul latched onto this term because his opponents use
the term; they called themselves “spiritual” or else they boasted about their spiritual

gifts.}'®

With this assumption in mind, Galatians is read as a reproof against such
spiritual arrogance. Surely, this is to make too much of a single word. Johannine

scholarship exhibits a similar danger with the current trend to interpret Johannine

B Wilson (1995) 71-4.

*" Barclay (1987) 75.

3% On the one hand, it is possible that John misunderstood the Jews and, on the other, that the
Jews only have symbolic value. In either case, historical reconstruction is precluded. It is impossible to
determine whether John misunderstood his opponents, since there are no sources other than John to
settle the matter. At best, we can evaluate FG’s internal consistency and its coherence with other first-
century Jewish literature. For a negative appraisal of FG's truth-value, see Casey (1996) 111-39 and
218-29, who concludes that FG is both anti-Jewish and historically untrue. Regarding the literary use
of the Jews, see chapter 15 on the ‘louddion.

*'® This is an adaptation of Barclay’s (1987) 81 wry comment: “There is the particular danger in
the tem7ptation to dress up Paul’s opponents with the clothes of one’s own theological foes.”

" Barclay (1987) 81.

*'® Barclay (1987) 82.
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terms and phrases as anti-language. Borrowing from the field of socio-linguistics,
Malina and Rohrbaugh argue that the Johannine Christians use “ordinary terms from
ordinary language of the larger society but give them special in-group meanings that
are only understood by insiders.”'? Dualistic terminology—Ilight/darkness,
above/below, spirit/flesh, life/death, Isracl/Judeans—is viewed as anti-language, as
language that characterizes both the in-group (the Johannine Christians) and the out-
group (the Jews). Since common terminology, and not just unique terminology, is
used to reconstruct a mirror image of the Johannine opponents, this method may open
larger pitfalls than those that have swallowed interpreters of Galatians. So, it is with
caution that this thesis draws upon some of Malina and Rohrbaugh’s analysis of
“anti-language” in arguing, for example, that FG presents Jesus as the New Temple

(see chapter 14).

To avoid the dangers associated with mirror-reading polemical texts, Barclay offers
several guidelines, four of which have played a frequent role in our own
reconstruction of the Johannine situation:*> (a) Tone: Particularly forceful statements
may correspond to particular needs; for example, statements made in FG about Jesus’
exalted authority and status could point toward the need for social stability and
direction in a post-70 C.E. environment (chapter 13). (b) Frequency: Repeated
statements or motifs may correspond to a specific situation; for example, the
recurring Temple imagery and motifs could be responding to the loss of the
Jerusalem Temple (see chapter 14). (c) Unfamiliarity: Unusual ideas or statements
may be prompted by the situation; for example, the unique way in which FG uses the
term “loudaiot might have been motivated by certain social tensions (chapter 15).
(d) Historical plausibility: External evidence is brought in as a control; for example,
the post-70 C.E. situation after the destruction of the Temple (§ 3.1) seems to provide

evidence and possible motive for presenting Jesus as the New Temple (chapter 14).

*** Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 46.
0 Barclay (1987) 84-5 mentions seven criteria.
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3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have attempted to set forth our assumptions regarding the various

contexts of FG.

First, we have argued that the probable historical context was a post-70 C.E. climate
warmed by the emergence of Rabbinic Judaism. Non-believing Jews who had been
influenced by Yavnean reforms could have viewed the theology presented by FG as
offensive. Just how offensive Johannine theology was, whether Johannine claims

could have been viewed as blasphemous, will be taken up in chapters 13-15.

Second, on sociological grounds, we have argued that FG reflects a Sitz im Leben in
which there was intense conflict between non-believing Jews and Johannine Jews.
The conflict stemmed from the fact that both groups were in a close relationship and
yet the Johannine group made claims that were unacceptable to other Jews. Certain
narratological distancing strategies employed by the author of FG underscores that a
process of separation between the two groups was underway even at the time of the
final writing of the Gospel. What mechanism was forcing the Johannine Jews out of
the synagogue is debated. Of course, J. Louis Martyn has argued that certain Jews
used the Birkat ha-minim to smoke out heretics, but this is problematic (see chapter
1). Instead, we contend that Johannine Jews, who were still in a very close
relationship with other Jews, could have been identified as blasphemers (see chapter

13-15) and perhaps, on that basis, driven from the synagogue (see chapters 16).

Third, we have contended that the literary context of FG is replete with juridical
motifs and language that echoes aspects of the ‘covenant lawsuit’ in Second Isaiah.
This juridical tone of FG is congruent with a Sitz im Leben in which members of the
Johannine group were undergoing harsh trials. As such, FG could have functioned as
counter propaganda against whatever charges the Johannine group was encountering,

perhaps the charge of blasphemy.

Fourth, we recognize that we will engage in mirror reading FG. There are pitfalls to

this approach, but there are also safeguards, which we intend to take along the way.
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‘mug,’ ‘glass,” ‘bowl,” and ‘pitcher’ with each item having a slight distinction from
the others. This is important because distinguishing one related word from another is

part of gaining linguistic competence.

Sense-relationships in this approach are distinguished in two ways:*** (a) A
paradigmatic (substitutional) sense-relationship refers to the ability of certain terms
to be substituted for each other within a sentence; for example, “Pour the liquid out of
the bowl” makes as much sense as “Pour the liquid out of the cup,” because both

bowl and cup are in a paradigmatic sense-relationship. Words in this type of
relationship can be described in terms of their synonymy, contiguity, hyponymy, and

323 (b) A syntagmatic (combinatorial or collocational) sense-relationship

antonymy.
refers to the relationship between words within the same sentence. The sense linked
to a word allows it to join in a sentence with some types of words but not others. For
example, the syntagmatic relationship of the words, “Pour Sunday into the cup,” is
meaningless even though the sentence is grammatically correct, because the
different senses of the words prohibit their combination. In section 4.2, we describe
the paradigmatic sense-relationships among the various terms that we selected for

study.

Second, we will also use a role-oriented approach.>*® This is a type of syntagmatic
analysis that attempts to understand the sense that a word has by assessing its

327 Consider, for example, the sentence,

relationship with other words in a sentence.
‘The girl moved the stone on top of the hole with a shovel.” The verb, moved,
describes the action and determines how each of the referring expressions in the
sentence relate to each other. The role taken by the girl, technically known as the
agent, performs the action. The entity affected by the action is known as the theme or

the patient which, in this example, is the stone. If an agent uses another entity to

4 Lyons (1995) 124-5; Silva (1994) 119-20; Cotterell and Turner (1989) 155-6.

32 See Yule (1996) 118-23; Silva (1994) 119-35; Cotterell and Turner (1989) 156-61.

*2° The term, “role-oriented approach,” is from Yule (1996) 116-17. This approach focuses more
on sentence semantics (rather than simply lexical semantics). It is termed a “thematic role” or “theta-
role” azgproach by Saeed (1997) 139-71, who notes that there are many other terms for this approach.

2" See Yule (1996) 116-7 and Hurford and Heasley (1983) 219-31.
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perform the action, in this case a shovel, that entity is known as the instrument.”**
Other role-relationships can be delineated,®” but in section 4.3 we focus on the

patient, agent, and instrument as a framework for our analysis.

These two approaches help structure our analysis and shape the type of questions we
ask. For each text in which key terms occur, we ask: What is the patient, agent,
instrument, and contextual associations? Does the patient or the agent of the verbal
action distinguish the sense of one term from another? Can different sense-
relationships be distinguished on the basis of instrumentality? Can attendant actions

or other contextual features be used to distinguish the lexical senses of terms?

4.2 BAaodnuéw and Related Terms

As a point of departure, we begin with the work of Louw and Nida, who have

produced a lexicon arranged according to 93 semantic domains (paradigmatic fields),

. . . 330
each with varying numbers of subdomains. 3

Some of the major semantic domains
include: Plants (Domain 3), Linear Movement (Domain 15), Memory and Recall
(Domain 29), Military Activity (Domain 55), and Time (Domain 67). Within the
domain for Communication (Domain 33), a subdomain labeled Insult, Slander
(Subdomain P': 33.387-33.403) lists terms that share semantic features with
BAaodnuéw and its cognates. Thus, subdomain P' provides a basic list of terms that

are in close semantic relationship with BAaodnuéw. Although Subdomain P' lists

seventeen entries, the followingfourteen are relevant for our purposes:>!

KaTaAaAtw; xaTaAaAld, ag, 1
katdAaAog, o0, O

Gverdiw; dveldioudg, ou, 6
OBpitw®; EvuBpitw

B

2 Saeed {1997) 145-47 notes that these are semantic, not grammatical categories (such as object,
subject, and indirect object). It is possible, for instance, for the agent to be distinct from the subject of
a verb as in the sentence Jesus was raised from the dead. Although Jesus is the subject, God is the
agent,
¥ Saeed (1997) 140-41 lists nine different roles: agent, patient, theme, experiencer, beneficiary,
intrument, location, goal, and source.

 Louw and Nida (1989). For a critique of Louw and Nida’s approach and resultant lexicon, see
J. Lee (1992) 167-89. For a response to Lee, see Louw (1993) 139-48.

3! We omitted the rare expression, £&kBdAAw T6 Svopa, which occurs once in Lk 6:22, and the
term 81dfoAog, which only occurs in the noun form (‘the devil®) in the NT and LXX and once in a
vice-list in Philo (Sacr. 32).
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OBpic’, ewg, 1

OBpLomic®, ou, 6

Aodopéw; Aodopia, ag, N
Aoidopog, ou, 6

9. Suodnuiw; duadnuia, ac, §

10. xakoAoyéw

11. BAaodnpéw; Bragénuia®, ag, {
12. BAaodnuia®, ag, i

13. BAdodnuog, ov

14. BAdodnuog, ou, ¢

e S

According to Louw and Nida, the list is broadly hierarchical, moving from the most
general (kaTaAaiéw) to the most specific (BAdodnuog) meanings. >*2 Moreover,
certain terms have a superscript letter, indicating homonyms.*** Thus, BAacdnuia
has two distinct meanings (both within Subdomain P') and OBpiCw has two distinct
meanings (one in Subdomain P' and the other in a completely different Domain and

Subdomain [88.130]).

However, Louw and Nida’s work is not sufficient for our purposes, since their
lexicon focuses entirely on the NT. In order to provide a broader basis for a Jewish-
Christian lexical meaning of blasphemy, we expanded the database to include the
LXX, NT, Philo, and Josephus. However, after looking at hundreds of texts that used
either the verbal or nominal forms of BAao¢npéw, Suodnuéw, xakoAoyéw, kaxidg
AaAgTy, xaTararéw, Aordopéw, dverdilw, and UBpiLw and, attempting to draw
limits or boundaries to this study, we have selected the following five terminological

word-groups as representative of the semantic field:

BAoadnuéw; Braonuia, ag, i; PAaoenog, ov

duodnpéw; duopnuia, ag, f; Sdadnpog, ov

kakoAoyéw; kdkodoyla, ag, ; xkGkoAdyog, ov

xoTaAaAéw; kakdg AaAglv; kataiaria, ag, f; katdAarog, ov, &
Aotdopéw; auvroibopéw; Aoidopia, ag, 1; Aoidopog, ov

bl o

We have carefully examined every occurrence—293 texts in all—of these terms in
the LXX, NT, Philo, and Josephus.*** Our analysis treats verbs and their cognates

together as a terminological-semantic group, since they share the same core or

2 Louw and Nida (1989) vi-vii recognize that their hierarchical structures are rather general,
since it is not possible to take into consideration all of the possible relationships and meanings
involved.

* Louw and Nida (1989) vii.
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essential meaning, though verbs, nouns, adjectives, and adverbs have different
grammatical functions.’®* Therefore, for each terminological-semantic group, we (a)
identify significant syntagmatic role-relationships (role-oriented approach), (b)
describe essential and stereotypical senses or lexical concepts (concept-oriented

approach), and (c) sketch their paradigmatic relationships (field-oriented approach).

4.2.1 BAaopnpéw

BAaodnpéw is often translated to blaspheme or to revile. There are a total of 169
occurrences of BAaoonuéw and its cognates in the LXX, NT, Philo, and Josephus.’ 36
The verb, BAagdnuéw, occurs 9 times in LXX, 34 times in NT, 10 times in Philo,
and 40 times in Josephus. The noun, BAaodnuia, ag, 1j, occurs 7 times in the LXX,
18 times in the NT, 11 times in Philo, and 24 times in Josephus. The adjective,
BAdodnuog, ov, occurs 6 times in the LXX, 4 times in the NT, twice in Philo, and 4

times in Josephus.

As we hope to show, the lexical sense of BAaodnpéw is much richer than a single
gloss or a one-word translation can provide.”>” We can tell something about the sense
of BAaadnu-root words by the role-relationships they have with other words in

various contexts.

We begin by identifying the patients of PAag¢np-root words. Of the 169 occurrences

in our database, about 27% of the occurrences (45 of 169 times) the patient is God**®

or the ‘Name of God.”** In about 12% of the occurrences (20 of 169 times), the

334 Our data is based on the TLG; Rengstorf (1973-83); Borgen, Fuglseth, and Skarsten (2000);
and the Concordance to the Novem Testamentum Graece (1987).

3% See the comments by Louw and Nida (1989) x, xii-xiii. For example, the verb ebxapioTéw
and its cognate noun ebxapiLoTia can both denote the same event of giving thanks; the part of speech
employed by a writer depends largely on stylistic features. A good example of this is 8" Dan 3:96,
which uses the verb BAaodnpéw, and LXX Dan 3:96, which uses the noun BAacdnpia.

3¢ Regarding our database, see note 334.

37 We will use the lexical form for the Greek terms rather than what might be considered the
appropriate inflected form. This is to reinforce the notion that we are discussing the sense of the
lexeme, whatever forms it takes, and not the incidental meanings that various case endings contribute.

P E.g., 2 Kgs 19:4, 6, 22; LXX Dan 3:96 and 0' Dan 3:96; Mk 2:7; Jn 10:33; Acis 6:11; Rev
16:11; Fug. 84; Mos. 2.206; Decal. 63; Legat. 368, A.J. 4.202; A.J. 6.183.

7 We have taken the expression the name of God as a figure of speech or metonymy for God
himself. Instances of blaspheming the *‘Name’ include Isa 52.5; Rom 2:24; 1 Tim 6:1, 4; Jam 2:7; Rev
13:6; 16:9; 2 Macc 8:4. Since blasphemy came to be restricted to ‘blaspheming the Name'—i.e.,
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patient is not identified.>*® In about 6.5% of the occurrences (11 of 169 times), certain

gods, goddesses or glorious beings are the patient of BAacdnuéw.**' Less frequently,

32 the Jewish

347

other patients of BAaodnuéw can be identified, including Moses,
people,’*’ Jews and their customs,”** the Temple,*** Josephus,**° Jesus,”*” the word
(teaching) of the Lord,**® Paul,**® the way,>** Christians,**' and certain kings and
governors,>* and others. Lastly, we should note that the sense of BAacdnuéw allows

it to take both animate (e.g., Jesus) and inanimate (e.g., the Temple) patients.

With respect to the agents of BAaodnpéw, only one pattern emerges: neither God nor
his holy angels are ever accused of being, or described as, agents of BAaconuéw.’>
In contrast, there is a whole range of alleged agents of BAagdnpéw, including
Sennacherib, Antiochus Epiphanes, the nations, Jesus, Temple guards, people
witnessing the crucifixion of Jesus, certain Jews, Paul, Christians, and the Beast, to

name a few.

When we turn to the instrument or means by which BAaodnuéw is performed, some

significant patterns can be detected. In about 65% of the occurrences (110 of 169

vocalizing the proper Name of God—in rabbinic tradition (e.g., m. Sarh. 7.5), it is important to note
that early Jewish and Christians traditions preserved in Greek have a much broader range of
application for BAaopnuéw.

*E.g., TobS 1:18; Mk 7:22; Acts 26:11; Eph 4:31; 1 Tim 1:13, 20; Decal. 86, 93; 2 Macc
10:35; Sir3:16; Wis 1:6.

M E.g., 0 Bel 1:8; Acts 19:37; 2 Pet 2:10; Jude 1:8; Conf. 154; Mos. 2.205; Somn. 2.131; A.J.
4.207; CAp. 2.237.

M Eg., BJ 2.145,252; A.J. 3.207, C.Ap. 1.279; Acts 6:11.

W E.g.,2Macc 15:24; A.J 3.180; A.J. 6.177; A.J. 18.257; C. Ap. 1.4, 59.

M E.g., 2 Macc 2:6, 10:4 (implied); Legat. 169.

*E.g., 2 Macc 2:6, 10:4 (implied); 4.J. 12.406. Cf. the accusations against Stephen for AdAGv
puaTa kara 108 T6émou Tod dylou”ToUTOD KAl TOD Vépou (Acts 6:13).

O E.g., Vita 232, 245, 158, 230; B.J. 2.637, 3.439, 5.375,5.393; CAp. 1.2

“TE.g., Matt 12:31 (implied), 27:39; Mk 3:28 (implied), 15:29; Lk 22:65;

8 E.g., Acts 13:45; 1 Tim 6:1; Tit 2.5;

W E.g., Acts 18:6; 1 Cor 10:30.

OE.g.,2Pet2.2.

*1'E.g., Rom 3:8; 1 Pet 4:4 (implied).

2 E.g., Agrippa (Vita 407), David (4.J. 7.207, 7.265. 7.388), Achab (4.J. 8.358), Joram (A.J.
9.118), Cumanus (4./. 20.110), Antipater (B.J. 1.603), Tiberius Alexander (8.J. 2.493), Caesar (8.J.
5.458), Flaccus (Flac. 142), Hyrcanus (A4.J. 13.293-296), Herod (4.J. 16.210-11), and rival high priests
(4.J. 20.213).

% Cf. 2 Pet 2:9-11 where the possibility that God or the glorious ones could be agents of slander
is rejected by the writer of 2 Peter.
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times), the context indicates that saying or writing something performs the offense.***
Thus, BAacdnpéw is primarily a verbal offense.>>> However, in about 29% of the
occurrences (49 of 169 times), the cause is not identified. In the remainder, about 6%
of occurrences, BAacdnpéw can refer to non-verbal offenses as well.**® For example,
BAaoconuéw against God can be performed by (a) a combination of words, gestures,

37 (b) doubting God’s power to save Israel,**® (c) killing Israelites,>>’

360

and attitudes,

(d) failing to keep the law, " (e) profaning the Temple and the Sabbaths, plundering

Jerusalem, erecting a desolating sacrilege, destroying the books of the law,”®' ()

suppressing Judaism and torturing Jews,”®* and (g) drinking out of the sacred cups of

the Temple.*®

When we look at the immediate context for attendant actions or events that coincide
with the use of BAaodnp-root words, additional patterns appear. The most significant
attendant action is the threat (or portent) of death against those accused of

BAacdnuéw against God, including Sennacherib,*®* the Edomites,**> Antiochus

368 9

Epiphanes,*®® Timothy’s army,*® certain Gentiles,”*® Nicanor and his army,®

Daniel,’”® Naboth,*”' Benhadad,””* Baltasar,’” anyone speaking evil about God,”™

certain proselytes to Judaism,*” Jesus,’”® and Stephen.’”” Not surprisingly, another

%% There are several instances where BAao¢npia is expressed in written form; e.g., Rev 13:1,
17:3; Vita 245, 260; C.Ap. 1.59, 1.221-123;

335 Our use of the term verbal includes both oral and written communication.

% This is supported by Bock (1998) 30, 46, 50.

TE.g., 2 Kgs 19:22, 28; Matt 27:39.

35k E.g.,2 Kgs 19:4; Isa 52:5, 7.

*E.g., TobS 1:18.

% E.g., Rom 2:23-25.

31 E.g., 1 Macc 2:6-9; cf | Macc 1:21-56.

*2E.g., 1 Macc 8:2-4.

B E.g.,AJ 10.233.

2 Kgs 19:7.

S Ezek 35:8-9, 12-13.

386 2 Macc 9:28.

372 Macc 10:37.

3% 2 Mace 12:16.

3692 Macc 15:24.

0 Bel 1:5.

' 4.J. 8.358-359.

7 4.7 8.392.

D 4.J.10.233; cf. 10.241.

™ Fug. 84; Mos. 2.206-208.

" Spec. 1.53.

78 Mk 14:64; Jn 10:33.
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attendant action that coincides with the use of BAaodnu-root words is stoning.””® In
this regard, Josephus captures a crucial Jewish sentiment when he writes, “Let him
that blasphemeth God be stoned, then hung for a day and buried ignominiously in
obscurity.”379 In addition, on certain occasions, the attendant actions make it clear
that fAacdnu-root words can have the connotation of cursing,380 speaking evil,*®'
shaming®® or dishonoring someone,® displaying arrogance,’ 8 despising

authority,’® betrayal or treason,**® and misrepresenting the truth.*®’

At this point, we can provide a description or definition of BAaodnuéw. This follows
the tradition of Louw and Nida, who not only structure their lexicon according to
semantic fields, but also provide definitions based on distinctive semantic features.
Louw and Nida define BAag¢nuéw, BAagdnuia, ag as “to speak against someone in
such a way as to harm or injure his or her reputation (occurring in relation to persons
as well as to divine beings).”**® Based on our survey, which goes beyond the database
of Louw and Nida’s, we propose a similar definition of BAacdnuéw: to denigrate
falsely, insult or abuse someone or something in an arrogant manner either verbally
or non-verbally. We should also note that typical uses of BAaodnp-root words also
include the sense of making slanderous or untrue accusations about someone with
evil or malicious intent and, when God is the patient, BAaa¢nu-root words have the

sense of being a grave offense deserving deadly punishment. As we introduce more

7 Acts 6:11; cf. 7:58.

B E.g., 4.J 4.202; A.J. 8.358; A.J. 20.175-176; In 10:36 (cf. 10:38); Acts 6:11-14 (cf. 7:8).

7 4.J. 4.202 (Loeb).

0 Katdpa and xatapdopat characterize BAaodnueiv in Migr. 115-117 and Mos. 2.203-204,
206.

! Kaxnyopia and xaknyopéw qualifies BAaodnuely in Conf. 154; Fug. 84; Spec. 4.197-198.

2 E.g., $Oéyyeabai T\ TGV aioxpv, uttering words of shame, portrays PAaconuia in Decal.
93.

W E.g., TOV Bedv dTipderg, you dishonor God, is explained as 1o yap §vopa To0 B£00 &
Opdg PAaodnpeitat, for the name of God is blasphemed because of you (Rom 3:23-24). Also see
Spec. 1.53; A.J. 6.177; B.J. 2.145-146.

B E.g., oTpfjvég characterizes BAaoonuéw in 2 Kgs 19:22; see also Somn. 2.129-131; 4.J.
4.215; A.J 10.233; C.Ap. 1.221-123.

B E.g., 2 Pet 2:9-11; Jude 1:8; Mk 14:62-64

®E.g., Vitad07; 4.J 9.118; B.J. 2.152-153; B.J. 3.439.

*"E.g., Rom 14:16; Legat. 169; 2 Macc 15:5-6, 15.24; C.Ap. 1.4, 1.221-123; Vita 260; A.J.
13.294.

% Louw and Nida (1989) 434, entry number 33.400.
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terms (sections 4.2.2—4.2.5), we will identify the sense relationships between

BAaoonuéw and each of the other terms.

4.2.2 Avadnpéw

Avodnuéw can be translated fo blaspheme or to threaten evil. There are a total of 10
occurrences of Suodnuéw and its cognates in the LXX, NT, Philo, and Josephus.*®
Avcdnp-root words are relatively rare in ancient Greek literature.**® The verb,
duodnuéw, occurs once in the LXX and once in the NT. The noun, Suadnuia, og,
occurs twice in the LXX, once in the NT, once in Philo, and once in Josephus. The
adjective, SUadnuog, ov, occurs twice in the LXX, once in Philo, and once in

Josephus.

When we turn to an analysis of the patients of 8Uodnu-root word, our survey reveals
that it can take both animate and inanimate patients. In 50% of the occurrences (5 of

91 Considering howrarely the term is used, it is

10 times), the patient is the Temple.
noteworthy that Suo¢npéw is used with high frequency to characterize threats toward
the Temple. Likewise, of the two occurrences of Suadnuéw in Josephus, once the
patient is Jerusalem, which is, of course, the city of the Temple,*** and once it is the
sons of Herod.**® The patients of Sua¢npéw also include the Jewish community
(once),3 % Jewish laws, Jerusalem, Judea, and the commonwealth of Jews (once),3 93
and Paul and the apostles (once).**® Significantly, God is never the patient of

duodnuéw in the LXX, NT, Philo, Josephus, or even Epictetus.397

When we turn to the agent of Suopnuéw, it is not surprising that God is never

identified as the agent. However, a number of figures are numbered among the

3 Regarding our database, see note 334.

3% The TLG reveals only 51 occurrences of Suodnuéw in extant literature between the 2™
century B.C.E. and the 1% century C.E.

*!'See 1 Macc 7:38, 41; 2 Macc 13:11; 15:32; possibly B.J. 2.650.

*2 B.J. 2.650.

* 4.J.16.90.

%3 Macc 2:26.

z:z 2 Macc 13:11; cf. 13:14.

1 Cor 4:13.

* Epictetus uses Sucn-root words eight times in total—all occurring in Diarr. 3.24.89-

3.24.91—with people as the patients of insult.
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398

agents of Suo¢nuéw, including Nicanor or his messenger (3 of 10 times),” " Gaius

0 tHerod (once),*”’ Gentiles affiliated with Antiochus

404

(once),”” Philopater (once),

492 Romans (once),"® and certain unidentified individuals (twice).

Eupator (once),
When we look for the instrument of Suodnuéw, 70% of the occurrences (7 of 10
times) indicate that the written or spoken word is the primary way in which the
offense is performed.*” In one notable instance, Suopnpia is performed by
Nicanor’s “outstretched arm” along with certain verbal threats against the Temple,**
which is confirmed by the fact that not only was Nicanor’s tongue cut out, but also
his offending arm was cut off.*%7 And, in two instances, the instrument of Suaonuia

is not identified.*”® Even more than BAaoénpéw, Suodnpéw is primarily a verbal

offense, but on certain occasions, Sugénpéw is performed by non-verbal actions.

Once we look for attendant actions and settings coinciding with Sua¢nuéw, two

patterns emerge. First, Suodnuéw is frequently accompanied by expressions such as

speaking evil (kaxdg AdAnoev),*® speaking arrogantly (EAdAnoev nmepnddvug ),

with such audacity (¢mi TooodTov Bpdooug),*'! barbarous arrogance

412 413

(dppovnuacry ... BeBapPapwpévog),” “ and he boasted highly (Epeyadadynoev).
Rather than contributing distinctive meanings, these expressions of arrogant and evil
speech seem to, by means of redundancy, reinforce the sense of Suadpnuéw.
Redundancy is a common way in which writers try to reduce errors of reception.*'*

Second, Suodnuéw tends to carry a cultic connotation, which is supported by (a) the

% 1 Macc 7:38, 41; 2 Macc 15:32.
* Legar. 101.

40 3 Macc 2.:26.

O 4.J.16:90.

2 2 Mace 13:11.

B J 2.650,

““E.g., 1Cor4:13; 2 Cor 6:8.

“% 1 Mace 7:38; 1 Macc 7:41; 2 Mace 15:32; 3 Macc 2:26; Legat. 101a; 1 Cor 4:13; 2 Cor 6:8.
4% 5 Mace 15:32; cf. 14:33.

47 2 Macc 15:30, 33.

% 4.J.16:90; 2 Macc 13:11.

1 Macc 7:42; cf. 7:41.

4191 Mace 7:34; of. 7:41.

1" 3 Macc 2:26.

123 Mace 13:11.

132 Mace 15:32.

414 Reed (1995) 226.



78

proportionate number of times the patient of Suodnuéw is the Temple, (b) Josephus,
who links one who practices divination (Beraopot) with Suconuéw,*'* (c)
lexicographers who regularly translate Suadnuia as words of ill omen,*'® and (d) the
use of Suodnuéw in 3 Macc 2:26-29, which pertains to Philopater’s malicious
institution of pagan sacrifices for Jews and an interruption of Jewish gatherings in

their iepa or sanctuaries.

Taking these observations into consideration, we can now provide a description or
definition of Suo¢npéw. Our survey indicates that Louw and Nida’s definition of
Suoonuéw, Suadnpia, ag as “to attribute ill repute or bad reputation to™*'” holds
true not only for the NT, but also generally reflects the usage in LXX, Josephus, and
Philo. However, to better reflect LXX, Josephus, and Philo, we would expand that
definition only slightly; Suodnpéw is to attribute evil, ill-fate, ill-omen, or a bad
reputation to someone or something.*'® In addition, typical uses of Suadnp-root
words include the sense of slandering or attributing evil in an arrogant or boastful

manner, often with a cultic connotation.

Now we are in a position to sketch the paradigmatic relationship between Suodnuéw
and BAaoconuéw, which we characterize as partially synonymous (see Diagram A).
On the one hand, both share some semantic features. Both have the sense of speaking
against someone or something; both are primarily verbal offenses; and both attribute
arrogance to the speaker. On the other hand, the two terms have semantic features
that do not overlap. The offense of BAaogdnuéw is more severe than Sucdpnuéw,
because the penalty of death is often an attendant consequence of BAacdnuéw, but
not of Suodnuéw. In addition, God can be the patient (but is never the agent) of
BAaoonuéw; in contrast, God is never directly a patient (or the agent) of Suodnuéw.
Furthermore, BAaodnuéw is more likely to be used to describe non-verbal offensives

than Sucdnuéw. Therefore, BAaodnuéw and Sucdnpéw are partially synonymous.

3 B.J 2,650
1 Liddell & Scott (1889) and W. A. Oldfather, the translator of Epictetus (Loeb).
*'" Louw and Nida (1989) 434, entry number 33.398.
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, Diagram A:
BAacnuéw Partial Synonymy

4.2.3 KaxoAoyéw

KoxoMoyéw can be translated fo speak evil against or to curse someone. There are a
total of 18 occurrences of kakoAoyéw and its cognates in the LXX, NT, and
Josephus. 1% There are no occurrences in Philo. The verb, kakoAoyéw, occurs 6
times in the LXX, 4 times in the NT, and once in Josephus. The adverbial expression,
Kak®g AaAgiv, occurs once in LXX and once in NT. The adverbial expression,
kox®g Agyelv, occurs 5 times in the LXX. The adjective, kaxoAdyog, ov, and the

noun, kakoAoyia, ag, f, do not occur in the LXX, NT, Philo, or Josephus.

When we examine the patients of xaxoAoyéw, an immediate pattern emerges. Of the
18 instances, 16 times the patient of xaxoAoyéuw is animate: and twice the patient is
an inanimate object. Of the 16 animate - patients, 15 are symbols or persons of

authority (ca. 83% of the total occurrences), including God (twice),*?° father or

421

mother (7 times), = the high priest (3 times),"** leaders of Israel (once),d‘23 kings and

gods (once),*** and Jesus (once).*”’ Only once—a reference to disabled people***—is

the animate: patient not an authority figure; however, even here, it is out of fear of

“® E.g., 1 Macc 7:41 (cf. 7:42); 2 Cor 6:8. Epictetus, Diatr. 3.24.90 provides a definition: o0 8¢
Sdadnua kaAelg dAda 1 Ta xakoD TIvOg onuavTikd; But do you call any things ill-omened
except those which signify some evil for us?

1 Regarding our database, see note 334. In our data base for kaxoAoyéw, we have included five
instances of kak®ig AaAelv and two instances of xakdg Aeyelv, both of which function as adverbial
forms of kakoAoyeiy; e.g., see the interchangeability of kakoAoyeilv and kaxidg AaAeilv in Exod
21:16 and Lev 20:9.

% Exod 22:27 and 1 Sam 3:13.

“! Exod 21:16; Lev 20:9 (twice); Prov 20:9; Ezek 22:7; Matt 15:4; Mk 7:10.

22 2 Macc 4:1; 4.J. 20.180; Jn 18:23.

2 Exod 22:27.

% 1sa 8:21.

Mk 9:39.

“ Lev 19:14.
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God that one is not to speak evil of the disabled (Lev 19:14) and thus it is linked to

427 and the other is “the

authority. Of the two inanimate patients, one is “the way
Temple,” both of which could symbolize divine authority.*?® It is also worth noting
that the only occurrence of kaxoAoyéw in Josephus happens in the context of two
rival groups claiming the authority of the high priest (4.J. 20.180). Thus, an
examination of the patients of kakoAoyéw reveals that it predominantly expresses

contempt for authority.

Turning to the issue of agency, it is not surprising that God is never identified as the
agent of kakoMoyéw given what we have discovered about the patients of
kakoAoyéw. This might be explained by the notion that God, as the highest authority,
has no one to rebel against. Conversely, 66% of the occurrences (12 of 18 times) the
people of Israel, or “anyone” from among Israel, are identified as the agent or
potential agent of kaxoAoyéw.*?® Other specific agents that are mentioned include the
sons of Eli (1 Sam 3:13), certain Jews in the synagogue of Ephesus (Acts 19:9), the
high priests (4.J. 20.180), people who consult mediums (Isa 8:21), and Nicanor (1
Macc 7:42). It is noteworthy that in the so-called Jewish trial in FG, Jesus defends
himself against the same charge of “speaking wickedly” before the high priest in Jn
18:23.4

When we look for dominant patterns regarding the instrument of kakoAoyéw, it is
apparent that in 94% of the occurrences (17 of 18 times) the offense is performed by
speech itself. The one remaining instance concerns the sons of Eli, who are accused
of kakoAoyoOvteg Bedv or “blaspheming God” (NRSV; 1 Sam 3:13). Nothing in
the immediate text indicates how they blasphemed God. However, they gave false
and self-serving instruction—suggesting that the offense was verbal—about the laws

of sacrifice (1 Sam 15-17), which is subsequently interpreted as “setting aside the

“7 Acts 19:9.

“* | Mace 7:42.

“® E.g., Exod 2:16; 22:27 (twice); Lev 19:14; Lev 20:9; Prov 20:9; Isa 8:21; Ezek 22:7; Matt
15:4; Mk 7:10; Mk 9:39; Alleg. Interp. 2.78.

40 «Jesus answered him, *If | have spoken wickedly (xax@d¢ AdAnoa), bear witness of that evil;
but if I have spoken well, why do you strike me?’” (Jn 18:23); see § 14.2.1(9).
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sacrifices of the Lord,” A0étouv v Buoiav xopiov (1 Sam 2:15-17) and

“despising me [God],” é£ouBevdv pe (1 Sam 2:30).

Regarding actions that coincide with the use of xaxoAoy£w, there is one conspicuous
set of associations. In about 61% of the occurrences (11 of 18 times), the death
sentence is prescribed (e.g., Exod 21:16; 1 Sam 3:13), or death is the result (e.g., 1
Macc 7:42-43), or some other harsh punishment follows (Ezek 22:7, 15). In fact, it
seems that it was taken for granted that kaxoAoyo0vTeg against one’s parents was a

capital offense (e.g., Prov 20:9; Mk 7:10).

At this point, we can offer a definition of xakoAoyéw. We generally agree with Louw
and Nida that kaxoAoyéw can be defined as “to insult in a particularly strong and
unjustified manner.”! However, our data indicates that we can go further;
kakoAoyéw refers to speaking evil against persons or symbols of authority and,
because the performance of kakoAoyéw frequently results in the death for the

offender, xakoAoyéw is a very severe offence.

Now we can sketch the paradigmatic relationship between kaxoAoyéw and
BAaconuéw as hyponymous (see Diagram B). On the one hand, both share certain
semantic features. Both take animate and inanimate patients. Both share the feature of
being verbally offensive by attributing evil to or insulting someone or something.
Both can result in deadly penalties for the offender. On the other hand, there are
differences in stress and emphasis. For instance, xaxoAoyéw is more likely to appear
in contexts where persons or symbols of authority are being scorned than
BAaconpéw; hence, kakoloyéw seems to have a more restricted sense. In addition,
xaxoAoyéw is limited to verbal offenses, but BAaconuéw can be performed verbally
or non-verbally. Thus, the lexical sense of fAacdnuéw is more general and inclusive

than xakoAoyéw and, as such, kaxoAoyéw is a hyponym or type of BAaconuéw:
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Phacenucw Diagram B:

Hyponymy

kakoAoyéw

4.2.4 KataAaArfw

KatadaAéw is often translated fo speak evil or to slander. There arel4 occurrences
of xataAaAéw and its cognates in the LXX, NT, and Philo.**? There are no
occurrences in Josephus. The verb, xataAaAéw, occurs 5 times in the NT and 5 times
in Philo. The noun, kaTaAaAid, ag, 1), occurs once in the LXX and twice in the NT.

The noun, katdAaAog, ou, O, occurs once in the NT.

There are a wide variety of patients for kaTaAaA-root words. Of the 14 occurences,

433 « 434 435

patients include Christians (3 times), the law (once), ”~ Moses

(twice),“(’ God and Moses (3 tirnes),437 and unidentified individuals (4 times).*® As

anyone” (once),

we can see, the patient of kataAaAfw can be either animate (e.g., Moses) or
inanimate (e.g., the law), which follows the pattern of BAagdnpéw, duapnuéw, and

KOKOAOYEW.

The agents of kaTaAaAéw are widely distributed among various types and classes of

people. Of the 14 occurences, the agents of xatoAaAéw includes “anyone” (twice),*’

440 442

Christians (3 times),*** Gentiles (once),**' Miriam (twice),**? the people of Israel

“! Louw and Nida (1989) 434, entry number 33.399.
2 Regarding our database, see note 334.

% Jas 4:11; 1 Pet 2:12; 1 Pet 3:16.

4 Jas 4:11.

“ Jas 4:11,

S Alleg. Interp. 2.66 and 2.67.

“7 Alleg Interp. 2.78 (thrice).

“® Wis. 1:11; 2 Cor 12:20; 1 Pet 2:1; Rom 1:30.
9 Jas 4:11 (twice).

02 Cor 12:20; Jas 4:11; 1 Pet 2:1.

“1 1 pet 2:12.

“2 Alleg. Interp. 2.66 and 2.67.
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443 444

(three times), -~ people who do not acknowledge God (once),””" and certain

unidentified individuals (twice).**’

It appears that the instrument of kaTaAoAéw is the tongue.**® Although most texts do
not explicitly identify the instrument of kaToAaA£w, the sense of kataAaAéw seems
to be restricted to a verbal offense for three reasons: (a) part of the root of
kataAoAéw (-Aal-) is associated with the sense of speaking, (b) when we assume
that the instrument of xataAaAéw is speech, it is congruent with the texts in which

the term occurs, and (c) in our data base there is no clear evidence to the contrary.

When we turn toward identifying attendant actions or circumstances coinciding with
the use of kaTadaréw, no thoroughgoing trends emerge. Nevertheless, a few
moderate tendencies can be observed. First, several times kakaAaAéw has the
connotation of an unjustified accusation**’ or attributing evil to someone who is

d.*** In one instance, Philo writes that Miriam “dared to speak against

goo
[kaTaAaAelv] Moses and to accuse him for the very actions for which he deserved to
be praised.”*’ Second, the issue of honor and shame forms the backdrop in a few
instances.*° For example, as the author of 1 Peter wrote, “Conduct yourselves
honorably among the Gentiles, so that, though they malign [kataAaAoGoiv] you as
evildoers, they may see your honorable deeds and glorify God when he comes to
judge.**' Third, although in most cases the consequences of kataAaAéw are not

mentioned, in a couple of instances the act of xataAaAéw either leads to the

destruction of the soul** or is considered worthy of death.*** Fourth, xataraAéw has

“3 Alleg. Interp. 2.78 (thrice).
* Rom 1:28.

“5 Wis 1:11 and 1 Pet 3:16.
6 Wis 1:11.

“TE.g., Jas 4:11.

“8 1 Pet 2:12; 3:16.

9 4 ileg. Interp. 2.78 (Loeb).
01 pet 2:12; 3:16; Alleg. Interpr. 2.66, 2.67.
“INRSV, 1 Pet 2:12.

B2 Wis 1:11.

' Rom 1:30; f. 1:32.
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the sense of falsely accusing.** Fifth, kataAaAfw is listed among the vices in

contrast with virtue.*>’

Now we are in a position to offer a brief definition of kataAaAéw. For Louw and
Nida, the definition of xataAaAfw is “to speak against, often involving speaking evil
of”**® We concur with Louw and Nida’s definition as far as it goes, but our data
suggests that kataAaAéw can also includes the sense of attributing evil to someone

unjustly and speaking in a dishonorable or shameful manner.

At this point, we can sketch the paradigmatic relationship between kataAaAéw and
BAoodnuéw as hyponymous (see Diagram C). On the one hand, xataAaAéw and
BAaocdnuéw share certain semantic features in common. Both share the sense of
speaking against someone. In certain circumstances, both xkataAaAéw and
BAaodnuéw result in death or a threat of death for the offender. In addition, both
terms can imply that the abuse of the patient entailed false accusation or
misrepresentation of the truth. On the other hand, the sense of kataAaAéw seems to
be slightly more restricted than the sense of BAaoénuéw. Whereas the instrument of
BAaodnuéw can be both verbal and non-verbal, kataAaAéw appears to be restricted
to verbal abuse alone. Hence, the lexical sense of BAaoédnuéw is more general and

inclusive of kataAafw; that is, katadaAréw is a hyponym of BAaconpéw:

BAaodnpiv
Diagram C:

Hyponymy

**E.g., 1 Pet 2:12; Alleg. Interp. 2.78.
457 E.g, Alleg. Interp. 2.78; 1 Pet 2:1; Rom 1:30.
“** Louw and Nida (1989) 433, entry number 33.387.
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4.2.5 Aordopéw

Aotdopéw is frequently translated fo reproach or to abuse. There are a total of 82
occurences of Aowdopéw and its cognates in the LXX, NT, Philo, and Josephus.*”’
The verb, Ao1dopéw, occurs 8 times in the LXX, 4 times in the NT, 4 times in Philo,
and 25 times in Josephus. The verb, dvTiAo180péw, occurs once in the NT and the
verb, cuvAotSopéw, occurs once in the LXX. The noun, Aoidopia, ag, §, occures 7
times in the LXX, 3 times in the NT, 4 times in Philo, and 21 times in Josephus. The

noun, Aoidopog, ov, 6, occurs 4 times in the LXX.

The patients of Ao1dopéw included a broad range of animate entities (80 of 82 times)
and one inanimate entity—the law (2 of 82 times).**® The animate patients of
Ao1dopéw are broadly distributed and include (in descending frequency):
unidentified people (16 of 82 times),**® the Jews (12 of 82 times),**® Moses (9 of 82

timcs),461 Herod the Great (5 of 82 times), God (twice), Pilate (twice),*®* Christ

(twice),463 Israelites quarrelling with each other (once),*®* the High Priest (once),®

466

the man born blind (once),**® Christians (once),*®” and others. It is noteworthy that

God is the patient of Ao1dopéw in only 2 of 82 occurences.

The agents of Ao1Sopéw include (in descending frequency): the Israelites (20 of 82

468 469

unidentified persons (11 of 82 times),
470

times), Apion, who reproaches the Jews (9

of 82 times),"”® Greek historians, who reproach the Jews (4 of 82 times),*’! Paul, who

is accused of reproaching the High Priest (once),"’? women in the market place

“7 Regarding our database, see note 334.
48 C Ap. 2.144; C.Ap. 2.236-237.

¥ E.g., Gen 49:23; Spec. 3.174.

“Eg., CAp 1.3,2.114.

“UE.g., Exod 17:2; Hypoth. 6.2.

“2 4.J 18:61.

““E.g., 1 Pet2:23.

“‘E.g., Exod 21:18.

“SE.g., Acts 21:4-5.

8 5n 9:28.

*7E.g., 1 Tim 5:14.

“% E.2., Num 206:13; Deut 33:8; 4./ 18.61.
“E.g., 1 Cor4:12; 1 Pet 2:23; C.4p. 2.161.
E.g., CAp. 2.142;2.290;

'E.g., CAp 1.220;13.

7 Acts 23:4-5.
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) 473 474
)

{once Galileans, who reproach the people of Jerusalem (once),”’* Roman senators

and Emperor Claudius, who reproach each other (once),*’* foolish lips (once) and the

476 477 478

foolish (once),” ~ men of ill temper (once),” ' the Adversary (once),”’* a mob in

479

Alexandria (once),”” and others. It seems that almost anyone can be an agent of

Aordopéw, but there are two notable exceptions: God is never the agent of Ao1Sopéw
and 1 Peter expressly denies that Christ ever engaged in such reviling.**°

When we look for the instrument of A\o1§opéw, a clear pattern emerges. The
instrument of AotSopéw is the word. In about 17% of the occurrences (14 of 82
times), the instrument is the written word,**! and in about 55% of the occurrences (14
of 82 times), the instrument is the spoken word.*® However, about 28% percent of
the time, the instrument of Ao1dopéw is not identified or there is not enough

483 s
This leaves some

contextual information to determine the instrument of Ao1dopéw.
uncertainty; however, since we find explicit or implicit indications that Ao18opéw
was performed by non-verbal means, we conclude that Ao18opéw is a verbal (written

or oral) offense.

When we look at actions associated with Aotdopéw, a few patterns emerge. First,
Aotdopéw is used in contexts of mutual violence, where two disputants or parties
trade verbal or physical blows,*** garrisons are attacked,**’ riots break out,**

bloodshed takes place,487 and military combat ensues.*®® Philo even compares

47 Spec. 3.174.

 Vita 211.

T 4.J.19.260.

“7S Prov 10:18 and Prov 20:3 respectively.

7. C Ap. 2.144.

“® | Tim 5:14.

" Flace. 32-33.

“01 Pet 2:23.

“E.g, CAp. 1.3; 1.220; 2.2, 2.30, 2.32, 2.34 (cf. 2.2).

2 E g., 2 Macc 12:14; cf. Spec. 3.174; Flacc. 32-33; Acts 23:4-5.

“ E.g., Sir 27:21.

“ Between men (Spec. 3.172-174), Israelites (Exod 21:18), members of Herod’s household
(e.g.,A.J 15.233; A.J 17.37), Roman senators and soldiers (4.J. 19.260), and Josephus and John of
Gischala (B.J. 6.98).

32 Mace 12:14.

:zj E.g., 4.J 18.61; B.J. 2.298-299;

Sir 22:24.

8 prov 26:21.
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Ao18opobvTog with the blows and injuries inflicted by wrestlers and boxers** and
speaks about contests of abuse (Ao1dopiag Guiddav).*® Second, Aotdopéw occurs

in close association with verbs indicating abusive language, such as blaspheming,”"

uttering words that are not to be spoken,492 speaking evil,*** using evil Ianguage,494
speaking with contumelious words,495 quarrelling,496 and cursing.497 These

associations confirm that the lexical sense of Ao1dopéw entails the notion of verbal

498 499

abuse.”” Third, AotSopéw occurs in contexts where honor and shame are at stake.
For example, if a borrower does not repay his debt, then the creditor will “repay him
with curses and reproaches [Ao18opéw], and instead of glory will repay him with
dishonor.”*® In this instance, the performance of AowSopioac is an act of dishonor

(&Tipia), rather than honor (86&n).>"!

In view of the sense relationships we have just described, we can provide a definition
of Aotdopéw. For Louw and Nida, the definition of Ao18opéw is “to speak in a

highly insulting manner.”*"

As with previous terms we have looked at, we concur
with Louw and Nida, but offer a slightly expanded definition; Ao1dopéw entails

speaking or writing against an opponent (a disputant) with evil or malicious intent.

The paradigmatic sense-relationships between Aotdopéw and BAacdnuéw can now
be articulated as partially synonymous (see Diagram D). On the one hand,
BAaodnuéw and Ao1dopéw share some semantic features. For instance, both

Aodopéw and BAaodnuéw can take inanimate and animate patients. Both can have a

“ Spec. 3.174; cf. Somn. 2.167-168

0 ggr. 110.

“' BAaoonpoGvTec (2 Mace 12:14); BAacdnuiaig (Flace. 23-33).

2 AaoOvTEG & i O4uc (2 Mace 12:14).

I Epeic kakdg (Acts 21:4-5).

“* KaknyopoGvrog (Spec. 3.174); xaxnyopeiv (Flace. 32-33).

* MpomAakiGerv (Spec. 3.174).

6 ToumAékeTt (Prov 20:3).

T Ratédpag (Sir 29:6); xardpaig (Decal. 75); katapwpévn (B.J. 6.203.

“® The associations tend to shade the lexical sense of Aot8opéw, if we trust the redundancy
principle; that is, that authors attempt to reduce miscommunication by using closely related words and
expressions in the same context; see Reed (1995) 226.

E.g., CAp. 1.220, 1319, 2.30, 2.32-34, 2.49; A.J. 18.150, 18.180, Agr. 110; Sir 29:6

*®' NRSV Sir 29:6.

U Prov 20:3; Sir 29:6; Agr. 110.

> Louw and Nida (1989) 433, entry number 33.393.
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wide variety of agents, but never God. Both are used to express verbal attacks
between quarrelling people or hostile armies. Moreover, both Ao18opéw and
BAaodnuéw are primarily verbal offenses—the written or spoken word is the
instrument of offense for 65% of all the occurrences of BAacdnuéw and 72% of all
the occurrences of Aotdopéw. On the other hand, BAao¢nuéw has some distinctive
semantic features that Ao1Sopéw does not have. For example, PAacdnuéw can be
performed by non-verbal actions but, as far as we can discern, this is not so for
Aotdopéw. Again, BAaodnuéw appears to be a more severe offense than Aoi1dopéw.
That is, BAaodnuéw is often (33.5% of the time) used to refer to an offense against
God or other deities and, as a consequence, the death penalty is associated with it. In
contrast, Aoidopéw is rarely (2% of the time) used to refer to an offense against God

and, although death may be associated with it,>**

the death penalty is not. When we
consider the similarities and differences, we see that BAaoonuéw and Aoidopéw
have continuous sense relations; however, BAacdnuéw is used more in religious
contexts and Ao1dopéw in more non-religious contexts. Hence, we describe

BAracodnuéw and AorSopéw as partially synonymous:

Diagram D:
Partial Synonymy

BAaodnpéw

4.3 Conclusions

Here, we will not summarize the foregoing material, since the entire chapter has been
an exercise in summarizing the semantic relationships of BAacdnuéw and related

lexemes. Here, we merely point out the benefits of the preceding analysis.

First, the preceding analysis reminds us that words have meaning only in relation to

other words. Even though our analysis was limited to five lexemes and their

%3 E.g., Josephus believes that Apion died in great torment because of his reproaches (Ao18opia)
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cognates, it provided a sample of words that share partially synonymous or
hyponymous relations with BAaagdnuéw and, in this way, it rendered a type of

semantic map or orientation for the remainder of our study on blasphemy.

Second, the preceding analysis demonstrates that the various senses of BAagdnuéw
are not limited to that term. BAag¢npéw shares semantic space with a broad range of
other terms, even beyond the four other lexemes we discussed. As such, the
preceding analysis frees us from the notion that only texts that use BAaodénuéw are

valid for the study of blasphemy.

Third, the preceding analysis alerts us to the fact that various partial synonyms and
hyponyms of BAac¢nuéw can be used to express blasphemy with different emphases.
So, for example, xakoAoyéw can be used to refer to blasphemy, while stressing the
sense of speaking evil of authority, and Aowdopéw can refer to blasphemy, but do so

by accentuating an element of contending with an opponent.

against the Jews and their laws; cf. C.4p. 2.142.
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PART i

BLASPHEMY IN SELECTED EARLY JEWISH TEXTS

In Part 11 we use the concept of blasphemy articulated in chapter 4 to identify and
evaluate seven key texts from selected early Jewish literature—Exod 22:27; Lev
24:10-23; Num 15:30-31; 2 Kgs 18:1—20:21; 1 Macc 1:41—2:14; 2 Macc 14:26-
15:37; and Philo’s Dreams 1.123-132—where it appears as though God is directly or
indirectly blasphemed. For each text, we address two main questions—What is the
discourse concept of blasphemy that emerges from the text? What is the penalty for

blasphemy?

In Part Il, we shift our focus from analyzing the lexical meaning of blasphemy
(chapter 4), to examining the discourse meanings of blasphemy of key texts (Chapters
5-12). At this point, we also narrow our discussion from speaking about blasphemy in
general to the more specific and significant issue of blasphemy against God. We

conclude Part 11 with a composite portrait of blasphemy comprised of four strokes.
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CHAPTER 5

MOSAIC LAW ON BLASPHEMY
Exobpus 22:27 (28)

Three Mosaic texts undergird many of the legal assumptions and actions regarding
blasphemy in early Judaism. In chapters 5-7, we will analyze this triumvirate of
Mosaic texts—Exod 22:27 (28), Lev 24:10-23, and Num 15:30-3 1—beginning with
Exod 22:27 (28):

Beoig o0 kakoroyhoerg ™ Do not blaspheme God or curse SHpn &Y oor
xai dpxovrag 10D Aaod cov  the ruler of your people (NIV). #RN KD a3 RN
o0 kakdg £peig (LXX). (MT)

When it comes to the issue of blasphemy, Hebrew scripture,5 95 Christian scripture:,5 06
Philo,’ 07 Jos&ephus,508 and the Talmud®® make reference to Exod 22:27.%'° It is little
wonder, therefore, that modern interpreters have identified Exod 22:27 as a primary
text or even a legal foundation for understanding the Jewish conception of

blasphemy.’""

However, treating this verse as a cornerstone for blasphemy could be
hasty. Not only are there difficult text-critical issues and questions of interpretation,
but also some have even argued that Exod 22:27 has nothing to do with

512

blasphemy.” © We will set out the issues and address them in turn.

5.1 Is This Blasphemy?

Of first importance, we must address the claim that Exod 22:27 does not deal with
blasphemy. Brichto has argued that blasphemy (= cursing God) is not the issue

504 Following A, ®, and A, whereas Sym has oOx aTipdoeig, do not dishonor, and Aquila has
o0 xaTtapaaoy, you shall not curse; see Wevers (1991) 265 and Houtman (2000) 231.

5% 2 Kgs 19:3; Isa 8:21.

%06 Acts 23:5; cf. Jn 18:23 (kak@Gg EAIANOQ).

%7 Mos. 2.205, Spec. 1.53, and QE 2.5.

0% A.J. 4.207 and C.Ap. 2.237.

% . Sanh. 66a.

%% The versification varies. The Hebrew has v. 27 as does Rahlfs’ LXX. In contrast, the English
versions, the Gottingen Septuaginta, and Brenton (1851) trans. of LXX has v. 28.

' Bock (1998) 33, n. 6; Enns (2000) 452-3; Sarna (1991) 140; Cassuto (1967) 293.

> Brichto (1963) 150-65; Durham (1987) 329.
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here.’'? Focusing on the Hebrew, Brichto argues that 55? in the piel stem (1o revile,
lit. to make light) does not necessarily involve speech and, in fact, usually does not.”**
Furthermore, 7R (f0 curse) should not be limited to meaning a spoken curse but,
more fundamentally, it means, “to bind with a spell or put under a ban.”"® Thus,
Brichto understands the first expression, ‘7’7??) RS> pOR (22:27a), to mean do not
show disrespect for Deity, which he further interprets as, do not disregard God'’s

moral standards.’'® In addition, Brichto believes that the second expression, IRD )
TV RWN (Exod 22:27b), should not be limited to do not curse a leader of our

people, but should be taken figuratively as do not do anything that brings civil
authority into the disfavor of God.”"

On the whole, Brichto’s analysis is persuasive. However, because he labors under the
conviction that the term blasphemy only refers to cursing God (verbal imprecation or
casting a curse or spell on someone), by definition he rules out blasphemy in verse
27.'® This is a mistake. As we have argued in section 4.6, blasphemy in early Jewish
and Christian literature can include the notion of malediction or imprecation, but it is
much broader concept. The fact that Brichto’s analysis focuses on Hebrew and ours
focuses on Greek has no bearing, since any language can lexicalize the concept of
blasphemy. Our analysis in section 4.6 indicated that the verbal expressions found in
verse 27, kaxoAoyéw (to blaspheme) and xax®G Aeyeiv (fo curse), are used to
lexicalize the concept of blasphemy. Although we argued that the lexical senses of
xaxoAoyéw and xak®@g Agyeiv are limited to verbal actions, the discourse concept
or contextual use of the two terms in Exod 22:20-27 extends their meaning to

embrace non-verbal connotations (see § 5.3 below).

As such, the disagreement between Brichto’s analysis and our own is largely

terminological. We both agree that Exod 22:27 refers to non-verbal (moral) behavior

°Y Brichto (1963) 118-79 is followed by Durham (1987), Sprinkle (1994) 167-8, and Enns
(2000) 445, 452-3; in contrast, see Noth (1962) 187; Cassuto (1967) 193-4; Hyatt (1971) 244,
S14 . 2 =
Brichto (1963) 151.
°" Brichto (1963) 114-5.
> Brichto (1963) 158.
7 Brichto (1963) 158.
*'® Brichto (1963) 177.
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as much as it does to verbal behavior. We disagree on whether blasphemy is the
correct term to describe the phenomenon in verse 27. Our analysis indicates that it is

the correct term.

5.2 Who Is Blasphemed?

There is some question about who is being blasphemed in Exod 22:27a. The MT has
the plural, B9, which probably explains why we find the plural 6eod¢ in LXX.*"?

Although the plural form is used, it is possible that D128 or 6cod¢ has singular

intent,>%

Disagreement over whether to translate the terms as singular or plural, as
well as disagreement over their meaning has resulted in four possible translations—

Jjudge, judges, God, or gods.

5.2.1 Judge(s)

A long-standing interpretation is that B*9R in verse 27a refers to judges or a judge.
Targums Pseudo-Jonathan and Neofiti have 113°17 (your judges), Targum Ongelos

has R2™7 (judge), and b. Sanh. 66a has B TT9R, which in context, clearly refers to

521

human judges. Some modern interpreters also follow this view.””" There are two

reasons for translating 6£00¢ or OTIoR as Judges or judges. On the one hand,
interpreting it as judges eliminates an inconsistency that would otherwise appear if it
were translated as gods. If it were translated as gods, Exod 22:27 would be saying do
not disrespect the gods, and this seems inconsistent with the uncompromising anti-
other-gods context of Exodus.’?> On the other hand, translating 8eod¢ or D178 as
Jjudge seems to make better sense than translating it as God. After all, God is the
speaker or the voice behind Exod 22:27 and we would not expect God to speak of

Himself in the third person.’?

19 Wevers (1991) 265 cites later Greek miniscules that have the singular, 820v, which simply
indicates that there was a tendency to interpret the plural as a reference to the God of Israel.

52 In Exodus, B TOR often has the same referent as %1 (e.g.,3:4, 16, 18; 4:5; 5:1; 6:2, 7; etc.)
and, although B T9R is a plural noun, it is frequently the subject of 3" person singular verbs (e.g.,
1:20; 2:24, 25; 3:4, 6, 14, etc.).

2! Jacob (1992) 708; although Houtman (2000) 231 rejects the view that OYI9R = judges, he
identifies Buber-Rosenzweig and Cazelles as holding it.

*2 E.g., “You shall have no other gods before me” (NRSV Exod 20:3) and “Do not invoke the
names of other gods; do not let them be heard on your lips” (NRSV Exod 23:13).

5 Sarna (1991) 140.
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If we follow this long-standing tradition that 8e00¢ or DTN refers to not
blaspheming judges in verse 27a, then it is more-or-less synonymous with verse 27b,
which warns against cursing rulers (GpxovTtag or R°3). However, this is where the
argument loses steam, according to Houtman.*** The parallel between the first and
the second half of the verse does not hold; whereas 6go0¢ is not further defined,
dpxovTag (rulers) is further qualified by the phrase To0 AaoG gou (of your people).
This weighs against equating 6£0o0¢ and dpyovroag. As we shall see, there are other

factors that count against this position too.

5.2.2 The one true God

Another interpretation, which is widely held by modern scholars, understands D TOR
as a collective singular in 22:27a and thus a reference to the one true God.>> This is
not unreasonable, since the overwhelming use of O°79R in Exodus refers to the one
God of Israel (e.g., 19:3; 20:2).%° This strongly counts against the previous view that
D9 refers to judges. That B¥19R in verse 27a refers to the one true God is
reinforced by the context of the Book of the Covenant (Exod 20:22—23:33), which
pertains to giving the law by “the LORD your God” (T“ﬁ5R 117 20:2) and “the
LORD” (71" 20:22). Because God is the key figure and final authority throughout
the discourse, when we encounter the warning not to undermine authority—"“Do not
blaspheme God (D7), or curse a leader of your people (R°02)”—it would seem
natural to take D¥12R as a reference to God and R*) as reference to administrative

leaders. This preserves the balance between divine and human authority exhibited
throughout the Book of the Covenant (see § 5.4), where God gives the ordinances

(21:1), but human judges (@"55D) interpret and apply them (21:22).>% This balance

24 Houtman (2000) 232,

52 Enns (2000) 452-3; Houtman (2000) 231; Sarna (1991) 140; Durham (1987) 329; Childs
(1974) 479.

526 The word D¥19R occurs 139 times in Exodus: (a) 131 refer to the one God of Israel; (b) four
refer to other gods (18:11; 20:3; 23:13; 32:23); (c) once it is predicated of Moses (7:1); and (d) three
times (21:6; 22:7-8). It could refer to judges, which is preferred by Enns (2000} 444, or to God, which
is preferred by Durham (1987) 321.

2" With casuistic formulations, like we find in “the Book of the Covenant,” a criminal or civil
suit is presented, a human authority under divine revelation makes a legal decision, and a general
principle is formulated in casuistic terms (e.g., Lev 24:10-23). Although the decision comes through a
human oourt, it has the authority and sanction of divine command. See Sarna (1996) 161. Cf. Sprinkle
(1994) 167, who also notes the divine-human authority pattern.
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can also be seen in other texts that differentiate between divine and human authority

and warn against disparaging either one.>**

5.2.3 Other gods

When we turn to LXX, however, some difficulties arise. Of the 23 occurrences of
Beoug used in Exodus, 22 occurrences refer to gods other than the one true God and
the 23" is the debated text of Exod 22:27a. It suggests, of course, that the author(s) of
LXX Exodus did not intend 6eo0¢ to refer to the one God of Israel. In fact, both
Josephus and Philo, who were influenced by LXX, interpret Oeo0g in 22:27a as a

529 and Josephus®*® argue that it is important not to

reference to other gods. Both Philo
blaspheme the so-called gods of other nations, because the name “god,” in general, is
worthy of the highest honor and respect. Their motivation was apologetic, advocating
Jewish monotheism to a readership that was influenced by a broadly Greco-Roman
understanding of divine realities. As we will see in chapter eleven, Philo adds insight
to our understanding of blasphemy, but his interpretation is not the only Jewish
understanding available during the first century and it does not particularly fit the
Johannine context. For our purposes, we need to look elsewhere for a more satisfying

and relevant understanding of verse 27a.

5.2.4 Intermediary figures

Another possibility is that Beovg in verse 27a refers to intermediary figures, whether
human or superhuman. Already in Exod 7:1, Moses is given the title of god™' and
now, in the immediate context of 22:27, another intermediary figure is introduced by
the Lord:

1 am going to send an angel in front of you, to guard you on the way and to bring you to the
place that I have prepared. Be attentive to him and listen to his voice; do not rebel against
him, for he will not pardon your transgression; for my name is in him (NRSV; Exod 23:20-
21, my emphasis).

%28 1 Kgs 21:10; Isa 8:21; Prov 24:21; Philo Alleg. Interp. 2.78, Fug. 84; Josephus A.J. 8.358-9;
Acts 6:11; cf. 1 Pet 2:17.

“° Philo Mos. 2.205-206; cf. O.E. 2.5; Spec. 1.53.

9 yosephus C. Ap. 2.237; cf. Ant. 4.207.

! Cf. Exod 4:16 and Philo, who writes that Moses “was named god and king of the whole
nation” (Mos. 1.158). On the exalted Moses traditions, see Hurtado (1988) 56-9 and Meeks (1968)
354-71.
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There are two Jewish traditions that allude to Exod 23:20-21 and both may shed light
on who is blasphemed in Exod 22:27a. The first comes from the Apocalypse of
Abraham, which can be dated between 70 and 150 C.E.**? In this text, God
commands an angel named Yahoel to consecrate Abraham (Apoc. Ab. 10:3-4). The
angel, whose name is thought to be a combination of Yahweh and El, is indwelt by
God’s ineffable name (Apoc. Ab. 10:8) and is given powers of divine administration
(Apoc. Ab. 10:8-14). In this way, the Apocalypse of Abraham seems to allude to
Exod. 23:20-21, where God promises to send an angel to lead Isracl and warns the
Israelites not to disobey the angel, for my name is in him.>>* The second tradition
comes from Philo who, in his commentary on Exod 23:20-21,>** describes the angel
that leads Israel as the Logos. The Logos is the peaitng or mediator of God’s gifts
and benefactions, who is elsewhere given the title of God.>** What is striking is that
the identification of certain figures as gods is not exceptional in first-century Jewish

literature.”® This accords with Mach’s findings that, within second Temple Judaism,

2 So Rubinkiewicz in OTP (1983) 683.

33 $0 Hurtado (1988) 80. Cf. the allusion to Exod 23:20-21 in the later tradition of 3 Enoch,
where Metatron/Enoch is called by “the name of the Creator” (4:1) and is known as “the lesser
YHWH?” because God states that “my name is in him” (12:5).

% Philo Q.E 2.13; cf. Agr. 51 and Migr. 174

 In commenting on Gen 31:13, Philo writes that “Here it gives the title of ‘God’ to His chief
Word,” kaAel 8¢ Beov 1OV mpeoBUTaTtov adTod vuvi Adyov (Loeb; Somn. 1.230). See also the
reference to the second God in Q.G. 2.62, which has been attributed to Philo.

53 For example, in the DSS, a figure named Melchizedek is identified as a god (n*n'm) and, like
the 017X mentioned in Psa 82:1, takes his place in the divine council and holds judgment in the midst
of the gods (cf. 11Q13.2.10, 24-25 [11QMelch 2.10, 24-25]). We repeatedly hear of heavenly beings
or gods (0"7X) in the War Scroll (e.g., 4Q491° [4QW ar Scroll*] 8-10, 1, 13; 4Q491° [4QWar Scroll’]
13, 1; 4Q491° [4QWar Scroll?] 15, 8) and in the Songs of Sabbath Sacrifice (4Q400 [4QSongs of the
Sabbath Sacrifice] 1, I, 20). Charlesworth and Newsom (1999) 7 observe that many occurrences of
D19R in the Sabbath Songs “are ambiguous and could refer to God or to angels.” The biblical
background for the use of D¥19R for divine or angelic beings is found is Ps 8:6; 82:1, 6; 97:8; 138:1.
In addition, the DSS describe an individual who is given a mighty throne in the congregation of the
gods, who claims to be counted among the gods (0" 2R) and has incomparable glory without equal (cf.
4Q491° [4QWar Scroll°] 1, 7-8 and 11 which, in older nomenclature, is 4Q491° [4QWar Scroll’] 11, 1,
14-15 and 18; cf. Morton Smith [1992] 290-301, esp. 296 for his reconstructed translation,

Outside the DSS, there are exalted figures who, if not directly called gods, are described in god-
like terms. For example, Enoch, like God, is placed on a throne of glory (1 Enoch 62:5; 69:29),
identified as the majestic “son of man” (1 Enoch 71:14), and considered worthy of worship (1 Enoch
48:5). Or again, we have “one like the son of man” who rides on the clouds, exercises divine
prerogatives, and yet is distinct from “the Ancient of Days” (Dan 7:9, 13-14). Similarly, in Ps 109:1
(Heb 110:1) two divine figures are presented, God and my Lord (see Segal [1994] 130-1), which is one
the most often quoted scriptures in the N'T (so Hengel [1995] 119-225, esp. 133, who notes that Ps.
110:1 is quoted or alluded to 21 times in the NT, though he failed to consider Jn 20:28 where Thomas
addresses Jesus as, “My Lord and my God.”). Texts like Daniel 7 also provided the basis for believing
that there are fwo powers in heaven (see Segal 1977). We can observe this in certain tannaitic
midrashim (70 -220 C.E.) that indicate that passages in Exodus have been understood to support the
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different types of monotheism can be discerned.’*” One type, inclusive monotheism,
vigorously affirms one God, but at the same time avows the existence of other

exalted heavenly beings.>*

Inclusive monotheism, in our judgment, provides a plausible theological context for
reading verse 27a during the first century. Just as Philo and Josephus read verse 27a
as a reference to other gods, so it is possible that other first-century Jews understood
it as a reference to other gods, but in the more positive sense of divine mediator
figures. If so, then Johannine Jewish Christians and their non-believing Jewish
counterparts could have read verse 27a as “Do not blaspheme divine mediators [of
God].”

5.2.5 Preliminary conclusion

Although it is possible that all four interpretations could have surfaced during the
first century, and we know at least one interpretation did (see Philo and Josephus), we
believe that early Jewish readers would have found two readings most commendable.
On the one hand, if LXX had been influential, which it was, and if we presuppose
inclusive monotheism, which we should, then verse 27a could have been understood
as a prohibition against slandering gods and/or divine intermediary figures. On the
other hand, when we see that the overwhelming use of D12R in Exodus refers to
God, once we grant that translating D198 into Greek would account for the plural
use of Beovg, and after we consider the literary context of the Book of the
Covenant,”” then it is reasonable to suppose that the prohibition of verse 27a is

concerned with blasphemy against God and not against intermediary figures.

notion that there are two powers in heaven, something that the midrashim themselves dispute (see
Mek. R. Ishmael on Exod 15:11f and Mek R. Simeon ben Yohai on Exod 15:11f.; cf. Segal [1999] 75-
80). See also Hayman (1992) 1-15 and Barker (1992) passim, both of who argue for a type of
cooperative dualism between a High God and a secondary divine being.

%37 Mach (1999) 21-42 describes an exclusive-polemical monotheism, an exclusive-assimilative
monotheism, and an inclusive monotheism (our terms), each reflecting different political-cultural
situations.

% An example of inclusive monotheism is found in Jub. 15:31-32a: “Because (there are) many
nations and many people, and they all belong to him, but over all of them he caused spirits to ruie so
that they might lead them astray from following him. But over Israel he did not cause any angel or
spirit to rule, because he alone is their ruler and he will protect them”; cf. OTP (1985) 87.

> The context on the Book of the Covenant presents a balance between divine and human
authority.
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Henceforth, we will suppose that the referent is God, knowing that it was not the only

way the text could have been understood.

5.3 The Literary Context

How does the literary context or discourse of Exodus shape the meaning of the
prohibition in Exod 22:27? The broader context or discourse is often identified as the
Book of the Covenant (Exod 20:22—23:33).>*° It is considered the oldest collection
of laws in the OT and represents a sample of laws drawn from a larger body of

! Whatever the origin, in their present form, the laws comprising the

Jjudgments.
Book of the Covenant are too inexact, too concise, and not comprehensive enough to
serve as a legal code for governing a society.”* The inclusion of the Book of the
Covenant in the narrative of Exodus must have had another purpose besides
providing genuine legal guidance. A clue to its purpose comes from the two forms of
law found in the Book of the Covenant, casuistic and apod ictic.>*® The casuistic laws
express conditions and corresponding penalties for civil and criminal cases.>** They
are secular laws dealing with cases of slavery, injury, property, and restitution.
Casuistic case laws were resolved in two ways. Occasionally, litigants would come
and take oaths before God to establish guilt or innocence (22:8, 9, 11; cf. 21:6).
However, scholars think it is more likely that that layman would be selected to
function as judges to form impromptu courts to decide matters of dispute (cf.

21:22).>* This pattern is already pictured in Exod 18:13-26. In contrast, the apodictic

laws are unconditional demands that deal more clearly with a person’s relationship

5% Enns (2000) 439; Sarna (1996) 158; Sprinkle (1994) passim; Durham (1987) 305; Childs
(]974) 451; Hyatt (1971) 217; Noth (1962) 169; cf. Exod 24:7.

**! Based on comparisons with other law codes of the A.N.E,, it is like that the code comes from
the settlement and pre-monarchial periods of Israel’s history. They were probably drawn from
Canaanite, Mesopotamian, Egyptian, and Hittite reservoirs; see Hyatt (1971) 218, 2224, Noth (1962)
174, Durham (1987) 317.

2 Important details are missing (e.g., very little is said about marriage law) and other laws are
too compact or obscure to provide more than minimal guidance.

% For a discussion about these two forms of law, various critiques of them, and alternative
classifications, see Noth (1962) 174-5, Hyatt (1971) 219-222, and Childs (1974) 452-3.

4 Hyatt (1971) 219 identifies Exod 21:2-11; 21:18—22:17 as casuistic in form.

> S0 Noth (1962) 174-5; Hyatt (1971) 219-220 following Albrecht Alt. Noth (1962) 187-88 also
believes that X1 (22:27) refers to a representative of the twelve tribes who functioned as a judge or
leader during the premonarchy period. During the first-century, Jews might have taken this as a
reference to judges appointed over certain cities (cf. Josephus A.J/. 4.2144Y.).
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with God, including issues of morality and cultic rcgulations.546 In matters of
apodictic law, no human court convenes; rather, judgment is the prerogative of God
(cf. 22:23). It is noteworthy, therefore, that the apodictic and casuistic laws stand side
by side in the Book of the Covenant™’ and both are said to have been given by
Yahweh himself (cf. 20:22; 24:7). One might expect to find casuistic laws credited to
human courts and judges, but that is not so. The final editor of Exodus makes it clear
that Yahweh is the source of law, both civil and religious. In this way, law becomes
part of Yahweh’s continuing redemptive action on behalf of Israel.>** Even if
covenant law comes though the mediation of human judges, Yahweh himself, as the

> The point is this,

Book of the Covenant presents it, ultimately authorizes such law.
rather than diminish human mediators of law, this elevates them to a status

comparable to the Lawgiver.”*® This is what we see in our target text of Exod
22:27—respect for God goes hand-in-hand with respect for the leaders of his

551

people.”’ Viewed from this perspective, Exod 22:27 expresses the foundational law

of laws in that obedience to it would be a necessary precondition for obeying all of

the other covenantal laws.

When we turn to the narrower context, we find Exod 22:27 is part of a series of
paragraphs that alternate between issues of social justice and cultic matters.’*?
Cultic Matters £ (22:17-21)

Social Justice 1 (22:20-27)

Cultic Matters [I (22:28-30)

Social Justice 11 (23:1-9)

Cultic Matters 111 (23:10-19)

546 Hyatt (1971) 219 identifies Exod 21:12-17; 22:18—23:19 as apodictic in form.

%7 S0 Noth (1962) 175.

** <L ike the Ten Commandments, the Book of the Covenant has to be seen in its redemptive
context, as a gift of God to a people already redeemed.” Enns (2000) 439.

** Hyatt (1971) 219.

> Sprinkle (1994) 167.

! Broadly speaking, this is one way to articulate the thrust of Exod 22:27. We will describe the
meaning in greater detail below. Textually, B and ® have dpyovrag; in contrast, A, Sym, and Theod
have the singular, dpxovra; see Wevers (1990) 355. Heb. Exod 22:27b has R, which Speiser
(1963) 111-17 describes as an elected leader of the people (not a king), who was thought to be chosen
by Yahweh.

2 The diagram is a modification of a chart by Sprinkle (1994) 160.
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Sprinkle observes that “by such an organization the author indicates, whether
consciously or unconsciously, that there is no dichotomy between the secular and
sacred, between ‘church’ and ‘state’, between justice and religion in Israel, but that
these are inextricably intertwined.”>* This observation reinforces the point made
previously regarding the correspondence between the sacred and the secular, the
divine and the human, a correspondence that is recapitulated by the two-fold

prohibition expressed in Exod 22:27.

Narrowing our focus still further to our target paragraph of 22:20-27, we see three
cases concerning the mistreatment of disadvantaged individuals, which is concluded
by what Sprinkle calls a generalizing summary in verse 27.°>* In the first case (v. 20),
we find a warning not to mistreat (koxéw) the sojourner’> because the Israelites
themselves were sojourners in the land of Egypt. In the second case (vv. 21-23), we
come across a warning not to mistreat (kakéw) widows and orphans. If any Israelite
does so, God will hear their cry and kill the offender with the sword. On the one
hand, God is the one who kills with the sword. On the other hand, the text suggests
that the execution itself will be at the hands of the civil authorities. The word for
sword can refer to a short dagger, which symbolizes the power granted to civil
authorities for punishing wrongdoers.”*® In the third case (vv. 25-26), we find a
warning not to press down (katemnelyw) the poor who could be further disadvantaged
by surety practices. Finally, the paragraph concludes with our target text of Exod
22:27—do not blaspheme God or curse a leader of your people—which punctuates

the three moral exhortations with a call to respect heavenly and earthy authority.

The interpretation of verse 27, in the ordinary act of reading, whether during the time

of the Johannine community or otherwise, is influenced by what readers hear in the

5 Sprinkle (1994) 161.

5% Sprinkle (1994) 166-72, who is followed by Enns (2000) 452.

5% The term sojourner (mpooAuTtog) becomes a technical term for a Gentile who has converted
to Judaism but, in this context, it probably refers to a foreigner or sojourner who is without rights or
property. See the article and bibliography on mpooriAuTtog by H. Kuhli (1993) 3.170-71. The Hebrew
has M1, which refers to a sojourner, a term that is also applied to Israel in Egypt (cf. 23:9).

** The term is pdxaipa. Cf. Rom 13:4. However, the lexical evidence is mixed, since sword
(pdxaipa) can refer to different types of swords. See the article by Pliimacher (1993) 2.397-8.
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discourse leading up to that verse.”’’ Reading through each of the three cases builds
up semantic momentum that impacts verse 27. The sense of momentum is partially
achieved through alliteration. There are five sequential prohibitions that begin with

oV followed by a kapa-verb plus one conditional with a kapa-verb:

o0 kakwoeTe—do not mistreat (v. 20),

oV xakWaeTe—do not mistreat (v. 21),

£Av ... xakwonTe—if you mistrear (v. 22),

oUk Ean ... kavenelywv—you shall not oppress (v. 24),
o0 kakoAoynoeig—you shall not blaspheme (v. 27a), and
00 kakdg Epeic—you shall not curse (v. 27b).

The sense of momentum is also built up by the cumulative effect of the three moral
exhortations, each of which focuses on the proper physical treatment of

55 The moral connotations of the three cases are,

disadvantaged members of society.
in effect, passed on to verse 27 with the result that o0 xaxoAoyfoeig (v. 27a) and
o0 xak@g Epelg (v.27b) take on broader and more figurative meanings. That is, it
would be natural for a reader to conclude that disobedience of the laws of God is
contempt for God and his leaders. If so, then the synonymous expressions, o0

xakoAoynaegig (v.27a)and ob xaxdg épelg (v. 27b),>%°

not only refer to bad
mouthing God and his leaders, but also, figuratively, to disobeying the law by badly
treating disadvantaged individuals. We should note that the lexical senses of

kaxoAoyelv and xaxdc Aeyelv are limited to verbal offenses™®’

but, once placed
within the Book of the Covenant, the terms acquire an expanded meaning so that the
discourse concept of kaxoAoy€iv and xakdg Aeyelv comes to entail both verbal and

non-verbal senses.>®?

To summarize, in the context of Exod 22:27, blasphemy is not only the verbal abuse

of God, but also the abuse of disadvantaged individuals. Similarly, cursing civil

7 On how readers fill in gaps of indeterminacy during the reading process, see the theory by Iser

(1978) and related secondary literature, such as Tate (1991) 151ff.

58 Verse 28 has a sixth o0 + kapa—*do not hold back (00 kaBuoTeproeig) the first-fruits of
your threshing floor and press.” In some ways, verse 27 can be viewed as a link or hinge between the
moral Prohibitions of vv. 20-26 and cultic injunctions of vv. 28-30.

**The three cases, as Sprinkle 1994) 170-2 has argued, are moral rather than legal in nature.

50 They can be treated as roughly synonymous expressions; see § 4.3.3.

' See § 4.3.3.

%2 Cassuto (1967) 293 comes to a similar conclusion when commenting on the Hebrew text:
“This admonition includes every utterance or act that detracts from the Divine glory” (my emphasis).
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authorities not only includes the malediction of such leaders, but also to the
maltreatment of the underprivileged. In short, blasphemy is contempt for the God, his

moral law, and his leaders.

5.4 Blaspheming God and His Leaders

Verse 27 links together the prohibitions against blaspheming God and the ruler in a
type of synonymous parallelism. Traditionally, synonymous parallelism has been
defined as the occurrence of two or more lines expressing the same sense in different
but equivalent terms.>®® More recently, linguists have refined the analysis of
parallelism in terms of grammatical, lexical, semantic, and phonological aspects.’** In
light of these refinements, we can see that verse 27 exhibits degrees of grammatical,

semantic, and phonological synonymy.

A B00C .ooiviiiiiiiiiii o0 KOKOAOYNOELG

B dpyovrtag To0 Aaol gou .... 00 KakGg £pEig
The syntax or grammar of line A corresponds to line B, even though line B has an
expanded predicate. There is semantic equivalence between the prohibitions, o0

kakohoynioelg (you shall not blaspheme) and 00 kox®c &pelg (vou shall not

565 566

curse).””” Both of these expressions have a paradigmatic sense relationship™” and, as
such, we could translate verse 27 as, “You shall not curse God and you shall not
blaspheme the leader of your people.”*®’ In addition, there is phonological

equivalence between the sounds o0 xax .... €1G in line A and in line B.

Synonymous parallelism does not require that all aspects are the same, only enough
to draw readers into seeing the dissimilar terms together. In this case, we are invited

to see both God and the leaders of your people synoptically. To blaspheme one is to

>3 Influenced by Robert Lowth’s 1753 work on Isaiah; see Berlin, 4BD (1992) 5.156.

** Berlin, ABD (1993) 5.158-60.

%% See § 3.6.3.3. For example, the expressions are interchangeable in traditions that warn against
cursing of parents. Compare Exod 21:16, 0 xakodoy@v naTtépa adTod 1§ pntépa adTod
TeAeuTHOEL BavdTy, “Whoever curses father or mother shall be put to death” (NRSV) with Lev
20:9a, 8¢ v kaxl@¢ elny TOV matépa adTod f TV unTépa avTod BavdTy Bavatolagbw, All
who curse father or mother shall be put to death (NRSV).

%% On paradigmatic relationships, see § 4.2.
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blaspheme the other. To have contempt for the law and judgments of the leaders of
God’s people is nothing short of contempt for God. In this way, the prohibition of
Exod 22:27 against cursing rulers extends to the king (3 Kgs 20:10°%®) and the High
Priest (Acts 23:4-5), since the authority of Israel’s leaders was seen as stemming
from God.>® Certainly, the correspondence between heavenly and earthly authorities
is attested to throughout Jewish and Christian scripture®”® and nowhere is this more
clear than in Prov 24:21:

®oPod 1OV Be6v LI kai PaoiAéa kal My son, fear God and the king and do not
unBeTépy adTdv dme1drioNg disobey either of them.’”!

Because an indissoluble union between heavenly and earthly authorities was assumed
in early Judaism, giving respect and honor to earthly authorities was an unquestioned
duty and, conversely, disrespecting or undermining such authorities met with grave
consequences. These assumptions are operative in the oft repeatedly injunctions to
honor father and mother. To do otherwise, to curse or revile (kakdg Aoygiv) one’s
parents met with severe punishment—death.>’* Similarly, Philo links divine and
human authority, so that to blaspheme God is to be against Moses (4lleg. Interp.
2.78) and to dishonor one’s parents is to dishonor the Master (Decal. 119). Likewise,
Josephus contends that in matters regarding the observance of the law, disobedience
of the priests of the Temple, particularly the High Priest, is the same as disobedience
toward God (C.Ap. 2.194). Josephus also said that anyone who acts unjustly toward
parents or impiously toward God, even if their acts were not accomplished, met with
destruction (C.A4p. 2.217). Lastly, we should also note that Josephus implores judges

in every city to demand respect and prohibit blasphemy in their presence, because not

367

Although Durham (1987) 329 argues that the piel of ‘7'7? (v. 27a) is not synonymous with
IR (v. 27b), which is a stronger term than 5'7P, we are satisfied that in LXX the terms kaxoAoyeiv
(v. 27a) and xak®¢ Aoyelv (v. 27b) are more-or-less synonymous.

**® Heb. 1 Kgs 21:10.

5 Childs (1974) 479.

7 Several examples suffice: (a) 1 Kgs 10:1 links kGprog and dpxovta [Heb. 1 Sam 10:1 has
LORD and leader (71071° and 7™23); (b) 1 Kgs 24:11 ties together kOp16v and xpr1o7dg kuptov; (c) 3
Kgs 20:10 [Heb 1 Kgs 21:10] conjoins 8e0v and BaociAéa; (d) Isa 8:21-22 melds Tév ovpavov dvw
and TRV Yfiv k47w [Heb. Isa 8:21 refers to cursing God and king @*TTPR and 771]; (e) Acts 6:11
connects MwiGfjv and Bedv; (f) 1 Pet 2:17 associates 829v and BaoiAéa; and (g) Josephus, A.J.
8.358-359, states that Naboth was stoned because he blasphemed God and king

"' Trans. by the author.

2 E.g., LXX Exod 20:12; 21:15-16; Lev 20:9; Prov 20:9; Matt 15:4; Mk 7:10; Josephus C.4p.
2.206.
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to do so can lead to contempt for God (4.J. 4.215). It is not surprising, therefore, that
Exod 22:27 links heavenly and earthly authority, nor is surprising that Bock
concludes that verse 27 “reflects the view that to speak against God’s rulers is to

speak against the wisdom of the God who chose them.”””?

5.5 Conclusions and Prospects

With some confidence, then, we conclude that first-century Jews would have
understood Exod 22:27 as a warning not to blaspheme divine or human authority.”™
The correspondence between heavenly and earthly authority, which is stressed
throughout the Book of the Covenant, is reflected in the prohibition not to blaspheme.
Since violation of that prohibition would undermine obedience to divine and human
law, we have characterized it as the foundational law of laws. The prohibition against
blaspheming God and leadership would have been viewed as central, not just to the
Book of the Covenant, but also to Jewish society as a whole who saw itself under the
reign of God and his authorized leaders. Furthermore, the synonymous parallelism in
verse 27 indicates that God and his leaders must be seen synoptically, that contempt

Jor earthly authority alone would be tantamount to blasphemy of heaven itself.

Looking ahead, the prospects for establishing that non-believing Jews would have
considered the theology of FG as blasphemous depends partially on keeping in mind
that fo curse (kaxdg Aeyeiv) those authorized to lead the Jewish people was to
blaspheme deity. In chapter 10 (§ 10.2), we will also find that Nicanor is accused of
blasphemy because he had spoken wickedly (xaxidg Aeyeiv) against the sanctuary (1
Macc 7:42). In chapter 14, we will look at Jesus’ statement to the High Priest—If I
have spoken wickedly (kakdg EAdAnoaq), bear witness of the evil” (Jn 18:23a)—to
see if blasphemy is an issue here in the Jewish trial scene. In chapter 15, we will also
look at the so-called ‘anti-Jewish’ rhetoric of FG and ask whether the Johannine
community, those who produced and propagated FG, could have been viewed as

blasphemous for their apparent contempt of the Jewish leadership, the *louddiot.

* Bock (1998) 35-6.
57 For similar definitions, see Brichto (1963) 158 and Sprinkle (1994) 167. When we
understanding blasphemy in this way, it becomes apparent that the death penalty is an unstated
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CHAPTER 6

MOSAIC LAW ON BLASPHEMY
LEVITICUS 24:10-24

Lev 24:10-23 is the first reported case of blasphemy within Jewish scripture and, as
such, it has provided an important precedent for discussions of blasphemy within

subsequent Jewish literature.””

In fact, Hartley characterizes Lev 24:10-23 as “the
paradigmatic case for blasphemy.”*’® The pericope begins with a narrative about an
Egyptian-Hebrew man who cursed or blasphemed while quarrelling with an Israelite.
The man is brought to Moses who, in turn, seeks guidance from Yahweh. Instructions
are issued to execute the man, which is followed by a series of seven laws that
function as the legal basis for the execution. The narrative ends by noting that
Israelites obeyed the instructions of Yahweh by stoning the Egyptian-Hebrew man.
There are two main questions that we will attempt to address regarding Lev 24:10-23:
What discourse concept of blasphemy emerges from the text? What is the penalty for

this offense?

6.1 The Offense of Lev 24:11

Verse 11 states the basic offense of the Egyptian-Hebrew man:

Kal énovopdoag viog Thc The Israelite woman's son ORI TR 7 oM
yuvaukog Tig lopanAitidog blasphemed the Name ina ™MD '7'7,')"1 ouwin me
70 $vopa kampdoaTo. curse. (NRSV)

(LXX)

Although the basic offence is presented, it is unclear what precisely that offense
entails. This is to be expected because Jews scrupulously avoided any hint of cursing

God even when speaking about such incidents.””” Euphemisms were used,”’® vague

consequence of verse 27. The consequence for mistreating or oppressing the underprivileged is death
(vv. 23) and, as we have argued, that type of abuse counts as blasphemy.

= E.g., 1 Kgs 21:7; m. Sanh. 7.5; b. Sanh. 56a.

¥ Hartlcy (1992) 407. Other commentators also view Lev 24:10-23 as a central text regarding
blasphemy, including Budd (1996) 334ff., Gerstenberger (1996) 360ff., B. Levine (1989) 166fT., and
Wenham (1979) 310ff.

S77'S. Blank (1950) 83 states that “despite frequent allusions to the possibility of blasphemy, the
words of a curse directed against God are never cited.”
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descriptions were employed, and harsh language was toned down.”” Lev 24:11
seems to reflect this attitude since there are both grammatical and semantic
ambiguities, both in LXX and MT, that make interpretation somewhat uncertain and
disputed.”®

In LXX, the meaning of the verbs katapdopat (to curse or to utter imprecations)
and &movopdGw (to pronounce [a name)) is generally agreed on,’®' but the grammar
has provoked debate, which has resulted in two ways of reading the verse. (a) The
first way views the two verbs as referring to two distinct actions. In this case, the
participle, émovopdoag (after naming) is viewed as a temporal participle indicating
an action prior to that of the main verb, xaTnpdoarto (ke cursed). The verse could
then be translated as after naming the Name, he cursed.’® Brenton’s translation of

LXX reflects this option.’®*

(b) A second way takes the participle, émovoudoag
(pronouncing), adverbially, in which case it modifies the action of the main verb,
xatnpdoaTo (ke cursed). The result is one blended action. Read adverbially, there
are again two options: (i) 'Emovopdoag (pronouncing) could be taken as a temporal
participle indicating simultaneous action with the main verb and thereby translated,
while naming the Name, he cursed.>®* (ii) ’Emovopdoag (pronouncing) could be
taken as an instrumental participle and thereby translated, he cursed by means of

naming the Name, indicating how the curse was carried out.’®

This latter option is
exemplified by the NEB: the man “uttered the Holy Name in blasphemy.” To

summarize, Lev 24:11 in LXX can be interpreted in two basic ways either (a)

S Cf. Job 1:5, 115 2:5, 9; and 1 Kgs 21:13 substitute 712 (bless) for a term like W (curse).

57§, Blank (1950) 84; Hartley (1992) 408; Gerstenberger (1996) 362.

% Since we are concerned with the final form of Lev 24:10-23 and how first-century Jews would
have read that text, we cannot appeal to redaction to explain aporia, redundancies, and other
difficulties. Cf. the work of Gabel and Wheeler (1980) 227-29 regarding the redactor’s hand in Lev.
24:10-23.

! Wevers (1997) 393, n. 17, notes that Sym uses 2BAacdiunceyv instead of kaTnpdoaro; cf.
Liddell and Scott (1889) regarding xatapdopat.

%82 Brooks and Winbery (1979) 146fF.; Wallace (1995) 624-5.

%8 Brenton (1851) 162 has “And the son of the Israelitish woman named THE NAME and
cursed.”

5% Although an aorist temporal participle (like £émovoudoag) often indicates action that occurs
prior to the main verb, it can also indicate contemporaneous action. A typical example of this is
anokpiBeic elnev, answering he said (cf. Mt 13:37; 26:23; Mk 11:14: etc). See Wallace (1995) 624-
5 and Brooks and Winbery (1979) 146fT.

** Brooks and Winbery (1979) 149-50; Wallace (1995) 628-9 calls it an adverbial participle of
means.
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describing two separate offenses of pronouncing the Name and cursing or (b)

describing one offense of cursing while pronouncing the Name.

When we turn to the MT, there are differences of opinion regarding both semantics
and grammar. Debate over semantics occurs with the first verb because there is some

question regarding the root of 2p™. Is the root 391 (fo bore through, to pierce, or to
pronounce) or is it 3P (fo curse or blaspheme)? Following current opinion it is

likely that the root of 3™ is the piel form of 31 for at least three reasons:>*° (a) it

3

eliminates a redundancy—

Y

‘he cursed ... the name and he cursed”—that would occur
in verse 11 if the root was 23p, (b) it anticipates the two uses of 31 in verse 16, and
(c) early versions, such as LXX and Targum Ongelos, understood the first verb in the
Hebrew in the sense of pronouncing the name, not cursing it.”*” Furthermore, we also
follow Hartley, Gabel, and Wheeler’s judgment that 31 should be understood in the
neutral sense of vocalizing something, and not as a euphemism for speaking
disparagingly as Wheeler sustains.’®® Therefore, 3P should not be translated he
blasphemed the Name (as the NRSV, NIV, and AV), but he vocalized the Name (as
the NEB).

Debate over semantics continues with the second verb, "?'7?, which can mean fo make

small, to esteem lightly, or to revile and, in certain contexts, fo curse in the sense of

hurling imprecations or invoking evil upon someone.”®® The question is, shall we

%% See Brichto (1963) 143ff; Hartley (1992) 404 and 409; Budd (1996) 336; B. Levine (1989)
166; A. Phillips (1970) 55; and Weingreen (1972) 118-23. Conversely, see NIV, NRSV, RSV, AV,
and BDB (1979) 866, which lists DP;‘J in Lev 24:11 under 229.

% LXX has émovoudoac (to pronounce) in Lev 24:11, which is then reiterated once in 24:15,
Svopdtwy 8¢ 10 dvopa Kupiou (and he that names the name of the Lord), and once in 24:16, &v
T3 Ovopdoatl adTév 10 Gvopa Kupiou (let him die for naming the name of the Lord). The Targums
also tend to interpret the first verb in Lev 24:11 as pronouncing the Name, but they could be avoiding
the use of curse-language in relation to God. As Grossfeld (1988) 54-55, n. 5 explains, Targum
Ongelos, “in an attempt to avoid using the term ‘curse’ (Aramaic lyf) in conjunction with God, renders
qll by the aphel of rgz with the meaning of ‘to provoke’ and ngb by pr’s ‘to pronounce’.” Hence, 7g.
Ong. states that the man “pronounced the name in provocation.” Tg. Neof and Tg. Ps.-J. are less
consistent in their translation of g// by the aphel of rgz. McNamara (1994) 95-96 translates 7g. Neof.
on Lev 24:11 as the man “expressed the holy Name with blasphemies and reviled (it)” and Maher
(1994) 197 translates 7f Ps.-J on Lev 24:11 as the man “pronounced and blasphemed [prys whryp] the
great and glorious Name that was pronounced explicitly.”

*® Hartley (1992) 408; Gabel and Wheeler (1980) 228f.; Weingreen (1972) 121.

** Stuart (1992) 1.1218-9; BDB 886.
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understand l?l?P in the sense of reviling or showing contempt (so Brichto, Phillips,
and Weingreen)™° or in the sense of cursing ot imprecating (so Gerstenberger,
Stuart, and B. Levine)?”' It is likely that we should understanding 55"7 as showing

contempl.

According to Brichto’s analysis, which we have drawn upon earlier (see § 5.1), 5‘7‘7

in the Hebrew Bible does not have the connotation of cursing or imprecation, but
rather has a wide range of meanings, “ranging from verbal abuse to action or conduct
of an injurious nature. The majority of the cases fall into the latter category, in which
verbalization is totally absent or, at a minimum, extrinsic.”*** Furthermore, he argues
that the precise sense of 517;? is dependent on the context and the subjects and objects
involved. When '?‘7;7 is used with parents as the object, it means to show disrespect
(e.g., Lev 20:9); with kings, to disparage, repudiate, or renounce (e.g., Judg 9:27-
28); with deity, to have contempt for the ethical standards that God expects of people
(e.g., Exod 22:27).” Brichto’s analysis is persuasive, but with two qualifications.
First, we reject Brichto’s definition of blasphemy. He is adamant that l?'?? is never
used in the Hebrew Bible with the sense of cursing or imprecating God,”** which
appears to be so. However, as we noted earlier, he labors under the view that
imprecation against the Deity = blasphemy and so wrongly concludes that there is a
“total absence of blasphemy in the Bible.”*** In contrast to Brichto, we have argued
that the concept of blasphemy during the late Second Temple and Johannine was
much broader in scope than simply cursing. Second, Brichto does not adequately deal
with the fact that historically some Jews have understood Lev 24:11 as a reference to

cursing God. Jews during the late Second Temple period translated 55? with

596

xaTapdopat (curse) in LXX Lev 24:11, 157 and the rabbinic Sages interpreted Lev

24:11 as a reference to “Blessing the Name with the Name,” a euphemism for

% Brichto (1963) 118f., A. Phillips (1970) 41, and Weingreen (1972) 118, though Weingreen
recognizes that the Piel form of '7"?? “does often mean ‘cursed’ in the sense of invoking calamity upon
someone as evidenced, for example, by its occurrence in 2 Kg. ii 24” (119).

*' Gerstenberger (1996) 362; Stuart (1992) 1.1218; B. Levine (1989) 166.

2 Brichto (1963) 172.

** Brichto (1963) 176-77.

** Brichto (1963) 143-65.

*%* Brichto (1963) 164, cf. 177.

% Brichto (1963) 177 acknowledges LXX but dismisses it as erroneous.
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cursing.”’ So, while we recognize that some early Jews understood Lev 24:11 in the
sense of cursing or imprecating God, Brichto’s analysis persuasively shows that the
use of '7'7'7, on the basis of the Hebrew Bible alone, means to show contempt. But
even if we translate '75? in Lev 24:11 as showing contempt, we also insist that within
the context of Lev 24:10-23 the use of 55? must be classified as blasphemy by our
measure of blasphemy—mnot in the sense of cursing, but in the sense of conveying
harsh antagonism and/or denigrating or dishonoring someone (see our conclusions
to chapter 4). Hence, it is not surprising to find that a contemporary of the Johannine
community, Symmachus,**® rendered 9™ in Lev 24:11 as BAacoiuncev, nor
is surprising that Codex 58 used ¢éAo18upnaev, since both PAaconuéw and
Aodopéw formed part of the terminological base of our concept of blasphemy (see

chapter 4).

In addition to the terminological equivocations in MT, there are two grammatical
ambiguities to consider. First, there is ambiguity regarding the object of 2™ (ke
showed contempt for). Is it the Israclite man with whom the Egyptian-Hebrew was
fighting?®®' Or is it the Name, that is, God himself? It is more likely that it is God
himself, because (a) Lev 24:15, rather decisively, identifies God (or gods) as the
object of ‘7'7{7, (b) in verse 11 DWN NX (the Name) could function as the direct object
of '7'7‘7‘1 (and he showed contempt for), and (c) oToR (God) can be the direct object
of '?'7") (showed contempt) as in Lev 24:15 and Exod 22:27.%°% This interpretation is
congruent with Talmudic tradition, which clearly understands Yahweh as the
offended party in Lev 24:11.%° Second, there is ambiguity regarding the relationship
of the two verbs, '7'7?‘1 ... ™M (he pronounced ... he showed contempt). On the one

hand, as we saw with the Greek, the two verbs could refer to two distinct actions (so

7 b Sanh. 56a.

%% W tirthwein (1979) 53 dates Symmachus’ version at 70 C.E,

** See Field, Origenis Hexaplorum (1875) 209; cf. Wevers (1986) 262 and Wevers (1997) 393,
n. 17.

%% W evers (1986) 262.

%! Brichto (1963) 146.

82 A, Phillips (1970) 41 also notes Isa 8:21 and | Sam 3:11ff. “where, as in the LXX, YR
(*god’) must be read for QR (‘for themseives’) in verse 13, this being designated a tiggiin sopherim.”
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the RSV). On the other hand, the second verb, 5‘7{?“'1 (he showed contempt), could
modify the first, 3P (he pronounced), in which case the verse reports one action
with two verbal aspects.*™ The verse can then be translated as B. Levine does: “he
pronounced ... in blasphemy” or “he pronounced by cursing blasphemously,”*"
indicating one blended action of contemptuously pronouncing the Name (so the

NRSV and the NEB).

Here, we can come to a preliminary decision regard the offense depicted in Lev
24:11. The grammar and semantics of both LXX and MT allow for four basic
interpretations. The Egyptian-Hebrew:

(a) pronounced the Name and then showed contempt for God (MT),
(b) pronounced the Name and then cursed God (LXX),

(c) showed contempt for God while pronouncing the Name (MT), or
(d) cursed God while pronouncing the Name (LXX).

Since we are not seeking a normative interpretation, but what might have been
commended to first century Jewish readers, we must admit that all four options are
possible. Nevertheless, if our conjectures have been correct, option (d) should not be
ruled out, but option (c) is more likely. Thus, to simplify and to risk overstatement,
Lev 24:11 can be understood as one blended action in which the Egyptian-Hebrew
demonstrated contempt for God by unambiguously vocalizing the Name itself. The

empbhasis lays on the second verb ?9p%°° and contempt for God, thus making it a
clear case of blasphemy. The first verb (31) indicates how the blasphemy or

contempt was manifested—it was vocal. The nefarious act was blasphemy and,

5 b, Sanh. 56a preserves an understanding of the offense as not simply uttering the Name, but
using the Name in a curse against Yahweh—“the Name must be blessed by the Name”; cf. Livingston
(1986) 352-54.

0 See Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley (1910) 485 on circumstantial clauses with waw
constructions and Waltke and O’Connor (1990) 540 (32.3b) on wadw constructions serving in a
hendiadys.

%5 B. Levine (1989) 166 is supported by Hartley (1992) 404, n. 11lc, Budd (1996) 336, and Bock
(1998) 36f.

5 1n addition to grammatical reasons already cited, the thrust of the passage focuses on '7'7?;
after all, the Egyptian-Hebrew offender is twice identified as ‘?l?PI‘JH, the one showing contempt (Lev
24:14, 23), and not as 2PN, the one pronouncing.
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because it entailed the maleficent vocalization of the Name, it can also be viewed as

a violation of the third commandment as well.*%’

6.2 Karet and the Biasphemer

In the Levitical account, the people take the Egyptian-Hebrew to Moses for judgment
but, as the narrative implies, the likes of such an affront had yet to be witnessed
among the people of Israel and so Moses was dumbfounded. Therefore, Yahweh’s
guidance was directly sought in the matter, whereupon three instructions immediately
issue forth: (a) take the blasphemer (TOv xaTapacduevov or ‘7‘7??‘.3?7) outside the

camp, (b) lay hands on his head, and (c¢) stone him to death.

In LXX, the offender is taken outside the camp and for stoning by the whole
synagogue of Israel, 1y cuvaywyn ‘lapana (v. 14, 16). The notion of taking an
offender outside the camp®® for execution can be understood in connection with
karet or being cut off from the synagogue community.®”® The penalty of karét or

extirpation was stipulated for grave offenses against God,*"? including blasphemy

%7 Contra A. Phillips (1970) 55, who argues that Lev 24:10fY. primarily concerns a breach of the
third commandment (Exod 20:7).

%% Why the blasphemer was led outside the camp—éEdyaye ... £Ew Thig mapepPoAfic (v.
14)—probably concerns scruples about matters of purity. Outside the camp was reserved for the
unclean (Lev 13:45-46; 14:3, 41, 45, 53). Indeed, B. Levine (1989) 167 argues that taking the
blasphemer outside was partly due “to the impurity attached to a corpse” and Hartley (1992) 409 states
that “the execution was to be done outside the camp in order to avoid defiling the camp by taking a
human life.” This is probably right as far as it goes. However, it is also possible that the offense of
blasphemy itself (not just the dead corpse) was thought either to defile the larger group, which
rendered the group unacceptable to God or implicated the larger group as accomplices to the crime,
which made the group objects of divine wrath. Either way, the safety of the larger group was
threatened (cf. Deut 19:19-20) and that required a mechanism to protect the community by discharging
the impurity (so Snaith, 1967, 253) or the guilt (so Porter, [1976] 194 and Wenham [1979] 311). The
instruction to lay hands on the Egyptian-Hebrew blasphemer might be viewed as a mechanism
whereby any remaining impurity or guilt was transferred to the offender, who was then ritually
expelled and promptly executed. See Budd (1996) 47f. for comments on transference theory,
particularly regarding the scapegoat (cf. Lev 16:21 and Num 27:23).

# See the article on karet by Hasel (1995) 339-352 and the excursus by Milgrom (1991) 457-60,
B. Levine (1989) 241-2, and Wenham (1979) 285-6. The repeated formula of TV RWT WM
TN (that person shall be cut off from his people) is widely found in priestly writings (e.g., Gen
17:14; Exod 12:15, 19; etc.).

¢ ¢f. m. Keritot 1.1 names blasphemy as one of 39 offenses for which extirpation is the penalty;
Milgrom (1991) 457 emphasis that karét pertains to offenses against God, but not against humans,
cannot be sustained. As Hasel (1995) 348 demonstrates, the penalty of ka@rét is imposed on a wide
range of offenses “against religion, morality, or sacrai law.”
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(Num 15:30-31; 1 Sam 3:13 [cf. 2:31-33]%""), idolatry (Lev 20:2-5; cf. Lev 18:21,
29), violating the Sabbath (Exod 31:14-15), failing to circumcise (Gen 17:14),
consulting the dead (Lev 20:6), engaging in prohibited sexual relationships (18:6-20,
22-23; cf. 18:29), eating with defiled hands (Lev 7:19-21), eating the fat or blood of
animals (Lev 7:19-27; 17:14), and offering sacrifices inappropriately (Lev 17:3-9).
Although most texts that mention the penalty of karét do not indicate how that takes
place, it can be generally assumed that offenders will be cut off directly by God,*"
resulting in premature death (1 Sam 2:31-32), death of descendants (1 Sam 2:33; Ps
109:13), childlessness (Lev 20:18, 20-21), loss of kingly office or status (1 Kgs 2:45),
banishment from the land (Lev 18:24-29), or the elimination of a whole people (Judg
21:6).

It is debated, however, whether banishment and execution by human courts can also be
considered forms of karet; Milgrom thinks not, whereas B. Levine thinks otherwise.

Milgrom argues for a sharp distinction between karét, which is accomplished by God alone,
and death by stoning, which is carried out by a human court.®”” Based on an analysis of
nineteen cases of kdrét in the Torah, a few other biblical texts,’™ and two Hittite texts,®"
Milgrom concludes that karét could refer to either the extermination of one’s descendants in
this world or the denial of life in the world to come. In this view, it is possible for a human
court to execute an offender and then, in a very distinct second action, for God to also
extirpate the offender’s line or deny him afterlife. The human and divine actions are sharply
differentiated. Milgrom cites Lev 20:2-5 as just such an example where the Molech
worshiper is to be executed by a human court and then extirpated by God. Unfortunately,
nothing seems to necessitate Milgrom’s interpretation of Lev 20:2-5; indeed, the act of
execution (Lev 20:2) could be interpreted as the mode of extirpation (Lev 20:3), which
draws together the divine and human actions. Similarly, the execution of the Sabbath
violator in Num 15:32-36 appears to be presented as an example of what it means to be cu¢
off in Num 15:30-31. So, contrary to Milgrom's argument, extirpation by God and execution
by human hands do not always appear to be sharply distinguished (cf. also 2 Sam 3:31-34).

In contrast to Milgrom, B. Levine argues that there is a curious cooperation between divine
and human agents in the enforcement of karez.*'® Levine notes that this cooperation comes
to the fore in the warning against desecrating the Sabbath in Exod 31:14-15. On the one
hand, the one who violates the Sabbath shall be executed (Exod 31:14b and 15b) and, on the
other, such an offender shall be cut off from among the people (Exod 31:15a).%"" The
explanation is that if the community fails to execute the offender, God would not fail to do

S MT 1 Sam 3:13 uses D*99P0 (the ones blaspheming) and 3 Kgdms 3:13 (1 Sam 3:13) has
KkakoAoyoOvTeg Beov (the ones blaspheming God).

230 Budd (1996) 122; e.g., Lev 17:10 which reports YHWH stating, “I will set my face against
that person who eats blood, and will cut that person off from the people” (NRSV).

9 Milgrom (1991) 457-60.

1 Ps 109:13; Ruth 4:10; and Mal 2:3.

%' Milgrom cites ANET > 208 (lines 35-38) and 209 (lines 600-18).

%'° B, Levine (1989) 242; contra Milgrom (1991) 460.

*'" Horbury (1998) 60 also argues that post-exilic Jews saw cooperation between divine and
human agents in the execution of karét.
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50.°"® Hasel concurs that the cutting off formula “expresses the fact that the ultimate

punishment is in God’s hands; only in certain cases has God designated human agents to
carry it out (Lev. 20:2; cf. Ex. 31 :14).°" Furthermore, Levine also argues for a connection
between ostracism and being cut off in that “banishment would often have resulted in
death,”? though Levine’s argument is less convincing on this point. Nevertheless, we can
agree with Levine who argues, “In priestly law, the certainty of God’s punitive wrath was
institutionalized in the penalty of karz.”™"'

The instruction to take the blasphemer outside the camp for execution is of special
concern to us because it may shed light on the reference in FG to expelling Jewish
Christians from the synagogue.®”> We must ask whether expulsion was ever
substituted for execution or karét. Horbury’s 1985 study, “Extirpation and
Excommunication,” answers aﬁ"lrmatively.623 After the exile, there is evidence that

grave offenders of the covenant were expelled from the community and not executed.

Horbury admits a paucity of evidence, yet he is able to cite more than a dozen supporting
texts. “* After the exile, exclusion from the community occurred on the basis of
uncircumcision, uncleanness, and immorality (see Deut 23:1-8). The first biblical evidence
of expulsion of non-compliant Jews is found in Ezra 10:8, but there are other biblical
examples.” Josephus also speaks of apostate Jews who claimed to have been unjustly
expelled (éxBedAfjoBar) from Jerusalem (Ant. 11.340, 346-7), which is the same verb
(éxBdAMw) used for Jewish Christians expelled from the synagogue (Jn 9:34-35). Horbury
argues that Josephus’ account is an instance of substituting expulsion for the death sentence,
since apostasy was viewed as an executable offense (4nf. 4.309-310; cf. 3 Macc 7:12).626
Other accounts of substituting expulsion for execution are cited.”” Thus, in pre-rabbinic
Judaism, excommunication from the synagogue was associated with laws concerning who
culd be admitted to the temple congregation and receive covenant benefits.%®

Horbury draws two general conclusions: (a) there is evidence from post-exilic

times to the rabbinic era for excommunication from the Jewish community,

629
d,

which is sometimes dispute and (b) excommunication was not k@rér—

8 B, Levine (1989) 242.

°® Hasel (1995) 348.

%2 B, Levine (1989) 242.

¢! B, Levine (1989) 242.

2 One would expect that if non-believing Jews viewed the Johannine Jews as blasphemous, we
would find references to executions in FG and not just expulsions from the synagogue (Jn 9:22; 12:42;
16:2a). Although there is one reference to killing Christians in FG and it is linked to
excommunication, the reference is vague (Jn 16:2b).

2 Horbury (1998) 43-66.

%2 Horbury (1998) 49fT. cites, for example: Ezra 10:8; the Aramaic passage of Ezra 7:11-26; Neh
10:3; Isa. 56:3; Deut 24:20 (cf. Deut 23); 2 Chron 26:21; 1QS 7.1; CD 12.4-6; Philo Spec. 1.60;
Josephus Ant. 11.340, 11.346f,, B.J. 2.143f,; 3 Macc 2:33, 7:12-15; and Jn 9:22, 9:34,12:42, and 16:2.

625 See footnote 624.

%% Horbury (1998) 52, 55.

627 Horbury (1998) 52-59; e.g., Philo Spec. 1.160; CD 12:4-6; 1 Cor 5:13.

52 Horbury (1998) 46.

%% Horbury (1998) 46-59 rebuts the claim that expulsions from the Jewish community could not
have occurred prior to 70 C.E.
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extirpation or divinely-inflicted death—but was a substitute for karet or
preparation for karet.>° When severe violations of the covenant occurred,
“excommunication did sometimes take the place of the death-penalty.”®*' If
Horbury’s argumentation is accepted, then the excommunication of the
Johannine Jewish-Christians could be understood as a response to some sort of

executable offense, such as blasphemy.

6.3 Blasphemy-Laws in Lev 24:15-16

When we return to the Levitical account, we observe that the command to execute the
blasphemer (v. 14) is followed by a series of seven laws with accompanying
principles and the lex talionis regulation (vv. 15-22) all of which function as a legal
basis for the execution.®*> Our concern is with verses 15 and 16, which provide the

first two laws regarding contempt for God and maleficent vocalization of the Name.

24:15b ...0¢ £av xaTapdonTa
0e6v quapTtiav Afupetal

24:16 dvopdlwv 8t 70 Gvopa
kupiou Bavéry BavaTolobw
A{Boig MBoBoAeitw adrov
nmdoa suvaywyr lopanA &dv
Te MpoanAuTog EQV TE
aT6xBwv Ev 1§ Ovopdoat
alTov TO Gvopa xupiov
TeAeutdTw (LXX)

24:15b ... Anyone who
curses God shall bear the sin.

TIOR Y50 ... 24:15b
IROM RON

24:16 One who blasphemes
the name of the LORD shall
be put to death; the whole
congregation shall stone the
blasphemer. Aliens as well
as citizens, when they
blaspheme the Name, shall
be put to death. (NRSV)

M oY 3PN ... 24:16
13737 oNY e In
TR O Twn o
MY OU 3P

MT)

Based on our analysis in section 6.1, it is worth pointing out that most English
translations, like the one above, are misleading. On the one hand, the NRSV speaks
of cursing God (v. 15b), which is acceptable from the point of view of LXX, since it
uses katapaonatal (cursed), but is not acceptable from point of view of MT, which
uses L?'?P" (showed contempt). On the other hand, the NRSV speaks of blaspheming
the name (v. 16), which is clearly unacceptable, since LXX uses dvoudCwv (the one

naming or pronouncing) and MT uses 2P0\ (the one pronouncing). So, it is ironic, if

630

Horbury (1998) 59-62 addresses whether extirpation (karér) was an early form of
excommunication (so Morgenstern, Zimmerli, and A. Phillips) or whether extirpation, as the rabbis
understood it, was premature death inflicted by God (so Tsevat and Weinfeld).

' Horbury (1998) 62.

2 See the structural outline by Hartley (1992) 405-6.
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not confusing, that we are arguing that the overall text concerns blasphemy, but that

the English translation uses the term blasphemy wrongly.®*

Nevertheless, three questions concern us here: (a) In verse 15b, who is the object of
xatapdonatat (cursed) or '75? (showed contempt for)? (b) What is the penalty for
this offense? (c) Does verse 16 introduce a distinct offense and a distinct penalty

from that already mentioned in verse 15?

First, there is a question about who is being offended, since MT has PHOR '75{7‘ s
(if anyone shows contempt for his gods or his God) and LXX has 6¢ &dv
kaTtapdanTar 8edv (if anyone curses God). The plural form of 19X allows that the
reference could be to “the deities of other nations or even evil spirits.”®** This
interpretation, in fact, is argued by Philo, who writes, “clearly by ‘god,’ he is not here
alluding to the Primal God ... but to the gods of the different cities who are falsely so
called.”* We will look at Philo’s argument in further detail in chapter eleven but, for
the moment, we note that other Jews of the late Second Temple era understood verse

15 as a reference to offending the one God of Isracl—LXX Lev 24:15 has 6¢ov!

Second, the penalty for he who shows contempt ('7‘7;7") for God is stated as then he
must bear his own sin (WRUN RWN; LXX qpaptiav AjudeTar), which is similar to
the phrase in Lev 5:1, then he must bear his punishment ()Y RWN; LXX Ajud eTan
™v duapTiav).®*® Milgrom argues that this “implies that the punishment will be
meted out by God, not by man.”*” Milgrom’s comment, no doubt correct, is contrary
to our expectation, since verse 14 had already established that the one showing
contempt ('7'7[7?371) was to be stoned by the hands of the congregation. We can

conjecture that emphasis on divine punishment in verse 15 may be due to the nature

3 NRSV should have used the term blasphemes in v. 11 where it uses the term curses.

* Hartley (1992) 410 cities this as a possibility.

% Philo Mos. 2.205.

%% The connection is noted by Budd (1996) 338 and B. Levine (1989) 167.

87 ¢f. Milgrom (1991) 295 on Lev. 5:1, who also cites m. Sanh. 4:5; . Sebu. 3:1, 4; Philo, Laws
2.26.
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of 9P itself, which can be public and observable or private and clandestine.®®® If an
offense of 55? is private and clandestine, then it can only be known by God and
thereby only punished by God through the penalty of karet (see § 6.2). However, in
the case of the Egyptian-Hebrew, the offense was demonstrably public and, unless
punished immediately by a human court, it might have undermined the community.

Thus punishment was placed in the hands of men and the man was executed (Lev
24:23).

Third, the relationship between verse 15 and 16 is debated. On the one hand, it can be
understood within the overall thrust of the passage, which concerns one crime (v. 11),
one criminal (v. 14, 23), and one punishment (v. 14, 23). Read in this way, verses 15
and 16 explain in casuistic terms, and with a degree of literary flair, two different

9
aspects of one and the same offense.*

640

This is a coherent reading and certainly

possible,” as Targum Neofiti on Lev 24:15-16 seems to support:

15b ... Any man who pronounces the name of God in blasphemy [1°9733 R ) will
receive (the punishment of) his sins.

16a And whoever pronounces the name of the Lord in blasphemy [1"9712 > 1" shall
surely be put to death;, all the people of the congregation will stone him.%!

What is noteworthy is how Targum Neofiti paraphrases the Hebrew of Lev 24:15-16.
In the Hebrew, blasphemy (55?) is mentioned in verse 15, but not verse 16;
conversely, pronouncing (391) the name (QV) is mentioned in verse 16, but not verse
15. Strikingly, Targum Neofiti conflates the language so that the terms for
blaspheming, pronouncing, and name are found in both verse 15 and verse 16.
Redistributing the terms in this way Neofiti draws the verses into closer parallel
construction, which suggests that verse 16 addresses the same offense and the same
penalty as verse 15, but with a slightly different poetic emphasis and elaboration. If

so, Targum Neofiti understood Lev 24:15-16 as a reference to one offense and one

% Suggested by the analysis of Brichto (1963) 151, 158, who argues that the sense of 29 need
not entail a verbal aspect (and therefore a publicly observable aspect), but primarily involves a
repudiation of God and his moral standards, which we have consistently translated as confempt.

° Bock (1998) 36ft.

Again, we are concerned with the final form of the document and its plausible interpretation
during the first century. For speculation about the origin of the passage, conflation of different sources,
and original life settings, see Gerstenberger (1996) 364ff. and Gabel and Wheeler (1980) 227-29.

" McNamara (1994) 97; his italics.




117

punishment, not two, and the capital offense was not pronouncing the Name, as Heb
Lev 24:16 might lead one to believe, but pronouncing the name in blasphemy or, if
we may paraphrase, vocalizing blasphemy against God by unequivocally saying his

Name.

On the other hand, there is evidence that early Jews understood Lev 24:15-16 as a
reference to two offenses, each with distinct punishments.**? First, as we mentioned,
Philo interprets Lev 24:15 as a reference to cursing “the gods ...falsely so called”
(Mos. 2.205). Philo surmises that the warning in Lev 24:15 is to prevent people from
becoming disrespectful of the name god in general, but such disrespect is not an
executable offense. In contrast, Philo interprets Lev 24:16 as a prohibition against
uttering the Name unseasonably (dxaipwg), which is worse than cursing the gods
and deserves the death penalty (Mos. 2.206). Philo also makes it clear that Lev 24:15-
16 does not concern the blasphemy aimed directly against God himself, the thought
of which is so shocking to Philo’s sensibilities that he refuses to discuss it, obviously
a crime worse than uttering the Name unseasonably (Mos. 2.206). Second, Targum
Pseudo-Jonathan also understood Lev 24:15-16 as a reference to two offenses, each

with its own penalty:

15b ... any young man or any old man who reviles and blasphemes a substitute name of his

God [1M1PR *11°D 0w 77M] shall incur his guilt.

16a but any one who pronounces and blasphemes the name of the Lord [[17 XU 70N

WMDnT) shall be put to death; the whole congregation shall pelt him with stones.*”
With Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, in contrast to Neofiti, there is a sharper distinction
between the two verses. The term pronounces is now only in verse 16 and the objects
of blasphemy are more sharply distinguished—a substitute name of his God versus
the name of the Lord. Hence, we are presented with two types of blasphemy. One
type of blasphemy involves the explicit pronunciation of the Name and it is met with
the death penalty. The other type of blasphemy involves the use of substitutes for the

Name and it is not an executable offense. In making this distinction, Targum Pseudo-

Jonathan agrees with the implicit assumption of m. Sanh. 7:5 and m. Sebu. 4:13 that

2 Hartley (1992) 410.
3 Maher (1994) 198; his italics.
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there is more than one kind of blasphemy.®** Furthermore, it agrees with the Sages
that only blasphemers who vocalize the Name should be executed, which is in
contrast to R. Meir (140-165 C.E.) who held that one was liable even if a substitute

5 Third, Targum Ongelos provides a close paraphrase of Lev

was used for the Name.
24:15-16 and seems to maintain a distinction between two distinct offenses, each
with its own penalty—provocation of God results in bearing guilt and pronouncing

the Name of the Lord leads to execution.

6.4 Lex Talionis and Blasphemy

As we have mentioned at the outset, Lev 24:10-23 provides a narrative framework for
laws pertaining to blasphemy (vv. 15-16) and laws pertaining to the lex talionis (vv.
17-22).%*° What is interesting is that the redactor has placed specific laws pertaining
to the eye-for-eye justice of the lex talionis immediately after the laws concerning
blasphemy:

16b ... Aliens as well as citizen, when they blaspheming the Name, shall be put to death.

17 Anyone who kills a human being shall be put to death.

19 Anyone who maims another shall suffer the same injury in return:

20 fracture for fracture, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, the injury inflicted is the injury to be

suffered.
21b ... but one who kills a human being shall be put to death. (NRSV; our italics)

It is significant that the literary structure suggests that pronouncing the Name, or
blaspheming the Name (as the NRSV has it) is directly compared to killing, maiming,
and violently injuring someone. However, of these violations, only murder and
blasphemy carry the death sentence. The implication is clear, as Bock has observed,

“to speak against God is the equivalent of verbal murder.”*¥’

%4 m. Sanh. 7:4-5 assumes that only a blasphemer who vocalizes the Name is subject to
execution, indicating that there is another type of blasphemer who does not vocalize the Name and is
not to be stoned.

5 m. Sebu. 4:13 states that R. Meir held that one was liable if he blasphemed God by any of the
substitute names—IR (for 4donai), 71> (for Yawheh), Shaddai, Sabaoth, the Merciful and Gracious,
Him that is Longsuffering and of Great Kindness, or an Attribute of God. Also see b. Sanh. 55b-57a,
60a, and b. Sebu. 35a.

# Wenham (1979) 312 writes that the lex talionis law sets out “a fundamental principle of
biblical and ancient Near Eastern law, namely, that the punishment must be proportionate to the
offense.”

“7 Bock (1998) 37.
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6.5 Conclusions and Prospects

With the exception of Brichto, there is little dispute among contemporary scholars
that Lev 24:10-23 concerns blasphemy. Indeed, the Levitical text not only shaped
early Jewish perceptions about blasphemy, but also provided the foundation for legal
opinions promulgated in the Mishnaic and Talmudic literature. Despite the agreement
that blasphemy is an issue in Lev 24:10-23, there is uncertainty about what that
entails. Uncertainty inheres in the fact that we are left guessing about what precisely
Egyptian-Hebrew was supposed to have said; apparently, the redactors dared not
repeat it for fear of perpetuating the offense themselves. Nevertheless, our analysis

has uncovered two basic interpretations.

One interpretation of Lev 24:10-23 recognizes two types of blasphemy against
God.**® The first we can call blasphemy', which entails showing of contempt for [or
cursing; LXX] God without the vocalization of the divine Name. This violation is
punished by God directly, probably involving the penalty of karét. The second we
can call blasphemy’, which entails vocalizing the divine Name in provocation. The

covenant community punishes this violation by stoning the offender to death.

Another interpretation recognizes only one type of blasphemy.649 We can call this
blasphemy’, which entails showing contempt for for ‘cursing’; LXX] God by
vocalizing the Name. In this interpretation, what was outrageous was not that the
Name was vocalized per se—which was never a problem, done in the proper way, at
the proper time®**—but that disdain for God ascended to such hubris that the
Egyptian-Hebrew dared to make his contempt unequivocal by calling out the Name
itself. It was tantamount to verbal murder and therefore demanded execution in

accord with the lex talionis.

8 Philo Mos. 2.203-206; Tg. Ps.-J. on Lev 24:10-23; Tg. Ong. on Lev 24:10-23; m. Sanh 7:5; m.
Sebu. 4:13.

° This interpretation is sustained by the context, grammar, and semantics and in favored by
some modern interpreters, such as Bock (1998) 36-37. This reading appears io be supported by 7g.
Neof. on Lev 24:10-23.

9 Cf. Gen 4:26, 12:8, 13:4; 1 Kgs 18:24; Ps 116:17; Joel 2:32 (3:5); and Zeph 3:9. However,
rabbinic traditions are more restrictive, reserving the right to pronounce the Name for the High Priest
in the Temple; cf m. Yom. 6.2 and m. Sotah. 7.6.
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The prospects for establishing that non-believing Jews would have considered the
theology of FG as blasphemous are partly dependent on keeping in mind how Lev
24:10-23 portrays the Egyptian-Hebrew’s act of blasphemy. That act emerged within
the context of a quarrel whereby the man, in attempting to assert himself over his
opponent presumed to use the divine Name to curse or repudiate God. It was an act of
great presumption and unrestrained contempt for the sake of self-advantage. FG
presents numerous quarrels between Jesus and his opponents where Jesus is accused
of some form of self-promotion or self-exaltation and blasphemy (Jn 5:18fF; 8:31-58;
10:30-38). Based on the Johannine claims for Jesus, can a case be made that the
Johannine community—those who produced, preserved, and propagated FG—could
have been viewed as blasphemous, as even misusing the Name or a substitute,”' in
their exaltation of Jesus? Lastly, can the Johannine language of putting the man
outside of the synagogue (@moouvdywyog yévntar; Jn 9:22; cf. 12:42; 16:2) and
throwing the man outside (¢££BaAov adTov £Ew; Jn 9:35) be understood in light of
the Levitical command for the whole synagogue to take the blasphemer outside for
execution (¢Edyaye TOV kaTapdaaro €Ew ... mGoa fy ouvaywyn

...At6oBoAnoovoiv; Lev 23:14; cf. 23:16, 23)?

%! The Rabbis debated whether an inappropriate vocalization of a substitute for the
tetragrammaton (such as biliteral Names, like El and Yh) constituted blasphemy (m. Sch’b 4.13b; b.
Schb 35a; b. Sanh 55b-57a, 60a).
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CHAPTER 7

MOSAIC LAW ON BLASPHEMY
NUMBERS 15:30-31

The triumvirate of Exod 22:27, Lev 24:10-23, and Num 15:30-31 has been rightly
identified by Bock as the legal basis for discussions of blasphemy in Early

. 652
Judaism.

It is surprising, therefore, that Bock also writes, “This text [Num 15:30-
31] is not about blasphemy, but it is an important discussion of the death penalty,
which allows it in later exposition to become related to blasphemy, since blasphemy
also carries the death penalty.”®*® Certainly, Bock is correct in arguing that Num
15:30-31 sheds light on the death penalty associated with blasphemy, but can we
agree that the offense should not be classified as blasphemy? We will respond to this
in the context of addressing two main questions: What is the discourse concept of the
offense in Num 15:30-31, particularly as it emerges in the overall context of Numbers

11-16? And what is the penalty associated with it?

7.1 Sinning with a High Hand

15.30 xai duxs ﬁﬂg notfoer v 15:30 But whoever acts high- YN WR WOIM 1530
xewl érliepnq)gvlaf; amd Y handedly, whether a native or T ATIRA R A 2
(IUTOX?\O/VQN I]\(iﬂg va . analien, affronts the LORD, rrmn R M0 R0
TIPOONAUTYY TOV UEOQV OUTOG .

napoElvel eEoAeBpeuBiceTan 1 and Shal:lbe cut ;) ff from PR RW WO NN
Puxt Exelvn &k 100 Aaol abTiic among the people. oy
15.31 611 76 phpa kuplov 15:31 Because of having M2 T AT o 1531
EPaVALOEY Kai TaC EVTOAAC despised the word of the ! °
avToD §l£okéﬁac£v %KTp{LIpel Lorp and broken his n7on DT 78T Imsn DNW
éKTplB]ﬂOSTGl B puxn Exeivn | commandment, such a 12 NP RITT won
dpaptia adriic &v adT]. (LXX) person shall be utterly cut off MD

and bear the guilt. (NRSV)

Num 15:30-31 forms the climax and the main point for verses 21-31. This is
indicated by the series of seven repeated phrases regarding the unintentional

(FAWATIAY) failure to keep the commandments, °** leaving sinning with a high hand

2 Bock (1998) 39 states, “With these three key texts from Exod 22, Lev 24, and Num 15 come
the le§al roots to the discussion on blasphemy.”
> Bock (1998) 37.
%% Num 15:22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29; LXX uses dkouaiwg.
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(M7 7°3 YD) in the eighth and climactic position.*”> The phrase occurs only here
in the Hebrew Bible. Milgrom places the phrase within the broad ANE culture and
concludes that “the original setting of this metaphor is seen in the statues of ancient
Near Eastern deities who were sculpted with an uplifted or outstretched right hand,
bearing a spear, war ax, or lightning bolt... The upraised hand is therefore poised to
strike; it is a threatening gesture of the Deity against His enemies or a man against
God Himself.”**® It is likely that this type of defiance is depicted in the story of
Nicanor when “he stretched out his right hand toward the sanctuary” (2 Macc 14:33)
and is referred to when God promises that the uplified arm of the wicked will be
broken (Job 38:15).%7 Still, on the basis of a close inspection of Num 15:30-31 and

the rebellion narratives of Numbers, more can be said about sinning with a high hand.

First, the sin is against Yahweh—)72 R 71> DR (ke affronts or blasphemes the

Lorp) (Num 15:30b). As Ashley notes, the name Yahweh is in the emphatic position,
indicating the empbhasis is on the one offended.®>® Although the verb 771 (affront or
blaspheme) in the Piel form is found only seven times in the Hebrew Bible, it occurs

d.%® The term is also used

in key texts concerning defiance or blasphemy against Go
in latter rabbinic literature for blasphemy as, for example, in the account of R.
Simeon b. Lagisch (ca. 250), who repeatedly tears his clothes each time a certain
Samaritan blasphemes God.*®® Moreover, as we noted earlier, Strack-Billerbeck state

that in rabbinic literature the substantival participle, 731, could refer to

661

blasphemers, idolaters, and people who curse the Name (see § 2.1).”" However, the

sharp distinction between these three types of 7212 is somewhat artificial, as Strack-

%5 See the comments by Milgrom (1990) 125.

8% Milgrom (1990) 125.

%7 The phrase describes Israel’s defiance against Pharaoh and Egypt (cf. Exod 14:8 and Num
33:3).

%8 Ashley (1993) 289.

%9 The seven instances of are Num 15:30; 2 Kgs 19:6, 22; Isa 37:6, 23; Ezek 20:27; Ps 44:17. It
is puzzling why Bock (1998) 32 and 37 recognizes, on the one hand, that 771 is a key Hebrew term for
blasphemy and yet, on the other, denies that Num 15:30 concerns blasphemy and without comment. In
contrast, Milgrom (1991) 458 identifies the offense of Num 15:30-31 as blasphemy and one of
nineteen categories for which k&@r2t was imposed.

0y, Sanh. 7:25a, 65; cf. m. Sanh.6:4, 7:4-5, 9:3; m.Ker. 1.1-2; Sifra on Lev 24:11-14 (parashah
14). See also the discussion by Bock (1998) 32 on the term 771 and 77-87 on the use of 7)1 in the
midrashim.

%! Bock (1998) 38 notes this three-fold typology, apparently borrowed from Strack-Billerbeck.
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Billerbeck seem to recognize. Furthermore, it is significant to note that LXX Num
15:30 translates 572 with mapoEbvw (to despise); this is significant because
napokUve is only used in LXX Numbers to identify the type of sin for which the

first generation of Israel died in the wilderness.®*

After the people of Israel called for a return to Egypt (14:4) and threatened to stone Moses
and Aaron, Yahweh said, “How long will this people despise (mapoEiver) me? How long
will they refuse to believe in me, in spite of all the signs that I have done among them?”
(NRSV Num 14:11).

Again, Yahweh states, “None of the people who have seen my glory and the signs that I did
in Egypt and in the wilderness, and have not obeyed my voice, shall see the land that
swore to give to their ancestors; none of those who despised (TapofGvavTég) me shall see
it” (NRSV Num 14:22-23).

Foretelling the doom of Korah and his mutineers, Yahweh states, “If ... the ground opens
its mouth and swallows them up, with all that belongs to them, and they go down alive into
Sheol, then you shall know that these men have despised (mop@€&uvay) the LORD” (NRSV
Num 16:30).

Later, Yahweh announces, “Let Aaron be gathered to his people. For he shall not enter the
land that 1 have given to the Israelites, because you rebelled (mapwEdvaré) against my
command at the waters of Meribah” (NRSV Num 20:24).

The point of citing the four passages above is show that fo affront the LORD in Num
15:30b is terminologically and conceptually linked to the story of Israel’s rebellion
against Yahweh (Num 11-14, 16-20). It suggests that the rather short phrase
regarding sinning with an upraised hand can be illuminated by the extended story of
Israel’s uprising against God. Although there are several instances of uprising in the
wilderness, the narrative in Numbers makes it clear that each act of rebellion was
done intentionally and in full knowledge of God’s signs, wonders, and commands.
Set within this account of Israel’s defection, the phrase fo affront the LORD (Num
15:30b) seems to take on the additional connotation of blatant and defiant rebellion,

even treason and betrayal.

Second, the one who sins with a high hand is characterized as one who disdains the
word of the LORD (7172 111" 127) (Num 15:31a). The phrase, 77" 737, in the
construct state, occurs only ten times in the Pentateuch and is used to sum up the

Abrahamic Covenant (Gen 15:1, 4), the Sinai Covenant (e.g., Exod 24:3-4, Deut 5:5)

%2 Where LXX uses mapoEGvw, MT uses TR (Num 14:11, 23; 16:30), 773 (Num 15:30), and
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and, very significantly, the Sinai-like revelation of Yahweh to Israel in the wilderness
(Num 11:24). As such, W1 727 (word of the LORD) in Num 15:31 could be a
reference to the broad covenantal decrees of God rather than to any particular law or
regulation (e.g., Num 15:1-29). If this is correct, then the reference to disdaining the
word of the LORD is tantamount to rejecting God's covenant or spurning Yahweh’s
offer of a relationship.®®® The rebellion of Israel in the wilderness is repeatedly
characterized by LXX as transgressing 70 pfjpa xupiou (the word of the Lord),®®
the very phrase that LXX used to translate 171" 927 in Num 15:31. This connection
is enough to suggest that, for the translators of LXX, the rebellion of Israel in the
wilderness was sinning with a high hand. Given these connections, it is a step into the
available light to suggest that to disdain the word of the LORD (Num 15:31a) is to

spurn God'’s offer of a covenantal relationship as Israel did in the wilderness.

Third, whoever sins with a high hand is further identified as one who breaks his
[Yawheh's] commandment (0271 NI3N) (Num 15:31b). The LXX puts an interesting
spin on the term 37D (fo break or violate) by translating it with S iaoxeddvvip (o
scatter or to disperse). In this way, LXX generates a harvest-metaphor such that the
one who sins with a high hand not only rejects the word of God (Num 15:31a), but
scatters it to the wind like so much worthless chaff (Num 15:31b). As a consequence,
the offender or would-be thresher is himself emphatically rubbed out or ground down
like worthless grain—éxtpip el ExtpifrioeTar n Yuxn éxeivn (lit. he [God] shall
rub out the soul that shall be rubbed out)**>—thereby implicitly maintaining the

equal and proportionate justice of lex talionis that we saw earlier with Lev 24:10-
23 666

Next, we will consider the consequences of sinning with a high hand and the literary

context in which this sin is profiled.

1 (Num 20:24).

3 Ashley (1993) 289 concurs.

%4 Cf. LXX Num 14:41, 31:16; Deut 1:26, 43; 9:23.

% The doubling of éx7p{Bw in LXX Num 15:31 reflects the doubling of N2 in MT—N"2N
P2 9.

%€ The link between blasphemy and the lex falionis is explicit in Lev 24:10-23.
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7.2 Being Cut Off (Karét)

As we have seen, the penalty for sinning with a high hand is being utterly rubbed out
(LXX) or being completely cut off (MT). The warning against sinning with a high
hand (Num 15:30-31) could be viewed as the climax and sharp contrast to the series
of seven phrases regarding unintentional sin (Num 15:23-29). The crescendo effect is

further emphasized by the two-fold repetition of 1D (o cut off):

Whoever sins high-handedly ...
affronts the LORD
and shall be cut off (Y10M1) from among the people,
having despised the word of the LORD
and broken his commandment
such a person shall be utterly cut off (N2N N72T) and bear the guilt.

Milgrom believes that the issue of karet or being cut off is a primary focus of the
passage, identifying it as “the main innovation of this section.”®®” We have already
introduced the issue of karet (§ 6.2). We found that the penalty of karét generally
involved divine action against severe breaches of the covenant, resulting in the
premature death of the offender or the loss of descendants.®®® Following the work of
B. Levine and Hasel, we also observed a type of divine-human cooperation in certain
instances such that execution (and perhaps banishment) by human hands could be

viewed as part of the process of karet.**

When we look at the literary structure of Num 15:30-31 and the repetition of N7 (f0
cut off), it is easy to see why karet is identified as a central concern. Given this
emphasis, it remarkable that karet is identified as the inescapable and unmitigated
punishment for sinning with a high hand, but there is no explanation about how the

penalty was to be accomplished. Nevertheless, the penalties associated with the story
of the Sabbath-breaker (Num 15:32-36), the narrative of Israel’s rebellion (Num 11-

%7 Milgrom (1990) 125; Bock (1998) 37 argues that the value of this passage pertains to what it
says about the death penalty.

*% m. Karitot 1.1-2 lists 36 offenses for which extirpation is the penalty, if the transgressions
were intentional; but, if unintentional, a sin offering is required.

% We also accepted Horbury’s argument that excommunication not only came to replace
execution, but also was viewed as a replacement or preparation for k@r@t during the post-exilic period.
That does not come to bear in Numbers, but is pertinent to FG.
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14), and the account of Korah’s attempted mutiny against Moses and Aaron (Num
16) provide implicit commentary on karét and, indeed, blasphemy itself. To these

accounts we now turn.

7.3 The Literary Context
7.3.1 The Sabbath-breaker

The issue of sinning with a high hand raised in Num 15:30-31 is immediately
followed by the account of the Sabbath-breaker in Num 15:32-36. This account is
similar in structure and language to the story of the blasphemer in Lev 24:10-23: (a)
An offense was committed—picking up sticks on the Sabbath, (b) the offender was
brought to Moses and placed in custody, (¢c) Moses sought Yahweh’s council, and (d)

finally the offender is taken outside the camp and stoned.

Although the offense is presented as a violation of the Sabbath, the exact nature of
the offense is uncertain. Picking up sticks was not expressly prohibited, but picking
up sticks could have been understood as working or somehow linked to kindling a
fire, both of which were prohibited on the Sabbath (Exod 35:2-3). Why Moses had to
consult Yahweh is also debated.®”® What is not debated is that Num 15:32-36
represents a Sabbath violation, punishable by execution or karet.®”! Furthermore, it is
generally agreed that this case (Num 15:32-36), which the redactors could have been
positioned anywhere in Numbers, serves to exemplify the preceding warning about

sinning with a high hand (Num 15:30-31 ).82 In other words, the Sabbath-breaker

570 (a) The rabbis argued that the offense violated the prohibition not to work on the Sabbath,

clearly an executable offense, and that Moses only consulted Yawheh to determine the way in which
execution was to take place (cf. b. Sanh. 78b; b. Shab. 96b; Sifre Num 112; and Tg. Ps-J on Num
15:32). (b) Milgrom (1990) 408 is not persuaded by the rabbis and believes there is enough evidence
to indicate that stoning would have been the acceptable mode of execution (cf. Deut 13:11; 17:5;
21:21; Lev 20:2, 27; 24:14; and other texts). Milgrom (1990) 409-410 proposes that Num 15:32-36
(not Exod 31:12-17) provided the precedent that work on the Sabbath should be punished by both
execution and karet. Moses consulted Yahweh because it was the first such case. (¢) Ashley (1993)
291 rejects both explanations and suggest that Moses consulted Yahweh because the case concerned
the intent of the stick gatherer to kindle a fire (cf. Exod 35:3).

' Karet, which was emphasized in Num 15:30-31, seems to take the form of execution in Num
15:32-36. As we have argued, execution by a human court and karet by God can be viewed as
distinctive actions but, on occasion, execution can function as part of the process of kdret (§ 6.2).

57 Oison (1996) 96; Ashley (1993) 291; Milgrom (1990) 409; Bock (1998) 37; Budd (1984) 176.
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epitomizes what it means fo sin with a high hand, 1o blaspheme God, and to break the

commandment of Yahweh.

Therefore, we suggest that the case of the highhanded Sabbath-breaker, although
primarily about violating the Sabbath, is also an instance of blasphemy (cf. § 6.2).
However, unlike the instance of blasphemy in Lev 24, it is non-verbal blasphemy. As
if louder than words, Num 15:30-31 leads us to believe that the stick-gatherer, in full
knowledge of the prohibition not to work on the Sabbath, defied Yahweh, snubbed
his command, and blatantly went about working on the Sabbath. Still, like the
instance of blasphemy in Lev 24, there is a dual infraction involving blasphemy plus
a breach of a major commandment—the third (the Name) is violated in Lev 24 and
the fourth (the Sabbath) is violated in Num 15. And, like Lev 24, the penalty is
expressed in the familiar terms of the synagogue of Israel removing the man from the
community and then stoning him (LXX Num 15:35-36; cf. Lev 24:14, 16, 23).

7.3.2 Israel’s rebellion

The case of the Sabbath-breaker is not the only reference to blasphemy and its
penalty of k@ret in Numbers. Wave after wave of rebellion against Yahweh is
presented in Num 11-14, including complaints about Yahweh's provision (Num
11:1), opposition to Moses (Num 12:2), unfaithful reports about the land (Num
13:32-33), and threats against the leadership of Moses and Aaron (Num 14:2-4).673
These uprisings are summed up or characterized in MT Num 14:11 and 23 with the
term YR (fo despise), a term that depicts “serious[ly] malicious acts against God™®"*
and a term that is identified by Bock as one of seven key Hebrew terms used to
express blasphemy in the Hebrew Bible.®””> As we have noted, YR is translated in
LXX Num 14:11 and 23 with the term mapoUvw (to despise), the same term used in
LXX Num 15:30 to express the blasphemy of sinning with a high hand (cf. § 7.1).
The use of mapogvvw in LXX Num 14:11 and 23 sums up the rebellious actions and
attitudes of both individuals (11:4; 12:1-3; 13:31-22; 14:36-38) and the community
(11:1, 4, 33; 14:1-4, 39-45) and it paves the way to the verdict that anyone, even

7 Olson (1996) 90, 97-99.
% Bock (1998) 32.
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Israel herself, who sins highhandedly despises or blasphemes the LORD, TOv 8gdv
o070 mapotuvetl (LXX Num 15:30).

If Israel’s rebellions in the wilderness can be classified as instances of blasphemy,
then we would also expect to find various individuals and Israel herself cur off. This
is exactly what is portrayed. Although the term N7 (70 cut off) is not used in the
rebellion narratives, karet is unmistakably and emphatically portrayed when Yahweh
announces that the first generation of Israelites would perish in the wilderness (14:29-
30) and, as a portent of that judgment, the unfaithful spies die of the plague (14:37).

The first generation of [srael is truly cut off from future generations.

If our analysis stands, then to characterize the Israel’s rebellions in the wilderness as
blasphemous both reinforces and seriously broadens our concept of blasphemy. First,
it reinforces our understanding that blasphemy can refer to non-verbal, as well as
verbal, offenses against God. Second, it reinforces our previous findings that
blasphemy can be charged against those who mutiny against God'’s leaders, such as
Moses and Aaron (Exod 22:27; c¢f. Num 12:2; 14:2-4). Third, it broadens our concept
of blasphemy to include the type of actions and attitudes with which Israel is
depicted, including unmitigated rebellion, profound unfaithfulness despite seeing

God’s signs and glory, and blatant rejection of God and his provision.

7.3.3 Korah’s mutiny

The portrayal of Israel’s rebellion continues with the mutiny of Korah and his
associates against the leadership of Moses and Aaron (Num 16:1-35). Like the earlier
accounts, the rebellious Korahites are characterized as having despised the LORD,
mapwyuvay ... Tov kiptov (LXX Num 16:3). The use of mapotivw®™® recalls
previous occurrences of the term in Numbers, particularly in Num 15:30 where it is
synonymous with sinning with a high hand and, as we argued, blasphemy itself. The
lexical sense of mapofUvw (fo despise or to blaspheme) is shaped by each of its

successive uses in Numbers such that mapofUvw accrues additional connotative

5 Bock (1998) 32-33 identifies Y73, Y9p, PN, YR1, 3P, WY, and the euphemism 3.
% MT Num 16:30 has YR1 (0 despise), the same as Num 14:11 and 23.
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meaning from narrative to narrative. The accrual of additional meaning results in a
unique discourse concept®”’ of mapoEGvw for Numbers. We have briefly sketched
that development through Num 11-15 and have argued that mapo€&vw has taken on
the additional meaning of rebellious-blasphemy (Num 11-14) and blatant-sinning-
blasphemy (Num 15). Now, we shall argue that one more connotation can be added to

the discourse concept, that of self-exaltative-blasphemy (Num 16).

The rebellion of Korah and his followers begins with the word ™, which can be
translated and [Korah] became arrogant (Num 16:1).5% It is followed in close
succession with a second phrase, TR 1% WP, and they rose up against Moses
(Num 16:2). Ironically, Korah and his Levite companions accuse Moses and Aaron of
self-exaltation, “You set yourselves above the assembly of Yahweh™ (Mi3° ‘?ﬁ? 5p
WWINN) (Num 16:3), and of exceeding their authority, “You have gone too far” @2%
29), but it is they who exalt themselves and have “gone too far” (DD'? 27) (Num
16:7). As the narrative moves forward,*”® Korah’s opposition to Moses and Aaron
blends together with a description of the Levites who greedily attempt to seize
Aaron’s priesthood (Num 16:10). Moses summarily condemns both Korah and the
Levites for opposing Yahweh himself (Num 16:11). It suggests that, like the Sabbath-
breaker, Korah’s rebellion is another example of sinning with a high hand against
Yahweh. It is an example of arrogance and greed threatening the powers of heaven
by colluding to overthrow earthly authority. It is blasphemy by any other name (Exod
22:27).

7 . o
7" On discourse concepts, see § 4.1.

The meaning of NP"1 is difficult to determine, but several scholars have argued that the root is
NP (1o be bold or insolent), which appears in Job 15:12; so Snaith (1967) 157-58; Ashley (1993) 298,
n. 2; Budd (1984) 180; and NIV. It is obvious that Origen took NMP™ this way, since he translated it as
OnepNGavedon (he was arrogant). Others have understood NP™ to mean he fook (the Qal form of
ﬂP'?). This is not altogether satisfactory, since ﬂ?l7 is a transitive verb and yet no object is supplied.
Hence, the RSV is forced to supply the word men, as in he took men, and the NRSV connects he took
in verse 1 with the two hundred fifty Israelites in verse 2. Milgrom (1990) 312-13 lists ten possible
solutions, but prefers to understand NP"] reflexively, he ook himself.

% The repeated reference to Korah throughout Num 16:1-35 indicates that the narrative as a
whole, despite compiexities regarding sources, was intended to be read as a unified story in the final
form. Numbers 16 is a composite of at least three documentary sources (e.g., JE, Py, P;) with many
redactive difficulties; so Ashley (1993) 301-2; Milgrom (1989) 414-23.

678
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The story reaches a turning point when Korah and his associates approach the very
entrance to the tent of meeting, as if to take possession of it (Num 16:19). To prove
that Moses is indeed the chosen earthly authority, and not Korah and has band, Moses
prophecies that Yahweh will destroy the would-be mutineers. They will die a
premature death and be utterly consumed by the ground they walk on—*“then you
will know that these men have despised [mapwEuvav] the LORD” (Num 16:30b). By
the time the reader hears that Korah and his mutineers have been labeled despisers of
Yahweh, the term mopoEidvw carries the semantic freight of several chapters of
rebellion that have come to be associated with the term (Num 11-16). From chapter
16, the discourse concept of Tapo&lvw comes to mean the blasphemy of arrogant
self-exaltation and the blasphemy of illegitimately grasping for divine authority!
Admittedly, these are cumbersome phrases, but to attentive readers, the discourse
concept to which these phrases point comes in the flash of a single word—

TapoEUvw.

Immediately after labeling Korah and the mutineers as despisers or blasphemers of
Yahweh, the earth splits apart and swallows Korah and his household (Num 16:32-
33) and fire comes out and consumes his co-conspirators (Num 16:35). In
commenting on verse 33, Milgrom insists that this is an instance of karet, for even
through “the root karet does not occur, it is replaced by the attested synonym ‘abad
(e.g., Lev 23:30; Deut 7:24).”°* For our purposes, it is also important to note that
LXX Num 16:33 has they perished from the midst of the synagogue (dnwhovTo &k
pégou Tiig cuvaywyfig ).5%" Statements regarding the extirpation of blasphemers
from the synagogue is not uncommon in LXX®? and may foreshadow the use of

683

dmoouvdaywydg (removed from the synagogue) in FG.>" The presence of the penalty

of karet in Num 16:33 corroborates our argument that blasphemy is indeed the

%9 Milgrom (1991) 459

I MT Num 16:33 has L)TIP-‘I TR YIARM (they perished from among the community).

2 Cf. LXX Lev 23:14; 23:16 and 23.

% The language of being extirpated or removed from the synagogue has striking similarities with
the thrice repeated, but otherwise unparalleted, Johannine use of anocuvdywydg (removed from the
synagogue; Jn 9:22, 12:42, and 16:2).
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primary offense of Korah’s mutiny. We can be fairly certain of this because of the 19

offenses for which karet is stipulated,®® only blasphemy fits Korah’s mutiny.

7.4 Conclusions and Prospects

Sinning with a high hand is blatant treason, lifting a war axe or spear against
Yahweh. In Numbers, sinning with a high hand is the same thing as blasphemy. It
can include speech, but it is primarily defiant behavior. Sinning with a high hand is
compared to taking God’s commandment, reading it, knowing it, and then throwing it
to the wind as if it was worthless chaff. Such behavior is blasphemous—the
contempt, the rebelliousness, the aggression against God and his leaders make it so (§
3.6). The story of the Sabbath-breaker exemplifies sinning with a high hand. The
problem is not simply that the Sabbath-breaker violates the Sabbath by picking up
sticks. No. He deliberately sets out to violate the Sabbath. He intentionally and
publicly flouts God’s commandment. It is a case of individual blasphemy. The stories
of Israel’s rebellion and Korah’s mutiny also exemplify sinning with a high hand.
Despite seeing God’s glory and tasting God’s bread, the rebels call God a liar: “God
is not providing what he promised, so let us chose different leaders and return to
Egypt.” They snub God and scorn God. It is a case of corporate blasphemy. Then
there is the story of Korah’s mutiny against God’s leaders. It too is blasphemy. As if
lifting a war axe dripping with the blood of self-exaltation, Korah puts Moses down
and raises himself up. God will have none of that and Korah drops through the

ground. This brings us to the issue of karet.

Karer is stipulated as the penalty for sinning with a high hand (15:30). In Numbers,
we observe different ways in which karét is accomplished, but the result is the
same—extirpation or destruction. The Sabbath-breaker, and whatever future progeny
might have followed, is terminated or cut off through execution (15:35). The rebels
also suffer the penalty of karet. They are cut off from the promised land when they
die prematurely of the plague (Num 14:27; 16:49; 25:1-18). Similarly, Korah and his
mutineers are cut off when the ground miraculously opens and swallows them or

when fire consumes them (16:32-35). There is little difference between execution by

4 Milgrom (1991) 458.
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human hands and destruction of a line by divine miracle, since the result is the

same %

To look ahead, since Numbers presents blasphemy as defiant behavior and blatant
treason against Yahweh and, as a corollary, self-exaltation over God’s chosen
leadership, two questions emerge when we turn to FG. First, could the anti-Toudaiot
language of FG be interpreted as highhanded sin? That is, are there any indication
that FG’s criticism of the Jewish leadership, the "louddiot, was viewed as treason
against God’s chosen leadership? We will address these issues in chapter 15. Second,
could FG's exaltation of Jesus have been understood as mutiny against the High
Priest and Sanhedrin? Could FG’s exaltation of Jesus have been understood as an
affront to God himself in that the Johannine Jesus, like the Sabbath-breaker, takes it
upon himself to interpret or the Sabbath and the Festivals of Passover, Tabernacles,

and Dedication? We will address these issues in chapter 13 (§ 13.4).

5 Contra Milgrom.



CHAPTER 8

THE BLASPHEMY OF SENNACHERIB
2 KINGS 18:1—19:37

Sennacherib’s invasion of Judah provides another important and widely known
account of blasphemy in ancient Judaism. The account of Sennacherib’s invasion
spans two chapters from 2 Kgs 18:1—19:37 and dramatically highlights the way in
which Yahweh protected Jerusalem from destruction by the Assyrians.’*® The
importance of the story is attested by the fact that it is alluded to or recounted in Isa
36:1—37:38,%%7 2 Chr 29:1—32:26,%*® 1 Macc 7:41, 2 Macc 15:22, Josephus’
Antiguities 10.1.1-21,5%° Tobit (S)1:18, and later rabbinic traditions.®®® The account of
Yahweh’s protection of Jerusalem is also part of the Zion-theology of the Hebrew
Bible, which celebrates Yahweh’s kingship over and faithfulness to Mount Zion—the
Temple—and, by metonymy, to Jerusalem and the people of Israel.””' When all these
factors are considered, it is reasonable to suppose that first-century Jews, such as the
Johannine group and their non-believing opponents, were aware of the traditions of

Sennacherib’s blasphemy.

As with the previous texts, our analysis of Sennacherib’s offense will focus on
addressing two questions: What kind of discourse concept of blasphemy emerges

from 2 Kgs 18:1—20:21? What penalty is associated with it? In an effort to address

% For the Assyrian account, see Pritchard’s ANET (1969) 287-88.

%7 Hobbs (1985; Word Biblical Commentary CD Version) shows that Isaiah’s account differs
only slightly from 2 Kgs. Hobbs states that Isaiah tends to abbreviate 2 Kings, but “there is no reason
to emend the text of 2 Kings on the basis of the Isaiah text” since, as he assumes, Isaiah was not the
source for 2 Kings.

58 John Wright (1992) 3.190 argues that the accounts of Sennacherib and Hezekiah in 2 Kgs and
2 Chr were drawn from independent sources; hence, we have independent attestation of the account.
There are three parallel sections: 2 Kgs 18:13-37 para. 2 Chr 32:1-29; 2 Kgs 35—20:1 para. 2 Chr
32:20-26; 2 Kgs 20:20-21 para. 2 Chr 32:32-33.

% John Wright (1992) 3.192 concludes that Josephus followed Herodotus® History 2:14-141),

% Sennacherib is mentioned 48 times in the Talmud (see The Soncinoe Classics Collection on
CD-ROM) and is given extensive comment in b. Sanh 94a—95b, where he is identified as the one who
“prated with inflammatory speech against the Most High” (nbxm 053 BT WN 1aw) and as
*“the one who blasphemed” (17°1W). See also ¢. Sotah 3.18.

®! See Levenson (1992) 6.1098-1102.
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these questions, we will summarize 2 Kgs 18:1—20:21, look at Hezekiah’s prayer
(19:15-19), and examine Isaiah’s three oracles (19:6-7; 21-34; 20:1b).

8.1 The Blasphemy of Sennacherib

The narrative of 2 Kings 18:1—20:21sets in contrast two kings; one is intensely
faithful to Yahweh, the other contemptuous to the point of blasphemy. The narrative
can be divided into three parts, each corresponding to three phases of Hezekiah’s

. 69
reign.®’

In the first phase (18:1-12), Hezekiah is introduced as a king who “did what was right
in the sight of the LORD.” He is highly praised as one who trusted (T02) and held fast
to (737) Yahweh, who led a religious reform, and who threw off the yoke of

Assyrian domination.

The second phase of Hezekiah’s reign (18:13—19:37) is dominated by the arrival of
the great Assyrian army under Sennacherib, who not only seeks tribute, but also the
humiliation of Hezekiah. Of course, it is Sennacherib who is humiliated, but only
after pushing Judah and Hezekiah to the brink of disaster. After destroying or
capturing most of the fortified cities in Judah, Sennacherib sends envoys to Hezekiah
twice. The first time, the envoys come to the gates of Jerusalem and shout out their
master's demands. They seek the surrender of Jerusalem, but their strategy is to

undermine confidence in Hezekiah by pitching carefully crafted propaganda,®®

694

issuing threats,”* and hurling insults at Hezekiah®® and Yahweh.®® Once Hezekiah

is informed of the gravity of the situation, cloths are torn, sackcloth is put on, and

%7 Although there are indications of multiple sources and redactions, that does not concern us
here. What concerns us is the final form of the text and how that final form, which can be read as a
unified story, influences the interpretation of 19:22. For various source and redaction theories, see
John Wright (1993) 3.190 and Hobbs (1985; CD version of WBC on 2 Kings).

For example, the Assyrian envoys cleverly remind the Israelites that Hezekiah tore down the
high places of the Yahweh in order to centralize worship in Jerusalem. How can Hezekiah then assume
Yahweh’s protection (18:22)? What is more, the envoys claim that Yahweh told Sennacherib to
destroy Judah (18:25). Using Israel’s images of a golden age of prosperity, the envoys promise /ife and
land fggciwing with grain, wine, oil, and honey if they surrender to Sennacherib (18:32).

E.g., 18:27.

% Three times the envoys shout out that Hezekiah deceives Israel (18:29; 31; 32b; cf. Exod
22:27&%8])).

The envoys claim that, like other gods, Yahweh is impotent and cannot save Israel (18:33-35).
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Isaiah is called. Isaiah announces that the Assyrians will be shaken by rumors and
Sennacherib will die in his own land (19:6-7). True to Yahweh’s word, Sennacherib
hears rumors that Ethiopians have flanked his forces and so, rather urgently, he sends
envoys a second time to Hezekiah to demand surrender. This time the envoys give
Hezekiah a letter that, as we will show, blasphemes Yahweh by denying His power to
protect Jerusalem. Hezekiah spreads the letter out in the Temple and pleads for
Yahweh’s intervention. Then, in a crucial, three-part oracle Isaiah announces that
Sennacherib is condemned for his arrogance and blasphemy. The consequences
follow “that very night” so that by dawn the men of Judah see one hundred eighty-
five thousand dead Assyrians. Sennacherib is allowed to escape only to die an

ignominious death while, ironically, worshiping a god who fails to protect him.

The third phase of Hezekiah’s reign (20:1-21) reveals an unexpected twist—
Hezekiah is to die. But, after beseeching Yahweh, Hezekiah is healed and lives

fifteen more years.

8.2 Hezekiah’s Prayer

The second time Assyrian envoys come to demand the surrender of Jerusalem,

Sennacherib blasphemes or mocks (dve16iw; 19:16) Yahweh by:

- calling Yahweh a lia—*Do no let your God deceive you ...” (19:10),
- denying the power of Yahweh to save Jerusalem (19:11), and
- comparing Yahweh with other gods (19:12).

In response, Hezekiah offers prayer with two elements. The first is a request for
Yahweh to hear Sennacherib’s blasphemy (19:16¢) and to save Jerusalem (19:19a).
The second is a series of affirmations regarding the uniqueness of Yahweh—He is
God alone (6 0e0¢ pévog; 19:15, 19), the living God (0edv Edvta; 19:16¢), the one
enthroned (6 xaOnuevog EMi TGV xepouPiv; 19:15a), the creator (19:15b), the
God of Israel (0 8e0g lopanA; 19:15a), and our God (6 Bed¢ fudv; 19:19a), and
other gods are not gods (00 Beol eiaiv; 19:18). The logic of Hezekiah’s prayer is
straightforward. The Assyrians have called God a liar and have denied Yahweh’s

power to rescue Jerusalem. Thus, Yahweh’s honor has been challenged which, in an
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honor-shame culture, calls for a decisive responsc.697 Thus, Hezekiah urges Yahweh
to protect Jerusalem from the Assyrians to defend His reputation as Israel’s God and
as the one and only Power. As the narrative shows, Hezekiah’s prayer is answered,

Jerusalem is spared (19:35), and God’s honor is preserved (19:19).

However, something else is at stake in addition to God’s honor. Hezekiah’s prayer
suggests that Sennacherib threatened the monotheistic sensibilities of the Jews. The
prayer uses no less than six out of ten forms of monotheistic speech found in Jewish
tradition.®® In other words, the prayer is loaded with monotheistic language and,
because it comes directly after Sennacherib’s blasphemous claim, it appears to
function as a counter-claim. When we consider this alongside the claim of many
scholars who argue that blasphemy, particularly in FG, can be understood as a breach
of monotheism (see § 2.7), it raises a critical question: Can Sennacherib’s blasphemy
be understood as a breach of monotheism? In a qualified sense, we believe so.
Sennacherib denied the power, if not the reality, of Yahweh, who, in Sennacherib’s
mind, was like all the other gods of the nations that Assyria had defeated (19:12-13).
Whatever ontological status Sennacherib assigned to the gods, whether real or
imaginary, he assumed that Yahweh was like them. Yahweh was just a common god,
another impotent god before Assyrian power. Surely, this is a denial (or breach) of
the basic monotheistic principle that Yahweh is not like other gods. Yahweh is
unique and singular as the One Living God. Whereas Sennacherib claimed that no
power could defeat Assyria, Hezekiah counter-claimed that One Power could. That
One Power destroys the Assyrian army, a decisive rebuttal of Sennacherib’s claim.
Yahweh is not like other gods, who are made and destroyed by human hands (19:17);
rather, He makes (19:15) and He destroys (19:35). He is God alone (6 6£0¢ pévog;

*" In the ancient Mediterranean world, honor (or public reputation) was perceived to be a limited
good that could be won or lost. One way in which honor could be won (or lost) was through a form of
interaction that cultural anthropologists call “challenge-response (riposte),” a verbal tug of war in
which insults and slander, or compliments and praise, are exchanged. Since honor and shame are both
individual and group qualities, defending the honor of the group and especially social superiors, such
as God, was a basic social obligation in the ancient Mediterranean world. See Rohrbaugh (1995) 185-
6; Malina (1993) chapter 2.

% Rainbow (1991) 83 and (1988) 66-100 identifies the following ten forms of monotheistic
speech: (1) divine titles linked with adjectives like €1¢ and pévog, (2) language depicting God as
monarch over all, (3) the use of /iving or true with God, (4) confessional formulas like Yahweh is God,
(5) explicit denials of other gods, (6) the non-transferability of God’s glory, (7) language describing
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19:15, 19). Hence, Sennacherib’s blasphemy breached the monotheistic sensibilities

of the Jews.

8.3 Isajah’s Oracles

A key to understanding the blasphemy of Sennacherib lies with the oracles of Isaiah,
which are dispersed throughout the narrative. The oracles not only reveal Yahweh’s
condemnation of Sennacherib, but also Yahweh’s perspective on the motives,

character, and intentions of Sennacherib.

8.3.1 First Oracle: Against Sennacherib

Isaiah’s first oracle (19:6-7) flatly states that the envoys of Sennacherib have
blasphemed (LXX BAacdnuéw; MT 572) Yahweh, but nevertheless Sennacherib
himself is responsible and must suffer the consequences. Immediately before this
oracle, Hezekiah sent word to Isaiah telling him about the disaster facing Jerusalem
(19:3). However, Hezekiah’s report ignores the political and military concerns and
focuses on the theological crisis: Sennacherib has come to mock the living God
(6e18{Cerv Oedv LdvTay 19:4; cf. 18:30, 32-35). Through the voice of his envoy,
Sennacherib had mocked Yahweh’s power and promises: First, he compared Yahweh
to other gods who were impotent to save their people (18:33). Second, he mocked
Yahweh’s promises to Israel,699 when he offered himself as the basis for life,

blessing, and security:

Make your peace with me and come out to me; then every one of you will eat from your

own vine and your own fig tree, and drink water from your own cistern, until I come and
take you away to a land like your own land, a land of grain and wine, a land of bread and
vineyards, a land of olive oil and honey, that you may live and not die (18:31-32).

In this way, Sennacherib presents himself as an alternative to Yahweh and His
provision. Sennacherib is in effect claiming to be Yahweh’s rival, an alternative god,
who can provide what Yahweh is unable to provide.” It is no wonder, then, that

Sennacherib’s military threat is reported to Isaiah as a threat against God’s

God as without rival, (8) language referred to God as incomparable, (9) scriptural passages like the
Shema, and (10) restricting worship to one God.

% Sennacherib imitates the language of Yahweh’s promises to Israel; compare 2 Kgs 18:31-32
with Exod 3:8, Num 13:23, Deut 30:19, and Jer 11:5.

" Nelson (1987) 239 concurs.
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uniqueness and honor.”! In an honor-shame culture, a quick-witted and decisive
response is required. Isaiah’s response is short and direct. Because of the distress and
fear caused by hearing (fixouoag) the words of blasphemy (19:6), Sennacherib will
become distressed and afraid at hearing a rumor (dkoVoeTar dyyeAiav) and will die
by the sword in his own land (19:7).”%2 After the oracle, the narrative shows
confirmation of Isaiah’s prediction; the Assyrian camp is in confusion over rumors
regarding the Ethiopians (19:9) and Sennacherib perishes by the sword (19:37). Thus,

the prophetic word defeats the blasphemous word and Yahweh’s honor is preserved.

8.3.2 Second Oracle: Against Sennacherib

Isaiah’s second oracle (19:21-34) is the longest and the most substantial. As in the
previous oracle, Yahweh engages Sennacherib in word-battle, this time defending His
honor (vv. 21-28), the remnant of Judah (vv. 29-31), and Jerusalem (vv. 32-34).7%
We will focus on the first part, which is an oracle directed against Sennacherib,”® but
can also be read as a defense of Yahweh’s honor. In Yahweh’s defense, three

witnesses come forth,”%

The first witness is the city of Jerusalem, the virgin daughter Zion, the victim whom
Sennacherib has come to rape (vv. 21-23a). Initially, she says nothing, though
inwardly she despises (¥13) and scorns (31) Sennacherib and outwardly she shakes
her head mockingly (19:21). She has been threatened with rape, but it was not just a
threat against her. To threaten her is to mock and blaspheme Yahweh. To make her
point, she presents parallel questions and answers within which two verbal roots—

blaspheme (1) and raise up (217)—form the thematic center (19:22-23a):™°

A Whom have you blasphemed (N79N) and reviled?

B Against whom have you raised (N2*1) your voice?

B' You /ifted your eyes on high (3M) against the Holy One of Israel;
A' By your messengers you blasphemed (NP7 the Lord.

! Cohn (2000) 133.

" The content of the rumor only becomes evident in 19:9,

7 We renamed each sub-unit, but follow the three-part division by Cohn (2000) 136-38 and
Hobbs (1985; Word Biblical Commentary CD Version). Gray {1970) 688-94 divides it into five parts
and Watts (1987) 41-44 divides the parallel oracle in Isa 37:22-35 into four.

" §o Cohn (2000) 137.

7% Cohn (2000) 137 identified them as three voices.

7% Following Long (1991) 118-9.
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The chiastic structure is composed of two synonymous parallelisms. There is
conceptual parallelism between lines A and B and between B' and A'. When we read
line A and line B synoptically, blasphemy is equivalent to verbal assault against
Yahweh——raising one’s voice. When we read line B' and line A’ synoptically,
blasphemy is equivalent to self-exaltation above Yahweh—lifting one’s eyes on high.
Put together, the chiastic pattern stresses that Sennacherib’s blasphemy has both

verbal and non-verbal aspects.

What is important to note is Sennacherib’s threat to Jerusalem is simultaneously
interpreted as blasphemy against and self-exaltation above Yahweh. That is, the way
in which Sennacherib exalts himself (against Jerusalem and Yahweh) is blasphemy.
LXX 4 Kgdms 19:22 (= Isa 37:23) states that Sennacherib raised (O0Qwoag) his
voice, or shouted at God,””’ and lifted his eyes toward heaven (5 0oc).””® "Y{ 6w
literally means o raise something up,”® but often implies to exalt.”'® The language of
exaltation in Isa 37:23 (=4 Kgdms 19:22) recalls the vision of Isa 6:1, where
Yahweh is sitting on a high (0Y nA00) and exalted (¢mnpuévou) throne. In this way,
the language of 4 Kgdms 19:22 (= Isa 37:23) creates an image of Sennacherib
attempting a heavenly ascent, even to the throne of God, providing one of the
strongest statements of self-exaltation in the LXX tradition.”"! Thus, the virgin
daughter of Zion accuses Sennacherib of attempted rape, which is self-exaltative

blasphemy against God, hubris and shame of the highest level.”"?

The second witness is Sennacherib himself, a voice imagined by the virgin daughter

of Zion (vv. 23b-24). Sennacherib lists his exploits like a god, using the emphatic /

7 Cf, LXX Gen 39:15.

" E.g., see LXX Isa 7:11; 40:26; Ps 101:20 where 06w refers to heaven.

7 ike a boat (LXX Gen 7:17) or a head (LXX 2 Kgdms 25:27).

7Y @duw is used in reference to exalting Yahweh (LXX Ps 96:9), God (LXX Ps 107:6), the
Name (LXX Ps 34:3), the righteous (LXX Job 36:7), the Servant of Yahweh (LXX Isa 52:13), and the
Temple (LLXX Isa 2:2). The substantival form, 6 Oy ioTog (the most high), is used 70 times in LXX as
a title for God (most often in Psalms, Daniel, and Sirach).

"' Sennacherib’s hubris is matched only by the King of Babylon (Isa 14:12-21), the King of Tyre
(Ezek 28:1-10), and Antiochus IV (Dan [1:36-39; cf. 2 Macc 9:12), each of whom are accused of
aspiring to become a god.
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(*3R)—1 have ascended, I have cut down, I have reached, I have dug, I have dried up.
Each boast refers to a superiative accomplishment regarding the highest mountains,
the loftiest cedars, the tallest cypresses, the farthest places, and all the tributaries of
the Nile. However, the braggadocio only serves to incriminate Sennacherib of
superlative arrogance and foolishness, for Sennacherib has not laid a picture of
military conquests before us, but in the eyes of Jews, a preposterous claim to tame

nature like a god!’"?

The third witness is Yahweh, who puts Sennacherib’s boasting into proper
perspective (vv. 25-28). Yahweh states that it was He who decided and planned to
use Sennacherib for His purpose which, of course, makes Sennacherib only a two-bit
player on the world’s stage. Furthermore, Yahweh reveals that He knows
Sennacherib through-and-through, including Sennacherib’s arrogance (13%W) and
rage (317) against Him (v. 28a-b). Sennacherib is described like a raging (¥17)
animal out of control, consumed by self-exaltative blasphemy, so the oracle ends
fittingly by stating that Yahweh will bridle him and lead him back to Nineveh in
shame (v. 28c-d).

Thus, in the battle of honor and shame, the three witnesses make a laughingstock of
Sennacherib; he who would claim divinity, to have tamed nature, is but an animal

that must be tamed himself.

8.3.3 Third Oracle: Against Hezekiah

Isaiah’s third oracle (20:1b), coming shortly after Sennacherib’s shameful death,
reveals that Hezekiah must die too. In the Deuteronomistic account of 2 Kings, the
prophecy is unexpected. Nothing braces the reader to absorb such a punishing blow,
especially since Hezekiah remained faithful to Yahweh through his reign. However,
the account in 2 Chronicles adds an important piece of information. After

Sennacherib’s defeat, Yahweh exalted Hezekiah in the sight of all the nations

"2 Arrogance is detested in Jewish tradition. It is God’s prerogative to exalt people (LXX Ezek

17:24; Job 17:4; Jas 4:10; 1 Pet 5:6) and those who exait themselves are thrown down (LXX Prov
18:12; Isa 2:11; Ezek 21:26).
3 86 Cohn (2000) 137.
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(OmepnpOdn; LXX 2 Chr 32:23) and, in a twist of fate, Hezekiah became proud and
his heart was lified up (Wwbn N xopdia; LXX 2 Chr 32:25). However, unlike
Sennacherib, Hezekiah was healed because he humbled himself (¢TameivwOn; LXX
2 Chr 32:26). This reinforces one of the primary themes of the Hezekiah-Sennacherib
narrative that Yahweh detests arrogance, which was a primary characteristic of

Sennacherib’s blasphemy.

The first, second, and third oracles of Isaiah are linked by a common theme. Each
condemns making oneself great vis-a-vis Yahweh and each, in its own way, clarifies
the nature of Sennacherib’s blasphemy as verbal rape and mockery, self-exaltation

and arrogance, foolish boasting and uncontrolled rage.

8.4 Conclusions and Prospects

Based on our understanding of BAaodnuéw the the sense relationships it has with
various partial synonyms and hyponyms (see Chapter 4), it is reasonable to suppose
that first-century Jews and Christians would have classified Sennacherib’s action as
blasphemous, even if key terms like BAacdnuéw had not been used in the narrative.
However, as one reads 2 Kgs 18:1—20:21, the narrative adds color and definition to
the type of blasphemy perpetrated by Sennacherib, so that, by the end of the account,

a unique discourse concept of Sennacherib’s blasphemy can be discerned.

Although Sennacherib’s blasphemy can be characterized in a number of ways, it is
perhaps best summed up as self-exaltative blasphemy against Israel and therefore
against God. His blasphemy was a verbal offense mediated by his envoys through
voice (18:28) and letter (19:14). However, it was more than a verbal offense. Isaiah’s
oracles make it clear that Sennacherib’s attitude and action toward Jerusalem and
Yahweh were blasphemous. Because Sennacherib laid siege to God’s city and
arrogated divine status for himself, Isaiah characterizes Sennacherib’s attitude as
arrogant, foolishly boastful, and self-exaltative. In a world where honor was
perceived as a limited good, Sennacherib’s acclamations of divinity and his threat to
plunder Jerusalem was tantamount to robbing God of His honor. This would have

violated Jewish monotheistic sensitivities in that Sennacherib was attempting to take
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what belonged to God alone. Sennacherib breached monotheistic sensitivities in other
ways as well. When Sennacherib compared Yahweh to other gods, he denied and
insulted Yahweh’s unique reality and power. When Sennacherib offered himself as
an alternative to Yahweh—Come out to me and I will give you your own vine, fig
tree, cistern, and a land of olive oil and honey (18:31-32)—he offered what only God

could offer, violating and insulting Yahweh’s claim to have no rivals.

To look ahead, in chapter 13, we will consider whether the Johannine exaltation of
Jesus could have been viewed as blasphemous, particularly when we consider a
number of connotations associated with Sennacherib-like-blasphemy. For example,
just as Sennacherib was accused of blasphemy by lifting himself up (04 6w) above
God and the people of God, so also FG uses the term 0y dw five times for Jesus (3:14
[twice]; 8:28; 12:32, 34), each with a double meaning referring to Jesus’ crucifixion

and to his exaltation to heaven.
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and Nicanor on Jewish consciousness.”® Hence, it is likely that stories about
Antiochus and Nicanor formed part of the shared knowledge in which first-century
Jews had been socialized, including the Jewish community in which FG was

produced.

In this chapter, we will focus on the Antiochus’ blasphemy, particularly as it is
portrayed 1 Macc 1:20—2:14, and in the following chapter, we will focus on
Nicanor’s blasphemy, particularly 2 Macc 14:26—15:37.

9.1 The Literary Context

In the opening chapter of 1 Macc, the Hasmonean Propagandist (hereafter HP) begins
by mentioning the victories, arrogance, and death of Alexander the Great (1:1-7) and

then turns immediately to a “second Alexander,” the Seleucid king, Antiochus

721

Epiphanes, who is identified as a sinful root.””" Although the name Epiphanes has a

wide range of meaning,”** historical evidence indicates that we should understand it

723

as the manifest [god].”” Indeed, as the first chapters unfold, the plans of Antiochus,

the manifest god, are shown to be contrary to the plans of Israel’s God; thus, the

724 Antiochus is also

events depicted in 1 Macc reveal a battle between rival gods.
identified as a sinful root, probably because his policies of Hellenization were
embraced by certain Jews (1:11-15), who are called sinners’ and apostates from the
holy covenant.”® Over against Antiochus and the Hellenistic sympathizers are the
Hasmonaeans (Mattathias, his sons, and their followers), who are characterized as

728

zealous for the law’ and doers of the law.””® Thus, | Macc present two parallel

™ For Antiochus, see b. Shab.21b, 60a, 130a; Pesach 93b; Yoma 16a; Gittin 57b; Kid 66a; Sanh
32b. For Nicanor, see b. Ta an. 18b; y. Meg 1.70c (Neusner 1.4); y. Ta an. 2.66a (Neusner 2.12).

2 5ita dpapTwAog (1:10).

"2 Goldstein (1976) 198 sites Markhom’s study, which identifies a wide range of meaning for
Epiphanes, from famous to illustrious to the appearing or manifesting of a god.

73 Goldstein (1976) 198 states that Antiochus was identified as King Antiochus Theos Epiphanes
on his coins, on an inscription from Babylon, and in a letter to the Samaritans.

™41 Macc. does not use the term God, but prefers the term Heaven,

3 SpapTwide (2:44, 48).

anéomoav dno Siabikng dylag (1:15). They are also called lawless ones (napdvopot;

1:11), reversers of circumcision (¢oinoav tautoig dkmoBuaTiac; 1:15), sinfid people (£€0vog
dpapTwAdv; 1:34), and the sons of arrogance (Tolg violg Tiig Omepndaviag; 2:47).

6 EnAGv TG Vopw (2:26, 27, 50).

™ ToUg motNTAC T vopou (2:67).They are also called Israel (Iopan; 1:53), seekers of
righteousness ({nToOvTeg Stkaroovvny; 2:29) and strong in the law (ioxboaTte &v 70 VOuw; 2:64).
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battles; one between rival gods and the other between (Jewish and non-Jewish)

Hellenists and law-observant Jews.

In the opening chapters, the battleground is organized around three narratives. The
narratives portray atrocities perpetrated against law-observant Jews; first, by
Antiochus, who invades Jerusalem and loots the Temple (1:20-24a); then, by
Antiochus’ collector of tribute, who plunders Jerusalem and builds an intimidating
citadel next to the Temple (1:29-35); and finally, by Antiochus’ hatchet men, who
abolish Judaism, kill Jewish adherents, and profane the altar (1:41-64). Following
each set of atrocities, a lament or poem interprets the events and implicitly provides
justification for the Hasmonaeans to wage war against the Hellenists and their Jewish
sympathizers:
1* Narrative: Jerusalem invaded;
Temple looted (1:20-24a)
1% Lament (1:24b-28)

2°¢ Narrative: Jerusalem plundered;
Temple imperiled (1:29-35)

2 Lament (1:36-40)

37 Narrative: Judaism abolished;
Temple defiled (1:41-64)

AVav;

3" Lament (2:7-13)
9.2 The Blasphemies of Antiochus

To get to the heart of Antiochus’ blasphemies, we will focus on the third narrative
(1:41- 64) and the third lament (2:7-13). These two units are linked by a description
of the patriarch of the Hasmonaean dynasty, Mattathias, who offers the third lament
on behalf of Israel. The lament is framed by the introduction in 2:6 and the
conclusion in 2:14, both of which reinforce the point that blasphemy is the issue:
Introduction:  2:6 He saw the blasphemies [t¢¢ fAaonpiag) being committed in Judah
and Jerusalem. (NRSV)

Conclusion: 2:14 Then Mattathias and his sons tore their clothes, put on sackcloth, and
mourned greatly. (NRSV)

The introduction refers to the blasphemies (¢g BAaodnuiag), which both points

back to the atrocities mentioned in the third narrative (1:41-64)—and possibly to the
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first and the second narratives as well—and forward to the interpretation in the third
lament (2:7-13). The conclusion punctuates both the third narrative and the lament
and highlights the desperate situation facing Mattathias and his sons. They tear their
clothes and cover themselves with sackcloth. Such gestures indicate great despair729
or even remorse for covenantal unfaithfulness, ”° but they also may signal the

perception and condemnation of blasphemy.m

When we turn to the third narrative, a series of atrocities and offenses can be
observed. Antiochus sets forth decrees that aim at unifying his kingdom by
eliminating religious practices and customs contrary to his own (1:40-43). The
decrees abolish Judaism and authorize Antiochus’ enforcers to violate the Temple
and kill law-observant Jews. The offenses can be grouped into two types: verbal
offenses in the form of written decrees by Antiochus that contradict the law of God,
and non-verbal offenses in the form of repressive and violent acts by Antiochus’

hatchet men that violate the law of God.

Verbal Offenses instructing people: Non-Verbal Offenses involving:

to follow foreign customs (1:44b) forsaking the law (1:52)

to forbid sacrifices and offerings to God (1:45a)  doing evil in the land (1:53)

to profane the sabbaths or festivals (1:45b) building an abomination on the altar (1:54b)
to desecrate the sanctuary and priests (1:46) building altars throughout Judah (1:54c)

to build altars and shrines to idols (1:47a) burning the books of the law (1:56)

to sacrifice unclean animals (1:47b) using violence against Israel (1:58)

to leave boys uncircumcised (1:48a) offering an unholy sacrifice on the altar (1:59)

to defile themselves with unclean things (1:48b)  killing Jews who circumcised boys (1:60-61V)

The verbal and non-verbal offenses, taken individually or together, do not in and of
themselves constitute blasphemy. For example, failure to circumcise, while breaking
the covenantal law, is not in itself blasphemy. What makes the verbal and non-verbal
offenses blasphemous is the intent ascribed to Antiochus; he imposed his decrees so
that they would forget the law and change all the ordinances (1:49). In this way,
Antiochus is perceived to have flouted the covenantal law and thus God Himself.

Antiochus intentionally snubbed God.”* Similarly, the desecration of the altar (1:54,

P E g, 2 Kgs 6:30.

7O E.g., Jer 4:8; Joel 1:13.

7' E.g., 2 Kgs 19:1; Isa 37:1; Mk 14:63-64.

72 Much like sinning with a high hand, cf. the analysis of Num 15:30-31 in § 7.1.
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59) is portrayed as an intentional violation of God’s Temple. It is no wonder that the
verbal and non-verbal offenses are identified as the blasphemies in 2:6. Thus, the
third narrative, provides evidence that blasphemy in early Judaism could entail a
broad range of verbal and non-verbal offenses. As such, HP’s conception of
blasphemy is at the opposite end of the spectrum from Jewish interpretations that

restrict blasphemy to the inappropriate vocalization of the divine name.”*’

9.3 The Lament of 2 Mace 2:7-13

When we turn to the third lament, the multitude of blasphemies mentioned in chapter
one merge into one representive blasphemy against the Temple and the Holy City.
Through the voice of Mattathias, the Lament is structured around three declarations,
three questions, and two exclamations and is thematically bound by nine references

to the Holy City (double underline) and eight to the Temple (underlined).

Exclamation: 2:7 “Alas!

Questions: Why was 1 born
to see this,
the ruin of my people,
the ruin of the holy city [1fic_dylac moAewc], and
to dwell there
when it [adm}v] was given over to the enemy,

the sanctuary [10 dylaguq] given over to aliens?

Declarations: 2:8 Her [a01fic] temple [0 vaoc] has become like a man without honor.
2:9 Her [aurfic] glorious vessels [10_okein] have been carried into captivity.
Her [auTfic] babes have been killed in her streets.
Her [au1fic] youths by the sword of the foe.

Questions: 2:10 What nation
has not inherited Aer palaces [Bao{Ae1a] and
has not seized her [adTfig] spoils?

Declarations: 2:11 All her [aUtfic] adornment has been taken away;
instead of a free woman [£Agu@ipac],
she has become a slave.

Exclamation: 2:12 Behold!

Declarations: Our holy place [ra dvia],

our beauty [f} xaAAovr)}, and
our glory [9dka]

have been laid waste;
the Gentiles have profaned it [@UTd].

Question: 2:13 Why should we live any longer?” (Author’s Trans.)

™ Cf. our discussion on Lev 24:16 in § 6.3 and 7g. Ps-J. on Exod 24:16, Tg. Ong. on Exod
24:16, m. Sanh. 7:5, and m. Sebu. 4:13.
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Given the number of verbal and non-verbal offenses cited in the third narrative, it is

extraordinary that the lament primarily focuses on the affront to Jerusalem and its

Temple.”*

Although our observation that there are nine references to the Holy City is not
controversial, our claim that the lament refers to the sanctuary or holy place eight times
could be disputed and therefore our claim deserves comment. First, the reference to the
temple (6 vaog) in 2:8 could be challenged on text-critical grounds. Goldstein suggests that
2:8 should be read as “Her people [Aaog] acted like a base coward.” His argument is not
convincing and so we follow the RSV, NRSV, and NAB.™ Second, the term TG oxeln in
2:9 could be a reference to some type of body armor, as it is in 3;3 and 4:30; however, the
preceding chapter used the term to refer to the Temple furnishings or utensils in 1:21) and
to its costly vessels in 1:23. Given the reference to the sanctuary (0 ayiaopa) in 2:7, the
temple (vadg) in 2:8, and our holy place (t& Gyra fiudv) in 2:12, it is likely the use of
oxedn in 2:9 pertains to objects of the Temple, not body armor. Third, the best textual
witnesses”* have BaciAeia in 2:10. The word could be the feminine noun BaciAela
(kingdont), in which case 2:10 would read: “What nation has not inherited her kingdom?”
The NAB and Goldstein prefer this.™’ Conversely, the word could be the plural neuter noun
of Baaideiov (palace), in which case 2:10 would be: “What nation has not inherited her
palaces?” This is preferred by the RSV and NRSV, which we adopt on the basis of
contextual considerations—the Jerusalem Temple was often referred to as a palace or
'73‘?1,738 which fits the context of the lament.

Thus, the lament has a remarkable number of references to Jerusalem and its Temple.
It is as if all specific offenses have been rolled into one symbolic violation of

Jerusalem and its Temple.

9.4 The Temple Symbolism

When we consider that HP summed up the blasphemies referred to in 2:6 by focusing
on the Jerusalem Temple in 2:7-13, what does that signal about the nature of

Antiochus’ blasphemies? Certainly, the Jerusalem Temple was the focal point of

™ Jerusalem and the Temple can be thought of as one, united symbol. Mount Zion referred to
the Temple Mount and, by extension, the entire temple-city of Jerusalem; so Levenson (1993) 6.1098-
99. As N.T. Wright (1992) states, “It [Jerusalem] was not so much a city with a temple in it; more like
a temple with a small city round it.”

™ Like the RSV, NRSV and NAB, our translation uses femple (vaog), following A, ®, La®, La",
and Syl. In contrast, Goldstein (1976) 231 prefers to read people (Aaog), following minuscules 93 and
31, La"*Y and Lucifer (an early Christian author). Based on external criteria, reading the temple
(vadg) is stronger, since A and R date about 500 years earlier than La" and La*, which are Goldstein’s
best textual witnesses. His belief that La" and La” seem to preserve the old Latin, as reflected in
Cyprian (ca. 200), which may be close to an earlier Hebrew version is too speculative to be convincing
(177-8). Based on internal criteria, Goldstein (1976) 231 states that “the context demands the reading
laos,” whereas naos would present an “odd” reading. However, contra Goldstein, the immediate
context seems to concern the sanctuary and the holy place (2:7cd, 9a).

76 A, LaLxc', and a wide range of minuscules.

77 Goldstein (1976) 232.

P8 Cf. Jer 7:4; 24:1; 50:11; 2 Chr 26:16; 27:2; 29:16; Ps 11:4; 1 Mace 2:10.
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Jewish national life.”® It was the political, economic, and religious center of Israel.
Indeed, the life of the Jewish people was intertwined with the fate of Jerusalem and
its Temple. It was assumed that whatever happened to the Temple was thought to
have happened to Israel and vice versa.”*® Thus, the degradation and blasphemy of
the Temple would have been tantamount to degradation and blasphemy against God’s
people. But, more can be said about Antiochus’ blasphemy, if we consider three

dimensions of the religious, even mythic, symbolism of the Temple.

First, Mount Zion—Jerusalem and its Temple—symbolized the dwelling-place of
God on earth. To assault a temple, as Antiochus did, was as direct as humanly
possible to striking a transcendent deity. When he plundered and profaned the
Temple, he attacked and blasphemed the very Name that dwelled there. Hence, one
need not vocalize the Name to profane it, since blaspheming the Temple is to

blaspheme the Name.

A central text is Exod 15:17, which states that Yahweh planted Israel on His mountain and
made it His dwelling-place and sanctuary. After the Temple was constructed, Solomon
declared that it was Yahweh’s dwelling-place forever.”' For some Jews, Yahweh was so
connected to the Temple that He is addressed and praised as a personified Zion rather than
God.” Conversely, Isaiah 8:14 speaks of Yahweh as if He were a sanctuary. In early
traditions, the Name became a synonym for the presence of Yahweh; to speak of the Name
dwelling in the Temple was to say that God was there.””® However, in later Deuteronomistic
traditions, anthropomorphisms were disavowed, God’s transcendence was stressed, and the
Name, while still dwelling in the Temple, was no longer the literal presence of Yahweh,”*
Still, whatever ontological status is assigned the Name, there is no denying that the Name
was thought to dwelled in the Temple, that God was present in some special way, and the
purity and the sanctity of the Temple had to be preserved because of it. This is evident from
the way in which the Temple was protected from defilement by what came to be known as
the ten degrees of holiness, a pattern of concentric circles moving from the boundaries of
Israel’s land inward toward the most holy inner sanctuary of the Temple.”® With each

7% Dunn (1991) 31-35; N.T. Wright (1992) 224-26.

72 Mace 5:19-20.

1 1 Kgs 8:10-13; cf. Ezek 43:7,

T2 4Q88 Hymn to Zion [= 4QPsf], col VIIL; cf. Is 8:14, which speaks of Yahweh becoming a
sanctuary.

7 Barker (1992) 97-98; e.g., Ps 20:1-2; Ps 54:1; Ps 118:10-13.

7 Barker (1992) 99-102 believes that the Deuternomistic authors suppressed anthropomorphic
traditions. For example, 1 Kgs 8:27 and 2 Sam 7:5, 13 seem to indicate the suppression of
anthmj)omorphism and substitution of the Name for the notion of God’s literal presence.

7 m. Kelim 1.6-9 (trans. by Danby [1933] 605-6) states: “There are ten degrees of holiness. The
Land of Israel is holier than any other land .... The walled cities [of the Land of Israel] are still more
holy .... Within the wall [of Jerusalem] is still more holy .... The Temple Mount is still more holy ....
The Rampart is still more holy .... The Court of the Women is still more holy .... The Court of the
Israelites is still more holy .... The Court of the Priests is still more holy .... Between the Porch and
the Altar is still more holy .... The Sanctuary is still more holy .... The Holy of Holies is still more
holy, for none may enter therein save only the High Priest on the Day of Atonement.”
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degree of holiness there was greater restriction regarding who or what may enter. In this
way, the Temple and the Name were protected from defilement. As Jubilees portrays it,
“God’s Name dwells in the sanctuary (32:10; 49:21; cf. 49:19, 20), and is so bound up with
it that defilement of the Temple can be spoken of in the same breath as profanation of
God’s holy Name (30:15; cf. very closely 23:21).”746 Similarly, 2 Macc 8:2-4 links
profaning the Temple and violating the Jews with blaspheming the Name. A fter the
destruction of the Second Temple, 4 Ezra expresses the same sentiment: To pollute the
Temple is to profane the Name.”*’

Second, Jerusalem and its Temple symbolized the cosmic center of the universe and
the place where heaven and earth converged.”*® To plunder and defile the Temple, as
Antiochus did, threatened to sever the link between heaven and earth. And it
threatened the stability of the world that Israel and her Temple Service were
perceived to provide. In his attempt to suspend Judaism and the Temple Service,
Antiochus interfered with the divine order and arrogated for himself the prerogatives

that belonged to God alone—blasphemy by any other name.

Throughout scripture and Jewish literature, the Temple is presented as the access point to
heaven. For example, Isaiah 6:1-5 presents a vision of God enthroned in the heavenly
Temple with his train flowing down to fill the earthly Temple, signifying access to
heaven.”” The idea that the Temple was an access point to heaven is reinforced by the story
of Jacob’s ladder in Gen 28:10-28. In a vision, Jacob sees a ladder stretching from heaven
to earth and, while angels ascend and descend on it, the LORD stands above and speaks to
him. Afterward, Jacob identifies the place as the house of God (@798 N°3) and the gate of
heaven @AW WW).” In addition, both Philo and Josephus view the Temple as the
center of the cosmos, the high priest as mediator between heaven and earth, and the
sacrifices as effective for the whole world.™ Moreover, as Hayward has demonstrated,
Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum (Pseudo-Philo) presents the Temple as inextricably bound
up with Israel as the vine mentioned in Exod 15:17 and as the “axis mundi, holding together
the abyss, earth, and the heaven.”” At one point in LAB, Moses pleads with God to have
mercy on Israel because, should the vine be destroyed, the link that holds the universe
together would cease to exist and everything would be for nothing.” In this view, for God
to forsake the vine that He planted on the Temple hill is to forsake creation itself. Scripture
and Jewish tradition also present the Temple as the earthly replication of the heavenly
sanctuary. A foundational text is Exod 25:9-40, which portrays the tabernacle and its

7 Hayward (1996) 86; cf. Spec. 1.66-67, 97.

M7 «For you see that our sanctuary has been laid waste, our altar thrown down, our temple
destroyed .... our holy things have been polluted and the name by which we are called has been
profaned.” 4 Ezra 10:22 in OTP 2.546.

™ Meyers (1992) 6.359-60; Hayward (1996) 8-10.

™ S0 Nickelsburg and Stone (1991) 57. The inner sanctuary was conceived of as the place where
God, who is enthroned in heaven above the cherubim (see Haran [1985] 246-54; e.g., Is 37:16), rests
His feet below on the Ark of the Covenant as His footstool (Haran [1985] 254-55; e.g., 1 Chr 28:2).

0 Although Gen 28:10-28 is referring to Bethel, not Jerusalem, the principle is the same.

' Hayward (1996) 109fT. and 152-3. Even though Phiio’s explanations of the Temple and its
Service were influenced by Greek thought, he shares this view with other Jews, such as Jesus ben Sira,
Aristeas, and the Jews of Qumran (140).

™2 Hayward (1996) 160-61 and 166-67, esp. 167.

™ LAB 12.8-9; cf. 18.10; 23.12; 28.4; 30.4; 39.7.
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furnishings as replicas of the heavenly pattern.” Later, Rabbis thought of the earthly
Temple as corresponding to the heavenly dwelling such that the throne of God’s glory
aligned with the earthly sanctuary.” Some Jews went further in correlating heaven and
earth by extending it to the service of the priests, the observance of the Sabbath and festival
observance, and the keeping the law.”® Thus, the Temple and its services, its daily
sacrifices and annual feasts, even Israel’s observance of the laws, are heavenly things
replicated on earth.

Third, Jerusalem and its Temple symbolized Israel’s election. When the Temple was
profaned and Israel’s Services were terminated, Israel’s election as a priestly
kingdom and a holy nation were thrown into doubt. It is likely that HP understood the
blasphemies of Antiochus as the way in which God was chastising Israel for their
apostasy.””’ Thus, Mattathias’ lament functions as a call for Jews to wake up, see

what their apostasy is doing, and return to their elective vocation.

God chose Israel as a priestly kingdom and a holy nation (Exod 19:6), He chose to live
among them (Exod 15:17), and He chose the city and the Temple (Deut 12:13- 14).%®
Before the Temple was built, the site was marked out by a theophany (2 Sam 24:16; 2 Chr
3:1). Deuteronomy emphasizes that Yahweh selected Mount Zion among all the tribes as a
dwelling for His Name (Deut 12:5). Initially, the place was never identified by name, but
later it was recognized as Jerusalem and its Temple, probabiy as a resuit of Yahweh’s
choice of David and His promise that his dynasty would endure in Jerusalem (2 Char 6:5-6;
1 Kgs 11:13, 32). When Sennacherib was repelled from his siege of Jerusalem in 701,
Jerusalem and its Temple became visible signs of God’s election of Israel. The destruction
of the first Temple in 587 B.C.E. shook that confidence, but the rebuilding of the second
Temple in 515 B.C.E. rekindled the notion of Israel’s election.

In sum, Jerusalem and its Temple were the political, economic, and religious center
of Israel. What happened to this center happened to Israel. Beyond that we speculate
that by focusing on the center, the third lament could succinctly express the
catastrophe facing all Israel and, at the same time, tacitly evoke very powerful cultic,
cosmic, and covenantal symbolism. By evoking such symbolism, the lament
announced that Antiochus’ blasphemies had struck the center of all that was good and
true and beautiful; he had struck God, shaken the foundations of heaven and earth,

7 Also see, for example, Ps 48:1-4; Ezekiel’s vision of a new Temple in Ezek 40-48; Josephus
Ant. 3.180-2; Heb 9:1-24,

5 Cf. Hayward (1996) 159 and b. Ber. 33b; Mek de R Ishmael Shirta 10:24-28; Gen. Rab. 55:8,
Exod Rab. 33:3; Tg. Ps.-J. on Exod 15:17.

76 Hayward (1996) 87 and 96-7 points out that Jubilees understood the Temple-feasts to replicate
the cycle of feasts in heaven (Jub. 6:22-31) and the service of priests to correlate with the service of
the highest angels in heaven (Jub. 30:14; 31:14). Hayward (1996) 88 also notes that some Jews
believed that they were “like the angels who serve before the Lord, when they carry out the
commandments summed up in the law of sisith, the fringes of garments” (7g. Ps.-J. on Num 15:40).

7 C£. 1 Macc 1:64; cf. 2 Macc 5:17b-18, 20b and Ezek 8:1—10:22.

" This paragraph follows de Vaux (1961) 327-8.
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and signaled the end of Israel’s service. The lament emphasized the magnitude of

Antiochus’ blasphemy and functioned to call Israel to renewed faithfulness.

9.5 Antiochus as God and Blasphemer

Next, we will briefly look at the way in which 1 and 2 Macc characterize Antiochus
as the blasphemer (BAGodnoc) and as the one who claimed equality with the gods

(io60ea).”™

We have noted that Antiochus is the chief perpetrator of the atrocities or blasphemies
directed against the Temple, Judaism, and the people of Israel, crimes that he

committed against other temples and other religions as well.”®

As portrayed by 1
Macc, Antiochus’ plans rival those of God Himself in that Antiochus seeks to destroy
loyalty and obedience to God. This is particularly evident in his plunder and
profanation of the Temple which, for some Jews, would have been perceived as a
threat to the cosmic order and to heavenly realities replicated earth. Antiochus’
actions are blasphemous, to be sure, but 1 and 2 Macc characterized it as a kind of

arrogant blasphemy that contends with God and even makes an open claim to deity.

Although Antiochus is characterized as arrogant in 1 Macc, there is only one direct
reference (1 Macc 1:21). In contradistinction, 2 Macc repeatedly makes a point of
highlighting Antiochus’ arrogance’®' and, at one point, calls it superhuman
arrogance.”®® One account is particularly telling. The narrator of 2 Macc tells us that
Antiochus entered the most holy Temple (5:15), took holy vessels (5:16), and swept
away votive offerings (5:16) with profane hands (5:16). Rather than being filled with
awe, Antiochus looted the Temple and was filled with malicious satisfaction (5:17).
Later in the narrative, Antiochus is described as “thinking in his arrogance that he
could sail on the land and walk on the sea, because his mind was elated” (5:21;

NRSYV). As Goldstein points out, this is an allusion to Xerxes, “who dared to contend

7 Cf. 2 Macc 9:12 and 9:28.

760 E.g., 1 Macc 1:41; 6:1-4; 2 Macc 9:1-2.

E.g., Antiochus is characterized as arrogant (Onepndavia; 2 Mace 5:21; 7:36; 9.7, 8, 11),
haughty (Omepnddvug; 9:4), elated in spirit (Epetewpifeto Tiv Sidvorav; 2 Macc 5:17), elated in
vain (pdtyv peTewpiou; 2 Mace 7:34), puffed up (¢puaTtépevog; 2 Mace 7:34), and insolent
(ayepuwyiag; 2 Macc 9:7).

761
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with the gods by bridging the Hellespont and digging a canal through Mount
Athos.””® Like Xerxes, Antiochus is presented as a theomachos, someone “who
dares to contend with God” and whose punishment was of concern in Greek and
Jewish literature.”* The motif of Antiochus as a theomachos runs from 2 Macc 5 to
9. So that readers do not miss this motif, the author has a Jewish martyr, at the
moment of death, declare Antiochus guilty of fighting against God (Bcopay€iv;
7:19).

As a theomachos, Antiochus contends with God because he perceives himself o be

equal with the gods (6vta 1060ea dpoveiv; 9:12). The notion of equality with the

765

gods ™ should be understood within the broader context of how Emperors and kings

were perceived in the A.N.E. For example, it was not uncommon for Roman
Emperors and Hellenistic kings to be called theoi by their Greek-speaking subjects.”®®
Nor was it uncommon to speak of giving the Emperor isotheoi timai, “honours

93767

equivalent to those paid to the gods.””" As we have mentioned, Antiochus’ claim to

divinity and divine honors and his claim to exercise the prerogatives of God were
clearly unacceptable to Jewish sensibilities.”®® For the author of 2 Macc, the climax to
Antiochus’ career of divine presumption and blasphemy reaches a terminal point

769

when God strikes him with a fatal bowel disease (9:5).”" The narration of Antiochus’

72 iy Ongp dvBpuwrov dAatoveiav; 2 Mace 9:8.

" Goldstein (1983) 260.

76 Aeschylus Pers. 820; Aristotle Rhet.1394b; Sophocles Women of Trachis 472-73; Antiphanes
Fragment 289; Gen 3:5; Is 14:12-15; Dan 11:36; In 5:18; Phil 2:6; cf. Goldstein (1983) 355, n. 12.

7% The term {06Bea in 2 Mac 9:12 is the neuter plural accusative of ia68c0g, ov. As such, it
can be translated gods; however, it in a Jewish context, it can be understood as a reference to God and
is so translated by RSV, NRSV, and NAB.

7% Price (1984) 81. Although most Roman emperors did not use theos of themselves (Gaius was
an exception), Greek speaking subjects often referred to the emperor as theos and added the term to
the list of names usually predicated of an emperor. Price notes that theos is a very different term than
divus. Unlike theos the ascription of divus to an emperor was controlled by the Romans senate with
specific criteria. Thus it was not possible to refer to a living emperor as divi filius divus (God, son of
God), but Greeks did refer to the living emperor as theou huios theos.

" Price (1984) 88. With regard to the Roman Emperor, Price states that the predication of the
title theos located him “in an ambivalent position, higher than mortals but not fully the equal of the
gods. The cult he received was described as isotheoi timai, and the eusebeia which the cult displayed
was cggpatible with honours not fully divine” (94).

" E.g., Philo Mos. 2.194 is especially critical of the Egyptians for granting divine honors
(io000fwv TIHdV) to the things of earth.

’® There are different traditions regarding the cause of Antiochus IV’s death, including mental
disease (Polybius XXXI.9 and 1 Macc 6:8-9, 16), physical disease (4QprNab and 2 Macc 9:5-27), and
being stoned to death while robbing a temple (2 Macc 11-16); see Mendels (1987) 53-6.
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death, which follows, is filled with caustic irony that lampoons his aspirations of
divinity. He who tortured others is now tortured himself. (9:6). Claiming to have
risen above others, he falls out of his chariot (9:7). Thinking that he had divine
power, he is unable to walk (9:8a-b). Imagining that he could touch the stars, he lies
flat on his back with no one to carry him because of his stench (9:10). At one point,
sarcasm is shot at point blank range when the author states that the immobility of
Antiochus Epiphanes allowed the power of the God to be manifest—davepcrv 10D
9e00 (9:8¢).”” The irony serves to confirm that God is actively defeating
Antiochus.””! Finally, pain and torment overwhelm Antiochus and, in a stunning

admission of guilt, he unmasks himself as a divine pretender, saying:

It is right to be subject to God; mortals Alxatov OmotdooeoBal 19 Be@ kai ur
should not think that they are equal to OvnTov dvra lodlea dppoveiv. (LXX)
God. (2 Macc 9:12b; NRSV)

Of course, from the position of the author, this is a convenient admission of guilt that
only serves to confirm the excessive and presumptuous hubris of Antiochus. We
should probably take the reference to equality, not as an ontological claim, but as a
claim to have equal of honors of the gods, like the isotheoi timai given to an
Emperor. In addition, as Goldstein’ "2 points out, Antiochus’ confession is a version
of a well-known maxim in Greek literature that we paraphrase as human beings
should not have divine aspirations. The maxim is so widely accepted that Aristotle
cites it as an example something that needs no proof.””* Although Aristotle’s

language is different from 2 Macc, the conceptuality is the same:””*

A mortal should have mortal, not Bvata xpn TOV BvaTtdv, odk dBdvata
immortal thoughts. (Rhet. 1394b) TOV BvaTov dpovelv.

We find the same concept in Aeschylus’ Persians though, again, it is stated
differently. Aeschylus accuses Darius of presumptuous pride and impious thoughts

because, when he invaded Greece, he was not restrained by religious awe and

7 The power of God appears to be manifested by God’s enforcement of the lex talionis or the
law of Froportionatejustice, the subtext to Antiochus’ death in 2 Macc 9:2-12.

77

Doran (1981) 63 concurs.

" Goldstein (1983) 355.

7 Aristotle Rhet. 1394a; maxims are the premises or conclusions of enthymemes and do not
need [;')roof.

™ Aristotle’s Rbet. 1394b; trans. by Freese (1926); Greek text by Ross (1959).
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therefore he “ravaged the images of the gods and set fire to their temples.”””* Darius

. 6
is condemned because:”’

Mortal man should not vaunt himself wg ody Omépdev BvnTov GvTta XpN
excessively. (Pers. 820) bpOVETV.

In sum, Antiochus is presented as a career blasphemer, a theomachos, and a divine
pretender. Each of these strands of Antiochus’ character portrayal is intertwined and
inseparable. In this way, the blasphemy of Antiochus is presented in a unique fashion,
a type of blasphemy that (a) contends with God by trampling His people and by
stealing from His Temple and (b) attempts to usurp the power, the honor, and even
the title of God. It was a type of behavior condemned throughout the ancient world,

and even more so in Israel. Regarding such behavior, Philo’s comment is apropos:

There are again some who exceed in impiety, not giving the Creator and the creature even
equal honor, but assigning to the latter all honor, and respect, and reverence, and to the
former nothing at ail... [Open display of such impiety is] ... to blaspheme the Deity.777

The punishment for such behavior was, as the author of 2 Macc takes ironic joy in
depicting, proportionate to the crimes committed. Thus, Antiochus not only receives
a divine death sentence, but also humiliating suffering equal in magnitude to the

arrogant torment he inflicted on others.

9.6 Conclusion and Prospects

As with previous texts, a unique discourse concept of blasphemy emerges from

Maccabean portrayal of Antiochus. There are three elements to that portrayal.

First, Antiochus is accused of blasphemy against God for a wide variety of verbal
and non-verbal offenses that were directed against His people and His Temple. The
offenses perpetrated by Antiochus were labeled blasphemous because they were
perceived to be an affront to God Himself. Second, from the perspective of HP, to
say, “Antiochus blasphemed the Temple, ” is to say it all. Because of the symbolism
attached to the Temple, when Antiochus profaned the Temple, he blasphemed the
Name, threatened the stability of the world, and alerted Israel that divine wrath had

7 Aeschylus Pers. 810; trans. by Smyth (1926).
e Aeschylus Pers. 820; trans.and Greek text by Smyth (1926).
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come. Third, the author of 2 Macc portrays Antiochus as a career blasphemer. His
penchant for blasphemy is explained by the fact that he is a theomachos, one who
dares to contend with God, and that he claimed equal horors to the gods. Although
the issue of monotheism is not raised directly by 1 or 2 Macc, the attitude of
Antiochus probably violated the monotheistic sensitivities of the Jewish people, not
because anyone thought that Antiochus was claiming to be a deity in heaven, but
because Antiochus claimed the honor that belonged to Tov 6eév povév, God alone.
Because that dishonors God, it was blasphemy; because it denied the uniqueness of

God, it breached monotheistic sensibilities.

When we turn toward FG, a number of alarm bells ring. Like Antiochus, who
attempts to suspend the Sabbath and Temple festivals, the Johannine Jesus is accused
of changing or violating Sabbath practices (Jn 5:17-18; 7:21-24; 9:14-15).”"® In
chapter 13, we ask whether non-believing Jews would have viewed these claims for
Jesus as blasphemous. Like Antiochus, Jesus is also accused of divine presumption,
because he, being a mortal, “makes himself equal to God” (Jn 5:18). Is it conceivable
that Johannine members were themselves charged with blasphemy on the grounds of
what is said in Jn 5:18? Like Antiochus, Jesus is perceived as threatening the Temple
(Jn 2:13-22; 11:48). In chapter 14, we discuss whether this could have led to a charge

of blasphemy against Jesus or the Johannine Christians.

™ philo Dec. 62-63; Yonge’s trans.
% Yee (1989) 31-47.
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CHAPTER 10

THE BLASPHEMY OF NICANOR
2 MACCABEES 14:16—15:37

In the previous chapter, we argued that the stories of Antiochus and Nicanor formed
part of the shared knowledge of first-century Jews and, as such, they are relevant to
our discussion concerning blasphemy an the Johannine community. Since Antiochus
was the focus in the previous chapter, Nicanor will occupy our attention in the
present one.”” As before, we will attempt to describe a discourse concept of
blasphemy, this time in relation to the narrative about Nicanor in 2 Macc 14:16—
15:37 with a brief look at the account of Nicanor in 1 Macc 7:33-43. However, before
looking at the Nicanor narrative, we will explore the literary context leading up to

780

that account, particularly how the author of 2 Macc (hereafter, the Abridger

fashions a Temple-propaganda vis-a-vis blasphemy. "'

10.1 Temple-Propaganda and Blasphemy

For the Abridger, the status and the fate of the Temple functions as a barometer for

the covenantal relationship between the Jews and their God.”®

When the Temple is
operating normally and when attempts to pillage it are repulsed, the Jewish people are
icons of faithfulness and God’s mercy prevails. However, when the Temple is
plundered and profaned, the Abridger takes pains to show that Jewish disloyalty is to
blame. The theology or ideology is basically Deuteronomic—disobedience leads to

cursing, obedience to blessing.”®

The theme that God protects His Temple is reinforced by the literary structure of 2
Macc. After the two prefixed epistles (1:1—2:18) and a prologue (2:19-32), the

7" Although we will concentrate on the account of Nicanor in 2 Macc, we will also refer to the

parallel version in 1 Macc (1 Macc 7:26-38 para. 2 Macc 14:15—15:19; 1 Macc 7:39-50 para. 2 Mace
15:20-37).

78 2 Mace 2:19-32 states that the author abridged the work of Jason of Cyrene; cf. the use of the
term in Goldstein (1983) passim.

' Doran (1981) passim characterizes the Abridger’s ideology of the Temple as propaganda.

" E.g., 2 Mace 5:19-20; 6:12-16.

"8 Cf. 2 Macc 6:12-16 and Deut 28:1-68; so Spilly (1985) 86.
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narrative falls into three main parts,”" each of which advances the Abridger’s temple-

propaganda that show God protecting the Temple when Jews are Jaithful *

Part 1: The Repulse of Heliodorus (2 Macc 3:1-40)
Part 2: The Profanation of the Temple and its Renewal (2 Macc 4:1—10:9)
Part 3: The Defense of the Temple (2 Macc 10:10—15:36)

Part 1 (3:1-40) serves an apologetic function. It begins with the commission of
Heliodorus by King Seleucus IV to remove the mass of wealth that had accumulated
in the Temple treasury (3:7). With great dramatic style, the Abridger describes how
distraught and helpless the Jews feel in resisting Heliodorus. They prostrated
themselves before God, praying that He would “keep the deposits safe and secure for
those who had placed them in trust.”’*® While they are praying, Heliodorus arrives at
the Temple treasury and is confronted by a manifestation of God’s power. A
beautifully adorned horse, with a golden clad rider, appears before his eyes, charges
at him, and knocks him down (3:25). Instantly, two splendidly dressed young men
appear and flog Heliodorus senseless to the point that he must be carried away on a
stretcher (3:26-28). At first, the Jews are speechless, but then break out in praise and
rejoicing because of the manifestation of the Almighty Lord (100 mavtokpdTopog
¢moavévrog), who glorified His own place (mapadofdlovra 16 Eautod TémOV)

(3:30). The narrative ends by reinforcing the temple-propaganda:

For he who has his dwelling in heaven watches over that place [éxeivou T0G Tém0U]
himself and brings it aid, and he strikes and destroys those who come to do it injury (2
Macc 3:39; NRSV).

In contrast with similar stories in the ancient world, ’*’ the Heliodorus account has a

unique literary and social function. It functions as part of the theodicy or apology of 2

78 Following Doran (1981) 47-76, who offers, among other things, a defense of the literary unity
of each of these sections.

’** So Doran (1981) 52.

7% 2 Macc 3:22 (NAB).

7 As Doran (1981) 47-50 has shown, the account of Heliodorus stands alongside other ancient
stories that praise a deity who defends his or her temple or city. Among other things, such stories have
functioned to deter marauding armies or to reassure citizens that they had divine protection. Examples
include: (a) the inscription from Cos, which describes the repulsion of the Gauls from the Temple at
Delphi by Apollo in 279 B.C.E., (b) an inscription from Panamaros about Zeus Panamaros’ defense of
the city and the literary account of the same action by Pausanias, (c) the Lindos Chronicle's account of
Athene's defense of Lindos against Datis, the Persian commander, (d) the account by Syriscus, a local
historian of the city of Chersonesus, regarding Athene’s defense of that city, (e) Herodotus® account of
the intervention of Apollo in defense of Delphi against Persians, (f) the defense of a temple in the
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Macc, which defends God’s power and God’s faithfulness to Israel despite the
overwhelming presence of evil. By including the Heliodorus account at the beginning
of the book, the Abridger establishes from the outset that the God of Israel is willing
and able to protect the Temple. So, when the Temple is plundered in Part 2, God is
already exonerated, His power and faithfulness is above question, and blame for the

presence of evil must lie elsewhere, in this case, with Jewish unfaithfulness.

Part 2 (4:1—10:9) focuses on the profanation of the Temple and its renewal. It begins
with two Jewish scoundrels, Jason and Menelaus, who successively acquire the high
priesthood through bribery and treachery. When Jason is high priest, Judaism is
abandoned and Hellenization is imposed (4:10); but later, when Menelaus assumes
the priesthood, evil increases to the point where he perpetrates violence against
fellow Jews (4:40-42). When Jason is high priest, there is general neglect of the
sacrifices and the Temple (4:11-17); but after Menelaus assumes the high priesthood,
the Temple is blatantly robbed (4:32). The portrayal of Jason and Menelaus is one of
escalating evil and defection from Judaism. This escalation hits a fevered pitch when
Jason tries to take back the priesthood through violence and has his forces attack
Menelaus (5:1-10). This motivates Antiochus to come and crush what he thinks is a
Jewish revolt. After Antiochus arrives, he slaughters eighty thousand Jews (5:11-14),
suppresses Judaism (6:6, 7-11), ransacks the Temple (5:15-21), fills the Temple with
debauchery (6:4), defiles the altar (6:5), and calls the Temple “the temple of
Olympian Zeus” (6:2). While recounting these atrocities, the Abridger reiterates the
apologetic theme: The Lord allowed Antiochus to profane the Temple (8:2) and to
commit blasphemies against His name (8:4), “because of the sins of those who lived
in the city.... And what was forsaken [i.e., the Temple] in the wrath of the Almighty
was restored again in all its glory when the great Lord became reconciled” (5:17b,
20b; NRSV). But how is the Lord reconciled? As the story continues, the Abridger
shows that the Lord is reconciled by Jewish martyrs who, in their steadfast loyalty,
suffer and die, which turns God’s wrath into mercy (7:37-38; 8:5). Once reconciled,

God is called the ally of the Jews (8:24) and they are said to be invulnerable (8:36).

Kedorlaomer inscription, and (g) Yahweh's defense of Jerusalem and its Temple in the account of
Sennacherib in 2 Kgs 18:17—19:36 and 2 Chr 32:1-22.
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Thereafter, Judas Maccabeus scores one providential victory after another’®® until
Antiochus himself miraculously converts to Judaism on his deathbed (9:1-29).7*°
Once Antiochus is eliminated, Judas’ recovery and rededication of the Temple is

uncontested and the first Hanukkah is celebrated (10:1-9).

When we ask how the blasphemies of Antiochus (8:4)—which are broadly conceived
as assaults on Jews, Judaism, Jerusalem, and the Temple—function within the first
two parts, we note that they align with the motif of God's wrath, which is understood
as God’s discipline of the Jews (6:12). In this way, the Abridger presents blasphemy
from two different perspectives: From one angle, as we have previously pointed out,
blasphemy is an expression of Antiochus’ arrogant self-exaltation, an attempt to rival
God, which leads to the death of Antiochus. But, from another angle, blasphemy is
characterized as an expression of divine discipline, which leads to life for obedient
Jews. That is, the blasphemies of Antiochus (= the atrocities against the Jews) are
presented as part of God’s wrath and discipline of Israel and, in this way, blasphemy

within 2 Macc has a rather ironic rehabilitative function.”®

Part 3 (10:10-—15:36) is concerned with showing how God continues to provide
protection for the Jews and their Temple after the first Hanukkah. Part 3 has two
main units. The first unit (10:10—13:26) presents a series of campaigns highlighting
how God continues to help the faithful Jews gain victory over their enemies.””’ The
narration of each campaign is noticeably condensed. In contrast, the second unit
(14:1—15:36) presents one extended narrative, focusing on a single enemy, Nicanor,

the general of King Demetrius. The victorious campaigns described in the first unit

™ Doran (1981) 56-9 describes 2 Macc 8:1-36 as a skillful literary portrayal of God’s help after
His wrath is turned to mercy, which leads to the climatic declaration by Nicanor that “the Jews had a
Defender and ... the Jews were invulnerable because they followed the laws ordained by him” (8:36).

™ Doran (1981) 59-60 notes that the “deathbed testament” by Antiochus is a well-known literary
device and, while the deathbed letter (9:19-27) should not be taken as authentic, there is evidence that
it may have been based on official letters.

™ To our knowledge, contemporary scholars have not noted this literary function.

™' The Israelites invoke God's help against the Idumeans (10:14-23), Joppa and Jamnia (12:3-9),
Ephron (12:27-28), and Gorgias (12:32-27). During other campaigns, the narrator directly states that
God helps Isragl defeat the Arabs (12:10-12), Caspin (12:13-16), and Lysias (13:19-17). At other
times, heavenly visions accompany Israel as they fight enemies, such as Timothy (10:24-38) and
Lysias (11:1-14).
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provide miniature versions of the carefully crafted narration of Nicanor’s blasphemy

and defeat in the second unit. We now turn to that final unit,

10.2 Nicanor Blasphemes the Temple

The last unit of the book (2 Macc 14:1-—15:36) focuses on the final and climatic
campaign to protect the Temple. It begins with Demetrius hearing an evil report from
Alcimus, a corrupt and treasonous Jew, that Judas will never make peace with the
Seleucid dynasty. As a result, Demetrius sends Nicanor to destroy Judas’ army and to
install Alcimus as high priest (14:1-14). Even though Nicanor and Judas end up
signing a peace treaty (14:15-25), the power politics of Alcimus force Nicanor to
break the treaty and chase Judas into hiding (14:26-30).”°> Although it is unclear
where Judas has gone, Nicanor confidently goes directly to the center of Judaism, the
great and holy Temple, to demand that the priests hand Judas over to him (14:31).
When the priests declare that they do not know where Judas is, the Abridger

describes Nicanor’s reaction in the most remarkable way:

He stretched out his right hand toward the mpoTeivag v S&1dv ém TovV vew
sanctuary and swore this oath: “f you do  Ta0T dpooev £av py déoutév pot Tév
not hand Judas over to me as a prisoner, | Joudav mapaddTe T6v8e TOv Tob Be0l
will level this shrine of God to the ground  onxov eig mediov moujow xai 10

and tear down the altar, and buildherea  OuciacTipiov kataokdpw kai iepov
splendid temple to Dionysus” (2 Macc évtalba 1@ Alovioy Emdavig

14:33; NRSV). dvaotiow (LXX 2 Macc 14:33).

Although Nicanor’s threat is never acted on, let alone realized, it is identified as
blasphemy’®* and this was enough to place him among the most notorious
blasphemers in Jewish history.””* The Abridger’s vivid description of Nicanor

shaking his fist and threatening to destroy the Temple and raise another is very

7 The account of Alcimus in 2 Macc 14:1-27 is at odds with the parallel account in 1 Macc 7:1-
25 in some respects. In 1 Macc, Demetrius made Alcimus high priest and, after gaining some control
over Jerusalem, Alcimus requests help from Demetrius to withstand the forces of Judas. Nicanor is
then dispatched. In 2 Macc, Nicanor is dispatched to install Alcimus as high priest, but without
success. 2 Macc never identifies Alcimus as the high priest because, after the purification of the
Tempie (2 Macc 10), it would have been contrary to the propaganda of 2 Macc to admit that a defiled
high Briest, like Alcimus, had again compromised the purity of the Temple.

* Nicanor is called a blasphemer (8Uo¢n0¢; 2 Macc 15:32) and his action is described as
blasphemy (Suodmpia; 1 Macc 7:38) and speaking evil (xak@g AdAnoev; | Macc 7:42),

7 First, Nicanor’s threat is compared with the blasphemy of Sennacherib (1 Macc 7:41; 2 Macc
15:22-24). Second, Jews celebrated victory over Nicanor every year in a festival called “the Day of
Nicanor” on the thirleenth of Adar (see Josephus Ant. 12.12; y. Meg. 1.70¢ [Neusner 1.4] and y. Ta*
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similar to other traditions regarding Nicanor.””> When we turn to the Abridger’s

description, three phrases stand out.

First, he stretched out {npoTteivag] his right hand against the sanctuary (14:33a).
The phrase, mpotewveiv Tiv x€ipa (fo stretch out the hand) and similar phrases
using Te1velv and éxTelvely, are primarily used in 2 Macc to refer to stretching out
hands toward heaven in prayer,”® but they are also used in the sense of stretching out
a hand to take a sword for battle.”” In 1 Macc, éxtetveiv THv x€lpa (to stretch out

798

the hand) is used to refer to striking someone in combat.””” In addition to combat

imagery, stretching out one’s hand was also a common prophetic gesture, indicating
that something was about to be taken and destroyed, such as a nation,799 a city,800
wicked people,”! or a temple.*®® Nicanor’s fist-waiving gesture was thus a well-
known, if not universal, expression of threat or portent of doom. The description of
Nicanor is similar to the description of sinning with a high hand in Num 15:30-31,
which we argued was a defiant, fist-shaking rebellion against God’s law and God
Himself. In the case of Nicanor, the fist is not waved against God’s law, but against
the sanctuary (¢l TOv vew), a threat to destroy the shrine of God (Tov 100 0€0D
onxov). Since it is hard to conceive of a more direct way to threaten transcendent
deity than to threaten his or her temple, Jews probably interpreted Nicanor’s gesture
as a sign of malice against God Himself. And, as we have argued, to express malice
toward God is blasphemy (§ 4.4). Thus, aside from whatever Nicanor is reported to
have said, the gesture itself was blasphemous.! It is a clear case of non-verbal

blasphemy.

an. 2.66a [Neusner 2.12]). Third, in Palestinian tradition, Nicanor became a primary example of a
blasphemer alongside such notorious figures as Goliath (see y. Sebu.3.34 [Neusner 3.1]).

A comparison of 2 Macc 14:33 with 1 Macc 7:34, 42, and 47 supports Goldstein (1983) 37-
41, who argues for a “Common Source” in addition to 1 and 2 Macc. Furthermore, Josephus Ant.
12:402-412 account of Nicanor provides some unique details, suggesting yet another source. He
includes Nicanor’s blasphemy and threat to tear down the Temple, but not the raised fist (12.406).

762 Mcc 3:20; 7:10; 14:34; 15:12; 15:21; cf.

772 Mace 15:12, 15.

7 1 Macc 6:25; 9:47; 12:42.

™ Jer 51:25; Ezek 35:3; cf. Exod 75, 19; 8:6, 17, etc.

¥ Josh 8:18-19; Jer 6:12; 15:6; 51:25

%l Ezek 6:14; 14:9,13; 25:7, 13, 16; 35:3; Zeph 1:4; 2:13.

%2 | Macc 14:31; 1 Esd 6:32 (Ezra 6:12).

803 A fier his death, Nicanor is identified as a blasphemer (8Uo¢npog) and his offending arm (not
just his tongue) is cut off; cf. 2 Macc 15:32-33 nad 1 Macc 7:47.
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Second, Nicanor vows: I will make this shrine of God [fall] to the ground (Tov 100
0e00 onkov eig medlov motjow) (14:33b). Here, Nicanor not only verbally
assaults the Temple, but also the Temple-propaganda itself. That is, Nicanor assaults
the reputation of the Protector of the Temple by suggesting that God is either
unwilling or unable to defend the Temple. It is verbal abuse, which is interpreted as
blasphemy (cf. 15:32-33). The language of Nicanor’s verbal threat is similar to the
description of Antiochus’ action of trying to make the holy city level to the ground
(aylav moAwv ... lodmedov morfioat) (9:14). In addition, Nicanor’s vow fo tear
down the altar (16 BucwaoThplov kataokdPw) (14:33c¢) recalls Antiochus’
profanation of the altar (0 BucwaoTiplov TOlg dmodieaTaApévolg) (6:5). By
revivifying the memory of the arch-villain, Antiochus, not to mention the Babylonian
destruction of the first-temple, the Abridger intensifies the blasphemous threat of
Nicanor as part of the climax to his history. But, in contrast with the narrative of
Antiochus, there is little mention of suspending Judaism, forsaking the laws,
massacring Jews, or burning sacred books. Rather, in the Nicanor-narrative,
everything boils down to one main issue, the center of Judaism—the Temple.**
Thus, in the Abridger’s temple-propaganda, Nicanor’s threat becomes the prime test
case for whether God will protect His Temple after the first Hanukkah.

Third, Nicanor then adds: I will raise up here a temple to Dionysus (iepdv Evtadba
T@ Aloviow émoaveg dvaoTthow) (14:33d). Nicanor’s vow is ambitious. The vow
goes beyond the Babylonians, who razed the Temple but did not rebuild another. It is
beyond Antiochus, who only renamed the Temple for Olympian Zeus (6:2).
Nicanor’s ambition is to raise up another temple to replace the Temple of God. From
the Jewish perspective, God had chosen Zion for his place of dwelling®® and for
Nicanor to make such a claim usurps God’s exclusive right to Zion. Attempting to
usurp the prerogatives of God is contemptuous, to say the least and, as we have

previously argued, to display such an attitude is blasphemy.

804 Although the issue of the Sabbath is briefly raised in the Nicanor-narrative (15:3-5), concern
for the Temple occupies considerably more attention (14:31-36 and 15:6-37).
$9% 1 Macc 7:37; Exod 15:17.
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Nicanor’s threat to the Temple is thus a frontal attack on the God of the Temple. The
priests’ reaction to Nicanor is like Hezekiah’s reaction to the blasphemy of
Sennacherib. The priests enter the sanctuary, stretch out their hands toward heaven,

and remind God of His commitments to Israel:

O Lord ... you were pleased that there should be a temple for your habitation among us
foxnvioewg &v fuiv yevéoBai] ... keep undefiled forever this house that has been so
recently purified. (2 Macc 14:35-36; NRSV).

Later, we will note that the language of God dwelling among us (cxnvwgewg &v
AUTv) in 2 Mace 14:35%% is very similar to the Johannine theology of the Word
dwelling among us (¢axfivwoev &€v NU1v) in Jn 1:14. But for the moment, we wish to
point out that even though the usual terms for blasphemy are not present in 2 Macc
14:33-36, the solemnity of the priests’ prayer confirms that they are reacting to
blasphemy much the same way Hezekiah reacted to Sennacherib. Our reading of 2

Macc is corroborated by the parallel account in 1 Macc 7:33-43.

| Macc 7:33-43 presents the account of Nicanor with slight, but significant, variation
from 2 Macc and highlights Nicanor’s blasphemy. In 1 Macc, Nicanor not only
threatens to destroy the Temple (7:35), but he also mocks (pukTnpiw), derides
(yeAdw), and defiles (uraivw) the priests (7:34). In this way, Nicanor is shown to
violate the two-fold prohibition not to speak evil (xaxd¢ Aeyeiv) against God and
His leaders (Exod 22:28 [27]). After hearing Nicanor’s blasphemy, the priests enter
the sanctuary, weep, and plea with God to kill Nicanor and his men for their
blasphemies (Suadnudv) (7:36-38). This is followed with a prayer by Judas, who
reminds God of Sennacherib’s blasphemy and then pleads for Nicanor’s judgment
because he had spoken wickedly (kax@®dg AaA€iv) against the sanctuary (7:42). Here,
it is worth pointing out that the accusation of speaking wickedly (xax®¢ AQA£1V) is
identical to the charge against Jesus in the Johannine trial narrative (Jn 18:23), which
we will discuss later. As for Nicanor, his demise is predictable. He is killed in battle
and his head and right hand, which he shook so defiantly at the Temple, is cut off and

stretched out (¢EETe1vev) for display outside Jerusalem (7:47).
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In sum, Nicanor used both gesture and words to threaten the Temple. His expression
of abuse and dishonor toward the Temple is blasphemy. We can speak of this as
blasphemy against the Temple, which it is, but such language can also be understood

as metonymy for blasphemy against God Himself.

10.3 Nicanor Blasphemes the Sabbath

2 Macc also includes a unique and brief account that can be understood as
blaspheming the Sabbath. While pursuing Judas with his troops, Nicanor compels
certain Jews to accompany him (15:1). However, when he decides to attack on a
Sabbath, the Jews who are with him protest and state that he ought to show respect
for the day of rest because the Living Lord Himself, the Sovereign in heaven, has
ordained it (15:4). Nicanor’s reply is full of arrogance as he mimics the language of

the Jewish protesters, stating, I am a Sovereign on earth (15:5).

15:4 When they declared, “It is the living 15:4 T@v & dnopnvapévuv EoTLV O

Lord himself, the Sovereign in heaven, kUplog COv adToc £v alpavid

who ordered us to observe the seventh SuvdaTtng 6 keAevoag GOKETV THYV
day.” (NRSV) £Bdopada. (LXX)

15:5 he replied, “But I am a sovereign 15:5 6 8¢ Erepog kdyd dnotv
also, on earth, and I command you to take  duvdoTng £mi rfic yfic 6 mpoo-

up arms and finish the kings’ business.” Tdoowv oipely SmAa Kai T&g
(NRSV). BaotAikdg xpelag EmreAelv (LXX).

Nicanor not only contravenes the will of God by forcing Jews to accompany him on
the Sabbath but, even more so, flouts God’s Sabbath-commandment by issuing his
own seventh-day commandment! By defiantly rejecting and then contradicting the
Sabbath-commandment, Nicanor sins with a high hand (Num 15:30-31), which we
argued was blasphemy against God (§ 7.1).

In addition, when Nicanor designates himself as sovereign on earth, he presents
himself as the other (6 8t £1epog; 15:5), the one who stands over against the
Sovereign in heaven. It is as if he is announcing, “You have heard it said, keep the

Sabbath; but | say to you, let the ruler of heaven keep to heaven, I am ruler on earth.”

% One slight and insignificant variation—xaraoknivwoewg &v fulv (dwelling among us)—
occeurs in 2 Macc 14:35 and is witnessed by a group late minuscules (L’ 58 311) that may represent an
earlier Lucianic recension.
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In this way, the Abridger describes Nicanor as casting himself as the god of earth,
limiting God to heaven, and thus recapitulating the blasphemy of Antiochus in his
claim to divinity (2 Macc 9:12, 28; cf. § 9.5). By limiting God’s authority to heaven,
Nicanor is also implying a type of cosmic duality where there is a sharp cleavage
between heavenly and earthly authority. Of course, Nicanor’s cosmic duality violates
Jewish monotheistic sensitivities, which has a unitive view of heaven and earth with

One Sovereign over both 2”7

So, on the one hand, we have described this as blaspheming the Sabbath, which it is
because Nicanor denigrates the honored Sabbath. On the other hand, to speak of
blaspheming the Sabbath is metonymy for blaspheming the Lord of the Sabbath,
which the rest of our brief analysis has atiempted to point out. Nicanor dishonors and
is contemptuous of the Sabbath and, for that reason, he dishonors and is

contemptuous of God, and that is blasphemy (§ 4.4).

10.4 Nicanor’s Defeat and Death

Lastly, we look at look at the outcome of Nicanor’s blasphemy, which highlights the
verbal and non-verbal aspects of his blasphemy and is an application of the /ex
talionis or the law of proportionate justice. Like the account in 1 Macc, when Judas
defeats Nicanor and his army in battle, the head and right arm of Nicanor is cut off
and taken back to Jerusalem (2 Macc 15:30). Then, in accord with the Abridger’s
Temple-propaganda, Judas is described as graphically verifying that God keeps his
Temple from defilement (cf. 15:34b).

He showed them the vile Nicanor's head ~ xal émdeiEdpevog v 100 napod
and the wretched blasphemer’s arm that Nikdvopog xegaAnv kai THv xeipa
had been boastfully stretched out against ~ Tol Suaprpou fiv éktelvag ém 1OV
the holy dwelling of the Almighty. He cut ~ dylov To0 mavToxpdTopog oixov

out the tongue of the ungodly Nicanor, éUEYGAGOXTIUEV-,KG\l ™mv YNDC?UC{,V T00
saying he would feed it piecemeal to the duooeBolg Nikdvopog éxTepwv €dn
birds ... (2 Macc 15:32-33a; NAB). xaTa pépog duoetv Tolg Opvioig ...

(LXX 2 Macc 15:32).

OIN.T. Wright (1992) 252-59 analyzes Jewish monotheism in terms of ten dualities, some of

which are compatible with Jewish monotheism and some that are not. According to Wright,
cosmological duality is not compatible with Jewish monotheism (253) and therefore Nicanor’s claim
(for cosmological duality) violates Jewish monotheism.
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Certainly, the Abridger could have narrated the death of Nicanor without including
the gruesome details about his severed head, arm, and tongue. However, the
dismemberment is mentioned three times in a very short space, indicating some
significance (15:30, 32-33, 35). It is likely that, in accord with the lex talionis, the
offensive organs—the tongue that wagged and the fist that shook-—are shown to have
been dealt with, never to blaspheme again. As we suggested earlier, by highlighting
the tongue and fist of Nicanor, the Abridger also highlights the verbal and non-verbal
instrumentality of blasphemy.

10.5 Conclusion and Prospects

The Nicanor narrative provides a unique discourse concept of blasphemy that may
provide an important perspective for understanding the theology of FG and its

possible offense that theology may have caused non-believing Jews.

2 Macc has highlighted the importance and centrality of the Temple for early
Judaism. According to the Abridger, God takes great concern for the Temple and, so
long as Jews are faithful to the covenant, God protects it from all harm and
defilement. However, as implied in the Temple-propaganda, unfaithful Jews are
particularly dangerous in that they invite divine wrath and open the possibility that
God will aliow atrocities and blasphemies to be committed. The mere appearance of
blasphemy is both a sign of Jewish disloyalty and a sign of God’s rehabilitative
wrath. After the blasphemies of Antiochus and the rededication of the Temple, 2
Macc demonstrates that Israel remains faithful to God and so God continues to
protect the Temple. For the Abridger, Nicanor provides the ultimate test case
regarding whether God would protect His Temple when Jews remain faithful to the

covenant.

As we saw, Nicanor verbally and non-verbally threatened to destroy the Temple and
thereby challenged the reputation and honor of God as the Protector of the Temple.
Such action was interpreted as blasphemy. Furthermore, in claiming that he would
raise a new temple for Dionysus, he contemptuously arrogated for himself the
prerogatives of God. Again, this is blasphemy. Moreover, Nicanor dishonored

(blasphemed) the Sabbath and the God of the Sabbath; first, by contradicting the
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Sabbath-commandment and, second, by claiming that he, not God, was a ruler on
earth. In sum, Nicanor’s blasphemy can be characterized as contemptuous and

disparaging of God, the Protector of the Temple and Lord of the Sabbath.

When we turn to FG, a number of parallels are suggested. First, like Nicanor, Jesus
appears to challenge the sovereignty of God regarding the Sabbath-commandment
(Jn 5:2-18) and, in response to questioning, suggest that there are two sovereigns,
God the Father and himself (Jn 5:17, 19-30). Could non-believing Jews have viewed
this as blaspheming the Lord of the Sabbath? This is addressed in chapter 13. Second,
like Nicanor, Jesus made threatening gestures toward the Temple (Jn 2:13-16) and, in
the same context, verbalized its doom (Jn 2:19). Could non-believing Jews have
understood Jesus as blaspheming the Temple? Similarly, in the so-called Jewish trial
narrative in FG, Jesus is portrayed as defending the charge that he had spoken
wickedly (xaxd¢ AaA€iv; In 18:23), the very accusation that was brought against
Nicanor for his blasphemy of the Temple (1 Macc 7:42). Could the use of speaking
evil in Jn 18:23 have been alluding to Jesus blaspheming the Temple? We will look at

this in chapter 14.
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CHAPTER 11

THE BLASPHEMY OF AN EGYPTIAN RULER
PHILO’S DE SOMNIIS 2.123-132

In chapters S to 10, we looked at various discourse concepts of blasphemy as they
emerged from selected Jewish texts, texts that were widely known in early Judaism,
probably influencing or reflecting the shared knowledge of first-century Jews. It is
not surprising, therefore, that Philo (20 BCE - 50 CE) not only knew, but also very
familiar with all three of the Mosaic texts that we have examined.*®® In this chapter,
we look at Philo’s understanding of blasphemy and, in particular, his description of
the blasphemy of an Egyptian ruler in Somn. 2.123-132. Although Philo mentions
blasphemy in number of different texts,®® we will look at Fug. 84, Mos. 2.205-206,
and Decal. 61-69 before concentrating on Somn. 2.123-132. In contrast with previous
chapters, we will not seek a literary discourse concept of blasphemy, since we are
dealing with multiple treatises and not one discourse. However, broadly conceived,
we are seeking a discourse concept of blasphemy insofar as Philo’s thoughts about

blasphemy form a unified discourse within a single mind.

11.1 Fug. 84

As part of a larger group of works dedicated to the allegorical interpretation of
Genesis,”'° De Jfuga et inventione (On Flight and Finding) presents an exposition of
each verse of Gen 16:6-12 (omitting v. 10), which concerns Hagar’s flight. Here we
will briefly trace part of Philo’s thought, which leads from talking about cities of
refuge to blasphemy of God.

Philo argues that God mercifully provides cities of refuge for unintentional murderers

(Fug. 53), because God ordains unintentional sins (Fug. 76). In contrast, whoever

%% OF 2.5 comments on LXX Exod 22;27 and Philo alludes to it in Spec. 1.53, Fug. 84 (cf.
chapter 5). Philo comments on Lev 24:10-23 in Mos. 2.205-8 (cf. chapter 6). Philo's knowledge of
Num 15:30-36 is reflected in Spec. 1.265, Spec 2.64, Mig 91, and Virt. 171-174 (cf. chapter 7).

¥ Philo uses a range of terms for blasphemy, including BAaodnuéw (10 times), BAaodnuia 11
times), BAdodnpog (twice), Suopnuéw (once), kaTaraAéw (5 times), Aotdopéw (4 times), and
Aowbopla (4 times). Cf. Philo’s Index by Borgen, Fuglseth, and Skarsten (2000).
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commits intentional murder is responsible for his sin and cannot say God ordained it
(Fug. 79). Philo contends that there is no refuge for intentional murderers (Fug. 81)
and, if such a person tries to seek refuge, it is tantamount to blaming God for his sin
(Fug. 80). Anyone who blames God deserves punishment and, Philo asserts, Exod
21:15 indicates the type of penalty required: Whoever falsely accuses or speaks
against (xaxoAoy£w) father or mother should be put to death (Fug. 83). Philo

believes that, in this way, Moses proclaims the death penalty for those who speak

against God:
He as good as proclaims in a loud voice povovoy ydp Bod kal xékpayev, 6Tt
that no pardon must be granted to a 10OV gig TO Octov BAagdnupodvruv

blasphemer against God (Fug. 84; Loeb).  00devi ouyyvuung peTadotéov
(duyng 84; Loeb).

Philo’s argument is that individuals, who blame God for the evil they intentionally
commit, blaspheme God and should be executed. It is a Qal wa-homer (lit. light and
heavy) argument®''; that is, if speaking against (xaxohoyéw) parents requires the
death penalty (Fug. 83), then surely in the more important case of speaking against

(BAaodnuéw) God, execution must be exacted (Fug. 84).

On the surface, therefore, Fug. 84 concerns intentional murderers who claim to
deserve a place of refuge. Intentional murders do not deserve refuge and, if they
claim refuge, it is to attribute evil to God, which is blasphemy. For such, there is no
pardon. Underlying the discussion, however, the issue seems to concern

misrepresenting God or lying about God. That, too, would be blasphemy.

11.2 Mos. 2.203-208

De vita Mosis 2 (On the Life of Moses 2) treats the character of Moses as legislator
(2.1-66), priest (2.67-186), and prophet (2.187-287). In the last part, Philo offers four
examples of Moses’ prophetic function. One of the examples focuses on blasphemy
and, in particular, Moses prophetic judgment regarding the Egyptian-Hebrew
offender mentioned in Lev 24:10-23 (2.192-208). There are at least three aspects of

Philo’s exposition that provide a window to his perspective on blasphemy.

%1 Borgen (1984) 243-4.
' Bock (1998) 62 states that it is a “classic lesser to greater argument.”
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First, Philo’s commentary on Lev 24:10-23 provides an underlying cause for the
blasphemy when he describes the Egyptian heritage of the offender (2.193-195). The
offender not only set aside the Jewish customs of his mother, but he embraced the
customs of the Egyptians, whom Philo characterizes as having set up earth as a
power to challenge heaven (yfiv émereiyioav obpav) and as having given earth
honor equal fo gods (1000éwv TIudV) (2.194). The offender is portrayed as so
thoroughly influenced by Egyptian atheism (Alyunmiaxiig &6edtnrog) that, when
he quarrels with a Jew, he freely and wickedly curses (xatapdopat) the God of
Israel (2.196). In this way, a picture is painted of a man who, fueled by Egyptian
idolatry, refuses to reverence God (ufy céBelv 0eov) and therefore blasphemes God
(2.198).

Second, Philo’s commentary on Lev 24:10-23 makes a distinction between two types
of verbal offense.?' After noting the imprisonment of the Egyptian-Hebrew, Philo

states that Moses promulgated a two-pronged law:

Whoever curses god, let him bear the 0¢ Gv kaTapdonTal Bedv, duapTiog
guilt of his sin, but he that nameth the Evoxog EoTw, 0¢ & Gv dvopdoy TO
name of the Lord let him die (Mos. 2.203;  §voua xuptov, Bvyokéw (Mos. 2.203;
Loeb). Loeb). *"

Philo contends that cursing (xatapdopat) is forbidden, but it is a lesser crime than
vocalizing or naming the Name (dvopdon 16 §vopa), which is punishable by death
(2.204). Philo then argues that Moses’ use of the term god did not refer to God, but
so-called gods (2.205). Admittedly, this is an unexpected twist, since the Egyptian-
Hebrew man cursed the God of Israel, not a so-called god (cf. 2.196). Nevertheless,
Philo insists that Lev 24:16 prohibits insulting (BAacdnuiag) false gods, because it
teaches Jews reverence for the name or title of “god” and thus God Himself (2.205).
This line of reasoning is evident elsewhere in Philo (Spec. 1.53) as well as in
Josephus (4nt. 4.207), so it is likely that Philo is expressing a Jewish perspective that
is not simply his own. Philo argues by analogy that just as we do not call our parents
by their personal names out of honor for them, so we should not use the divine Name

(2.207). Thus, it is simply unpardonable to use recklessly or unseasonably the divine

812 Cf. the discussion in Goldenberg (1997) 67-8; Bock (1998) 63-4.
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Name (2.208).8"* In another treatise, Philo refers to the Name as that “which only
those whose ears and tongues are purified may hear or speak in the holy place, and no
other person, nor in any other place at all” (Loeb; Mos. 2.114). By inference, using
the Name outside the Temple or by a person not properly purified would count as

unseasonable use of the Name and therefore blasphemous.

Third, while discussing the meaning of naming the name, Philo also mentions a third

type of verbal offense:*'>

But if anyone, 1 will not say blasphemes el 8¢ Tig 00 Aéyw BAaodnuioeiev eig
the Lord of gods and men, but even TOV GvBpuinwy kai Bedv kUpLov, GAAG
ventures to utter His name unseasonably,  kai ToAuoetev axaipwg avTol

let him suffer the penalty of death. (Mos.  $6€yEaabau Tolvopa, Bdvatov Omo-
2.206; Loeb). HewvdTw v diknv. (Mos. 2.206; Loeb).

Although Philo is expanding on what naming the Name means, one can see in the
quotation above that, in a very cautious way, Philo alludes to blaspheming the God of
Israel, which is a worse than naming the Name. In this way, Philo indicates a third
verbal offense to add to the previous two. What that blasphemy entailed, Philo does

not say in this context.

The result is a three-tiered scheme of verbal offense:*'® (1) Cursing a god is a high
crime, it is classified as blasphemy, and it is forbidden because it can lead to
irreverence for the One who is properly called “god”. (2) Vocalizing the Name is a
higher crime, it is unpardonable, and it demands the death sentence. Whether Philo
classifies this offense as blasphemy is unclear. (3) Blaspheming the God of Israel,

nearly unthinkable for Philo, is the highest crime and, as he states elsewhere,

81 Follows LXX Lev 24:15a-16b; see our discussion in chapter 6.

814 According to Wolfson (1948) 121-22, the most holy name of God, mentioned in Mos. 2.208,

refers to the name YHVH, which Philo describes as the quadriliteral (teTpaypéppatov) name (Mos.
2.115, 132) or the proper name (xGpiov Evopa) (Mut. 2, 11, 13; Somn. 1.39, 230) and distinguishes it
from the many other forms of the name (noAvwvupov Svopa) of God (Decal. 19, 94). The name was
not to be vocalized except by the high priest in the temple (Sifre Num. § 39; m. Sozah. 7.6; m. Tamid.
7.2).
1% See Wolfson (1948) 121-24, who treats Philo’s exposition on blasphemy and naming the
Name as part of his argument that “the principle of the unnamability of God ... was taken by Philo to
imply that Ged is incomprehensible” (123-24).

%1% T our knowledge, contemporary scholars have not observed this three-tiered scheme.
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demands the utmost penalty without delay, without jury, and without mercy (Spec.
54-55).

11.3 Decal. 61-6S

De decalogo (On the Decalogue) is a treatise on the theophany on Sinai and an
exposition of the Ten Commandments. The treatise has four main sections dealing
with questions about the Sinai-theophany (Decal. 1-49), the first five commandments
(50-120), the second five commandments (121-153), and a synopsis of Mosaic
legislation (154-178). Our focus is on Philo’s exposition of the first commandment
(52-65), which has a sharp, polemical tone directed against those who give honor and
glory to the created order rather than to the Creator. Since Decal. 61-65 is very

significant for our purposes, it warrants substantial quotation:

(61) So just as anyone who rendered to
the subordinate satraps the honours due to
the Great King would have seemed to
reach the height not only of unwisdom but
of foolhardiness, by bestowing on ser-
vants what belonged to their master, in
the same way anyone who pays the same
tribute to the creatures as to their Maker
may be assured that he is the most sense-
less and unjust of men in that he gives
equal measure to those who are not equal,
though he does not thereby honour the
meaner many but deposes the one
superior.

(62) And there are some who in a further
excess of impiety do not even give this
[i.e., the Creator and the creature]s”
equal payment, but bestow on those
others all that can tend to honour, while to
Him they refuse even to the commonest
of all tributes, that of remembering Him.

(63) Some again, seized with a loud-
mouthed frenzy, publish abroad samples
of their deep-seated impiety and attempt
to blaspheme the Godhead, and when they
whet the edge of their evil-speaking
tongue they do so in the wish to grieve the
pious ...

(61) xaOdmep odv Tod peyddou
BamAéwg 18 Tipdg €l Tig TOlg
OTdPX01G oaTPATALG GWEVELHEV,
ES0Eev dv o0k dyvwpovéaTaTtog
pévov dAAG kai prpoxivBuvéTaTog
elvar yapi{duevog Ta Seandrou
Sovroig, TOV avTov TpdToV [Av] Tolg
a0Tolg €1 TIg yepaipet 16

P z . ¥
TENOKGTA TOIG yeyovdoiy, 1oTw
mavTwv dfouvAdTatog dv kai
adixdétatog, loa 51800¢ avicoic ok
&mi T TOV TameivoTépwv AN’ Emi
koBaipéost 100 kpe{TTOVOG.

(62) eioi & of kai mpoounep-
BaAAouvolv doefelq undé 10 ioov
anodiddvreg, GAAQ TGlg pEV TA
navra TV Enl TR xoptiopevol, TR
& o0Udtv vépovreg AN’ 006¢ pviiuny,
TO KOLVOTATOV.

(63) eViol 6 xal oTopdpyw KaT-
exopevol AGTTY Ta Selypata Tig
Evidpupévng doeBeiag eig péoov
nmpodépovreg BAaadnuely Emyelpolal
10 Beloy, dxovnoduevol Kaxryopov
yAGTTQVY, dua kai Autely £8€hovTeg
Toug evoefolvrag ...

s Following the translation by Yonge (1993 [1854]) 523, we have added the phrase the Creator

and the creature in brackets, because it is not in the Loeb translation or in the Greek; however, it is the
implied referent of this.
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(64) Let us then reject all such imposture  (64) ndoav odv THY ToradTny
and refrain from wpmg those who TepOpeiav dnwoduevol Toug

by nature are our brothers®"® adeddoic PUaEL W) TTROOKUVEEY ...
(65) Let us, then engrave deep in our (65) mp@TOV piv odv mapdyyeApa xal
hearts this as the first and most sacred of  mapayyeApdTwv lepdTatoy
commandments, to acknowledge and aomAiTebowpey év EauTolg, fva 10V
honour one God Who is above all... dvwTdTw vouiCely Te xal Tipdv Bedy
(Loeb). (Loeb).

The underlined text focuses our three comments. First, the issue of honor binds the
passage together. Reference to honor (Tag T1uG¢) begins the passage in 61 and
reference to honor (T\pdv) ends the passage in 65. In between, honor (T11{) is
mentioned twice, once at the end of 61 and once in 62. Other honor-like language is
also used, including worship (mpooxuvdpev) in 64 and giving equal [payment or
honor] (10 Toov dnod1ddévrec) in 62. The concepts of being equal (ioa in 61 and
{oov in 62) and unequal (&vicolrg in 61) also bind the passage. Put together, Philo is
arguing that Creator and creature should not be honored equally, but unequally,
because the Creator and creature are not on equal levels; rather, one God is above all

(Eva Té6v dvetdto ...0c6v).

Second, Philo mentions that certain individuals make an open display or publish
abroad (mpodémovTec) their impiety and attempt fo blaspheme the Godhead
(BAaodnuelv Emyetpodot 1O B€iov) (63). Other than saying that it entails public
display (npodénovTeg) and involves an evil-speaking tongue (xaxfiyopov
yA®TTav), Philo does not describe what blasphemy entails, what was said or how it
was said. However, the context suggests that to blasphemy is to dishonor God in
some fashion, probably by giving human rulers (indicated by 61) or celestial bodies
(indicted by 66) honor equal to God Himself. In this context, blasphemy is nota
direct verbal assault on or defamation of God, but idolatry, stealing God’s honor and
giving it to human leaders or objects of pagan worship. Here, blasphemy and idolatry

. 819
kiss.?

8 Decal. 64 indicates that brothers refers to created things (1a yevépeva); Colson (1937) 38-39

states that brothers refer to the heavenly bodies (citing De Gig. 8) and not angels.

*1 As Bock (1998) 67 observes, “The linkage of blasphemy and idolatry is something that will
frequently occur in the rabbinical material.” For example, see y. Sanh. 7:25a-b [Neusner 7:8-9] and
the comments by Bock (1998) 93-95. Strack-Billerbeck (1922) 1.1010 argue that both the blasphemer
and the idolater are viewed as rejecting the entire law, both are stoned to death, and both are then hung
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Third, Bock’s statement, that “Philo is appealing to his audience not to worship
rulers, who claim to be like God,”*?° is slightly misleading. The issue is not primarily
about claiming to be like God but, more narrowly, giving and receiving honor that
properly belongs to God. Thus, Philo is appealing to his audience to honor the

Creator and not to honor those who claim the glory that belongs to God alone.

11.4 Somn. 2.123-132

Although Philo wrote three treatises on the nature of dreams, only two survive, De
somniis 1 and 2 (On Dreams 1 and 2). In Somn. 2, Philo interprets six dreams from
Genesis.*' Our focus is on the second dream of Joseph (2.110-154). In this treatise of

Philo, Joseph represents human arrogance and vanity.*?

At one point, Joseph is even
rebuked by his father for dreaming that the heavenly bodies would give him worship
(mpooekivouv) (2.111). The dream is a warning for all those who exalt themselves
over other people and over nature itself (2.115). Philo then provides three examples

of people, like Joseph, who foolishly exalt themselves over nature itself.

First, Philo points to Xerxes, who tried to change the course of nature by putting a
canal through Mount Athos and who attacked heaven by shooting arrows at the sun
(2.117-20). Second, Philo cites the Germans, who tried to repel floodwaters with their
swords and thus, he says, deserve ridicule for attempting the truly impossible (2.121-
22). Third, in the most foolish exhibition of human arrogance, an unnamed ruler of
Egypt®® tried to do away with the Sabbath (2.123-32). The account of the Egyptian

leader concerns us and bears extended quotation:

(2.123) Not long ago | knew one of the (2.123) & ob mpdinv dvépa Tiva olda
ruling class who when he had Egypt in his  TOv fyepovikdv, 6g, émeidy v

(m. Sanh 6.4; y. Sanh. 6.23¢, 19). What can be said of one can be said of the other (Sifré Deut. 21.22;
Sifré Num 15.31; y. Sanh. 7.25b, 9).

2% Bock (1998) 65.

%! Two dreams by Joseph (2.1-154), one dream by the chief baker and another by the chief butier
(2.155-214), and finally two more by Pharaoh (2.215-302).

2 S0 Colson (1938) 436; see also Kraft (1991) 136-8.

*2 We have called the ruler an Egyptian; however it is possible that the ruler was in fact of
Jewish origin. Kraft (1991) 135, 138-141 argues that the ruler was Philo’s own nephew, Tiberius
Julius Alexander, who became prefect of Egypt in the late 60s. Others have argued that the ruler was
Flaccus (so Mangey), or a “coded reference” to the Romans (so Goodenough), or the Flaccus’ two
predecessors, Iberus or Vitrasius Pollio (so Coison). Although there is little agreement about who was
the leader, commentators agree that the unnamed ruler was a real person.



charge and under his authority purposed
to disturb our ancestral customs and
especially to do away with the law of the
Seventh Day which we regard with most
reverence and awe. He tried to compel
men to do service to him on it and
perform other actions which contravene
our established custom, thinking that if he
could destroy the ancestral rule of the
Sabbath it would lead the way to
irregularity in all other matters, and a
general backsliding (Loeb).
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npooTactov xal émpéAerav elyev
Alyomrou, Ta ndTpla KIvely Hubv
SievonOn xai Sadepdviwg TOV
aywitatov kal PpprxwdéaTaTov mept
THig £B8dung OmdpxovTa vépov
kaTaAVeLV kal OmmpeTeiv fivdyxalev
[v adTfi] aOTd kal Ta dAXa motEly
mapa 10 xabeoTwg £6og, vopibwv
dpxnv EoeoBal kal ThHg mept T dAAa
txdraitioewg kal TAg TOvV 6Awv
napaBdocwg, €1 16 émi T £BSSuY
ndTprov aveAeiv duvnBein. (Loeb).

Philo goes on to describe how the Jews refused to submit to such demands (2.124)
and how their refusal evoked an ominous speech from the Egyptian ruler who, in
essence, said, “Suppose you were attacked, or suppose a flood, fire, terrible storm,
famine, plague, or earthquake came. Would you not get up and protect yourselves,
even on the Sabbath?” (2.125-128). After setting up his Jewish opponents with such

rhetorical jabs, the ruler finished his speech with a knockout blow:

(2.129) *See then,” he went on, “I who (2.129) kai piv obTog adToG dyw TG

stand before you am all the things [ have
named. [ am the whirlwind, the war, the
deluge, the lightning, the plague of
famine or disease, the earthquake which
shakes and confounds what was firm and
stable...” (Loeb).

Aexnévra, Edn, ndvra eiul, TudUC,
TOAEPOG, KATAKAUGHAGG, KEPALVAG,
Atunpa kal Aowpédng véoog, &
TIVATTOV Kal KUKBV Ta Trayiwg
E0TOTA OELOHOG ... (Loeb).

The logic of the Egyptian was clear, the Sabbath could be suspended for natural
disasters or acts of God; equally evident was the hubris of the Egyptian, who declared
that he himself was just such an extraordinary act of God. In response, Philo is

incensed and accuses the ruler of a series of atrocious impieties:

(2.130) What shall we say of one who
says or even merely thinks these things?
Shall we not call him an evil thing
hitherto unknown: a creature of a strange
land or rather one from beyond the ocean
and the universe—he who dared to liken

(2.131) Would he delay to utter
blasphemies against the sun, moon, and
other stars ...?

(2.132) Nay ... [he would] accuse the
stars of not paying their regular tribute,
and scarce refrain from demanding the
honour and homage be paid by the things

(2.130) 1{ 00v TOV Ta0Ta AéyovTa f
S1dooupevav adTé pdvov elvat
ddpev; dp” o0x ExTémorv; Omep-
WKEAVIOV PEV o0V fi HETaKEOUISY TU
KALVOV KakGv, £1 YE TQ TAVIQ

4 & ndvra Bapudaiywy EauTd

(2.131) GmepBeiT &v 00TOg HAlOV Kai
oeAbvmy xai Tol¢ GAhoug doTépag

(2.132) ... donep Tov elwbBéTA Saopov
oUK &veykdvTag Tolg doTépag
aiTidogral, Tipdabal povovol kai

mpoaxuveiaBar Sikaidv OTO TOV
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of heaven to the things of earth, and to ovpaviwv Tdniyera xal meprTTéTEPOV
himself more abundantly inasmuch as EauTdv, dow kail TGV dAAwv

being a man he conceives himself to have ~ dvfpwmag dv dievnvoxévar Gyuy
been made superior 1o other living Soxel. (Loeb).

creatures. (Loeb).

Regarding this series of atrocious impieties, we have five comments. First, as Kraft
has argued, Philo is speaking about a real person of authority in Egypt, someone that
Philo personally knew in his recent past, and thus the example refers to real events
(2.123).%** The ruler was probably a Roman prefect of Egypt, he had Egypt in his
charge and under his authority (TY\v npooTtaciav kai Empédeiav €ixev

825 This ruler tried to force Jews to abandon Sabbath practices and,

AlyonTou).
through it, to change Jewish law and practice as a whole. The situation was serious
and, while the provocation for the crisis is not clear, the issue was work related, thus

concern for local productivity or regional commerce may have been the catalyst.

Second, the Egyptian ruler apparently dared to compare himself with the destructive
powers of nature—I am the whirlwind, the flood, and the earthquake (2.129). At first
blush, this sounds pompous and unrealistic. However, when we consider that the
ruler was trying to motivate the Jews to work on the Sabbath with threats, which had
yet to become violent, it is possible that such language was used. He apparently knew
Jewish custom and he knew that under extraordinary circumstances the Jews would
not sit unmoved on the Sabbath.®?® The ruler took that knowledge and told the Jews
that they should consider themselves threatened by such extraordinary circumstances,
namely himself, his authority and his military power. Animated by some degree of
arrogance, the ruler used hyperbole to express the threat—1/ am the whirlwind and so
on (2.129). No doubt Philo put the threat into its current literary form to highlight its
blasphemous implications, but we can sense that behind Philo’s redaction is a very

real and ominous warning of a ruler exasperated by Jewish non-compliance.

824 K raft (1991) 134.
¥2 S0 Goodenough (1938) 29.
Y$E.g., 1 Macc 2:41.
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Third, Philo draws out the implications of the ruler’s warning—as if possible, he
dared to compare his all-miserable self to the All-Blessed (2.130).%*" Philo is trying
to mobilize Jewish resistance against the ruler by showing that his hubris threatens, as
if possible, the very source of creation itself, namely, God Himself. The operative
phrase is he dared to compare himself (EauTov EEoporo0v ETOAunoev). The
infinitive, £Eopoto0v, means to make quite like or to assimilate.**® The conceptuality
is similar to Decal. 61-65, where Philo implies that it is blasphemous to give equal
(ioog) honor and worship to creature and Creator alike, and Leg. 1.49, where Philo
states that the selfish and atheistic mind supposes it is equal with God.**°
Sennacherib, Antiochus Epiphanes, Nicanor, and other characters that compared

themselves with God, also come to mind.

Fourth, Philo states that the Egyptian ruler would blaspheme (BAaodnpéw) the sun,
moon, and stars (2.131). Although he does not directly say that the ruler blasphemes
God, we should understand it that way, since the blasphemous attitude is directed

toward heavenly realities that, in the ancient world, would include God Himself.

Fifth, according to Philo’s interpretation (2.132), the blasphemy of the Egyptian ruler
was two-fold. On the one hand, he audaciously expected heavenly realities to honor
and worship him (T\pdoBar ... kal mpookuveigbat ... EauTdv). On the other, he
egotistically confused his creaturely status with that of the Creator since, being a man
(&vOpwtog V), he conceived himself to have been made above (S1evnvoxévai®™®)
other living creatures. In this regard, Goodenough’s comment on Somn. 2.95F is
equally apropos here: “To God should be given the real prostrating (mpooxvnaig)

and honor (Tiun), and if any ruler takes to himself the ‘honor’ of God and calls upon

827 . ~ t ¢ \ ~
Our translation of €1 ye 78 ndvra pakapiy 6 mdvra Bapudaipwv Eautdv EEopoiolv

¢TéAUNGEV, taking the €1 with the aorist £T6Aunoev as an expression of impossibility, as if possible
... he dared, see Liddell and Scott (1889) 226.

23 |iddell and Scott (1889) 275.

¥ didavToc 8 kal dOso¢ 6 volc oidpevog icog elvar Bed (Leg 1.49a).

%3 perf. pass. inf. of Stadépw, a term that can express superior value and has a paradigmatic
relationship with such terms as Tipiog (being of considerable value), Soxalopal (to be of exceptional
value), OYnAdg (very valuable, of exceptional value), see Domain 65 in Louw and Nida (1989).
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his subjects to a cult of himself personally (mpog Tn 16iav Bepameiav), a proper

man will be violently enraged.”®!

11.5 Conclusions and Prospects

We have looked at four different texts, each of which provides a window to Philo’s
conception of blasphemy. In Fug. 84, Philo’s concept of blasphemy involved the
notion of accusing God falsely by attributing evil to God. Offenders deserve
immediate execution. In Mos. 2.203-208, Philo’s exposition on Lev 24:10-23
suggested that idolatry—giving earthly realities equal honor or greater honor than
God-—provides fuel for blasphemy. In addition, Philo provided a three-fold scheme
of blasphemy: cursing a so-called god is a high-crime, vocalizing the Name is a
higher, and blaspheming God (revolting and nearly unthinkable) is the highest crime.
In Decal. 61-65, Philo links blasphemy with stealing God’s honor either through a
public display of evil speech against God or by offering the honor that is due to God
to human leaders or created realities. In Somn. 2.123-131, an Egyptian leader claimed
to be as powerful as God and, to overstate it, thought he could rule over nature by
changing the Seventh Day. Philo identified this—comparing oneself with God-—as
blasphemy. All four texts share some common themes. All four highlight the verbal
character of blasphemy, but do not preclude non-verbal aspects. Three texts state that
execution is the punishment for blasphemy. Three texts link blasphemy with idolatry
and attempting to steal honor from God. And three texts talk about blasphemy in
terms of comparing oneself to God or making oneself equal to God or grasping for

honor that belongs to God.

How does Philo’s perspective on blasphemy illuminate FG? First, as we saw in Fug
84, falsely accusing God or attributing evil to God counted as blasphemy. Nowhere
in FG is Jesus or the disciples accused of this, even when FG presents Jesus

defending himself against speaking evil (Jn 18:23).” Second, both Mos. 2.203-208

and Decal. 61-65 make it clear that giving earthly leaders and realities honor equal to

! Goodenough (1938) 27.

¥2 However, the Jewish disciples, who thought Jesus was from God, might have accused non-
believing Jews of blasphemy for accusing Jesus of evil. That is, charges of blasphemy may have gone
both ways between non-believing Jews and Jewish Christians. See Anderson (1986), who argues that
Mark presents a battle of the blasphemies between Jews and Christians.
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the gods (ic00éwv TIpdV) paves the way to blaspheming Heaven. The issue is
stealing honor from the God of Israel and giving it to false claimants, infringing on
Jewish monotheistic sensitivities. There are indications that Jesus and his disciples
were accused of this type of blasphemy. This will be addressed in chapter 13. Third,
the most remarkable of all is Somn. 2.123-132, which condemns the Egyptian ruler of
blasphemy because he tried to change Sabbath practices, making himself like God
(Somn. 2.130). For anyone familiar with FG, this probably arouses thoughts of Jesus
being accused of changing Sabbath practices (Jn 5:16-17) and then being stoned for
comparing himself with God (Jn 5:18). Moreover, the problem with the Egyptian
ruler was that he was a mere man, claiming to be superior to others (Somn. 2.132),
which is just the sort of charge repeatedly brought against Jesus—You, being a mere
man, claim to be God (Jn 10:33) and He claimed to be the Son of God (Jn 19:7).
These issues will be addressed in chapter 13. Fourth, the Egyptian ruler’s claim, I am
the whirlwind (Somn. 2.129), and other self-comparisons with the acts of God or
nature, reverberate with Jesus’ famous 7 am sayings, such as  am the bread of life (Jn
6:48) or I am the way, the truth, and the life (Jn 14:6). Issues surrounding Jesus’ use
of the  am formula and blasphemy will not be addressed in this study, but it leaves

room for further tantalizing research.
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CHAPTER 12
CONVERGING PORTRAITS OF BLASPHEMY

At this point, we want to present a composite sketch of blasphemy that draws from
the seven discourses that we have just examined. As we have argued throughout, the
seven discourses reflect first-century Jewish thought or else represent Jewish
traditions that were well known during the first century. As such, we contend that
Johannine Jewish Christians and their non-believing Jewish counterparts would have
recognized our composite sketch. The sketch is composed of four strokes and
responds to our guiding questions—What is blasphemy? And what are the

consequences of committing blasphemy?

12.1 Against God

The first stroke in our sketch of blasphemy is that it is an offence against God. Even
though Philo and Josephus warn about blaspheming the gods, their warning was
ultimately for the purpose of preventing people from speaking evil against the one
true God. Once that is taken into consideration, we can summarize the accounts of
blasphemy that we have examined as depicting an individual or a group of
individuals who arrogantly and intentionally do or say something that discredits,

disparages, or dishonors God. This description has six elements to unpack.

First, blasphemy is performed by an individual or a whole group. Sennacherib,
Antiochus, and Nicanor epitomize the blasphemer, yet whole groups such as Korah

and his companions can be perpetrators of blasphemy.

Second, blasphemy is invariably associated with extreme arrogance and intentional
antagonism toward God. Extreme arrogance is the odor of blasphemy. Take, for
example, Antiochus, whose career reeked of violating one god’s temple after another
and who claimed equal honor with the gods. Or again, consider Nicanor, whose
blasphemy stank with the assertion that he, not God, was sovereign over earth, or the

Egyptian ruler, who dared to compare himself with God and even attempted to
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change nature (the Seventh Day) itself. We have referred to this as self-exaltative
blasphemy, where the offender attempts to elevate himself above others and even
God, if that were possible. Remember the mockery of Sennacherib’s boasting of /
have ascended the highest mountains, I have cut down the tallest trees, I have
reached the farthest places or, even more boastful, the Egyptian ruler’s / am the
whirlwind, the war, and the deluge. Blasphemy also invariably includes intentional
antagonism toward God. Intentional antagonism distinguishes blasphemy from other
grave offences, such as idolatry. Other grave offences may be committed unwittingly
or ignorantly, but not blasphemy. Blasphemy is high-handed sin, knowingly and
wittingly taking on God Himself. The Sabbath-breaker was one such character. He
publicly and intentionally flouted the God of the Sabbath. Not least were the first
Israclites who, in full knowledge of God’s signs, wonders, and commands, blatantly

rebelled or blasphemed God in the wilderness.

Third, blasphemy is performed by doing or saying something against God. The doing
or saying is a public, not a private, event. In this way, blasphemy is a social reality in
terms of perception and labeling. The concept of blasphemy changes from time-to-
time and from group-to-group. With later rabbinic thought, blasphemy was largely
limited to a verbal offence, but earlier Jewish literature indicates that blasphemy was
perceived in a wide variety of actions, both verbal and non-verbal. Certainly, naming
the Name, a reference to pronouncing the Name in a disrespectful manner or outside
the appropriate context of the Temple, was a verbal offence in rabbinic and pre-
rabbinic eras. Most blasphemy has a verbal component. Recall the depiction of
Sennacherib, who shouted at God and threatened to rape Daughter Zion. Still, there
are accounts of blasphemy in early Judaism entail non-verbal actions or malicious
gestures against God. Think of Antiochus, whose blasphemies included a long list of
non-verbal atrocities aimed at suppressing Judaism, and Nicanor, whose blasphemy

included shaking his fist at the Temple.

Fourth, blasphemy discredits God. By this we mean that in the performance of
blasphemy, the offender says or does something that aims at damaging the reputation

of God or causing people to distrust Him. Sennacherib comes to mind. He attempted
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to discredit God by insinuating that God was either unable or unwilling to stop the
Assyrians from sacking Jerusalem. It was an assault on the credibility of God.
Likewise, intentional murderers also blaspheme or discredit God when they claim
divine refuge or protection because, as Philo argued, they make God an accomplice

of their evil. It discredits the character or goodness of God.

Fifth, blasphemy disparages God. As we have seen, blasphemers make light of God,
minimize His commandment, or show contempt for Him. We saw this with
Sennacherib who mocked God’s power and promises and then offered himself, not
God, as a savior of [srael. Likewise, consider the high-handed sin of the Sabbath-
breaker, who publicly snubbed God and brushed aside His commandment by picking
up sticks on the Sabbath. Such high-hand sin reads the law, knows the law, and yet

throws it into the wind like worthless chaff.

Sixth, blasphemy dishonors God. In the performance of blasphemy, God’s honor and
glory are threatened. This happens when God is lowered, as when Sennacherib spoke
of God as though He were another impotent so-called god, or when a person is
elevated, as the Egyptian ruler and Antiochus who dared to compare themselves with
God. Here, Jewish monotheistic sensitivities are violated when equal honor is given
to Creator and creature, or when more honor is given to the creature than the Creator.
In an honor-shame culture, where honor is viewed as a limited good, claiming such
honor tantamount to stealing from God. Claiming the same honor, glory, power, or
prerogatives as God denies God’s uniqueness. It is like saying there is “someone
else” in addition to God or instead of God that deserves such glory. Here, blasphemy

and idolatry are fused and conspire to violate monotheism.

12.2 Against the Temple

The second stroke in our sketch of blasphemy is that verbal or non-verbal attacks on
the Temple count as blasphemy against God Himself. In the ancient world, it is hard
to conceive of a more direct way to threaten a deity than to threaten his or her temple.
For the Jews, the Temple symbolized the dwelling-place of God, the cosmic center of

the universe, and the election of Israel. To blaspheme the Temple was to assault God,
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the stability of the world, and Israel herself. To profane the Temple was to blaspheme
the very Name that dwelled there. Consider Nicanor, whose threat to destroy the
Temple and raise another was characterized as blaspheming (Suconuciv) the Temple
and speaking wickedly (kak@¢ AaAg€iv) against the sanctuary. Or think of Antiochus,
who was a theomachos (one who contends with God), not just because he stole God’s
honor by claiming equality with God, but more literally because he tramped into the
house of God and dared to rob it. It is little wonder that in response to Antiochus’
wide ranging blasphemies, Mattathias’ lament focuses almost entirely on Antiochus’
violation of the Temple. In early Judaism, threatening and plundering the Temple was

a vivid and concrete attack on God.

12.3 Against the Leadership

A third stroke in our sketch of blasphemy is that verbal or non-verbal attacks on the
leaders of God’s people can count as blasphemy against God Himself. As we saw,
the Book of the Covenant presents earthly authority going hand-in-hand with
heavenly authority. Thus, the parallelism in Exod 22:27(28) is no surprise: To speak
evil (xaxidg Aoyeiv) of Israel’s rulers is to blaspheme (xaxoAoygiv) God. The
indissoluble union between heavenly and earthly authority is reflected in the often-
repeated injunction in Jewish literature to honor father and mother because, as human
authorities, they reflect the Father and Maker of us all. Recall Israel’s rebellion in the
wilderness. It began as opposition to the leadership of Moses and Aaron and led to
despising and blaspheming God. Think of the mutiny of Korah and his associates
against Moses. It was portrayed as an illegitimate and blasphemous grasp for divine
authority; thus God, not Moses, eliminated the mutineers. Or consider Sennacherib,
whose verbal attack on God went hand-in-hand with derision of Hezekiah the king, or
Nicanor, whose threat to the Temple included mocking, deriding and defiling the
priests. To speak or act contemptuously of earthly authority is to blaspheme heaven
itself.

12.4 Results in Death

A fourth stroke in our sketch of blasphemy concerns its consequences, namely,

execution or excommunication of the offender. In the case of the Egyptian-Hebrew,
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who had cursed God, Moses is presented as making a precedent-setting judgment
because such an offense was the first of its kind. Moses decided that the people were
to lead the offender outside the camp, lay hands on him, and then stone him to death.
We argued that this action could be understood as karét or being cut off from the
people of God. Karet involves the extirpation of a person and his descendants,
sometimes by human action (execution) and sometimes by divine action
(extermination). Following Horbury, we also argued that during the Second Temple
period excommunication sometimes took the place of the death penalty. That
blasphemy leads to death is confirmed by almost every case that we have examined.
The Sabbath-breaker was stoned to death. The rebellious Israelites, who despised
God and snubbed his covenant, died in the wilderness and never made it to the
Promised Land. The ground miraculously swallowed Korah and fire consumed his
co-mutineers. Sennacherib’s sons assassinated him, Antiochus died a humiliating and

painful death, while Nicanor was killed in battle and then dismembered.

12.5 Conclusions

Blasphemy strikes at the very core of Judaism, which centers on one God, the
Temple, and the election of Israel, represented by her leaders.®® In Part three, we will
compare this sketch of blasphemy with the theology of FG. In chapter 13, we
examine the exaltation of Jesus and compare it with the first stroke of blasphemy. In
chapter 14, we examine FG’s theology of the Temple and compare it with the second
stroke. And, in chapter 15, we examine FG’s polemic against the "Touddiot and
compare it with the third stroke. In our conclusion, we suggest connections between

the fourth stroke and the expulsion of the Jewish Christians from the synagogue.

% Dunn (1991) 18-36 provides a useful description of Second Temple Judaism in terms of four

pillars: monotheism, the Temple, the election of Israel, and the Torah.
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CHAPTER 13
“JESUS Is EQUAL WITH GOD”

In the previous section we argued that blasphemy in early Judaism may be
characterized as verbal or non-verbal public displays intended to discredit, disparage,
or dishonor God and, by association, similar attacks on God’s Temple or God’s
chosen leaders also counted as blasphemy. Thus, any attack against God, God’s
Temple, and God’s chosen leaders would have been grounds for the charge of

blasphemy.

In this chapter, we focus on the statement that Jesus was igov EquTdv motdv TH
0eQ (making himself equal with God ) (Jn 5:18) and address whether that would have
been considered an attack against God, His honor or His uniqueness. We address
what the author of FG wanted readers to understand about the claim in 5:18, howa
first-century Jewish audience might have interpreted it, and whether non-believing

Jews would have considered it to be blasphemous.

13.1 A flashpoint for the Johannine community

Within the narrative of FG, the claim that Jesus was making himself equal with God
is presented as the basis for a violent reaction from non-believing Jews.** Because of
the uniqueness of the language used to express the claim in 5:18,**° the vehemence of
the Jewish reaction, and the extended monologue in 5:19-47, which functions as an
explanation for what is said in 5:18, it is likely that 5:18 exposes a point of sensitivity

836

or a flashpoint in the social and theological milieu of FG.” The text is, therefore, a

84 As stated earlier, the term the Jews and Jews (in italics) will refer to the literary construct or
corporate character within the narrative of FG, whereas the term without italics has historical
reference.

55 In the NT, the adjective, {oog, 1, ov (equal to, the same as), is only used twice in reference
to Jesus; once in Jn 5:18—{oo0g EauTOV OBV TQ Oe@ (making himself equal with God)—and once
in Phil 2:6—o0x dpmaypov fyfoato 70 elvai {oa 8ed (he did not count equality with God
something to grasp).

¥ On points of sensitivity, see Dunn (1998b) 354, Motyer (1997) 35-36, and our comments in §
1.5.6. Some corroboration for our selection is found in Westermann (1998) 24-60, who identifies five
controversy dialogues—IJIn 5:17-47, 6:25-65, 7:14-30(36), 8:12-59, and 10:22-39. Westermann notes
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very important window into the Johannine world and the struggles they faced. In this
way, we assume a moderate two-level reading of FG, where the story of the
Johannine Jesus reveals something about the trauma and experience of the
Johannine community. As Loader has argued, the accusations reflected in Jn 5:18

“are doubtless ... real accusations hurled at the Johannine community by Jewish

critics.”®*’

As we have noted earlier,”® FG seems to invite a two-level reading. For example, before his
departure the experience of Jesus is projected forward in time to the experience of his
disciples—*If the world hates you, be aware that it hated me before it hated you” (NRSV;
Jn 15:18). Or again, as we mentioned earlier, FG is cast in the form of an extended trial®”
that witnesses to both the trial of Jesus and the trial of his followers.*® The two trials merge
and yet are distinct. They merge in Jn 3:11, where Jesus speaks in the first person plural:
“Very truly, I tell you, we speak of what we know and testify to what we have seen; yet you
do not receive our testimony” (NRSV). Yet the trial of Jesus is distinct from his followers’
trial. Jesus states that after his departure it will be necessary for both the Advocate and his
followers to testify on his behalf, particularly when the time comes when they face
expulsion from the synagogue and threats of death (Jn 15:26—16:4).

The two-level reading, made famous by Martyn, is defended elsewhere.®*' Our
acceptance of a two-level reading does not mean that we believe every tradition or
pericope in FG addresses the Sitz-im-Leben of a specific local community,*** or that

each character or event in FG has an allegorical counterpart in the Johannine

that each of the five controversy dialogues are conspicuous in depicting Jesus and the Jews in conflict
and, he believes, are foreign elements in FG in that they depict a time long after Jesus’ death (24).

27 Loader (1992) 161.

$See§1.2and § 1.5.7.

%9 See § 3.3; Lincoln (2000) passim, esp. 12-35; Harvey (1976) 123.

*9 Lincoln (2000) 34.

! In addition to Martyn (1979), Ashton (1991) 412-20, esp. 418 provides justification for
reading FG as a two-level drama. Ashton notes that the narrator’s aside or “riddling saying” in Jn 2:22
(cf. 12:16) is placed early in FG and functions as a key for reading the remainder of the Gospel
because it calls for drawing an analogy between Jesus ' hearers and John's readers. Lincoln (2000)
20-21 also notes that certain literary features of FG, such as Johannine irony and the retrospective
ideological point of view, “dovetails with Martyn’s discussion of the Gospel as a ‘two-level drama.
1.

2 Bauckham (1998) 9-48 challenges the long-standing assumption that the Gospels were
intended for a specific church or group of churches, arguing that the Gospels had a much broader
audience, @/l Christians. Esler (1998) 235-47 criticizes Bauckham’s argument on several counts. Two
are worth mentioning here. First, Bauckham only sees two options; either the Gospels were written to
a local community or to all Christians. Esler argues that Bauckham overlooks a third option; that is,
the Gospels were written within and for a local community (reflecting the social world of the ancient
Mediterranean where people were embedded in groups), but with the view that they couid have
broader circulation. Second, Esler rejects Bauckham’s category of alf Christians, which “did not exist
as a category of persons capable of being addressed in this period. What existed was a network of
cells, possibly in communication but if so probably troubled with division, which simply did not
provide a basis for such a general communicative aim” (242).

(L1}
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community,®* or that a detailed historical development of such a community can be
reconstructed on the basis of hypothetical source and redaction criticism.** It is to
make the more modest claim that when we discern points of sensitivity in FG it is
likely that they signal something about the experiences and concerns of the Jewish
Christians who produced and propagated the Gospel. Thus, we assume that Jn 5:18,
because of the force, the depiction of the reaction, and the uniqueness of the
language, reveals a point of sensitivity or witnesses to a flashpoint in the life of the

Johannine community.

13.2 The structure of Jn 5:16-30

A number of scholars have written on the trial motif in FG,*** and most recently, and
most thoroughly, Andrew Lincoln has contributed a monograph on the topic. Among
other things, Lincoln traces the trial proceeding through eight stages, highlighting
clements of the lawsuit motif and their function at each step.**® In Lincoln’s scheme,
Jn 5:16-30 forms part of the third stage in the extended trial and it narrates the first

time the Jews try to stone Jesus in FG.

Our target text is comprised of two verbal exchanges between Jesus and the Jews
(5:16-18 and 5:19-30). Each exchange has a reaction-explanation-response pattern

with the second response forming an extended reply in a chiastic structure.®*’

Reaction: Persecuting Jesus (16a)
Explanation: Because Jesus works on the Sabbath (16b)
Response: “My Father works until now and I am working” (17)

g g., Martyn (1979).

¥4 E g., Brown (1979) passim, Martyn (1977) 149-75, and Neyrey (1988) passim.

5 See § 3.3; Harvey (1976) passim; Trites (1977) 78-127; Lincoln (1994) 3-30.

¥ Lincoln (2000) 57-138 delineates eight key stages or passages that carry the lawsuit motif
forward in FG, including pericopes on (1) the testimony of John the Baptist (Jn 1:1-8, 15, 19-34; 3:25-
300; (2) the testimony from above and judgment of the light (3:11-21, 31-36); (3) Jesus as Just Judge
and the testimonies to Jesus (5:19-47); (4) the truth of Jesus’ testimony and judgment (8:12-59); (5)
the interrogation of the man born blind (9:1-41); (6) Jesus and the judgment of the world (12:37-50);
(7) the preparation of the disciples for testifying and the role of the Paraclete (15:26—16:15); and (8)
the trial before Pilate (18:2—19:16a). Lincoln admits that more passages could be added, such as the
disputes during the Feast of Tabernacles (7:14-39) and the interrogation or mini-trial of Jesus (10:22-
39).

% Our argumentation will not depend on the chiastic structure, though it does seem to lend itself
to such a structure on the basis of subjective (thematic) and objective (grammatical/linguistic) criteria.
See Mlakuzhyil (1987) 126-8 and Talbert (1992) 124.
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Reaction: Seeking to kill Jesus (18a)
Explanation: Because he broke the Sabbath and made himself equal with God (18¢c-d)
Response: Jesus answered (19a)
Dependence: The Son is not able to do anything from himself (19b)
Amazement: The Father shows the Son everything ... you will be amazed (20)
Life/Judgment: The Father gives life, so also the Son (21-22)
The Son is given all judgment so that all may honor him (23)
Hearing/Life: The one hearing and believing has life (24)
Hearing/Life: The dead will hear and have life (25)
Life/Judgment: The Father has life in himself, so also the Son (26)
The Son has authority to judge, because ke is Son of Man (27)
Amazement: Do not be amazed... resurrection is coming (28-29)
Dependence: [ am not able to do anything from myself (30)

The outline highlights the balance, symmetry, and repetition of the passage, which
can provide clues for its interpretation. Even points of asymmetry—regarding
honoring the Son (23) and he is the Son of Man (27)—may signal where the author
was clarifying an important point. For the moment, however, we want to focus on

how the structure places emphasis on 5:18.

In the first verbal exchange (5:16-17), Jesus’ response in 5:17b is only comprised of
eight words. However, in the second exchange (5:18-30), Jesus’ response in 5:19-30
is comprised of 252 words and, if 5:31-47 is included, then Jesus’ second response
has 523 words (UBS*). Clearly, FG puts a great deal of emphasis on Jesus’ second
response. It highlights the significance of what the second response is responding to,

namely, the astonishing charge in 5:18:

For this reason the Jews were seeking all ~ 81& T00T0 00V p@Adov é5HToUV alTOV
the more to kill him, because he was not ot ’louddiot &noxTeivat, 6TL ob

only breaking the sabbath, but was also pévov EAvev 10 adBfatov, dAAG kal
calling God his own Father, thereby nartépa idrov EAeyev 1OV Bedv ioav

making himself equal to Ged (NRSV).  fautdv moidv 16 B2 (UBS®).

The charge of making himself equal to God in 5:18d can be understood as the hinge
on which the rest of the passage turns. Jn 5:18d looks back to Jesus’ healing on the
Sabbath (5:1-9) and his claim to work as the Father works (5:17) and it looks forward
to Jesus’ qualification in 5:19-30 and the witnesses he draws on in 5:31-47. Here, we

want to focus on the inner structure of 5:16-19fF,%*® because it highlights some of the

*® This is similar to Robbins (1996) 7-37 use of the term inner texture.
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structural and semantic parallels which, in turn, have important theological

consequences! There are clear parallels between 5:16-17 and 5:18-30:

Reaction Therefore (510 T00T0) the Jews started persecuting (¢8iwxov) Jesus, (16)
Expianation because (6Tt) he was doing such things on the sabbath.
Response Jesus answered (dnekpivaTo) them, (17)

“My Father is still working, and I also (kdyw) am working.”

Reaction For this reason (510 T0070) the Jews were seeking all the more to kill him, (18)
Explanation because (G1t) he was not only breaking the sabbath,
but was also calling God his own Father,
thereby making himself equal to God.
Response Jesus said (dnekpivaTo) to them ... (19-30) (NRSV)

The reaction of 5:18a parallels the reaction of 5:16a. Both begin with i To070,
both have the same subjects (the Jews), both set an impromptu trial in motion, and
both state the intentions of the Jews with the imperfect tense, either “they started

849

prosecuting Jesus” (¢5iwkov ... TOv 'Inoobv)™ or “they were seeking to kill him”

(CATouv adTOV ... AMOKTEIVAL).

The explanation in 5:18b—*because he was not only breaking the Sabbath”—
answers why the Jews were seeking to persecute or prosecute (é6iwxov)85 % Jesus and
reiterates the explanation in 5:16b—because he used to do such things on the
Sabbath.” It is noteworthy that in the escalating battle of wits between Jesus and the
Jews, the Sabbath violation is not left behind, like an irrelevant stepping-stone. It is
reiterated and brought alongside the next charge in 5:18c. The connection with the
Sabbath will be discussed in § 13.5.

3

The explanation in 5:18c is a new charge—he was calling God his own Father.” It is
in response to Jesus’ claim in 5:16b—“My Father is still working, and I (xdyw) also
am working.” Jesus’ claim that he works just like God justifies his healing of the

paralytic on the Sabbath, but it also functions to further incriminate him. For the

¥ Harvey (1976) 51 argues that S1ke1v can mean to bring a charge against, to prosecute, as
well as to persecute.

830 Harvey (1976) 51 argues that Swike1v can mean fo bring a charge against, to prosecute, as
well as to persecute.
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moment, it is important to note the reciprocal force of the term x&yw (and D*' in

5:17b and how it places Jesus on equal footing with God before the word {gog
(equal) is used in 5:18d.**

The explanation in 5:18d—he was “thereby making himself equal to God” ({oov
EauTov oDV T® 0ed)—draws out the offensive implication of 5:18c. That is,

taking the participle, mot@dv, as an adverbial participle of resul®

explains why
calling God his Father was so offensive. Why calling God, Father, is so offensive is
not readily apparent since, presumably, it was the right of every Jew. However, once
we look at the text, it is not simply that Jesus is calling God, Father; he is claiming
that there is continuity (of authority to work) between himself and the Father
expressed by the use of k&yw (and 1) in 5:17b. Thus, the Johannine Jesus expresses

the Father-Son relationship as one of continuity and equality, and that was offensive.

Lastly, but of critical importance, Jesus’ response in 5:17—*“My Father is still
working, and I also am working”—parallels Jesus’ response about the Father-Son
relationship in 5:19-30. In this way, the Father-Son relationship, which is introduced
in 5:17, and then picked up and interpreted by the phrase “making himself equal with
God” in 5:18, is finally expanded and qualified in 5:19-30.

13.3 Who claims that Jesus is making himself equal with God?

What conclusion did the author of FG want readers to draw concerning the phrase
making himself equal to God (icov Eaqutov oldv 79 0e®)? Was it something the
narrator of FG was affirming about Jesus, but which the Jews refused to accept? Or
was it a misunderstanding by rhe Jews, which needed to be corrected? There are

many interpretations of 5:18d, but they can be grouped into three basic options: a

8! Formed by crasis from kai and £yw, the word kdyw expresses a reciprocal relationship; so

BAGD, 286. This is born out in Jn 10:15, 38; 14:20; 15:4.

2 See Barrett (1978) 256.

5 The force of the participle mow@v is probably best understood as an adverbial participle of
result; thus, ioov EauTov OBV TO Oed expresses the outcome or corollary of marépa (Srov
EAeyev TOv Bebv. See Wallace (1994) 638. In contrast, McGrath (1998b) 472 offers a novel reading
of mo1dv as a concessive participle thereby rendering the phrase although he claimed equality with
God.
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Jewish’ misunderstanding, the narrator’s authoritative comment, or an ironic

misunderstanding. We will examine each in turn.

13.3.1 A Jewish misunderstanding

854 Scholars

Some scholars argue that verse 18d expresses a Jewish misunderstanding.
of this persuasion argue that the Jews thought Jesus was claiming equality with God
(5:18) when he called God his Father (5:17); however, Jesus never claimed such
equality and because the Jews misunderstood Jesus, they mistakenly and unlawfully
sought to kill him on the grounds of blasphemy. For example, de Jonge writes, “the
author of this gospel argues at great length to refute this charge of blasphemy; for
him too, it was unthinkable that Jesus would have claimed equality with God.”

This option has been supported by two basic arguments.

The first argument focuses on what the Jews misunderstood. Odeberg, whose
analysis has influenced many Johannine scholars, begins by describing how first

century Jews would have heard 5:18. Odeberg writes:

The formula {cov EauTov Toldv 1§ Bed corresponds exactly to the Rabbinic expression
DHRY MY NR 1WA which to a Rabbinic ear is equivalent to ‘makes himself
independent of God.”**

Odeberg explains that Jesus’ offense was not that he called God Father but that, to
Jewish ears, he would have sounded like a son who had rebelled against paternal
authority by claiming the right to perform the same work as his Father.**” The phrase,
{oog T® 0e®, was heard as a declaration of independence from God, setting Jesus
up as a rival god, the offense of Antiochus Epiphanes, if not Lucifer himself.**®

However, as Jn 5:19-30 reveals, Jesus directly and vigorously denies this Jewish

¥4 In this category, we place: (1) Beasley-Murray (1987) 75; (2) Bernard (1929) 1.238, who
says, “the actual phrase {oog e is not part of the claim of Jesus for Himself’; (3) Brown (1966)
1.214¢f. 24; (4) Bultmann (1971) 244-45; (5) Margaret Davies (1992) 135; (6) Dodd (1953) 327-28;
(7) de Jonge (1996) 226; (8) Hoskyns (1947) 254-55; (9) D. Lee (1994) 113; (10) McGrath (1998b)
470-73; (11) Odeberg (1968 [1929]) 203; (12) Spicq (1994) 2.230, who paraphrases 5:18 as, “When
the Pharisees declared that ‘He said that God was his own father, making himself equal to God*”; (13)
Talbert (1992) 124.

%% de Jonge (1996) 226.

8% Odeberg (1968 [1929]) 203.

7 Odeberg (1968 [1929]) 203.
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misunderstanding by claiming complete dependence on the Father. Still, most
interpreters believe that Jn 5:19-30 suggest some type of qualified (e.g., functional)
equivalence between the Son and the Father. Dodd’s final comment on the matter is
worth quoting: “It is difficult to deny 76 1060¢e0v, in some sense ... [but] ... if the
evangelist had been asked whether or not he intended to affirm that Christ was {cog
10 00, he would have been obliged to reply that {goc, whether affirmed or denied,
is not a proper term to use in this context.”*’ Dodd believes FG’s preferred way to
speak of the Father and Son relationship was not in terms of equality, but in terms of

oneness.

A second argument, put forward by Margaret Davies, depends on distinguishing
between the narrative time (roughly when the author presented the story) and the
story time (roughly when the events in the story supposedly occurred). When

applying this distinction to Jn 5:18, Davies writes:

Although this is a narrative account of ‘Jewish’ accusations against Jesus, commentators
propose that it is to be understood ironically, as an accusation within the story, but as a true
statement on the narrative level. It can hardly function in that way, however, because Jesus’
discourse in 5.19-46 refutes this accusation. Jesus is the Son of Ged, but he is not equal to
God. He can do nothing of his own accord (5.19, 30).%

For Davies, Jn 5:18d expresses a non-ironic, Jewish misunderstanding that is refuted
by Jesus in Jn 5:19-47. If Jn 5:18 was ironically true at the narrative level, it would
contradict what is expressed by Jesus at the story level, and this cannot be. Hence, for
Davies, FG presents Jesus as an exemplary human being, totally dependent on God,

but not equal to God.

This option (exemplified by Odeberg and Davies) is appealing because of its use of
comparative literature to help sort out the problem, but ultimately it must be rejected.

It is weakened by the fact that Odeberg’s rabbinic sources are not confirmed,*®’

% On Antiochus, see chapter 9. Dodd (1953) 327 draws a connection with Lucifer—see LXX Isa
14:14: "1 will ascend to the tops of the clouds, I will make myself like [fgopat Spoiog] the Most
High”—and states that “the heresy of the ‘two principles’ arises; there is a §e0Tepog 0e0g.”

* Dodd (1953) 328, n. 2.

% Margaret Davies (1992) 135.

sl Odeberg (1968 [1929]) 203, n. 2, lists “GrR. 28 SH 28b O.a.s.p 136” as sources. In
commenting on Odeberg’s argument, Dodd (1953) 326 writes, “This would fit the present passage
[5:18] admirably, but I have not been able to confirm the quotation.” Similarly, neither we (using the
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though McGrath has recently come to Odeberg’s assistance. McGrath argues that
even without the elusive Rabbinic references, Odeberg’s insight—that a claim to be
equal with one’s father would be viewed as rebellious—can be sustained by other

862
d.

literature of that perio McGrath and Odeberg assume that Jesus’ claim to sonship

in 5:17 is non-unique claim and so believe that the Jews are not objecting to Jesus

calling God his Father per se, but only to his rebellious tone.*®®

Unfortunately, this
contradicts the explicit statement that the Jews condemned Jesus for his claim of
unique sonship with God (cf. 19:7). McGrath and Odeberg also believe that the Jews
(mistakenly) object to Jesus claiming equality with God, something they believe
Jesus denies in 5:19-30. However, their argument is not convincing, since it
overlooks the fact that, while Jesus rejects the notion that he is a rebellious son (5:19,
30), he also claims equality with the Father in matters of honor (5:23), judgment
(5:22, 27), and giving life (5:22, 26-7). Davies’ argument does not rescue this
interpretation either. Her distinction between the story and the narrative levels is
valid, yet she fails to see that the irony of Jn 5:18 can function on both the story and
narrative levels. As argued in § 13.3.3 below, within the story, Jesus refutes part of
the charge as false (making himself something) and yet, still at the story level, Jesus

affirms another part of the charge as true (equality with God).

13.3.2 The narrator’s authoritative comment

Some scholars argue that Jn 5:18d expresses an authoritative comment by the author
of FG.** In this view, the narrator tells us that whenever Jesus called God his own

Father, he was “thereby declaring that he was equal to God.”*®* The Jews correctly

Davka’s Judaic Classics Library on CD-ROM, Soncino Classics Collection) nor McGrath (1998b)
470-73 have found the quotation in Rabbinic sources.

2 McGrath (1998b) 470-73 argues that the customary father-son relationship in the first-century
was one of superior father relating to subordinate son. A disobedient or rebellious son brought great
shame and was routinely castigated by ancient authors. Thus, a claim to be equal to one’s father would
be viewed as insubordination and therefore rebellious and contemptible.

% McGrath (1998b) 472, n. 14, argues that the use of {S1ov in 5:18c¢ should be understood as
simply his Father and not emphatically as his own Father.

4 In this category, we place: (1) Appold (1976) 23; (2) Barrett (1978) 256, who writes, “This
inference John of course himself admits, but rightly presents it as extremely provocative to the Jews”;
(3) Carson (1991) 249-50; (4) Hanson {1991 69 observes that “John gives us no indication that this [v.
18d] is not what it does in fact mean”; (5) Harris (1992) 125 states “Unique sonship implies deity (Jn
5:18; cf. 19:7)”; (6) Pancaro (1975) 155. (7) Sundberg (1970) 29 argues that there is a distinct “equal
with God” christology in Jn 5:17-20.

%5 BAGD 682 translates (cov £auTov owdv 1§ Oed in this way.
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understood what Jesus was claiming and so, given their understanding of Jewish law,
sought to execute him. Thus, Jn 5:18d reflects the christology of FG itself. For
example, Pancaro asserts that “The Jews are not mistaken in their interpretation of
Jesus’ words: he is calling God his Father in a special sense, making himself equal to

God.”*® This viewpoint has been supported in four ways.

First, 5:18d is an explanation by the narrator of FG and thus it is not misleading,
since the narrator of FG is both omniscient and reliable.*®” The narrator of FG knows
everything, from what happened before the beginning of creation (1:1-3) to what
Jesus is thinking (2:24-25). The narrator of FG never misleads the reader and often
clarifies ambiguities and explains what might be misunderstood. Because Jn 5:18 is
in the narrator’s voice, it is unlikely that it expresses a Jewish misunderstanding.**® 1f
the narrator was expressing a Jewish misunderstanding, we would expect the narrator
to tell the reader—“The Jews sought to kill Jesus because they thought he was
making himself equal to God”—as in other instances when the narrator reads the

minds and motives of the Jews.*®

Second, if one takes 5:18d as an authoritative comment by the narrator, then it is
describing Jesus as equal with God (ico¢ T® 0¢@). This is not unexpected because,
as we noted previously, Jesus has described himself on equal footing with the Father
when he used the term x&yw (and I) in 5:17. Furthermore, equality with God is
confirmed by Jesus’ response in 5:19-30 where he declares that he completely and
veraciously exercises the two great powers of God—giving life (5:21, 24) and

rendering judgment (5:22, 27).° It also resonates with other things FG tells us about

** pancaro (1975) 155.

%7 Culpepper (1983) 16-49, esp. 21-26 and 32-33.

%8 Culpepper (1983) 152-65 identifies 18 instances of misunderstanding, none of which includes
5:18. However, D. Lee (1994) 112-13 views 5:18 as exemplifying misunderstanding in the third of
five narrative stages.

% Other examples of the narrator’s ability to understand and explain the mind and motives of the
Jews include: (1) Jn 8:27: “They did not understand that he spoke to them of the Father.” (2) Jn 12:42:
“Many of the authorities believed in him, but for fear of the Pharisees they did not confess it.” (3) Jn
12:43: “They loved the praise of men more than the praise of God.”

¥ b, Ta ‘an. 2a refers to two ways in which God is active on the Sabbath: giving life and judging
life at death. Dodd (1953) 322-23 suggests that the two supreme powers of God, salvation and
judgment, are alluded to in Jn 5:19-29. Neyrey (1988) 21-22 identifies the two powers as God’s
creative power (5:19-20) and God’s eschatological/judgmental power (5:21-29). Concerning the two-
powers heresy, see § 13.3.3 and Segal (1979).



197

Jesus, including his title as 6e6¢ (1:1, 18; 20:28), oneness with God (10:30, 38;
14:11; 17:11), use of &yw eipi (6:20; 8:24, 28, 58; 13:19; 18:5-6, 8),*”" origin and
destiny (1:1-5; 16:28; 17:5), and divine authority (3:35; 5:21-22, 26-27).

Third, an important consideration is FG’s use of moi€lv (fo make) in 5:18, which has
a positive connotation (contrary to the assumption of the first option). That is, the
claim that Jesus was making (wo\@v) himself equal to God has a positive (not a
negative) valence within chapter 5.*”> For example, the use of mo1£iv (0 do or to
make) pertains to doing healings (5:11, 15, 16) and what the Father and Son do
(5:19), including making life (5:21) and making judgment (5:27). Whatever Jesus

does, it is the Father working in and through him. Thus, Pancaro writes:

The use of moi€lv in Jn culminates in the affirmation: Jesus made (o1€1v) himself equal to
God (5:18; 8:53; 10:33) by making (émoinoev) himself the Son of God (19:7). We are to
understand: his making himself equal to God was the result of what he did (mo1£1v): his
£pya, onueia, his Epyov of giving life (Cwonot£lv) and judging (kpiowv MoL€iv)....
When Jn asks that the Jews come to know what Jesus “does,” he is asking that they come to
recognize Jesus for what he is. The two go hand in hand.*”

In this way, Pancaro argues that FG’s use of moi€iv (fo make) in Jn 5:18d implies
that ontological christology (who Jesus is) flows out of functional christology (what

Jesus does); in this respect, Jesus makes himself equal with God.

This option (exemplifed by Pancaro and Barrett) is appealing because it recognizes
the function of the narrator and draws on the literary context of FG. However, it is
not entirely persuasive. Arguing that 5:18d is a reliable explanation by the narrator of
FG, who does not mislead readers, may itself be misleading. Jn 5:18d could express
Jewish misunderstanding without the narrator explicitly telling the reader. This seems
to happen in Jn 18:28 when the narrator tells the reader that the Jews did not enter the
Praetorium “lest they defile themselves.” Of course, from the author’s perspective the

Jews would not have ritually defiled themselves, but it did not thereby require the

¥"! The absolute form of ¢yw eip{ (/ am) in FG recalls its use in the LXX, where it substitutes for
the tetragrammaton (e.g., Exod 3:13-15; Isa 43:10-11, 25-26). Lincoln (2000) 46-9 argues that FG
reworks the Deutero-Isaiah lawsuits such that Jesus use of £yw eiui emphasizes his oneness with the
Father. Williams (2000) now appears to be the definitive work on the éyw etp{ formula.

¥7 See the treatment of ToLELY (t0 make) and TO OéAnpa T00 B£00 TOLELY (fo do the will of
God) in Pancaro (1975) 155-56 and 368-402.
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narrator to say, “because they thought it would defile them.” Furthermore, Pancaro’s
analysis of the verb, moir€lv (to make), is impressive; but, he does not consider the
verb, moi€iv (fo make), in combination with the reflexive pronouns, éauTo0 (of
himself) or EauTOv (himself'). Hence, his analysis of mot£iv is forced and must yield

to the analysis of mo1€lv éauTo0 in option three.

13.3.3 An ironic misunderstanding

Some scholars understand 5:18d as an ironic misunderstanding involving the two-
fold phrase (1) making himself (2) equal with God.*™ In this view, the Jews have
incorrectly assumed that Jesus is making himself something—that he is self-
promoting—when in fact he is not. Jesus rejects this aspect of the charge (5:19, 30).
Ironically, the Jews, who are portrayed as masters of misunderstanding throughout
FG, correctly discern that Jesus is claiming equality with God when he calls God his
Father. Jesus affirms this aspect of the charge. He is equal to God in matters of honor
(5:23), judgment (5:22, 27), and giving life (5:21, 26).5”° From within this
interpretative framework, Meeks write: “Jesus has not ‘made himself’ 0£6¢ or viog

8£00; he was from ‘the beginning.””*”®

There are three supporting arguments.

First, the parallelisms between Jn 5:18, 10:33, and 19:7 “suggest that icog T® 0€d,
viog Tob 0£00, and Oeég, as applied to Jesus, all have roughly the same force for
the Johannine Christians or for their opponents.””’ That is, within the povég 0gég
commitments of the Johannine community (5:44; 17:3), the terms God, Son of God,
and equal with God are also valid christological predicates (5:18; 10:33; 19:7).

Second, the use of the genitive reflexive pronouns éauTo0 (of himself) and épauTod
(of myself) in Jn 5:18-30 reveals an emphatic denial by Jesus. The charge that Jesus

was making himself (éauTdv mo1dv) something (5:18d) is emphatically denied in

87 pancaro (1975) 155-56.
4 In this category, we place: (1) Ashton (1994) 72; (2) Loader (1992) 160-61; (3) Meeks (1990)
310-11; (4) Neyrey (1988) 20-21; (5) Painter (1993) 227, n. 55; (6) Witherington (1995) 139.
Most scholars in this camp view the equality as functional, not ontological. Thus, Loader
(1992) 161 writes, “In his being he is dependent and subordinate; in his doing he is equal.”
¥75 Meeks (1990) 310.
77 Meeks (1990) 310.
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5:19-30. Jesus categorically denies that he made anything of himself (&¢’ éauToD)
(5:19, 30). Jesus did not make himself God’s equal; he was so already!

Third, the use of the verb mol€lv (to make) with the reflexive pronouns, either the
accusative, fautov (himself), or genitive, £auTo0 (of himself') reveals something
about the Johannine conception of blasphemy. The verb and the reflexive pronoun

occur eight times in FG with three different voices.

Narrator: He was making himself equal with God (5:18d)

Jesus:  The Son is not able o make anything of himself (5:19)

Jesus: ! am not able fo make anything of myself (5:30)

Jesus:  You will know that T am (¢yw eipi) and / make nothing of myself (8:28)
Jews: Who do you make yourself (8:53)

Jews: Being a man you make yourself God (10:33)

Jews:  He made himself the Son of God (19:7)

Jews:  Everyone who makes himself king speaks against Caesar (19:12)

e © & 0 @ & o o

Here we can see that for the Jews the verb motelv (to make) with the reflexive
pronoun £auTtol (of himself) is a deadly combination that signals presumptuous self-
exaltation (8:53), rebellion of the highest order (19:12), and contemptuous disregard
of the human/divine boundaries (10:33; 19:7). The only time Jesus uses the
combination is negatively—a&¢’ €auTod o08ev (5:19), an’ &pouTod 0VdEv (5:30),
and an’ &uouTol ... 006Ev (8:28)—to deny that he makes anything of himself. On
the basis of the verb moigiv (to make) and reflexive pronoun £éauTto0 (of himself)
combination in FG, we can see that the issue of blasphemy is in view here. The Jews
are concerned about arrogant self-promotion, rebellion against authority, and
grasping for divine honor and divine prerogatives, all elements of our composite
portrait of blasphemy (see chapter 12). In Jn 5:19-30, Jesus responds to the charge
point-for-point: he attributes nothing to himself (5:19a, 30a), he does what God
shows him and tells him (5:19b, 30b), he seeks not his own will but God’s (5:30c);
indeed, he does not seize power, but only exercises the authority given to him by God
(5:22, 26-27).

This option (exemplified by Meeks, Neyrey, and Ashton) is persuasive. It affirms
elements of option one (the Jews misunderstood Jesus to be exalting himself) and

option two (FG claims Jesus’ equality with God). Admittedly, option three is subtle,
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but that should not put us off, since the author of FG was a master of innuendo, irony,
and metaphor.*”® Therfore, as a preliminary conclusion, we contend that Jn 5:16-30
depicts the Johannine Jesus announcing that as his Father works continually, so he
works continually, even on the Sabbath (5:16-17). On hearing this, the Jews believe
that Jesus is exalting himself and claiming what belongs to God alone. The Johannine
Jesus rejects the first assumption (5:19a, 30), but affirms the second—he is icog T
0e® (equal with God) precisely because his work is in continuity with that of the
Father (5:17b, 19b-29).

13.4 How is the claim that Jesus is equal with God qualified?

The foregoing argument indicates that the author of FG and by extension Johannine
community spoke of Jesus as {gdoc 7@ 0e®, but that is not the end of the story. By
the structure of the passage, it is apparent that the Johannine Jesus clarifies or
qualifies what is said in 5:18 with a monologue extending from 5:19 to 5:47. As
McGrath states, “There is much to support the conclusion that the whole passage
(John 5.19-47) represents one of the clearest examples in John the Evangelist

engaging in legitimation, in the defense of his community’s beliefs about Jesus.®" 1

n
what follows, then, we will attempt to answer how the author of FG wants readers to
understand the claim that Jesus was {cog 10 0e® (equal with God) and how a first-
century Jewish audience might have interpreted the claim. We will approach the text
from several different angles or contexts, including (1) the intra-textual context, (2)

the intertextual context, and (3) the socio-cultural context.

13.4.1 Intratextual context: Endowed equality with God

In response to the charges voiced in 5:18, it is apparent that Jesus does not directly
respond to the accusation that he broke or loosed the Sabbath, but only to the

accusation that he made himself equal with God.

¥ The work of Culpepper (1983) is a benchmark for literary analysis of FG which, among other
literary concerns, spotlights its use of figurative language. In addition, Duke (1985) and O’Day (1986)
have contributed volumes on irony and Koester (1995) on symbolism in FG.

¥7° McGrath (2001) 80-81.
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First, Jesus denies the charge that he made himself something (fauTov TOLHV)
(5:18d), that he exalted himself or sought his own glory, by using the same verb, to
do or to make (mo1€iv) and the same reflexive pronoun (¢auTov) throughout 5:19-30.
Jesus begins his response by stating, “the Son is not able to make anything of
himself’ (motlv d¢’ EpauTod) (5:19), and ends his response with the reiteration, “1
am not able o do anything of myself” (moi€lv an’ &uavTod) (5:30). In between, the
reflexive pronoun is picked up again in 5:26. Here Jesus claims to have life in himself
(¢v EauT), but it is because the Father has life in himself (¢v £auT®) and has given
it to the Son. All three uses of the reflexive pronoun stress Jesus’ dependence on the
Father and function as an emphatic denial that he is claiming to be independent from
God or some sort of rival to God. In the midst of claiming absolute dependence on
the Father, as we have seen, Jesus also claims fo do (To1€1v) precisely what the

Father is doing (moto100vra).

Jesus does (mo1£1) whatever he sees the Father doing (moro0vta) (5:19)
Everything the Father does (wol£1) is shown to the Son (5:20)
o As the Father gives life ((womoL€l), the Son gives life (Cwamot€l) (5:21)

© The Father gave the Son authority to make judgment (kpiotv TOt€iv) (5:27)
Second, Jesus admits to the charge of being equal with God (icog 1§ 0e®) in a
qualified sense. As we previously noted, Jesus’ response in 5:19-30, as a whole,
parallels his response to the charge of Sabbath violation in 5:17, where he said, “My
Father is still working, and I (xdyw) also am working” (5:17). As we argued earlier,
this showed continuity between the Father’s working and the Son’s working,
expressed by xayw in 5:17. This continuity or harmony between Father and Son is

again picked up and thoroughly recapitulated in 5:19-30:

Whatever the Father does, likewise (Opoiwc) the Son does (19)

The Son does only what the Father shows him; the Father shows the Son everything (20-21)
Just as (Womep) the Father raises the dead, so also (o6Twg xai) the Son gives life (21)

As (xaBuwg) the Father is honored, so ({va) the son should be honored, (23)

Just as (Yomiep) the Father has life in Himself, so also (00Twg kai) the Son (26)

The Son only judges as (xaBw¢) he hears the Father (30)

® ©®© ¢ © 0 ©°

In this way, the relationship between the Father and the Son—highlighted by the use
of the comparative adverbs just as (Wanep) .... so also (0GTwg xai)}—could be

characterized as one of continuity, mutuality, unity, and imitation. Here, one suspects
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that the author has allowed the message and the medium to become one in that the
symmetry of the chaistic structure of 5:19-30 mirrors the mutuality of the Father and
Son’s work. So, on the one hand, the relationship is equal. The Father and Son share
the work equally, and there is no limit to the sharing of work because the Son does
whatever the Father does and shows him (5:19, 30), which is everything (5:20). On
the other hand, the relationship is not equal. The Son is dependent (5:19, 30) and
always in the receiving position (5:22, 26, 27). Even when the Son exercises

judgment alone, it is because the Father has granted the authority to the Son (5:22).

To sum up, an intratextual analysis of 5:19-30 depicts the Johannine Jesus having
endowed equality with God, nested within a dependent relationship with the Father.
This is not surprising, of course, given the oneness motif elsewhere in FG (e.g., 7:29,
8:19; 10:30, 38; 14:7,9-11; 17:21, 23).%%¢

13.4.2 Intertextual context: The apocalyptic Son of Man

The symmetry between the Father and Son’s relationship in 5:19-30 is conspicuous.
However, there is an equally conspicuous asymmetry: “The Father judges no one but
has given all judgment to the Son” (5:22) and this grant of authority is “because (671)
he is the Son of Man” (5:27b). Because of the widespread use of (the) Son of Man in
early Jewish literature, it is important to discern how the intertextual environment
might have influenced the writing or reading of Jn 5:19-30, particularly regarding
(the) Son of Man in 5:27.

The enormous complexities surrounding the use of the term Son of Man are only
surpassed by the countless theories that litter the graveyards of scholarship meant to
address such complexities.®®’ However, there is some agreement on a few issues
regarding FG. For example, the thirteen references to (the) Son of Man in FG** are

used self-referentially and as a title by the Johannine Jesus.**’ Even the unique use of

¥ On the oneness motif in FG, see Appold (1976) passim, esp. 18-34.

%! See the recent reviews by Hare (1990) 1-27; Burkett (1991) 20-37; Nickelsburg (1992) 4.137-
50; Caragounis (1986) 9-33.

2 1:51; 3:13, 14; 5:27; 6:27, 53, 62; 8:28; 9:35; 12:23, 34 (twice); 13:31.

3 So Burkett (1991) 16.
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the anarthrous form, uidg &vBpdmou (Son of Man),** in Jn 5:27 should be

%85 though it probably stresses quality rather than identity.**® As

understood as a title,
with the Synoptic Gospels, FG uses (the) Son of Man in reference to the future
judgment by Jesus, his humanity, and his death. However, in distinction from the
Synoptics, there are hints that the author of FG encouraged an interpretation of (the)

Son of Man in accord with certain, primarily apocalyptic, traditions.

(1) The manifestation of Yahweh’s glory. Although there are many possible
traditions that might have influenced the writing or the reading of FG use of (the) Son
of Man,**" recent scholarship has emphasized the influence of apocalyptic and
Merkabah traditions.*®® Such traditions are characterized by manifestations or visions
of YHWH’s glory,®® a theme that is associated with (the) Son of Man throughout FG
(e.g., 12:23; 13:31). Within FG, the verb 0¢ 6w (to lift up) is used three times and

each time it is associated with the Son of Man in the double-sense of being liffed up

84 Of the 85 occurrences of (the) Son of Man in the NT, & viog ToD GvBpwmod occurs 83 times
and vi0g GvBpwTou occurs twice (Jn 5:27 and Heb 2:6).

5 So Bultmann (1971) 260-61; Bernard (1928) 1.244; Brown (1966) 1.220; Barrett (1978) 262;
Hare Sslé990) 96; Ashton (1991) 362.

So Hare (1990) 92-3, 96; Moloney (1976) 82 writes, “It appears that ‘Son of Man’ (5:27) in
its present context is definite, i.e., titular, but it may well retain a ‘qualitative’ sense.”

¥7 Burkett (1991) 20-37 organizes the various traditions and approaches into three categories: (1)
Jewish apocalyptic traditions, such as Daniel 7, I Enoch, and 4 Ezra 13. (2) Non-apocalyptic
traditions, such as the Son of Man in Ezekiel; Bultmann’s Gnostic Redeemer; Borsch’s Primal Man-
King; Lindars’s understanding of bar (e)nasha; Abel in T. Abr. 12-13; and Burkett’s theory regarding
Prov 20:1-4. (3) Modified Apocalyptic traditions, such as Iber’s theory that a Gnostic myth was added
to Jewish apocalyptic thought; Dodd’s theory, which combines Synoptic material with the hermetic
tractate Poimandres; Talbert’s theory that a Synoptic-type Son of Man overlapped with Hellenistic
descent/ascent myths; theories drawing on Philo’s heavenly man speculation; and theories combining
apocagptic Son of Man imagery with personified Wisdom.

Regarding apocalyptic trends in FG, Ashton (1991) 381-406 argues that an apocalyptic
worldview is governed by the urgent conviction that God intervenes in human history and, by His
initiative, reveals the heavenly blueprint to a seer or prophet in extraordinary ways, not least of which
is through manifestation of His glory. In FG, Ashton finds several “intimations of apocalyptic,”
including: (1) the two-ages or stages of revelation, (2) visions and dreams, (3) riddles for insiders and
outsiders, (4) the correspondence between above and below.

Regarding Merkabah trends in FG, Kanagaraj (1998) 312-17 identifies eleven aspects of first-
century Jewish mysticism (primarily Merkabah mysticism) in John, including (1) heavenly ascents, (2)
seeing God on a chariot-throne (reinterpreted by John using 866a and o{dEw), (3) visions of fire and
light, (4) angelic mediation (ascribed to Jesus by FG), (5) visions of a human-like figure, the
angelomorphic Son of Man who represents God as His Agent, (6) salvation and judgment, (7) personal
transformation, (8) divine commissioning, (9) the identification of 866a with the Name of God, (10)
communal mysticism, and (11) esoteric features (like irony, symbols, signs, and misunderstanding)
that point to an ultimate reality beyond the world of appearance. Others who have linked FG and
Merkabah mysticism include: Odeberg (1968 [1929]) 72ff., Meeks (1986) 141-73, Borgen (1986) 67-
78, esp. 73, and Dunn (1998 [1983]) 345-75, esp. 359.
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(on the cross) and being exalted (in glory).**® For those initiated into the secrets of
the Johannine community, the /iffing up motif was apparently an invitation to see
Jesus’ death, not as humiliation, but as the very moment of his kingly glorification
(3:14; 8:28; 12:34).*' Dahl and Kanagaraj argue that this understanding of 86Ea
(glory) goes beyond recalling the manifestation of God’s glory at Sinai.**? It also
alludes to a vision of YHWH’s glory seen in the form of a human sitting on the
heavenly throne, a vision that is echoed by Merkabah texts based on Ezek 1:26-28
and Isa 6:1-5.% The idea of a human sitting on the throne of glory** becomes
explicit in FG when Isaiah’s vision of YHWH’s glory in Isa 6:1-5 is interpreted as a
vision of Christ himself'in Jn 12:41. What is more, FG links this vision of the
glorified Christ with the Suffering Servant of Second Isaiah (Jn 12:38; cf. Isa 53:1).
Hence, it is not surprising to find that the verbs to glorify (80EGCw) and to lift up

(OY éw) associated with (the) Son of Man in FG are also associated with the Suffering
Servant in Second Isaiah (LXX Isa 52:13-14).%° However, FG introduces a
significant restriction on visions of God’s glory—“no one has seen God,”**® but “we
have seen his glory.”®’ For the Johannine community, a vision of YHWH’s glory
was only be seen by them in the suffering of the Son of Man lifted up (exalted) on the
cross (Jn 3:13-14). This brings us to an important point: FG’s proclamation of (the)

Son of Man as a manifestation of God’s glory appears to have a sharp polemical edge

%% K anagaraj (1998) 81, 125-26; Ashton (1991) 383-406.

%9 This motif is recognized by most major commentators; e.g., Meeks (1986) 155-57; Moloney
(1998) 95.

! Culpepper (1983) 159 highlights how OYw is part of the misunderstandings motif and plays
a role in the implicit commentary of FG. Bultmann (1971) 350 writes, “Yet they [the Jews] do not
suspect that by ‘lifting him up’ they themselves make him their judge. The double-meaning of *lifting
up’ is obvious. They lift up Jesus by crucifying him; but it is precisely through his crucifixion that he
is lifted up to his heavenly glory as the Son of Man. At the very moment when they think that they are
passingzjudgemcm on him, he becomes their judge.”

2 Dahl (1986) 128-29; Kanagaraj (1998) 219-46, esp. 224-26.

* The goal of the Merkabah mystic was to enter into an experience (vision or dream) of the
Throne of Glory (Hekhalot Rabbati 22.2; Synopse §§ 236, 248) and fo see the King, on his Throne
(Hekhalot Rabbati 15.1; Synopse § 198); see Kanagaraj (1998) 81.

4 McGrath (2001) 96-98 provides an interesting discussion regarding the tradition that God
would appoint a human being to judge humanity (cf. 7. 4br. A 13:3; Acts 17:31; Heb 2:17, 4:15-16).

% E.g., LXX Isa 52:13-14; see the comments by Lincoln (2000) 45 and our comments in § 3.3.
The connection between suffering and exaltation is found in the Wisdom of Solomon, where the
righteous one is persecuted and then exalted, and where the righteous one is God's son (¢0T1v &
Sikatog vIdg Oeod) and boasts that God is his father (GhoCoveteTan natépa Bedv) (Wis 2:16-18).

% Jn 1:18; cf. 5:37; 6:46.

7 Jn 1:14; cf. 12:41; 14:9.
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directed against Jewish mystics,**® who may have claimed visions of divine glory, or
against Jewish traditions that exalted patriarchs and prophets, who were said to have

mystical visions and revelations.*’

(2) The descent/ascent of a heavenly mediator. Apocalyptic and Merkabah
traditions also refer to supernatural figures descending and ascending from heaven.
Similarly, FG links (the) Son of Man with a decent/ascent motif. The promise by the
Johannine Jesus that “you will see heaven opened and the angels of God ascending
and descending upon the Son of Man’” (Jn 1:51; NRSV) resonates with descriptions
of descents and ascents of heavenly figures in apocalyptic traditions. For instance, in
the Testament of Abraham (Recension A), Isaac recounts one of his dreams and states
that “l saw the heaven opened and | saw a luminous man descending from heaven,
shining more than seven suns. And this man of the sunlike form came and took the
sun from my head and went back up into the heavens from which he had descended”
(T. Ab.A7:3-4; our italics).“’(’0 Admittedly, one could find dissimilarities between FG
and the Testament of Abraham, but there are obvious family resemblances. As
Talbert has shown, heavenly revelation, heavenly figures, and ascents and descents
from heaven are common in Jewish angelogical traditions, from the angel-messenger
(‘7&‘??3) in the OT, who is almost fused with Yahweh, to various archangels who
appear as redemptive figures in first-century apocalyptic literature.”®' “There existed
a mythology with a descent-ascent pattern, in which the redeemer figure descends,
takes human form, and then ascends back to heaven afier or in connection with a
saying activity.”**? FG shares this mythology or symbolic universe with apocalyptic
and Merkabah traditions.

¥ See Morray-Jones (1992) 1 who argues that “the talmudic references to ma‘aseh merkabah
indicate the existence of an esoteric tradition or traditions within first-and second- century rabbinism.
These traditions were associated with exegesis of Scriptural accounts of visions of the enthroned deity
(Daniel 7, Isaiah 6 and, pre-eminently, Ezekiel 1) but it is probable that visionary-mystical practices
were also involved.”

89 Kanagaraj (1998) 226. See also Meeks (1986) 147 and 153.

*® The translation is from M. E. Stone (1972) 16-17.

! Talbert (1975/6) 422-26 describes the ascent/descent of archangels in Tobit, Joseph and
Aseneth, Testament of Job, the Apocalypse of Moses, the Testament of Abraham, and the Prayer of
Joseph.

%2 Talbert (1975/76) 426; cf. Ashton (1991) 352 who largely agrees with Talbert.
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(3) Moses traditions. When the Johannine Jesus contends that “No one has ascended
into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of Man” (Jn 3:13;
NRSYV), it brings to mind claims made on behalf of Moses. Borgen and Meeks
explain the Johannine ascent/descent motif in relation to traditions about Moses who,
not only climbed Mount Sinai to receive the law, but also ascended into heaven
itself.”®® In Philo’s account of the ascent, Moses enters into heaven, sces what is
invisible to human eyes, has communion (xoi1vwviag) with the Father and Maker of
the universe, is named ... God and King (bvoudadn ... 0ed¢ xai BaaiAelg), and
then returns as a model (mapddetypa) for mortals to imitate (Mos. 1.157-158). Thus,
Moses becomes the divine mediator of God par excellence, bringing heavenly secrets
to humanity and recovering the lost image of God.”® A vivid rendition of this
tradition is found in Ezekiel the Tragedian written probably in the second century
B.C.°% The drama describes a dream of Moses where, after climbing Mount Sinai, he
sees a great throne touching heaven. Sitting on the throne is a man, who gives Moses
his scepter and crown, and invites Moses to sit on his throne, whereupon heavenly
bodies parade before him in worship (Ezek. Trag. 68-82). An interpretation of the
dream immediately follows, which reveals that God has granted Moses two great
powers, the authority to judge and to lead mortals on earth (Ezek. Trag 83-89). As
Borgen and Meeks point out,”®® when these types of Mosaic traditions are compared
with the Johannine claim that “No one has ascended into heaven except the one who
descended from heaven, the Son of Man,” it appears as though the Johannine group
emphatically denied that Moses (or anyone else) had ever made such a journey.
When compared to Moses’ ascent, Jesus “represents the reverse phenomenon of

22907

descent from heaven and subsequent exaltation.” " Given the abundance of

references and allusions to Moses in FG,”*® it is likely that FG witnesses to a conflict

%> The primary biblical text is Exod 34:29 (cf. 2 Cor 3:14-16). Borgen (1977) 243-58 cites
Philo’s Mos. 1.158f; Josephus’ A.J 3.96; L.A. B. [Ps.-Philo} 12:1; Rev. 4:1 and a number of Rabbinic
references. Meeks (1967) passim cites texts from Philo, Josephus, Rabbinic Haggada, Samaritan
sources, and Mandaean sources.

4 Cf. the discussion in Meeks (1976) 43-67, esp. 46-48, and Mecks (1968) 354-71. Philo calls
Moses God and King, which may have been influenced by his reading of Exod 4:16, where Moses is
said to be god to Aaron, or Exod 7:1, where Moses is made god over Pharaoh.

% van der Horst (1983) 21-29; cf. OTP 2.803-19.

% Meeks (1967) 297-301; Borgen (1977) 243f.

™7 Borgen (1977) 245.

** Meeks (1967) passim.
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between two rival groups within the synagogue. One group claimed to be the
disciples of Moses; the other, disciples of Jesus, the Son of Man (Jn 9:28-29, 35-37).

Taking both the apocalyptic/Merkabah and Mosaic traditions into consideration,
Ashton argues that within the son of man motif in FG there is “a fusion of two
mythological patterns, one angelic, starting in heaven (stressed by Talbert), the other
mystical, starting from earth (stressed by Borgen).”*® In early Judaism, the two
patterns—the descent of an angelic figure and the ascent of a human being—could
exist, even side-by-side, as the angel Michael and Abraham do in the Testament of
Abraham, without threat to Jewish sensibilities. However, the fusion of the two
patterns, as we find in FG, had consequences that Judaism could not contain. As

Ashton writes:

Taken separately neither pattern presented any threat: the blending of the two meant a new
religion. The conviction that the heavenly being was human and the human being heavenly
was the conceptual hub round which the huge wheel of christian theology would revolve for
centuries to come. *"’

(4) A glorious human-like figure. Apocalyptic and Merkabah traditions refer to the
appearance of a glorious human-like figure or Son of Man,”"" a figure that is
invariably traced to Daniel 7. For example, VanderKam argues that Daniel 7
undoubtedly influenced the Similitudes and its use of the term son of man (Dan 7:13;
1 En. 46:2-4), its depiction of the head of days (Dan 7:13b; I En. 46:1), and its
portrayal of the afflicted (Dan 7:24-25; I En. 46:2-8).”"* VanderKam also points out
several ways in which the Similitudes develop and transform Daniel’s conceptuality,
including making explicit what was only implicit in Daniel 7, namely, that “the son
of man is definitely the judge in the eschatological courtroom.”'* VanderKam has

also shown that the Similitudes bring two prominent designations, son of man (from

*° Ashton (1991) 355.

*1% Ashton (1991) 355.

' E.g., Ezek 1:26-28; 8:2; LXX Dan 7:9, 13-14; 10:5-6; Apoc. Abr. 10; 1 Enoch 46:1-3; 48:2-7;
49:2-4; 51:3; 62:5-7; 69:29; 71:11, 14; 4 Ezra 13; Acs. Isa. 9:6-18; Rev 1:13, 17; cf. Rev 1:8 and
22:13,

12 With respect to the use of the son of man in the Similitudes and 4 Ezra 13, J. J. Collins (1992)
448-66 argues for a Danielic origin. With respect to FG, Ashton (1991) 340 states that “the remote
origin of all the sayings is the Danielic Son of Man.”

*? yanderKam (1992) 188. See Nickelsburg (1992) 6.138-39 for ways in which / Enoch 37-71
developed and transformed the Danielic traditions.

" vanderKam (1992) 188.
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Daniel 7) and chosen one (from Second Isaiah), to refer to the same exalted being,
who is closely associated with God, the future judgment of the nations, and the
vindication of the suffering saints.”’> The Son of Man is the great eschatological
judge, who sits next to God (I En. 45:3; 46:1-3; 51:3; 61:8: 62:2-6; 70:27; 71:1-17).
VanderKam’s analysis highlights the type of mythological environment in which the

Johannine group would have understood the term son of man.

Like the Similitudes, there are substantial points of comparison between the Danielic
son of man and FG’s use of the term. Although some have denied such a

connection,916

the following observations indicate otherwise. The Danielic son of
man and (the) Son of Man Jn 5:27 have at least four striking similarities. First, the
anarthrous use of L10g dvBpwmou (son of man) in Jn 5:27 parallels the anarthrous
g Lidg &vBpwou (like son of man) in LXX Dan 7:13. Second, the phrase ¢ ouoiav
ESwkev aOTQ (he gave authority/power to him) in Jn 5:27 parallels £566n adT®
teovaia (authority/power was given to him) in LXX Dan 7:14a°"" Third, the
authority of 10¢ avBpwmou (son of mar) to judge in Jn 5:27 is similar to the
judgment by the Ancient of Days in Dan 7:22, since the Ancient of Days was
identified as vl0¢ GvOpwTOL (son of man) in some LXX manuscripts.”'® Fourth,
Daniel 7 presents a heavenly duo; a senior one described as the Ancient of Days and a
second one described as like a son of man. They are placed in close juxtaposition—

both are directly compared to each other with the use of g (Dan 7:13), both are
identified as the one coming (Dan 7:13, 22), both are worshipped (Dan 7:13-14). And

" VanderKam (1992) 169-91 argues that the Similitudes also use the terms a righteous one and
an anoinied one to refer to that being, but only son of man and chosen one are prominent.

*'% Hare (1990) 92 notes that Higgins and Borsch have challenged the idea that FG was
influenced by Dan 7:13 on the grounds that FG is nonapocalyptic in nature. However, Ashton (1991)
383-406 argues that while not an apocalypse, FG shares apoclayptic elements in several ways. Even if
FG were judged to be nonapocalyptic, it does not rule out that FG could have adopted the use of Son of
Man from Jewish or Christian traditions that were in the air (e.g., / Enoch 37-71, 4 Ezra 13) or even
from Daniel 7 itself.

79" Dan 7:14a has a0T® 860N § doxn xai § TR kai BaciAeia (rule, honor, and
dominion were given to him), which also reflects ideas present in Jn 5:22-23 and 27.

°'® See Stuckenbruck (1995) 268-76. The OG Dan 7:13 has 500 éni Tdv vedeAdv 100
o0pavod tg uidg dvBpvinou fipxeTo, xal g maAaiée fuepdv napfiv (Behold, on the clouds of
heaven [one] like a son of man was coming, and he was present like the Ancient of Days). See Rahlfs’
OG LXX, which follows Codex Chisianus 88, Syro-Hexapla, and Papyrus 967.

In contrast, 8 Dan 7:13 has 1500 petd T@v vedpeAdv T00 oUpavold Gg vlog dvBpumou
Epxdpevog N xal éwg To0 maiatol TOvV fuepdv EpBacev xai &vdmov adTod mpooniéxon
(Behold, with the clouds of heaven [one] like a son of man was coming and he came to the Ancient of
Days.). See Rahlf’s 0" LXX for Daniel, which foliows Codicies A and B.
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this is expressed in the context of vigorous monotheism (Dan 3:18; 6:26-27). Like
Daniel 7, Jn 5:19-30 also presents a supreme duo; a senior one described as Father
and a second one described as Son/Son of Man. They are placed in close
juxtaposition—both are compared to one another with the construction Gomep ...
kat (5:21, 26), both are identified as giving life (5:21, 25, 28-29), both are to be
honored equally (5:23). And, like Daniel 7, this is expressed in the context of pdvog

Beéc commitments (5:44; 17:3).

If we grant that there are enough similarities between Daniel 7 and Jn 5:27 to posit a
that the Johannine Son of Man has Danielic overtones, we still need to consider what
type of figure would have been evoked by Jn 5:27 for first-century Jews. Although
there is a great deal of debate about who (or what) is referred to by the use of the Son
of Man, Chrys Caragounis and John Collins have independently provided cogent and
mutually supportive argumentation in this regard.”"® Part of Caragounis’ study on the
Son of Man involves a detailed analysis of Daniel 7. Based on philological
considerations, a comparison of the rule of the beasts and that of the son of man, the
characteristics of the son of man, and the identity of the son of man,”*® Caragounis
concludes that the Danielic son of man “is conceived not as a symbol for the pious
Jews, but as a pre-existent, heavenly Being, who appears as the leader of the
saints.”*?! The Danielic son of man has “the honors and powers normally predicated
of God, and is ... identified with the ‘Elyonin,” a Figure who is distinguished from
the Most High (the Ancient of Days or God) and who functions as the Vindicator and
Leader of God’s people and as the Agent of God’s Kingdom.?? In an independent
study, Collins focuses on Daniel 7, the Similitudes, and 4 Ezra in an attempt to
discern common assumptions regarding the Son of Man during the first-century C.E.
He concludes that “Daniel 7 remains the source of Jewish expectation of an
apocalyptic Son of Man,” but, by the first century CE, “there were some common
assumptions about the figure in Daniel’s vision that go beyond what is explicit in the

biblical text.”*> By the first-century, the Similitudes and 4 Ezra both agree that the

*'® Caragounis (1986) and Collins (1992).
2 Caragounis (1986) 61-80.

2! Caragounis (1986) 188-89 (cf. 61-81).
2 Caragounis (1986) 81.

B Collins (1992) 449.



210

Son of Man refers to (1) an individual and not a collective symbol, (2) the messiah,
(3) a pre-existent, transcendent figure of heavenly origin, and (4) possibly the Isaianic
Servant of the Lord, but without the connotation of a suffering servant.”* Together,
Caragounis and Collins’ works suggest that the use of (the) Son of Man in Jn 5:27
could have evoked very similar notions about the Johannine Jesus, a pre-existent

heavenly Agent or Messiah who exercises the authority of God.

(5) God’s two powers. As we have seen, there was a wide spectrum of divine duties
or functions associated with (the) Son of Man in early Jewish literature. Jn 5:19-30
focuses only on two functions, the creative and judging powers of God. This is
emphasized by the chaistic structure of Jn 5:19-30, centering on verses 21-27and the
two great powers that the Father has given to the Son—giving life and judging.”*
Life/Judgment: The Father gives life, so also the Son (21-22)
The Son is given all judgment so that all may honor him (23)
Hearing/Life: The one hearing and believing has life (24)

Hearing/Life: The dead will hear and have life (25)
The Father has life in himself, so also the Son (26)

Life/Judgment: The Son has authority to judge, because #e is Son of Man (27)

Jewish tradition often refers to God as both merciful and just, attributes representing
God’s creative power and his judging or ruling power respectively.”® In this regard,
both Philo and the Rabbis held that there were two great powers or measures
(middoth) of God.**’

According to Philo, people cannot see God, but they can Anow God through what he
does in the world, through His creative power (Suvduig moinTikn) and in His ruling
power (Suvdpic BaoiAkh).”?® All aspects of God’s power are represented by the
two powers, which were sometimes referred to as the two hands of God. %2 On the
one hand, Suvdueig moinTiky includes goodness, kindness, beneficence, and

creative power; on the other hand, God’s Suvdpeig BagiAiky includes sovereignty,

4 Collins (1992) 464-65.

%2 In this section, we are following the work of Dodd (1953) 320-28 and Neyrey (1988) 25-29.
2 E.g., Exod 34:5-6; see Urbach (1979) 48ff.

%7 Dahl and Segal (1978) 1 and 4 n. 11.

28 Neyrey (1988) 25.
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3% Moreover, Philo

presents the two powers as flowing out of the figure of the Logos. In Fug. 100-101,

Philo describes the two powers of God, first in terms of the ark and the two cherubim

and then in terms of a chariot and its charioteer.

(100) ... the creative power and the
kingly power are the winged Cherubim
which are placed upon it [the ark].
(101) The Divine Word, Who is above
these ... He is Himself the Image of
God ... placed nearest, with no
intervening distance, to the only truly
existent One... The Word is the
charioteer of the Powers, and He Who
talks is seated in the chariot, giving
directions to the charioteer for the right
wielding of the rems of the Universe.
(Fug. 100b-101)"

(100) ... mouuxfic 5t kal BamiAikic
Ta Onémrepa kal épidpupéva
XepouBin® (100) 6 & Omepdvy TovTLV
Abyog Bgiog ... alTOg elxkuy Ombpywv
0e00, TGBv vonTOv &naf andvtuv O
npeofoTaTog, & EyyutdTw, Pndevog
Svrog pebopiov Sraomjuatog, 100
pévov, O EoTiv dPeudldg, ddidpu-
pévoc ... fivioxov pév elval 16v
duvdpewv TOv Adyov, Emoxov 8¢ TOV
AcholvTa, EmKEAELGHEVOV TH NVIOXYW
Ta mpog GpOiv 100 TavTog
fvidxnorv. (Fug 100b-101; Locb)

Here, the two powers (the cherubim) are controlled by the Logos (the charioteer),

who is inseparable and yet distinct from God who, in turn, sits in the chariot and

gives instructions to the charioteer (the Logos). When Philo speaks about the two

powers, perhaps on the basis of wider tradition, he gives them exalted titles—the

creative and merciful power is identified as Theos (0¢d¢) and the ruling or judging

power is called Lord (Képlog).93 2

I should myself say that they [the
cherubim] are allegorical represent-
ations of the two most august and
highest potencies of Him that is, the
creative and the kingly. His creative
potency is called Ged, because through
it He placed and made and ordered this
universe, and the kingly is called Lord,
being that with which He governs what
has come into being and rules it
steadfastly with justice. (Mos. 2.99;
Loeb; our underlines)

Take, for example, Philo's statement in Mos. 2.99:

tyw & av gimowut dnrododar &
OTMovoldv Tag mpeofuTdrag kai
dvwTdTw 8o Tob GvTog Suvduelg,
TV Te moTikiv xai BaciAikiv:
SvoudCeTal & 1) pév moANTIKN
SL’)vamg avTol Qf_ég ka® fiv E0nke
xal enomoe Kol 61£Koopnoe T66€
16 mav, § &2 &amlum mzp_mg ﬁ
1OV yevopévuv dpyel kal aov bix
BeBalwg Emxpartel. (Mos. 2.99;
Loeb; our underlines)

Similarly, the Rabbis taught that Elohim (D‘HI?R) was used in scripture whenever
God’s justice was emphasized and the tetragrammaton, YHWH (11i1°), whenever

°® Deus 73; Somn. 2.265; Plant. 50.

»0 See the evidence provided by Neyrey (1988) 25.

' Our translation conflates Colson’s and Yonge’s.

"2 E.g., Mos. 2.99; Plant. 86; Migr. 182; Somn. 1.159.
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God’s mercy was understood.”*® As Dahl and Segal point out, Philo and the rabbis

reverse the names and the powers,”* but the underlying conceptuality is similar.”*®

© Lord (xOprog = YHWH in LXX) Theos (0c6¢ = Elohim in LXX)
=

A Ruling and judging power Merciful and creative power
2 YHWH (70T) Elohim (DT9R)

£

5] Mercy Justice

Despite reversals, both the Rabbis and Philo agree that the two measures of mercy
and judgment are not in contrast, but complementary, and that fear and love are the
two complimentary ways in which people should relate to God.”*® The importance of
properly conceptualizing the two measures of God is emphasized by a well-known
tradition found in b. Hag. 14a. In this tradition, R. Akiba drew the inference from

Dan 7:19 that there were two powers [God and the Messiah] in heaven!

One pasage says: His throne was fiery
flames; (16) and another Passage says:
Till thrones were placed, and One that
was ancient of days did sit! (17) — There
is no contradiction: one [throne] for Him,
and one for David; this is the view of R.
Akiba. Said R. Jose the Galilean to him:
Akiba, how long wilt thou treat the
Divine Presence as profane! (18) Rather,
[it must mean], one for justice and one for

MDD (7 IRIT) W AR 310
DM TN 2N NIT PN
PP P PDTD T TP (7 IR
TN IT TR RWD BT - a0 oY
LTS TARY YT IR ROINTD. 7Y
DI 137 19 1R .N2PY 137 M3T
TRAY AR DD TY IRADY P9
TR PTY TN RIN 19 0w
RY IR MO0 %2 PIST

™19 TN POY 8O - 21D 93
KDY 27 M7 APIXT T

grace. (19) Did he accept [this explana-
tion} from him, or did he not accept it? —
Come and hear: One for justice and one
for grace; this is the view of R. Akiba.”™

(b. Hag 14a[15b-19a))

* Dah! and Segal (1978) 1; Urbach (1979) 448-61, esp. 451, where he cites Sipre Deut. 27; Mek
R. Ishmael, Shira 4; Mek. R. Simeon b. Yahai; Sipre Deut. 27; Sipra, Ahare, ix, 85c: ““1am the Lord
your God’—I am the Lord who spoke and the world came into being; I am Judge; 1 am full of
compassion.”

4 Urbach (1979) 452-93 argues that Philo reversed the Palestinian tradition because he was
influenced by the LXX, which substituted Lord (kGpiog) for YHWH (i1%7°), and then Philo treated the
word x0p1og in its accepted sense. Even so, Segal (1999) 83 notes that Philo’s designations are
followed by Mek R. Ishmael, Shirta 4, which means that Philo is not alone in his designations.

** Dahl and Segal (1978) 1.

% Dahl and Segal (1978) 9, 11.

**" The Hebrew and English of b. Hag. 14a, 15b-19a are from the Soncino CD-ROM Classics
Collection.
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In this account, R. Akiba and R. Jose are discussing the apparent contradiction in Dan
7:9. On the one hand, thrones (plural) are set; on the other, only the Ancient of Days
sat on a throne (singular). R. Akiba inferred that the other throne was for one like a
son of man in Dan 7:13, which he identified as the Davidic Messiah. R. Jose was
shocked and accused R. Akiba of profaning the Divine Presence or Shekhina
(73°2W). After R. Jose’s admonition, “R. Akiba agreed that the two thrones in heaven
should symbolize the two aspects of God’s providence—His mercy and His justice.
God is viewed as sitting on one throne when judging mercifully and on the other
when judging by strict justice.”*® Even though, as Segal contends, “no one would
suggest these are Akiba’s actual words,” the tradition may date just beyond the first-
century—since both Rabbis, Jose and Akiba, are late-second or third generation
tannaim (120-140 C.E.)’*® and may reflect common concerns, thoughts, and

assumptions of the late first- and early second-century Judaism.

(6) Summary. We have argued that Jn 5:19-30 provides a qualification for the
Johannine claim that Jesus was equal with God (ioog 7@ 0e@) in Jn 5:18. It is likely
that the writer and earliest readers of Jn 5:19-30 would have understood that
qualification in light of other early Jewish, particularly apocalyptic, traditions about
(the) Son of Man. Against this backdrop, the claim that Jesus is equal with God is not
a claim that Jesus is God. Rather, it asserts that Jesus functions as the Viceroy of
God, a pre-existent heavenly being who sits next to God, has the authority of God,
and is entitled to equal honor with God. Furthermore, Jesus’ crucifixion on earth is
the only means by which to see an epiphany of heavenly glory. Only Jesus is the
Revealer, the only Man who has descended from God, able to mediate between
heaven and earth. For these reasons, it is likely that the Johannine claim that Jesus
was equal with God as (the) Son of Man was interpreted by non-believing Jews as an

aggressive remark against those who claimed that Moses (or perhaps another mystic-

Q3R

Segal (1977) 48.

% Stemberger (1996) 57 states, “The study of extensive text units (e.g., by J. Neusner) has
shown that at least in Tannaitic collections these attributions are largely reliable.” Danby (1933) 799
dates Akiba and Jose the Galilean to 120-140 and Stemberger (1996) 71-72 dates Akiba with the
“younger second generation of Tannaites” (ca. 90-130 C.E.).
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visionary) had seen the glory of God or was able to mediate between heaven and

earth.

Moreover, late first-century Jews, who were familiar with traditions similar to those
of Philo and the Rabbis, would have understood Jn 5:19-30 as a claim that Jesus
exercises the two great powers of God—the power to give life (5:21-22) and the

power of eschatological judgment (5:23, 27).54

Declaring that the Son exercised the
two great powers of God clarifies in what sense the Johannine community claimed
that Jesus was equal with God. What is more, the narrative context of chapter 5,
where Jesus heals a paralytic (Jn 5:1-15), reinforces the notion that Jesus exercises
the creative or merciful power of God (which Philo designated as 8¢4¢). The notion
that Jesus works on the Sabbath like the Father coheres with the idea that Jesus
exercises the ruling power of God (which Philo designated as xOp1og). Admittedly,
this is conjecture, and we are not suggesting that FG uses 6g6g and xUptog in accord
with Philo’s speculations,”' but it is possible that the combined use of 8¢ and
kUplog may have been a way for some Jews (beyond Philo and John) to refer to the
totality of Divine powers in so far as humans may experience them, akin to the
Rabbinic use of YHWH and Elohim.** 1t is all the more noteworthy, therefore, that in

a key post-resurrection scene Thomas honors Jesus as both Lord (xGp1og) and God
(0€66) (20:28).

13.4.3 Socio-cultural context: God’s principal agent and broker

So far, we have looked at how the intra-textual and intertextual contexts may have
influenced a first-century reading of Jn 5:19-30. In this section, we continue to ask
how Jn 5:19-30 qualifies Jn 5:18, but now we shift to the potential socio-cultural

context. In the socio-cultural context of the ancient world, a predominant social value

* Dodd (1953) 322.

*! Neyrey (1988) 28; a cursory look at the 52 uses of xUpo¢ in FG does not suggest a close
connection between Jesus exercising the power of judgment and predicating the title Lord to him.

%2 This recalls Paul’s statement that “for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all
things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through
whom we exist” (1 Cor 8:6; NRSV). Paul’s statement along with other NT texts has raised ongoing
debate about the nature of early Jewish and Christian conceptions of monotheism. See N. T. Wright
(1991) 120-6, Dunn (1991) 195-97 and Dunn (1998a) 337-39; Hurtado (1988) 97-99 and (1999) 63-97
who characterizes Christian monotheism as binitarianism; Bauckham (1998) 25-42 who speaks of
Christological monotheism.
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was honor. Honor was in fact a concern for the Johannine group, because the text
itself raises the issue directly: “Anyone who does not honor the Son does not honor
the father who sent him” (5:23b; NRSV). We will look at how, from the perspective
of FG and Jewish textual traditions, Jesus is presented as “the sent one,” the Agent of
the Father, and how, from the perspective of patronage and kinship models, Jesus is

portrayed as the Broker of the Great Benefactor.

(1) Jesus as God’s Agent. Several recent studies have highlighted the role of the
Johannine Jesus as God’s envoy or agent.”*? First, the notion that Jesus is presented

as God envoy is linked to the sending motif in FG.*

As Loader has noted, on the lips
of Jesus, “he who sent me,” almost becomes a formal designation for the Father.”*’
Jesus refers to the Father as “the one who sent me” (6 néppag pe martnp) twenty-
three times and another seventeen times dmogéAAw is used to refer to the Father
sending the Son.”*® The sending motif is not limited to uses of méumw and
&nooTéAAw, but also includes references to Jesus coming and going,”* ascending
and descending,’*® and being from God’*® Second, the idea that FG portrays Jesus as

God’s envoy is supported by at least six principles of agency in Jewish tradition.”*°

543 Borgen (1986) 67-78; Meeks (1976) 43-67; Blihner (1977) passim; Harvey (1987) 239-50;
Ashton (1991) 312-17; Margaret Davies (1992) 129-32; McGrath (2001) chapter 4.

4 Loader (1992) 29ff and 76fY.; Loader (1984) 188-216.

3 Loader (1984) 190.

% Both méunw (e.g., 13:20; 15:21, 26; 16:7; 20:21) and &nooTéAAw (e.g., 5:38; 7:29; 8:42;
11:42; 17:8, 18, 23, 25) are used to express the idea of the Father sending the Son. Loader (1992) 30
believes that, contrary to Regstorf’s claim that dnooTéAAw stresses authority and néunw stresses
God’s involvement, the two terms have the same meaning.

all E.g., Jn 1:9; 27, 30; 3:21, 31; 4:25; 5:43-44; 6:33, 37, 50; 7:27; 8:14, 21-22; 9:29-30; 11:27,;
12:13; 13:3, 36; 14:4-5; 16:28; 17:13.

*8 E.g., Jn 1:51; 3:13; 6:62; 20:17.

¢ E.g., Jn 3:2; 6:46; 7:17; 8:40, 42; 9:16, 33; 13:3; 16:30

% Borgen (1986) 67-78 has identified six basic principles echoed in FG. The first principle of
Jewish agency is that “an agent is like the one who sent him” (Mek Exod 12:3, 6; b. Bera 5:5; b. Hag.
10b), which parallels sayings like, “He who believes in me, believes not in me but in him who sent
me” (Jn 12:44; cf. 13:20; 14:9; 15:23). The second principle echoed in FG is that the agent is
subordinate to the sender (Gen. Rab. 78; cf. Jn 13:16). The third principle is that the agent carries out
the mission of the sender (b. Qid. 2:4; cf. Jn 6:38). The fourth principle is that the mission of the agent
is set within the context of a lawsuit. Thus, we find the statement, “Go forth and take legal action so
that you may acquire title to it and secure the claim for yourself’ (B. Qam. 70a), which sounds similar
to the transfer-language of “Yours they were and you have given them to me” (Jn 17:6). Borgen
(1986) 70 writes that “According to the halakah the sender transferred his own righis and the property
concerned to his agent.” In the words of FG, the Father has transferred his rights to Christ, who in turn
functions as the Father’s agent in the lawsuit with the world. The fifth principle concems the agent’s
return and reporting to the sender (y. Hag. 76b; cf. Jn 13:3; 17:4). The sixth is that “an agent can
appoint an agent” (b. Qid. 41a), which has striking resemblance to Jesus’ statement that “As the Father
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The most basic principle is that “an agent is like the one who sent him.”**' For
example, the Talmud states that “the agent of the ruler is like the ruler himself” (4. B.
Qam. 13b). This is similar to the description of the Son imitating the Father in Jn
5:17 and 5:19-30. Sipre on Num 12:9°* states that to speak about the king’s agent is

to speak about the king himself, which is very similar to several sayings in FG:>*

Sipre:  “you have not spoken concerning my servant but concerning me”

Jn 12:44:; “he who believes in me, believes not in me but in him who sent me”

Jn 5:23: “whoever does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent him”
Jn 13:20: “he who receives me receives him who sent me”

Jn 14:9: “he who sees me sees him who sent me”

Borgen notes that the basic halakhic principle means that the agent was like the
sender in legal matters but, in certain strands of mysticism, “the agent is a person

identical with the sender.””>*

Although the legal traditions that Borgen cites date to
the third and fourth century C.E., they probably witness to earlier Jewish legal
traditions.”®® Third, the idea that FG is presenting Jesus as God’s agent is reinforced
by the repeated use of father-son language. In the ancient world, the son was a
father’s agent par excellence. In Roman society, a father had legal authority over a
son and could even treat him like a slave. The son could hold no property and was
entirely subordinate to his father. As Epictetus wrote, a son’s profession is “to treat
everything that is his own as belonging to his father, to be obedient to him in all
things.”**® In Jewish society, it was similar. Honoring father and mother was the

highest duty next to honoring God.”’

Thus, in first-century societies, a son was
dependent on his father for most things in life, from education to vocation. Often the
son was the father’s apprentice and, in time, inherited the father’s business and
possessions. This not only meant that a son knew his father well, but would act in the

father’s best interests, because a son would eventually inherit his father’s estate.

has sent me, even so I send you" (Jn 20:21), a Christian halakah authorizing the Johannine Jewish
community to press the covenant law suit against their non-believing Jewish counterparts.

ot Borgen (1986) 68 cites Mek. Ex. 12:3; 12:6; b. Ber. 5:5; b. B. Mesi a 96a; b. Hag. 10b; and
other texts.

%2 Sipre on Num is a mid-third century text, according to Stemberger (1996) 267.

°* The examples come from Borgen (1986) 68.

** Borgen (1986) 68 cites b. Qod. 43a.

*%* Since it is hardly likely that FG influenced the Rabbinic traditions (1), it is likely that the
traditions cited by Borgen reflect earlier Jewish traditions of which FG may be one of the earliest
witnesses.

¢ Discourses 2.7; see comments by Margaret Davies (1992) 130.

7 Margaret Davies (1992) 130 cites Josephus’s Apion 2.206 and Philo’s Dec. 165-67.
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Thus, in the father’s absence, the son was the father’s most useful and trusted agent
in conducting business.”*® FG assumed social conventions of this nature when it used
the father-son metaphor to depict Jesus’ relationship with God. Jn 5:17 and 5:19-30
depicts Jesus as imitating the Father in every aspect of the Father’s work; he is the

Apprentice-Son and thus the Father’s most trusted Agent.

(2) Jesus as God’s Broker. Because FG was written in a high context society of the
ancient Mediterranean world,”” it is important to consider elements of that social
system that would have been taken for granted by the original hearers or readers of
FG. Each text would have evoked elements of the social system—such as honor and
shame schemes; patron, broker, and clients models; male and female roles; and
assumptions about purity and pollution—that first-century readers would have known
and appropriated to decode the passage.”® In the case of Jn 5:17-30, two different
socio-cultural scenarios from the ancient Mediterranean world come to bear on its
interpretation: patronage and kinship systems. First, from the perspective of a
patronage system, Malina and Rohrbaugh argue that Jn 5:19-30 is “a classic
statement of Jesus® brokerage.”®' In this scenario, a broker (Jesus) acts on behalf of
the benefactor-patron (God) in offering the patron’s resources to freeborn retainers or
clients (Israel). The broker would not be viewed as the social equal of the patron,
because the broker is only the patron’s surrogate. As such, the honor claimed by the
broker and acknowledged by the public is derived solely from the honor already
accorded to the patron. From the perspective of patronage, Jesus was in no wise
claiming to be God’s equal, much less to be God Himself; rather, as God’s surrogate,
Jesus was claiming that people ought to give him the honor they would normally give
the Great Benefactor (cf. Jn 5:23). Second, from the perspective of kinship

relationships, which we have touched on in the previous paragraph dealing with

%% Margaret Davies (1992) 131.

? According to Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 16, a high context society, like the ancient
Mediterranean world, “presumes a broadly shared, well-understood, or ‘high,” knowledge of the
context of anything referred to in conversation or in writing.” Documents written in high context
societies tend to be sketchy, because they assumed that readers and hearers were able to fill in the gaps
with their knowledge of the prevalent customs, idioms, values, and symbols of the society. In contrast,
low context societies, like the modern western world, assume a low knowledge of the social system,
produce documents that are specific and detailed, and leave little room for readers to fill in the gaps
7.

%0 50 Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 19-21.



218

agency, Jesus’ use of the father-son metaphor would have evoked a whole host of
socio-cultural associations and unstated assumptions. Take, for example, kinship
relationships. “Kin group members are embedded in each other and share a common
honor status. To refuse honor to one is to refuse honor to all.”** Although a father
would always have greater honor than a son, the kinship structure would ensure that
the son had roughly the same honor as the father. So, between the father and son
relationship, the son was subordinate, but from the perspective of people outside that

kinship relationship, the son was accorded the same honor as the father.

(3) Summary. On the basis of Jewish principles of agency as well as models of
patronage and kinship, it is probable that first-century readers or hearers of Jn 5:19-
30 would have understood the Johannine Jesus to be announcing that he was God'’s

principal mediator who had an elite status and power second only to God Himself.

13.5 How is Jesus’ equality with God related to ‘breaking’ the
Sabbath?

Here, we would like to consider Neyrey’s contention that Jn 5:1-47 reflects two
distinct redactions, each with a different charge, one in 5:16 and one in 5:18, and

each with a different defense, one in 5:30-47 and one in 5: 19-29.76

Neyrey discerns
an earlier redactive layer (reflecting a low christology and an earlier stage of FG
development) and a later redactive layer superimposed over the first (reflecting a high

christology and later Christian experience).”®*

First Layer: 5:10-16, 30-47 Second Layer; 5:17-18, 19-29
Charge Sabbath violation Blasphemy
Defense Witnesses testify about Jesus’ Jesus explains that he is equal to
sinlessness and his authority God since he has God’s powers
Judge Jews judge Jesus Jesus judges all people

%! Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 116,

2 Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 116,

%3 Neyrey (1988) 9-36, esp. 10-18. Similar redactional analysis can be found in Lindars (1972)
52, 216-18, who argues for a Galilean source and a later Jerusalemite source; see also Dodd (1953)
320 and Dodd (1963) 118.

%4 The chart is adapted from Neyrey (1988) 18.
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Witnesses  John, Jesus® works, God, and No witnesses
Scripture

Judgment  Judges are judged for rejecting Unbelievers are judged for not
Jesus honoring Jesus

Neyrey’s analysis suggests that the charge of violating the Sabbath is unrelated to the
charge of Jesus claiming equality with God.’®® However, there are at least three

reasons for seeing a close connection between the two charges.

First, as we have shown, the charge that Jesus broke or released (Au€iv) the Sabbath
(5:16, 18b) and the charge of claiming equality with God (5:18c-d) are held together
in a tightly composed parallel pattern, consisting of two reaction-explanation-
response units (cf. § 13.2 and § 13.4.1). The fabric of Jn 5:1-30 is woven together
with common language and themes.”® Verses 16-18 are also narratologically
connected. They exhibit an escalation of conflict from prosecuting Jesus (¢6iwxov
... TOv 'Inoo0v) in 5:16 to Jesus’ defense regarding his imitation of the Father in

5:17 to the finally charge that Jesus is making himself equal to God in 5:18d.

Second, the connection between working on the Sabbath (5:16) and equality with
God (5:18) is further strengthened by what appears to be the underlying assumption
of 5:16-18. It presupposes early Jewish discussions reflected in the writings of
Aristobulus,”” Philo, and the Rabbis on whether God is active on the Sabbath.”*®
Although there are several explanations, there was general agreement that God
continued to exercise his providential activity on the Sabbath.”® The fact that humans
were born and died on the Sabbath was proof that “God was active on the Sabbath in

these two ways: in giving life and in judging over life at death (cf. b. Ta ‘an. 2a)."

% Neyrey (1988) 16 states that “violating the Sabbath is not the same thing as claiming to be
equal to God” (his italics).

%6 The verb, TOLELV (fo make or to do) is used 12 times (Jn 5:11, 15, 16, 18, 19 [4xs], 20, 27, 29,
30), primarily in reference to healing or giving life. The verb, &yeipelv (to raise [the dead] or to
bring into being), is used twice in crucial places (Jn 5:8, 21).

%67 Borgen (1996) 111 dates Aristobulus to the second century BCE.

968 Borgen (1987) 89-92; Barreit (1978) 213; Brown (1966) 1.216; Bultmann (1971) 246; Yee
(1989) 31-47.

" Yee (1989) 37-39 discusses three different Rabbinic explanations based on b. Ta anit 2a; Mek.
Shabbata 2.25; and Gen. Rab. 11.5, 10, 12.

" Yee (1989) 38; our emphasis.
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Here, the Sabbath and the two great powers of God are linked, the same powers that
Jesus claims to exercise in Jn 5:21-22, 27-28 (see § 13.4.2). In this way, Jesus claims
that he, like God, continues to work on the Sabbath in matters of giving life and
Jjudging and it is in this way that he claims equality with God.

Third, as we have shown, leaders who attempted to suspend Sabbath customs were
viewed as comparing themselves with God. Think of the nameless Egyptian ruler
(Philo’s Somn. 2.123-32; see § 11.4). Here was a powerful and presumptuous ruler
who attempted to dissuade Jews from keeping the Sabbath and, through this, to
undermine other Jewish customs. According to Philo, the Egyptian ruler tried to
make the Sabbath a workday which, because it usurped divine prerogatives, was
nothing short of making himself comparable to God—he dared to liken himself to the
All-blessed (Somn. 2.130). Philo takes it for granted that any attempt to change the
customs of the Sabbath was to play God’"" Like the Egyptian ruler, Jesus’ practice of
working on the Sabbath,”” which tacitly authorized the Johannine community to do
the same, was tantamount to claiming equality with God. Thus Jn 5:16-30 not only
affirms Jesus’ divine status, it also marks the end of the Sabbath observance for

Johannine Jewish believers.””

13.6 The Johannine blasphemy against God

Jn 5:16-30 does not mention blasphemy directly, but we are now in a position to
identify how Jn 5:16-30 pertains to blasphemy and to articulate what theological and
social implications the text had for the Johannine community—those who produced,

preserved, and propagated FG during the late first-century.

' In addition, Borgen (1987) 91, 97 argues that Philo was even critical of Jews who spiritualized

the Sabbath and thought that they could acknowledge the universal pricinples and activity of the
Creator without keeping particular laws and observances, such as the Sabbath (see. Migr. 89-93).

7 The verb in the phrase, Ta0Ta énoiet &v oaPBdry (Jn 5:16), can be translated as an iterative
imperfect, he used to do these things on the Sabbath, suggesting repeated past action.

%7 Several scholars have noted this. Borgen (1996) 111-113 argues that Jn 5:1-18 leads to the
conclusion that the Sabbath observance is to be abrogated based on his comparative analysis of Philo’s
Leg 1:5-6, 18 and Migr. 89-93. Weiss (1991) 311-21 has come to a similar conclusion, arguing that
the Johannine community “eschatologized the sabbath™ and, as a result, “What the Johannine
community explicitly came to say about the temple (*neither on this mountain nor in Jeruslaem will
you worship the Father ... The true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth’ [4:21, 23]),
it could have said also about the sabbath (‘neither on this day nor on the sabbath will you worship the
Father; the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth” (320). Similarly, see Yee (1989)
39-42 and Borgen (1987) 88-97.
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First, we argued that the affirmation that Jesus is equal with God was a claim
propagated by the Johannine community. Because of the uniqueness of the claim, the
vehemence of the Jewish reaction in 5:18, and the disproportionately large
clarification that follows in Jn 5:19-30 (with the supporting witnesses in Jn 5:31-47)
it is likely that the claim reflects a theological and social flashpoint for the Johannine
community. Given the Jewish traditions that we surveyed, particularly Philo’s
perspective that giving earthly leaders honor equal to the gods (1000£wv TIPGV)
paves the way to blaspheming Heaven itself,”’* it would not be surprising to find that
the Johannine confession that a man was equal with God would have brought the

charge of blasphemy against the Johannine members themselves.

Second, the Johannine affirmation that Jesus is equal with God would have recalled
imagery of some of the most notorious blasphemers in Jewish history. Take
Antiochus Epiphanes, who is characterized for Jewish posterity as a great
blasphemer, who profaned the Temple of God (cf. § 9.3) and murdered Jews (cf. §
9.3). According to self-acclaim, Antiochus was “Epiphanes,” the manifest [god] (cf. §
9.1). According to the Abridger of 2 Macc, Antiochus was a classic theomachos, one
who contends with God, who thought he was equal with the gods (6vta 10é0ea
dpoveiv; 2 Mace 9:12), and yet died a deservedly shameful death after much
humiliation and suffering (cf. § 9.5). In a number of other instances, we saw how
blasphemy against God was invariably associated with arrogance or self-exaltation,
the most odious form of which was direct comparison with God or self-exaltation
above God. Such exaltation or comparison either denies God’s uniqueness or
diminishes His honor. The Johannine community could have been perceived as
exalting Jesus in the same way, thereby blaspheming God. From the perspective of
the Johannine community, what differentiated Jesus from Antiochus and other
infamous blasphemers, was that Jesus did not exalt himself—he made nothing of

himself (Jn 5:19, 30)—but was lifted up or exalted by divine initiative (Jn 3:13-14).

Within early Judaism, there was an assumption that God could exalt a man or an

" Cf. Mos. 2.203-208 and Decal. 61-65 and our comments in § 11.2 and § 11.3.
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angel to be as God, but if one made himself God, then divine punishment followed.”™
Jewish tradition accepts that certain men, like Moses (Exod 7:1; Mos. 1.155-159;
Heb. Sir 45:2),°" and certain heavenly figures, like Melchizedek (11QMelch 2.10,
24-25) and Yahoel (4dpoc. Ab. 10:3-4), can be spoken of as God without misgiving,
but only because God exalted them. And that was the Johannine claim regarding
Jesus—God exalted him—a repudiation to the charge that they share in the self-

exaltative blasphemy of their master.

Third, if asserting that Jesus was equal with God did not provoke stone-throwing at
Johannine members, then the Johannine clarification in Jn 5:19-30, or a similar
explanation, certainly would have. Based on our analysis of the intratextual context,
we concluded that Jesus was characterized as having endowed equality with God. By
that we meant the Son was portrayed as exercising identical authority and power with
the Father, but such authority and power was entirely granted or endowed to the Son
by the Father. It dispels any notion that Jesus was a rival god. Still, the Johannine
clarification—Jesus had endowed equality with God—would have been construed as
blasphemous by non-believing Jews in that the Johannine Jews claimed for Jesus
what belonged to God alone, His honor and His authority. It was tantamount to
stealing from God, the metaphysical parallel to Antiochus plundering the Temple. In
this way, non-believing Jews could easily have accused the Johannine group of
gravely dishonoring God or blasphemy. Indeed, the Johannine clarification could be
viewed as diminishing God’s uniqueness—as if the Johannine group were saying
“Jesus deserves divine honor and glory, not just God”—thus violating Jewish

monotheistic sensitivities.

Fourth, if the Johannine group had encountered non-believing Jews who had been
influenced by apocalyptic Son of Man traditions, then another set of assumptions
regarding blasphemy come into play. The Johannine clarification in Jn 5:19-30
qualifies the phrase, equal with God, with the statement that Jesus is (the) Son of Man
(5:27). FG presents Jesus as the glorified Son of Man and the only manifestation of

s Paraphrasing Beasley-Murray (1987) 75, who refers to God making Moses as God (Exod 7:1),
but making Pharaoh nothing because he presumed to be God (cf. Tanh. B 12).
% Hurtado (1988) 56-63.
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YHWH?’s glory for human experience. For non-believing Jews, the blasphemy is two-
pronged. On the one hand, it would have been perceived as an affront to God. As
such, it was theological theft, robbing God of His glory and giving it to a man but,
even more, because it was giving God’s honor to someone who had died as a criminal
under humiliating circumstances, it shows additional contempt for God. On the other
hand, it is possible that it would have been perceived as an affront to God’s chosen

leaders. It denied that any leader of Israel, such as Yohanan ben Zakkai, had ever had

77 And it denied that Moses had ever ascended

Mount Sinai and basked in YHWH’s glory (cf. Mos. 1.157-58; Ezek. Trag. 68-89).
Such polemic points to two rival groups within the synagogue, disciples of Moses (or

Yohanan) and disciples of Jesus (cf. Jn 9:28-29, 35-37).

mystical revelations of divine glory.

Fifth, given the common assumptions regarding the Son of Man that circulated
during the first century, it is conceivable that when the Johannine community spoke
of Jesus as (the) Son of Man it would have been understood that they were saying
Jesus was a pre-existent glorious being, who was both God’s second in heaven and
the leader (messiah) of God’s people on earth. If the Johannine claim was so
interpreted, it is possible that it would have been an affront to the non-believing
Jewish leadership and therefore perceived as blasphemous. Furthermore, the
Johannine rendition of (the) Son of Man tradition has the Son exercising the two great
powers of God, mercy and justice. By linking the Son of Man with the two great
powers, the Johannine clarification in Jn 5:19-30 forms a bridge between the
Danielic Son of Man tradition (Dan 7), which expresses divine sovereignty in
anthropomorphic language, and later Rabbinic tradition (b. Hag. 14a), which resists
compromising God’s transcendence by expressing divine sovereignty in the language

of abstract powers, justice and mercy.””®

The Johannine clarification that Jesus
functioned as God’s Viceroy, second in rank to God, would have met with mixed

reaction. For some Jews, belief that God had a Viceroy and that heaven was

°" Later Jewish tradition asserts that Yohanan, who was the founder of the Rabbinic movement
in Yavneh, was a master of Mishnah, Taimud, and mysticism ('4bot R. Nat. A 14, B 28; b. Sukkah
28a; y. Ned 5, 39b).

o8 My appreciation to Loren Stuckenbruck for pointing out how Jn 5:19-30 appears to bridge
earlier Danielic and later Rabbinic traditions.
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populated with a hierarchy of divine beings would not have been disturbing,””
though identifying Jesus as that Viceroy might not have been acceptable. For other
Jews, belief that God had a Viceroy, that Jesus functioned as a second power in
heaven, might have been viewed as blasphemy on the grounds that it dishonored
God. However, the concept of two powers’™ in heaven was itself not blasphemous; it
only becomes blasphemous when it is perceived to discredit, disparage, or dishonor
God. As we have seen, there is evidence of Rabbinic opposition to two-powers
beliefs in the early second century,”®! and it is not unthinkable that some non-
believing Jews, even in the first-century, would have found the Johannine claim—
“Jesus is God’s Viceroy”—to be offensive and would have picked up stones to throw
or, perhaps, like R. Jose, cried out, “You profane the Shekhina!” (b. Hag. 17). The
blasphemy, however, would have pertained to dishonoring or disparaging God, not to

how many powers populated heaven.

Sixth, even if the Johannine community encountered non-believing Jews who were
not aware of apocalyptic Son of Man traditions, it is likely that the Johannine
clarification in Jn 5:19-30 still would have provoked the charge of blasphemy against
the Johannine group. From what can be assumed about patronage systems of the
ancient world, the Johannine clarification in 5:19-30 presents Jesus as the power
broker for God. As such, Jesus (the broker) was not the social equal of God (the
patron) but, nevertheless, for the patronage system to work, clients must treat the
broker like the patron. As Borgen noted in regard to Jewish halakah, the agent
(broker) is like the Sender (patron). From this perspective, the Johannine clarification
would be asserting that Jesus must be treated like God because he is God’s honored

broker—*“Anyone who does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent

him” (Jn 5:23b; NRSV). Furthermore, from the perspective of kinship relationships,

" There is plenty of evidence that Jews believed in divine beings; see § 13.4.2 (no. 4), footnotes

536-538, and Hurtado (1988) 71-92 for his treatement of principal angels in early Judaism.

*% Philo speaks of “the two ... powers, the creative and the kingly” (8Go ... Suvdpeig, Tiv e
moumTikiv kail BaotAiknv) (Mos. 2.99).

%! Segal (1979) 159-219 provides good evidence that Philo, certain NT writings, and apocalyptic
and mystical traditions exhibited two-power beliefs. However, Segal (wrongly) categorizes such
beliefs from the first-century as heresey (118). It is heresy only from the retrojected perspective of
Rabbinic Judaism. Segal is unable to cite evidence that opposition to two-powers beliefs emerged
during the first-century and at one point states, “the rabbinic polemic against ‘two powers’ ... can not
be dated earlier than the time of Ishmael and Akiba” (260), which is ca. 130-140 C.E.
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which assumes that family members share a common status, the Johannine use of the
father-son metaphor tacitly demands that people give the same honor to Jesus as they
give to God. So, from the perspective of patronage and kinship systems of the ancient
world, it is likely that the Johannine clarification—Jesus is both the Son and broker
for the Father—would have been heard as audacious blasphémy by non-believing

982

Jews.”™" As Philo essentially argues in Decal. 61-65, to give earthly leaders equal

honor to God (ic00éwv TIuGV) is to blaspheme (see § 11.3).

Seventh, and last, we argued that the issue of breaking or releasing (Av€lv; 5:18b)
the Sabbath was intimately connected to the Johannine claim that Jesus was equal
with God, that he exercised the two great powers of God. Keeping the Sabbath®® was
a visible reminder of God’s creative power and an enduring symbol of His covenant
relationship with Israel.”* Releasing (or breaking) the Sabbath would have invited
harsh criticism from fellow Jews (cf. Migr. 89-93) and attempts to establish a practice
of working on the Sabbath was tantamount to playing God (Somn. 2.123-32). The
Johannine claim that Jesus was equal with God, that he played God by exercising the
great powers of creating and judging, even on the Sabbath, may have functioned as
authorization for the Johannine members to release the Sabbath themselves and
establish new Sabbath customs. If so, then they could have been viewed sinning with
a high-hand, like the Sabbath breaker who flouted God (Num 15:30-36),”*° and
blaspheming God by their overt public contempt for the Sabbath.

The apparent “treachery” that the Johannine Jews may have embarked on is
reinforced by the story of Nicanor forcing Jews to work on the Sabbath (cf. § 10.3; 2
Macc 15:4-5). When he was told not to disrespect of the Sovereign in Heaven who
ordained the Sabbath, Nicanor claimed that he was a Sovereign on earth! and could

do as he pleased. Like Nicanor, Jesus (and the Johannine Jews) is warned not to

%2 Jn 5:17-18 in light of 19:7 reinforces this conclusion.

% Keeping the Sabbath is largely understood in terms of prohibitions. The Hebrew Bible
prohibits working (Exod 31:15), cooking (Exod 16:23), farming (Exod 34:21), lighting fires (Exod
35:3), gathering sticks (Num 15:32), conducting business (Amos 8:5: Neh 10:31; 13:15-18), and
carrying burdens (Jer 17:21-22). Later, the Rabbis deduced thirty-nine classes of work that were
prohibited on the Sabbath (m. Sabb. 7:2).

** Exod 31:15-17; Yee (1989) 34.

%> See § 7.1 and § 7.3.
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disrespect the Sabbath, but in response Jesus (and the Johannine Jews) claim that he

as equal authority as the Father! and could work on the Sabbath as he/they pleased.

13.7 Conclusions

We have argued that there are good reasons for supposing that the Johannine Jewish
Christians were perceived as blasphemers. We argued that the author of FG wanted
readers to understand that the claim made in Jn 5:18—that Jesus was equal with
God—was a Johannine claim. The claim was affirmed and qualified in Jn 5:19-30.
As FG affirms, Jesus was equal to God because God endowed him, (the) Son of Man,
with the power to give life and to judge. For a Jewish audience in the late first-
century, such a description could have brought to mind a number of traditions or
assumptions regarding an apocalyptic Son of Man, visions of YHWH’s glory, God’s

two great powers, as well as patronage and kinship relationships in the ancient world.

For each of these traditions or assumptions that might have influenced a first-century
interpretation of Jn 5:18-30, we have concluded that it was reasonable to assume that
the Johannine claim and the Johannine clarification regarding Jesus’ equality with
God would have been regarded as blasphemous by non-believing Jews. We have
argued that non-believing Jews would have been repulsed by the Johannine exaltation
of Jesus, not only because it appeared to disparage and dishonor God, but also

because it seemed to violate the unique status of the God of Israel.

To the extent to which the Johannine community declared that Jesus was equal with
God, whatever precise language they may have used, they committed blasphemy in
the perception of non-believing Jews. At one time, non-believing zealous Jews felt it
their duty to force Christians to blaspheme (Acts 26:11), but with the publication of
FG, Jewish Christians had become openly “blasphemous” in their exaltation of their

master, who had been accused of the same crime years before.
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CHAPTER 14
“JESUS s THE NEW TEMPLE”

We have argued that blasphemy in early Judaism may be characterized as an attack
against God, God’s Temple, or God’s chosen leaders. In the previous chapter, we
focused primarily on whether FG and the Johannine community would have been
perceived as attacking God by their exaltation of Jesus. In this chapter, we ask
whether FG and the Johannine group would have been perceived as attacking the
Temple in some way. We focus on how FG treats the Jerusalem Temple that was

razed in 70 CE and the Temple of Jesus’ body that was raised from the dead.

First, we review how, in the aftermath of the catastrophe in 70 CE, the memory of the
Temple continued to provide a basis of self-identity, authority, and hope for many
Jews during the late first-century. Second, we show that FG places an extraordinary
emphasis on the Temple and its symbolism and applies them to Jesus. Lastly, we
argue that the Johannine community, because of their claim that Jesus was the New

Temple, ran the risk of being charged with blasphemy by non-believing Jews.

14.1 The Jerusalem Temple in Memorigm

The destruction of the Temple by Titus in 70 CE was the last in a series of major
threats, desecrations, and destructions by Sennacherib in 701 BCE, Nebuchadnezzar
in 586/7 BCE, Antiochus Epiphanes in 167 BCE, Nicanor in 162 BCE, and Pompey
in 63 BCE. The fall of the Jerusalem Temple in 70 CE had important repercussions
for various Jews groups, each of which responded with different ideas about the

Temple’s significance and future **

One repercussion, according to Cohen, was that the destruction of the Temple in 70

CE marked the end of sectarianism. Jewish sects”®’ in the first century “advanced

%% On the importance of the Temple as the center of Jewish national life and how it symbolized

the dwelling-place of God, the cosmic center of the universe, and Israel’s election, see § 9.4.
%7 Cohen (1984) 29-30 includes the Essences, Christians, Sadducees, and the Pharisees as
sectarian and, following the works of Brian Wilson, defines a sect, among other things, “as an
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different theories of self-legitimation, but the authority figures against whom they
always defined themselves were the priests of the temple.”®® They polemicized
against the temple of Jerusalem, saying that either its cult was profane or its priests
were illegitimate and, just as it was claimed that the Jerusalem Temple was the only
house of God,” so different groups claimed that they were the (temporary)
replacements or equivalents of the one Temple.””® In this way, each group, including
Christians, defined themselves vis-a-vis the Temple and appropriated the Temple’s

exclusive claims for themselves.”!

With the destruction of the Temple, the
institutional basis for such claims was removed and certain sects virtually
disappeared. However, for certain Jews (as we shall argue), the significance and
symbolism of the Temple, even after its fall, continued to be used to legitimate
authority, provide hope, and consolidate their identity. In essence, the Temple lived

on in memoriam.

First, Rabbinic literature and the Bar-Kokhba Revolt (132-35 CE) attest to the
enduring significance and role that memories of the Temple played for early Judaism.
Rabbinic literature preserves some of the most important memories of the Temple,
because the Rabbis believed that the Temple continued to define Jewish life and
thought. As Neusner observes, the Mishnah stresses “the priestly caste and the
Temple cult,” since it focuses on the Mishnah’s principle concern, which is
sanctification.”? Just glancing at a few of the 63 tractates (massekhet) of the Mishnah
confirms Neusner’s observation: Sheqalim deals with Temple tax, Yoma with
regulations regarding the Day of Atonement and the preparation by the high priest,
Hagigah with the three festivals of pilgrimage to the Temple, Zebahim with the
preparation of sacrifices, Tamid with laws concerning the daily prayers and burnt

offering in the Temple, and Middot with the measurement of the Temple and its

organized group which separates itself from the community and asserts that it alone has religious
truth” (829).

%83 Cohen (1984) 43.

o E.g., Josephus Ag Ap. 2.193 states that there is only “one temple for one God.”

For example, the Qumran community rejected the Jerusalem Temple and priesthood; they saw
themselves as a faithful remnant of Israel and, to some extent, as the Temple. The Samaritans also
rejected the Jerusalem Temple and priesthood and advocated their own cultic worship on Mount
Gerizim. The Zealots probably defined themselves in relation to the earthly Temple in Jerusalem, not
the heavenly temple.

#! Cohen (1984) 43.
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restored Jerusalem (4 Ezra 7:26; 10:25-27, 50-54).°° The Apocalypse of Abraham,
also written during this period, presents a heavenly vision of the ideal Temple as a
foil against which God criticizes his people (Apoc. Ab. 25:4). In fact, for the
Apocalypse of Abraham, “the focal point of history is the destruction of the temple,”
a calamity which is attributed “to the sins of the Jews” where the problem appears to

1000

be cultic defilement and idolatry. Although all three apocalypses focus on a

heavenly Temple, unassailable from the evil vicissitudes of earthly life, they also

implicitly affirm the restoration of a new earthly Temple,'*"

probably reflecting the
hope that the Temple would be rebuilt just as it had been after the Babylonian

destruction.'®”

Fourth, we can add some Christian perspectives. It is clear that early Christians
adopted Jewish traditions that referred to a heavenly or eschatological Temple, spoke
of the community as the Temple, and criticized the Temple and its cult.'®” What is
remarkable is that early Christian writings never mention that the Temple might be
rebuilt. Jesus’ own attitudes toward the Temple stood within the traditions of Second

Temple Judaism. '

Nevertheless, beginning with the Stephen affair (Acts 6:8—
7:60) there was “a growing breach with Temple-centred Judaism.”'%° As Acts
describes it, Stephen was stoned for blasphemy, not because of what he said about
Jesus the Messiah, but for what he said about the Temple.""™ Even before the
destruction, Paul transformed the symbolism of the Jerusalem Temple so that the

Temple was valuable for its imagery, but not for its actuality.'*”’ With the Epistle to

*? See comments by Collins (1998) 205-6.

1% Collins (1998) 231.

'®! On 2 Baruch, see 2 Bar 32:3-4 and the comments by Collins (1998) 215. 4 Ezra 10:50-54
seems to depict a future (earthly) Zion; so Nickelsburg (1981) 291 and Collins (1998) 205. The Apoc.
Ab. 29:18 implies a future earthly Temple by the affirmation of sacrifices in the age of justice; see the
comments by Collins (1998) 230.

'%2 8o Dunn (1991) 87.

"% Nickelsburg (1991) 77-84.

1%% S0 Dunn (1991) 37-56.

1995 S Dunn (1991) 74.

196 S0 Dunn (1991) 64. The offense is particularly evident in Acts 7:48: “The Most High does
not dwell in houses made of human hands,” where the term, xetponoinTtog (made with hands) is used
to describe the Temple, a term often used to describe idols, thus insinuating that “the Temple itself
[was] an idol!” (67).

%7 S0 Dunn (1991) 75-86 who argues that the imagery was useful, for example, in describing
the community of Christians as the Temple (e.g., 1 Cor 3:16), Christ’s death as sacrifice (e.g., Rom
3:25), purity issues (Rom 14:14), and the new ideal, heavenly Jerusalem (Gal 4:21-31).
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the Hebrews, probably written to Jewish Christians during or shortly after the Jewish
revolt (66-70 CE), the Temple and its cult were not only criticized,'*® but the future
heavenly Jerusalem was described as already present for the followers of Jesus,'*”
making the rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple superfluous. This trend is developed
further by 1 Pet 2:5-9 and Rev 1:5-6 (cf. 5:10). In fact, in his vision of the New
Heavenly Jerusalem, the author of Revelation has no place for a Temple:

I saw potemple in the city, forits Kol vadv ook £l8av &v a0Tf, 6 ydp

temple is the Lord God the Almighty  xUplog & Bedg 6 mavToxpdTwp vadg
and the Lamb (Rev 21:22; NRSV) avTfic ¢oTv xai 10 dpviov. (UBSY

Regarding Rev 21:22, Sanders writes, “This is clearly a polemic against the normal
expectation of Judaism,” which he argues involved the restoration of Jerusalem and

its Temple.'*"°

The point we are making is that debate over the significance and the future of the
Temple was alive and well during the late first-century. In the aftermath of the
Temple’s destruction, when Judaism was struggling to survive without a central place

1011

of worship, it is not surprising that FG also refers to the loss of the Temple ™ and, as

we argue in the following, has much to say about its significance and future.

14.2 The Johannine Temple in the making

At this point, we move on to indicate how FG appropriates the significance and
symbolism of the Temple and, simultaneously, show that FG makes repeated
references to the Temple and its traditions, which, in the least, signals that the
Temple was a central concern for the Johannine community. What is more, the fone
with which statements are made about the Temple, the frequency with which they are
made, the unigueness of some of the expressions, and historical factors of the late-

first century suggest that the Temple was a point of sensitivity or flashpoint between

'%* See Dunn (1991) 86-90.

"% Heb 11:10, 15; 12:22-23; 13:10-14.

191 P. Sanders (1985) 86; cf. 88.

"' This is suggested by three statements: “destroy this Temple” (Jn 2:19), “the hour is coming
when you worship the Father neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem” (Jn 4:21), and “the Romans
will come and destroy both our holy place and our nation” (Jn 11:28).
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the Johannine community and other Jews.'®'? In our survey of the Johannine material,

we divide it into Johannine statements and Johannine themes about the Temple.

14.2.1 Statements about the Temple

(1) “The word dwelled among us” (Jn 1:14). At the beginning of the Gospel, John

strikes out with a bold pronouncement;

The Word became flesh and dwelled (éaxfvwoev) among us, full of grace and truth; we
have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father. (Jn 1:14; RSV).

The verb in this phrase comes from oxnvéw and can be translated dwelled, set up his
tent, or even tabernacled.'®" The verb recalls, in both sound and meaning, the
Hebrew J2W and the Greek xataoxnvéw, both of which were used to describe God
dwelling with Israel in the Tabernacle and later in the Temple.'”'* Prophets like Joel,

Ezekiel and Zechariah also use the words J2W and xataoknvéw to speak of God

1015

dwelling or coming to dwell with his people in Zion. ™~ A striking parallel to Jn 1:14

can be found in 2 Macc 14:35, which states that the temple (vaév) is the Lord’s

dwelling among us (cxnvégewg &v Huiv yevéadatr).'”'

In later rabbinic literature, 711°OW became a technical term for God'’s presence,

particularly among those who meet for the study of the Torah'®"’

and, in the
Targums, 71°OW was used as a way of speaking about the divine presence and as a
substitute for the divine name.'*'® It is also important to note that the dwelling of God
among his people was linked to his glory (77123; 86&a), which appeared in the cloud
that led Israel (Ex 16:10) and came to reside in both the Tabernacle (Ex 40:34-38)

and the Temple (1 Kgs 8:10-11). After the destruction of Solomon’s Temple, Ezekiel

912 Here we follow the criteria for mirror-reading a polemical text; see Barclay (1987) 73-93,

esp. 84-5.

' The Hebrew noun for ‘tabernacle’ is 190N and the LXX is oxnyvi.

1014 Ex 25:8-9; cf Ex 40:43-38; 1 Kgs 8:10-11; Ezek 43:7; Joel 3:17; Zech 2:14{10]; Barrett
(1979) 165-6; Brown (1966) 32-4; Schnackenburg (1968) 1.269.

"% Joel 3:17; Ezek 43:7; Zech 2:10.

01670 xpte ... nO8SKNaag vadv Tic ofic oxnviaewg &v AUy yevéoBar (2 Macc 4:35),
which we translate, *“You, Lord ... were pleased there should be a temple for your dwelling among
us.”

' m. Aboth 3.2b: “But if two sit together and words of the Law [are spoken] between them, the
Divine Presence {i11"JW} rests between them”; see Danby (1933) 450.



233

said that God’s glory left the city but, in a subsequent vision of the restored Temple,
he saw the glory of God once again filling the building (Ezek 11:23; 44:4). The
connection between God’s glory and his presence in the Tabernacle and Temple may
also account for the mention of 66Ea in Jn 1:14. Although much more could be

1019
d,

sai it is sufficient to say that FG describes Jesus in language that is appropriate

to the Tabernacle and Temple traditions of Israel.

(2) “You will see heaven opened” (Jn 1:51). In an opening scene of FG, Jesus
demonstrates foreknowledge of Nathanael who, in amazement, names Jesus the
Messiah. But the author of FG is not satisfied with purely messianic titles, which do

1020

not penetrate the mystery of Jesus’ identity,”  and so Jesus promises that Nathanael

will see greater things (pelCw ToVTWYV), namely, heaven itself being opened:

Truly, truly, I say to you, you will see heaven already opened (Gvewyéra), and the
angels of God ascending and descending upon the Son of Man (1:51; our
translation).

The verse has its difficulties,'®' but there is some agreement about its meaning and
function within FG. First, there is general agreement that the perfect passive
participle, &vewydTa (having been opened), refers to the heavens as already having
been torn open and continuing 1o be open,'** not a future event as in the

Synoptics.'®® Second, it is widely agreed that Jn 1:51 alludes to Jacob’s dream in
Gen 28:10-22:'%%

"% Brown (1966) 34.

1019 About Jewish wisdom literature; cf. 1 Enoch 42:1, Bar 3:38; Sirach 24:8, 11-12; Wis of Sol
9:8,10. More could also be said about God dwelling with his people; cf. 2 Macc 13:11 (para Jn 1:14),
Rev. 21:3.

'%9 S0 Ashton (1991) 346.

%21 Brown (1966) 88 observes that “this verse has caused as much trouble for commentators as
any other single verse in the Fourth Gospel.” First, there are questions about variant readings. Barrett
(1979) 186 notes that &’ dp7t (from now) prefixes the phrase SYcofe TOV 0lpavov aveyydta (you
will see heaven having been opened) in ©® (@ A ¢ e pesh Chrysostom Augustine, but should be
rejected. Second, there are questions about Johannine redaction; Brown (1966) 88-9 cites five
redactional problems. Third, there are great complexities associated with the use of (the) Son of Man;,
see § 13.4.2 and Hare (1990) 80-81 who lists six different interpretations. Fourth, there are questions
about the literary environment in which ascent and descent language can be properly understood; see §
13.4.2,

22 g o Moloney (1998) 57; Ridderbos (1997) 94.

923 Mk 14:62; Mt 26:64; cf. Isa 64:1.

124 50 Moloney (1998) 57; Ridderbos (1997) 93-5; Ashton (1991) 342; Beasley-Murray (1987)
28; Barrett (1978) 186-7; Bultmann (1971) 105-6; Schnackenburg (1968) 320-2; Brown (1966) 90-1;
Dodd (1953) 245-6.
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And he dreamed that there was a ladder set up on the earth, the top of it reaching to heaven;
and the angels of God were ascending and descending on it... Then Jacob woke from his
sleep and said, “Surely the LORD is in this place—and I did not know it!” And he was
afraid, and said, “How awesome is this place! This is none other than the house of God, and
this is the gate of heaven” (Gen 28:12, 15-16; NRSV; our underlining).

Precisely how Jn 1:51 alludes to Gen 28 is debated. Suffice to say, according to

1025 each based on various Jewish

Brown, there are at least five basic interpretations,
interpretations of Gen 28."® Brown sums up the five approaches by saying, “in the
theme that they have in common they are probably correct ... the vision means that
Jesus as Son of Man has become the locus of divine glory, the point of contact
between heaven and earth.”'*’ As Brown’s survey brings out, there is broad
agreement that Jn 1:51, in light of Jewish interpretations of Gen 28, alludes to the
Temple or to themes associated with it. His summary, which is very similar to those

1028
of other commentators, 2

could have been applied to the Temple—"“the locus of
divine glory, the point of contact between heaven and earth.” As we argued in § 9.4,
the Temple was perceived as the place where heaven and earth converged and the
center from which God dealt with humanity. Thus, what Jacob concludes about the
place—it was the house of Divine Glory, the gate of heaven—can be said of the

person, (the) Son of Man, who is the locus of Divine Glory.'*?

(3) “Zeal for your house will consume me” (Jm 2:17). Another indication of
the importance of the Temple for FG is the placement of the so-called Temple
cleansing incident at the beginning of the Gospel (2:13-22), rather than at the end
as in the Synoptics. In this way, the Temple cleansing incident is programmatic

for FG.'” It not only sets in motion a conflict between Jesus and the Temple

'%25 Brown (1966) 90-91.

1926 See Midr. Rab. 69.3 on Gen 28:13; Midr. Rab. 68.12 on Gen 28:12; see Tgs. Ong., Neof,, Ps.-
J., and Frag. Tg. pertaining to Gen 28; Brown (1966) 90-91 also cites other non-specified Jewish
tradition.

‘%7 Brown (1966) 91.

'%8 E g., Schnackenburg (1968) 320 states that John alludes to Jacob’s vision to show “that the
Son of Man is the ‘place’ of the full revelation of God (‘Bethel’), where God manifests his glory to the
vision of faith (cf. 2:11; 11:40; 14:8f1.).” Further on, he writes, “Thus the Son of Man on earth is the
‘gate of heaven’ (cf. Gen 28:17), the place of the presence of God’s grace on earth, the tent of God
amonﬁnmen (cf. 1:14)” (321).

® Ashton (1991) 348 who argues similarly.

190 Ashton (1991) 414-8 talks about the ‘Temple cleansing’ narrative as programmatic, but in a
different sense than I will explore here. Ashton argues that Jesus’ riddle—“Destroy this temple and in
three days I will raise it” (2:19)—provides the key for reading the Gospel. Only from a post-
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authorities, it sets Jesus in tension with the Temple itself. On the first Passover
mentioned in FG, Jesus goes into the Temple, drives out some animals, overturns
the tables of the money changers, and declares that no one should make his
father's house a market place. It seems as if the violence displayed by Jesus

demanded an explanation and so the author of FG supplies one:

His disciples remembered that it was written, “Zeal for thy house will consume
(katapdyetar) me.” (Jn 2:17)

The disciples are interpreting Jesus’ cleansing of the Temple in light of scripture,
which says, “Zeal for your house will consume [kata¢dyerai] me” (2:17).I03 " The
quotation is from the LXX Psa 69:9, except that the tense of the verb has been
changed from the past (has consumed) to the future (will consume). It is undoubtedly
an allusion to Jesus’ death, since the next three verses explicitly refer to his death
(2:18-21). In this way, Jesus’ death is linked to his confrontation with the Temple
establishment. No other NT document is as clear as FG in this: Jesus died because of

his conflict with the Temple.

(4) “I will raise up a new Temple” (Jn 2:19). After Jesus cleanses the Temple
and declares that no one should make his father’s house a market place, the Jews

challenge his authority and ask him for a sign (2:18). Jesus replies with a riddle,

Destroy this Temple and in three days | will raise it up (Jn 2:19; RSV).

The verb, destroy (A\boaTe) is an aorist imperative, a command to demolish the

Temple.'**?

Because this riddle follows right after the cleansing, it is natural to
assume that it refers to Herod’s Temple. Making this assumption, the Jews respond to
Jesus with ridicule: “This temple has been under construction for forty-six years, and
will you raise it up in three days?’(2:20). But the Jews have misunderstood Jesus, as
we will see. What is noteworthy is what the Jews are focusing on. Are the Jews

concerned with the destruction of the Temple? Or are they concerned with the

resurrection perspective did the disciples understand that Jesus was talking about his body. Thus the
Temple riddle informs the readers from the beginning that what Jesus’ hearers could not understand,
John’s readers could. Hence, FG witnesses to two stages of revelation (two levels of understanding);
at one level, to the events of Jesus’ lifetime and, at another, to the events experienced by the Johannine
community (so Martyn [1979] 30).

1% Barrett (1979) 198-9. Jn 11:48-51 links Jesus supposed threat to the Temple with his death.
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rebuilding of the Temple? Clearly, they focus on the rebuilding of the Temple—they
ask, “will you raise it in three days?” This suggests that the Johannine account was
addressing a post-70 CE situation in which Jews were concerned about if and when
God would rebuild the Temple. 1t is in this context that the narrator intrudes into the
account and says that, of course, Jesus was not talking about the rebuilding of
Herod’s Temple, but the temple of his body (00 vao0 100 owparog) (2:21). For
the Johannine community, the claim that the Temple of Jesus was already risen, when
the ruins of the old Jerusalem Temple were plainly visible to all, undoubtedly meant
that somehow, the person of Jesus was the New (and only) Temple, replacing the

Old'1033

(85) “Neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem” (Jm 4:21). If John and the
Johannine community were presenting Jesus as the New Temple, whatever precisely
that meant, it would have made any hopes or desires for rebuilding the Jerusalem

34
Temple superfluous. '’

The redundancy of the Jerusalem Temple seems to be the
conclusion reached by Jesus in his discussion with the Samaritan woman. When she
asks him to resolve the dispute between the Samaritans and the Judeans regarding
where the Temple should stand—whether on Mount Gerizim or Mount Zion—he

tells her,

Jesus said to her, “Woman, believe me, the hour is coming when neither on this mountain
nor in Jerusalem will you worship the Father... the hour is coming, and is now here” (Jn
4:21-22; RSV).

Given that the Samaritan Temple at Gerizim had been destroyed in 128 B.C.E.,'**
Jesus’ prediction that the Jerusalem Temple would meet the same fate can hardly be

missed. That the predicted destruction had happened is suggested by the phrase, “the

,,]036

time is coming and now is. The point seems to be that another Temple, whether

"2 The imperative is conditional; Schnackenburg (1968) 1.350, n. 27; Barrett (1979) 199.

'The novelty of speaking about a specific person as the Temple is not without comparison. The
Qumran council of the community thought of themselves as a Temple of God (1QS 8.5-14). Paul
spoke of the church as a Temple of God (1 Cor 3:16). Isaiah even declared that YHWH “will become
a sanctuary” (Isa 8:14a).

%% Since there is only one God and one Temple; so Josephus 4g.4p. 2.193.

19 Josephus Ant. 13:9.1; War 1.2.6; cf. Lott (1992) 2.993.

%6 Barrett (1979) 237 notes that this phrase “refers to events which seem on the surface to
belong to a later time,” but contends that it refers to “a pure and spiritual worship” proleptically
present.
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on this mountain or that, need not be built. This would not have pleased some Jewish
contemporaries of John, like the writer of 2 Baruch, who had hopes for a new
Jerusalem Temple.'®’ The coins minted by the Bar Kokhba government (132-5

1038 Even more

C.E.), which depicts the Temple fagade, also witnesses to that hope.
striking are the rabbis. “In their fervent hopes and beliefs that they would regain
Jerusalem and the Temple Mount, they took pains to retain and clarify all the
information that would be necessary to rebuild the Temple and restore its
service.”'*® We can see a potential clash between those who hoped and planned for a
rebuilt earthly Temple and those who claimed that a New Temple already existed. It
is likely that FG was written, at least partly, to argue against the notion that a rebuilt

earthly Temple was necessary.

(6) “I have always taught in the Temple” (Jn 18:20). In FG, Jesus does not
teach outside of the synagogue or Temple.'®*° The Synoptic Gospels explicitly
describe Jesus as teaching from village to village (Lk 13:22), by the sea (Mk
4:1), in a boat (Lk 5:3), on a mountain (Mt 5:2), on a level place (Lk 6:17), in
synagogues (Mt 4:23), and in the Temple (Mt 26:55). But in FG, when Jesus is
explicitly identified as teaching, he does so in a synagogue once (Jn 6:59) and in

the Temple five times:

Jn7:14 “Jesus went up into the temple and began to teach.”
Jn 7:28 “Then Jesus cried out as he was teaching in the temple.”
Jn8:2 “Early in the morning he came again to the temple. All the people came to
him and he sat down and began to teach them.
Jn 8:20 “He spoke these words while he was teaching in the treasury of the temple.”
Jn 18:20 “I have always taught in synagogues and in the temple, where all
the Jews come together. I have said nothing in secret.”

The Temple is the place where Jesus manifests himself to the world. In 7:26, in the
midst of the Temple, the crowds say: “Behold he is speaking openly.” And when

Jesus leaves the Temple in 8:59, the narrator says, “Jesus hid (xpUnTw) himself and

'%7 2 Bar 6:1-9; 32:1-7; see comments by Nickelsburg and Stone (1991) 85. Various writers
expressed hopes that a new and glorious Temple wouid be rebuilt in Jerusalem in the new age; cf.
Ezek 40-48; Tob 14:5; 1 Enoch 90:29; Jub. 1:15-17.

198 Meyers (1992) 6.367.

199 Meyers (1992) 6.368.

1901 jeu (1999) 53.
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went out of the temple” (NRSV).'™" Strikingly, the glory of Jesus is never perceived
in the Temple, but only by the disciples outside of its precincts (e.g., 1:14; 2:11).

(7) “They will destroy our Temple” (Jn 11:48). The conflict about who has
authority over the Temple and the worship associated with it, which began with the
Temple cleansing, comes into view throughout the Gospel. The tension becomes
particularly acrimonious in Jn 5-11, which can be described as an extended trial
narrative.'®” FG does not have a formal Jewish trial as in Mark. Rather, John appears
to have artistically spread the trial material over seven chapters (Jn 5-11) and
thematically aligned it with festivals associated with the Temple—Passover (6:4),
Tabernacles (7:2), and Dedication (10:22). Throughout the extended trial, the Temple
and its Feasts provide the setting for a series of confrontations between Jesus and his
opponents. What is remarkable is that this carefully crafied section culminates with
the one and only gathering of the Sanhedrin mentioned by FG. In Jn 11:45-54, we
find the Sanhedrin gathered in the Temple to discuss the future of Jesus. Through the
voice of the high priest, Caiaphas, the Sanhedrin formally pronounces the death
penalty on Jesus in absentia. Why did they condemn him? Interestingly, Jesus is not
condemned because he claimed to be the Son of God—which is the formal charge the
Jews brought before Pilate in Jn 19:7—rather, Jn 11:48 tells us that the Sanhedrin
was afraid that Jesus would raise up followers and that the Romans would come and

destroy both the Jewish nation and the Temple.'***

“If we let him go on thus, every one will believe in him, and the Romans will come and
destroy both our holy place and our nation.” (Jn 11:48; RSV)

Jesus was perceived to be a threat to the Temple and, from what can be gathered
from Jn 11:45-54, it was the motivating factor for sentencing him to death. This

motive to kill Jesus looks back to the Temple cleansing incident where the disciples

'%! However, as Lieu (1999) 54-5 points out, there is some ambiguity. E.g., in 10:24, they

demand, “If you are the Messiah, tell us plainly” (NRSV). They did not believe and so could not see.
Only Jesus’ disciples witnessed his glory (2:11; 17:6; cf. 21:1) and only they have the promise of the
coming Paraclete (14:26; 15:26-27; 16:7-11). Rightly, Lieu says, “Jesus’ openness is not transparent. It
does not guarantee understanding and belief.”

'%2 Harvey (1976).

"% In Mk 14:58 and Matt 26:61 describe false witnesses testifying that Jesus threatened the
Temple; the closest thing to that is Matt 24:1-2 and Mk 13:1-2, where Jesus predicts the destruction of
the Temple.
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remembered the saying that “Zeal for your house will consume (kill) me” (2:17),
which was the first hint that Jesus’ death would be linked to his alleged threat to the
Temple.

(8) “In my Father’s house there are many dwelling places” (Jn 14:2). The final
meal and discourse of Jesus extends from 13:1—17:26. In this context, Jesus prepares

the disciples for his departure and extends to them this promise:

In my Father’s house (oixiq) there are many dwelling places (povai noAiai) (Jn 14:2).

This verse recalls the earlier use of “my father’s house (oixov)” in Jn 2:16, where it
was a reference to the Temple.'®* On the one hand, the use of olkov (2:16) and
oixia (14:2) resonates with typical Jewish understandings about the Temple, which
was called the House of the Lord (71> N"2) ' and perceived to be the very
dwelling of God. On the other hand, Jesus’ reference to the Temple as my father’s
house initiates an entirely new way of speaking about the Temple in personal and
familial terms. Coloe argues that, in scripture, the phrase, my father’s house, usually
refers to a group of people who make up a household, including family members,
servants, and even future descendants.'®® Using language of this type, FG formulates
a relational and personal way of understanding the Temple. In Jn 2:10-23, the image
of the Temple shifts from the Temple-as-building (Jn 2:20) to the Temple-as-person
(Jn 2:21). In Jn 14:2, the Johannine image of the Temple continues to develop, this

time beyond a single person, Jesus, to a group of people in a household or family.

As Coloe contends, the reference to many dwellings (noval) in 14:2 is best
understood in light of FG’s use of the related verb, pévw (to dwell or abide), and
noun, povnv (dwelling). In chapter 14, there are a series of dwellings. The Father
dwells (uévwv) with Jesus (14:10), the Paraclete dwells (uével) with believers, the
Father and Jesus make their dwelling (uovrjv) with the believer (14:23), and Jesus
dwells (uévwv) with his disciples (14:25). In each instance, the act of dwelling

"% The following argument on Jn 14:2 is largely dependant on Coloe (2001) 160-64.

™5 The phrase, T N2, occurs 259 in the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Exod 23:19; 1 Sam 1:24; 1 Kgs
7:40; Isa 66:20).
%6 Coloe (2001) 161.
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involves the divine descending to the human realm. Taking this into consideration,
the imagery of 14:2 is best understood as a series of interpersonal relationships made

possible by divine indwelling of persons on earth, not of humans ascending into

1047

heaven above. ' In this way, the Johannine community is presented as the

House(hold) of God, the living Temple.'***

(9) “If T have blasphemed, provide the evidence” (Jn 18:23). When scholars
compare the Gospel accounts of the Jewish trial (or examination) of Jesus, they
often overlooked that the issue of blasphemy is implicitly or explicitly also
raised in FG (cf. Jn 18:23; Mk 14:64; Matt 26:65; Lk 23:71).! FG refers to
blasphemy during Jesus’ conversation with Annas, the high priest, in Jn 18:23.
Unfortunately, this verse is invariably translated in a way that obscures the

reference to blasphemy. Take, for example, the RSV:

Jesus answered him, “If 1 have spoken anekp(On adTd 'Incodg, Ei kakdc
wrongly, bear witness to the wrong; but  £AdAnaa, paptépnoov mepl 100

if I have spoken rightly, why do you xako0- ei 6 xahdg, Ti pe dépeig;
strike me?” (Jn 18:23; RSV). (UBSY)

As we discussed earlier in § 4.3.3, the phrase, kak®¢ AaA£iv (to speak
wickedly),'® functions as the adverbial form for xakoAoyéw (to speak evil

against or to curse),'™" both of which have overlapping synonymy with the term
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BAaodnuéw. The patient ° of xakig AaA€lv and xkakoAoyéw is almost always

a person or symbol of authority. Thus we find the following typical instances:'*>’

1. A warning not to curse (xakoAoyrfoeig) God (LXX Exod 22:27a)

2. A warning not to curse (kax@dg £peig) a leader (LXX Exod 22:27b).

3. A statement about blaspheming (xax®ig £peiTe) king and gods (LXX Isa. 8:21)

4. A reference to Nicanor speaking wickedly (xaxéig éAaAnoev) about the Temple (1 Mace
7:42)

1%47 We concur with Coloe (2001) 163.

198 Aune (1972) 130 states, “It is probable that in John 14:2 (and also 8:35) the term oix{g (100
naTpdg) reflects the self-designation of the Johannine community.”

'%9E g., see the comparison in Rowland (1985) 164-74.

1950 g ee our analysis in § 4.3.3. Kax@¢ AaAgiv occurs six times in LXX (Exod 22:27; Lev 1:14,
20:9 (twice); Isa 8:21; 1 Macc 7:42) and only once in the NT (Jn 18:23). The phrase does not occur in
Philo or Josephus.

'%! See our analysis in § 4.3.3. Kakoroyéw occurs six times in LXX (e.g., Exod 21:16 and
22:272, four times in NT (e.g., Mk 9:39), and twice in Josephus (4.J. 20.180 [twice]).

%2 Regarding the term patient, see § 4.2.

1953 See chapter 5 regarding LXX Exod 22:27 (§ 5.4) and chapter 10 for 1 Macc 7:42 (§ 10.2).



Since, as we argued in Part 11, each of these instances can be understood as
references to blasphemy, it is likely that the phrase kax®dg AdAnoa in Jn 18:23
also refers to blasphemy. In addition, Jesus also asks his accusers to bear witness
to the wrong in Jn 18:23. If so, then we can paraphrase Jesus as saying, “If I have
blasphemed, you provide testimony confirming it.” In the present form of Jn
18:19-24, it appears as though Jesus insults Annas, the high priest, whereupon a
guard hits Jesus and rebukes him for speaking improperly, which is followed by
Jesus denying he has done any wrong. However, if Jesus is being accused of
having just insulted the high priest, why does Jesus then say, “you (sg.) provide
testimony” (papTUpnooV), as if Jesus expects the guard or Annas to prove (by
testimony) that Jesus has just insulted or blasphemed the priest. Another

explanation is desirable.

It is possible that FG is drawing on traditions that originally included a scenario
where witnesses were brought in to testify about some grievous fault of Jesus. In
this regard, E.P. Sanders notes that there are several traditions that contain the
charge that Jesus threatened the temple.'”* One is in the trial scenes of both
Mark and Matthew:

Some stood up and gave false testimony against him, saying, “We heard him say, ‘I will

destroy this temple that is made with hands, and in three days 1 will build another, not made
with hands.’” (Mk 14:57-58; NRSV)

At last two [witness] came forward and said, “This fellow said, ‘I am able to destroy the
temple of God and to build it in three days.”” (Matt 26:60b-61; NRSV)

Both traditions emphasize that the testimony came from false witnesses, who
claimed that Jesus threatened to destroy the temple and then rebuild it. What is
striking is that the charge reappears elsewhere both in Mark and Matthew:

Those who passed by derided him shaking their heads and saying, “Aha! You who would
destroy the temple and build it in three days, save yourself and come down from the cross!”
(Mk 15:29-30; NRSV; para. Matt 27:40).

We know that, according to Mark, Jesus predicted the destruction of the Temple

(Mk 13:1f), which could have been misunderstood by Jesus’ opponents as a

1054

not refer to Jn 18:23.

241

We follow E.P. Sanders (1985) 71-75 in much of the following argument, through he does
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threat to destroy it. This appears to be supported by FG when Jesus is cleansing
the Temple in Jn 2:13-22. After Jesus causes a ruckus in the Temple, the Jews

demand a sign indicating his authority to do such a thing:

Jesus answered them, “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” (Jn 2:19;
NRSV).

This, of course, is a classic Johannine misunderstanding. The Jews think he is
referring to the Jerusalem Temple (Jn 2:20), but his disciples, after Jesus’
resurrection, know that he was referring to his body (Jn 2:21-22). There is
historical reason, therefore, to argue that non-believing Jews thought that Jesus
had threatened to destroy the Temple, something that Jewish-Christians fought to
dispel. Turning again to Jesus’ conversation with Annas, it is possible that there
is a veiled reference to Jesus’ alleged blasphemy against the Temple. If so, Jn
18:32 could be paraphrased as, “If [ have blasphemed the Temple, where are

your witnesses?

14.2.2 Themes about the Temple

(1) Overlexicalization and Relexicalization. FG uses a variety of terms for the

Temple, which may reflect the overlexicalization of terms typical of an

1055 . 1056

antisociety,  including: the temple (70 igpov), 1057

the sanctuary (6 vadg),

1058

the father’s house (b oixog 100 matpég),'**® the holy place (6 Témoc),' the

temple, that is, his body (100 vaod 100 awpatog avTod)'*® and, possibly, the

true vine (T dumehog Ny &AnO1vn)'*" and the foundation (1 xataBoAn).'%

1955 See the socio-linguistic study of M. A. K. Halliday (1978) 164-182, who devotes a chapter to
the discussion of “antilanguage,” “relexicalization,” and “overlexicalization” with respect to
subcultures. Also see Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 5, 7, who have adapted Halliday’s insights to
Johannine studies.

1% §n 2:14, 15; 5:14; 7:14, 28; 8:2, 20, 59; 10:23; 11:56; 18:20.

%7 n 2:19, 20, 21.

'8 Jn 2:16 (twice), 17; cf. Jn 14:2 and I Enoch 45:3.

1959 In 11:48 (NRSV); cf. LXX Deut 12:11; 14:23; 16:11; 26:2 where 0 T76n0g refers to the holy
place where offerings are brought to God and where his Name dwells.

1960 The genitive To0 ouwpaTtog avToD is in apposition to vao0; see Bultmann (1971) 127, n. 5;
Moloney {1998) 82.

'*! Jn 15:1, 4, 5. The vine metaphor has been linked to a wide variety of meanings, including the
Land of Israel, wisdom, the Messiah, the eucharistic, and, not least, the Temple; Burge (1994) 391-4.
Pseudo-Philo Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum X11.8-9 depicts Israel as the vine that links heaven, the
earth, and the abyss. Since God planted Israel on His Holy Mountain, the imagery of the vine is
necessarily linked to the Temple. Hayward (1996) 160-1 argues that “The vine symbol belongs firmly
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FG’s tendency to use many words for the same area of concern has been
identified by Malina and Rohrbaugh as overilexicalization, the tendency to use
common terms with new meaning for insiders (e.g., his body = New Temple) is
identified as relexicalization. According to sociolinguistics, overlexicalization
(the use of many synonyms for the same concept) and relexicalization (the use of

1963 are features of an antilanguage used

common words, but with new meaning)
by an antisociety, “a society that is set up within another society as a conscious
alternative to it.”'°®* People within an antisociety use overlexicalization and
relexicalization to define themselves over against a dominant group. In § 3.2, we
used Coser’s theory of conflict to argue that the Johannine group was in a close
relationship with a parent group, but in sharp and ongoing conflict with it even as
FG was first written. The overlexicalization and relexicalization of Temple terms
reinforces that conclusion and suggests that the use of temple-language by FG
identifies a point of friction between the Johannine group and their non-believing

Jewish counterparts.'°®°

(2) The Temple Feast of Passover. Since Jesus has been identified as a New
Temple (2:21), it is not surprising to find John continuing to reveal Jesus’
identity by comparing him to key worship practices of the Temple. This occurs
most dramatically with the Temple Festivals. For example, FG refers to the Feast
of Passover (mdoxa)more than any other NT writing.'°® In fact, 11 out of 21
chapters of FG have the Passover as a setting.'®®’ Passover was one of the three

1068

great pilgrimage Feasts of the Temple ™ and was punctuated by the sacrifice of

in the realm of beliefs about the Temple: if the author of LAB lived in the last days of the second
Temple, he would have known, and possibly have seen, the golden vine which decorated the entrance
to the sanctuary (Josephus War V.210-211; Ant. XV.395; m. Middoth 3.8).” Cf. Barker (1991) 103.

'%2 Jn 17:24. The term xataBoAy is used by Aristeas 89 to refer to the foundation of the
Temple, That foundation was viewed as the cosmic center of the universe, a place where heaven and
earth unite and from which God controls the universe. See Hayward (1996) 8-10, 32, 166-7.

13 Regarding the use of these terms, see Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 4-15, Malina (1994)
167-82, esp. 175-78, and M. A. K. Halliday (1978) 164-82.

'%4 Halliday (1978) 164, which is quoted with approval by Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 7.

1%5 Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 5 write: “John speaks of believing in Jesus, following him,
abiding in him, loving him, keeping his word, receiving him, having him, or seeing him. This kind of
redundancy is what we mean by overlexicalization.”

1% Of 29 NT occurrences, 10 are in FG, 7 in Lk, 5 in Mk, 4 in Mt.

"7 Jn 2:13-22; 2:23—3:36; 6:4-71; 13:1—20:29.

1068 Passover, Tabernacles, and Pentecost; see Deut 16:16; Haran (1985) 341-5.
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Paschal lambs in the forecourt of the Temple.m69 It is noteworthy, therefore, that
FG correlates the slaughter of the Paschal lambs in Jn 19:14 with the very hour
of Jesus’ crucifixion in Jn 19:15.'°7° The Synoptic Gospels have Jesus eating the
Passover meal followed by his crucifixion the next day. Not so with FG. Jesus
does not eat the Passover meal; he is the Passover meal (to use Johannine
exaggeration). It is not surprising, therefore, to hear Jesus say that “the bread
that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh” (6:51); nor is it surprising
that this saying comes from John 6, which appears to reflect themes drawn from
a Passover seder using Exodus 16 and Psalm 78.'"””' Much more could be said
about how Passover symbolism is appropriated by FG in witnessing to Jesus’
identity.'””> Nevertheless, it is sufficient to say that the Passover symbolism used
by FG points to an ongoing concern by the Johannine community for the

Temple, despite the fact that the Jerusalem Temple had been destroyed years

before.

(3) The Tempie Feast of Tabernacles. FG continues a focus on the Temple when it
mentions the Feast of Tabernacles (oxnvommyia; 7:2) and the Feast of Dedication
(éyxaivia; 10:22). The Feast of Tabernacles forms the setting for chapters 7-8 and
the Feast of Dedication is the setting for chapter 10. It is remarkable that FG is the
only NT document to mention these Feasts, which may suggest that it was prompted
by some situation facing the Johannine community, rather than inherited Christian
tradition.'”” In any case, as with the Passover traditions, FG draws on the rituals and

symbols of Tabernacles and Dedication to reveal Jesus’ identity.'”*

If we look first at the Feast of Tabernacles, two rituals are significant. The first is a

water-pouring ceremony that occurred on each of the seven days of Tabernacles. It is

199 Chron 30:15ff; Jub. 49:16, 20.

Y970 10 19:14; of. 1:29, 36. See Barrett (1978) 545; Brown (1970) 883.

"' Guilding (1960) 58-68; Brown (1966) 277-80; Borgen (1981) passim; Lieu (1999) 65. If
there are elements of a Passover seder, it would reflect a post-70 C.E. period when Passover
celebrations had moved from the sacrificial setting of the Temple to a non-sacrificial atmosphere of
the home or synagogue.

1972 See Yee (1989) 48-69; Guilding (1960) 58-68.

1973 This is the criterion of uniqueness for mirror reading a polemical text; see Barclay (1987) 85.
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an elaborate ceremony where water is poured out on the altar of the Temple. ' It

functioned as a reminder of the water God provided for Israel in the wilderness when
Moses struck the rock (Ex 17:1-6). The ceremony was also linked with the coming of
the LORD when, on that day, water would flow out from underneath the Temple
threshold.'”® Ezekiel foretells of the life-giving waters that would flow from the
Temple and Jerusalem, the center of the world, and renew the earth.'””” So, as FG

tells the story, on the last day of the Feast of Tabernacles, Jesus stood up and shouted:

“Let anyone who is thirsty come to me, and let the one who believes in me drink. As the
scripture has said, ‘Out of his heart shall flow rivers of living water’” (7:37-38)."

For every Jew familiar with the traditions of Tabernacles, Jesus’ announcement
would have been like a thunderclap from heaven. Jesus declares another source of
living water, a new rock from which water flows. It coheres with the notion that Jesus
is a New Temple and, if so, then a new center of the world. A second significant
ritual from the Feast of Tabernacles is the light service.'””® At the end of the first day
of Tabernacles, four very tall, golden candlesticks were set up in the Court of the
Women, part of the Temple precincts. The Mishnah states that when the four
candlesticks were lit, which represented God shining upon them, “there was not a
courtyard in Jerusalem that did not reflect the light of the Beth ha-She'ubah (the
House of Water Drawing).”'®®® Then, in a ceremony in the Temple courtyard, two

priests would proclaim that their ancestors turned their backs to the Temple and

worshipped the sun toward the east; “but as for us, our eyes are turned toward the

'"A key feature of this annual celebration was setting up booths or temporary shelters in the

courtyard of the Temple. Deut 16:13, 16; Lev 23:34, 42-43; the Feast of Ingathering in Ex 23:16 and
34:22; cf. m. Sukkah.

"m. Sukkah 4:9 describes the process whereby water was taken from the pool of Siloam and
ceremoniously carried back to the Temple altar where it was poured into one of two silver bowls. Into
the other bowl, a priest would pour wine. Spouts from each bowl would then allow the water and wine
to flow out on the alter. Yee (1989) 75.

"% 7. Sukkah 3:3, 8; Isa 12:3; Exek 47:1-12; Zech 14:8, 16-19. See also Rev 22:1-2, which
describes a river of water of life flowing from “the throne and the lamb.” Beasley-Murray (1987) 113-
4; Guilding (1960) 105-6.

177 Jerusalem as the center of the world, see Ezek 47:1-11; Ezek 38:12; Jub 8:19; b. Sanh 37a.

'8 The translation is from Moloney (1998) 251. The punctuation, the meaning of koiAia, and
original text referred to in v. 38 is much debated. The question of punctuation concerns from whom
the rivers of living water will flow; is it from the believer or from Christ? Barrett (1979) 327 and
Bernard (1929) 282-3 favor the notion that the water flows from the believer; Beasley-Murray (1987)
114-6, Moloney (1998) 256, and Brown (1966) 320-3 favor the christological reading.

" m. Sukk. 5:2-4.

"% . Sukk. 5.3; Danby (1933) 179-180.
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Lord.” ' In the context of a Feast where the Temple courts became the light of
Jerusalem, Jesus announces, “l am the light of the world” (8:12). Again, Jesus
presents himself as an alternative, and a brighter one at that—he lights the world, not

simply Jerusalem.

(4) The Temple Feast of Dedication. In turning to the Feast of Dedication, the same
sort of appropriation of symbols occurs. The Feast of Dedication celebrated the
rededication of the Temple after Antiochus had desecrated it. Antiochus IV, who
called himself Epiphanes or the Manifest (God),'®® had sacked the Temple, stripped
it of its wealth,'®®? tried to abolish all vestiges of Judaism and, as an act of final
defiance, set up a pagan altar in the Temple itself.'”®* After Antiochus was defeated,
Judas Maccabeus rebuilt and refurbished the sanctuary in 164 B.C.E. and instituted
an annual Feast celebrating the rededicated Temple and the defeat of the Manifest
(God). When we turn to FG, within the context of the Feast of Dedication (10:22), we
hear Jesus claim that he and the Father are one (Jn 10:30). Shortly thercafter, Jesus is
accused of blasphemy, because he (like Antiochus), being only a man, is making
himself to be God (10:33). In response, Jesus not only claims that the Father sent
him, but the Father dedicated him (6v 6 matfp fyyiagev) (10:36). Much can be said
about this passage, however, for our purposes, it is enough to note that, once again,
Jesus has appropriated Temple symbolism for himself—it is not that the Jerusalem

Temple is dedicated, rather Jesus, the New Temple is dedicated by the Father.

(5) Additional Temple motifs in FG. In addition to the points cited above, FG
appears to allude to the Temple and Temple traditions in a number of other ways. For
our purposes, it is sufficient to list these with little comment: (a) As we mentioned
earlier, FG refers to Isaiah seeing the Glory of Jesus in Jn 12:41, an allusion his
vision of the glory of Jesus/God enthroned high in the heavenly Temple (Isa. 6:1-
5).1% (b) Throughout FG, there is a sustained focus on the glory of God and Jesus;
Jesus glorifies God on earth (e.g., Jn 17:4) and, in turn, Jesus is glorified by God

‘%) 1. Sukk. 5.4; Danby (1933) 180.

®2 g6 §9.5.

'%3 1 Macc 1:20-28.

%84 ) Macc 1:59; cf. Dan 11:31.

%3 See §13.4.2; cf. Kanagaraj (1998) 224-6.
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(e.g., Jn 8:54). The language of glory recalls the glory of YHWH in the Temple.'**

(c) There are frequent references to Jesus having God’s Name (e.g., 17:11) and
making God’s Name known (e.g., 17:6, 26), which may allude to the divine Name
placed in the Temple (Deut 12:5; 12:11; 16:11; 16:2-3). (d) Jesus’ frequent uses of
the absolute form of I am (e.g., Jn 8:58) may also be linked to the Temple. As
Stauffer argues, the Hebrew, Ani Hu (I am), was a functional equivalent for the
Divine Name and spoken sung out in praise in the Temple (m. Sukk 4:5).'" (¢) The
judgment motif in FG might also have brought up notions of the Temple, since
judgment that takes place before the throne of God in the heavenly Temple (e.g., Jn
5:27). (f) On the matter of purification (xkaBapdg), which was required before
entering the Temple, FG asserts that the only purification that matters comes through
Jesus’ washing (vintw) (Jn 13:4-12; cf. 15:4).

14.2.3 Summary

We have been arguing two things: First, according to FG, the significance and
symbolism of the Temple has been transferred to the person of Jesus and, by
association, to the Johannine community in a more limited sense. Second, the
repeated references to the Temple (the criterion of frequency), the use of terms not
used in other NT documents—like Feasts of Tabernacles and Dedication—and the

1088

appearance of antilanguage ~ (the criterion of uniqueness), and the general evidence

regarding Judaism in the aftermath of the Temple’s destruction (the criterion of
historical plausibility), indicate that the issue of the Temple was a point of sensitivity

between the Johannine group and their non-believing Jewish counterparts.'®®

'%6 See § 9.4; Hayward (1996) 16 observes that biblical tradition understands God’s presence in
the Temple as glory defined as the dazzling radiance of God that accompanies Israel (cf. Ex 40:34-38;
Lev. 9:4, 6, 23; Num 14:10). FG uses SoEd&w 23 times, more than any other NT book. It primarily
refers to the glorification or exaltation of God or Jesus (e.g., Jn 7:39; 8:54; 13:31; 17:1, 4, 5, 10). FG
uses 36Ea 19 times of which 15 refer to God or Jesus 15 times (e.g., Jn 1:14; 2:11; 5:44; 8:50, 54;
12:41, 43; 17:5, 22, 24).

'%7 Stauffer (1960) 142-59; see also the thorough study of Ani Hu by Williams (2000).

'8 On “antilanguage,” see pages 242-44 and footnote 1055.

1% On the criteria for mirror-reading a text, see § 3.4. Motyer (1997) 24-5 who has argued in a
similar, but more limited form.
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14.3 The Johannine blasphemy against the Temple

The evidence from FG convincingly shows that the Temple was more than simply an
interest of the Johannine community; it was probably a point of sensitivity between
the Johannine group and their non-believing Jewish counterparts. From amid all that
the author of FG says about Temple, a portion of it indicates that FG’s theology
concerning the Temple would have been perceived as blasphemous by non-believing

Jews, because it implicitly or explicitly threatened the Temple or dishonored it.

First, Jesus and the Johannine community were probably perceived as blasphemers
because they threatened the Jerusalem Temple. Our composite portrait of blasphemy
indicates that threats against the Temple counted as threats against God, whose
Temple it was. As we argued earlier, in the mythology of the ancient Jewish world,
aggression against the Temple endangered the stability of the world, the place where
heaven and earth converge, and Israel’s very election as a priestly nation.'®° Threats

to the Temple were grave offences.

Consider Nicanor who came to the great and holy Temple in pursuit of Judas and
demanded that the priests turn him over. When Judas was not delivered to him,
Nicanor was enraged and stretched out his hand and vowed, “I will level this shrine
of God to the ground ... and build here a splendid temple for Dionysus” (2 Macc
14:33; NRSV). Nicanor was subsequently killed and literally hung as a public
spectacle for all of Jerusalem to witness (2 Macc 30-35). That day, the thirteenth day
of Adar, became a national day of observance (2 Macc 15:36; cf. Ant. 12.4021F.). We
should note two things. First, Nicanor's threat to destroy the Temple is conjoined with
a declaration to build another in its place. Second, as argued previously, the
outstretched hand of Nicanor was an act of blasphemy. Menacing gestures against

the Temple would have been interpreted as a threat from a competitive deity.

When consider the notoriety of Nicanor, that several strands of early Jewish tradition

1091

identifies speak of him as a blasphemer, ™ that a special day of observance was

established when he was executed, it is not a leap in the dark to suggest that the

1090

™ See § 9.4.

See footnote 720 and our discussion of Nicanor and Antiochus .
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Nicanor-like utterance of Jesus, “Destroy this Temple and in three days I will raise it”
(Jn 2:19), would have sparked Maccabean-like reactions against whoever would
express such a contemptible remark. Even without the logion in Jn 2:19, the Temple
cleansing incident links Jesus with what appears to be a menacing gesture against it.
As we argued above, non-believing Jews associated Jesus with some kind of threat to
destroy the Temple, an association that FG itself indirectly substantiates (cf. Jn 2:15-
16, 19; 11:48; possibly 18:23). In this way, Jesus and probably the Johannine
community, who talked about another temple replacing the one in Jerusalem, were

perceived to blaspheme the Temple.

Second, Jesus and the Johannine community were probably perceived to disparage
and dishonor the (Jerusalem) Temple. The Temple was personified and viewed as a
person.'® It had honor and could be insulted, violated, dishonored, and blasphemed.
Recall Antiochus’ torrent of blasphemies perpetrated against Jerusalem and the
Temple (1 Macc 1:20-64; cf. § 9.2). What was remarkable was that the author of 1
Macc depicted Mattathias lamenting, not the vast array of atrocities committed by
Antiochus, but the fate of the Temple—its sanctuary was given over to aliens (1
Macc 2:7), her glorious vessels were been taken (1 Macc 2:9), he says, “our holy
place ... and our glory have been laid waste” (1 Macc 2:12) and, most striking of all,
he announces that “Temple has become like a person without honor (&50E0g)” (1
Macc 2:8). The Jerusalem Temple, which was regarded by many (but not all) Jews as
the one Temple for the one God, was something to be honored and revered. In
dishonoring the Temple, one blasphemed its personnel, its priests, and the One who
dwelled there, namely, God. Hence, it is possible, even likely that the Johannine
community—in their commitment to Jesus as the New (only) Temple of God, in their
transference of the Temple-symbolism and Temple-glory (honor) to Jesus—would
have been viewed as dishonoring the memory and future of the Jerusalem Temple.
They not only plundered the Temple of its glorious symbolism, but they left the
memory of the Temple in ruins. For non-believing Jews committed to the Jerusalem
Temple, people who propagated the temple theology of FG would have been

blasphemous.

'®Z Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 79.
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14.4 Comclusions

We have tried to demonstrate two things: First, FG places extraordinary emphasis on
the Jerusalem Temple and the worship associated with it in order to contrast that with
Jesus, who is the New Temple. The implication is that the Temple—Jerusalem or
Jesus—was an obvious point of sensitivity for the writer of FG and, therefore,
probably a point of friction between the Johannine community and other Jews.
Second, we have argued that the Johannine community probably would have been
perceived blasphemous for threatening and dishonoring the memory and the future of
the Jerusalem Temple when they spoke of Jesus as the New (only) Temple and when

they transferred the symbolism and glory (honor) of the Temple to Jesus.
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CHAPTER 15
“THE IOYAAIOI ARE NOT OF GOD”

We have argued that blasphemy in early Judaism may be characterized as a verbal or
non-verbal attack on God, God’s Temple, or God’s chosen leaders. In the previous
two chapters, we focused on the perception that the Johannine community
blasphemed God and the Jerusalem Temple. In this chapter, we address whether FG
and the theology or ideology that it reflects would have been perceived as an attack
on the religious leaders of Israel. Specifically, we ask whether non-believing Jews

would have perceived the Johannine polemic against the "louddiot as blasphemous.

15.1 The problem of the "louddiot

FG’s invective against the Jews is widely recognized as some of the most caustic
polemic in the NT. Sandmel writes, “John is widely regarded as either the most anti-
Semitic or at least the most overtly anti-Semitic of the gospels.”'***> We need only
look at the use of John throughout history, from Chrysostom to Luther to Nazi
Germany.mg“ In this century, the first page of a children's picture-book published in
Nazi Germany has the slogan, Der Vater der Juden ist der Teufel, an obvious allusion
to Jn 8:44 where Jesus says to the Jews, “You are from your father the devil, and you
choose to do your father’s desires.”'®° It is not surprising, therefore, that some

scholars identify Johannine passages like Jn 8:44-47 as “the road to Auschwitz.”'?®

Even with efforts to dampen or explain why FG uses such a harsh tone, FG lends
itself to anti-Semitic and anti-Jewish interpretations. A major reason for this involves
FG’s distinct use of the term ol ’Ioudaiot, which can be translated as either the

Judeans (stressing the ethnic-geographic connotation) or the Jews (stressing the

'%3 Sandmel (1978) 101.

' Motyer (1997) 2-3.

%% Motyer (1997) 1.

'®¢ Freudmann (1994) 267. Ruether (1974) 28, 116 argues that “there is no way to rid
Christianity of its anti-Judaism,” because the roots of Christianity go back to the “dispute between
Christianity and Judaism over the messiahship of Jesus.”
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religious-cultural connotation).'®” As we will see, what FG says about the "Toudaiot
can sound harsh and anti-Semitic. The harsh tone is amplified by the fact that FG

uses the term ot *loudaiot more frequently than all the other Gospels combined.'
Both the harsh tone and frequent use of *loudciiot signal a point of friction'®

between the Johannine community and their non-believing Jewish counterparts.

In this chapter, we will address: (1) the literary function of the "lovddiot in FG, (2)

1190 3y the socio-historical

the historical reference or identity of the *lovdaiot,
situation that evoked FG’s use of the term’ louddiot, and (4) whether non-believing

Jews would have understood FG’s use of the "louddiot as blasphemous.

15.2 The function of the “lovddiot in FG

The role or function of the “louddiot concerns how they are portrayed within the
narrative of FG without reference to historical persons behind the text.''”’ A
character sketch of the ’Ioudaiot describing what role they play in the narrative,

1102

reveals their function. "~ Here, we can only give a sketch of some of the characterists

of the "loudaiot according to FG:''®

1. At least some 'louddiot are inhabitants of “Ioudaia (Judea) and, therefore, can

be called Judeans (e.g., Jn 7:1).!'® In fact, when the term *Tou8aiiot is used to

'%7 On the difficulty translating *louddio, see Lowe (1976) and Meeks (1975) 182.

'8 The adjective, " louSaiog, occurs 71 times in FG, 68 in the plural form. In contrast, Matthew
uses it five times; Mark, six times; Luke, five times. Only Acts uses it more frequently (79 times).

'%? See Motyer (1997) 46-57.

"% The questions of function and reference have structured the discussion about the *louddiot
in FG since Ashton’s seminal article in 1985, reprinted in Ashton (1994) 36-70. Cf. Ashton (1991)
131-7, Smiga (1992) 157-71, Kysar (1993) 113-27, and Motyer (1997) 46-57.

19" Ashton (1994) 53-54 uses function and reference in a way similar to Frege’s distinction
between sense and reference. The sense of 2 word concerns the concept indicated by the term and is
closely related to its lexical definition(s). A word does not carry all of it senses in each passage; rather,
its sense is limited or determined by the context. In contrast, the referent is the actual thing to which
the word points. Thus, it is possible that the sense of a term may be clear, but have no referent (e.g.,
the taiking horse).

"2 On the characterization of ’louddiot, see Culpepper (1983) 125-32; Powell (1990) 51-67.

10 K ysar (1993) 114-7.

1% 1 7:1; 11:7-8; 11:54 (cf. 11:17). Two texts may be exceptions (Jn 6:41, 52). See Ashton
(1994) 49-51 and Lowe (1976) 101-30,
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describe non-authority figures in FG, it is found thirty-six times in a Judean context,

but only twice in a Galilean context (Jn 6:41, 52).''*

2. The narrator does not identify with the ’louddiot and distances readers from
them. This is accomplished with phrases like “the feast of the Jews” (not “our

feast”)!'% and “your law” (not “our law™),"'”” by explaining Aramaic and Hebrew

1108

words and customs as if the reader was an outsider, ' and by presenting the

"Toudaiiot as if they were an alien group from Jesus and the disciples.''” Most
importantly, distancing the reader from the’louddiot is accomplished by depicting

them as opponents of Jesus, who is the hero of FG. The "Jouddiot not only

misunderstand Jesus,'''° they oppose him''!" and seek to kill him.''"2

3. Furthermore, the ’louddiot are characterized as unfaithful to the Torah (Jn 7:19),

children of the devil (Jn 8:44), ignorant of scripture (Jn 5:39), not listening to Moses
(5:45-47), and idolatrous (Jn 5:44; 19:15).

4. The dpapoaiol (pharisees) and the &pyep€ig (high priests) are distinct sub-

1113

groups within the "lou8diot '~ and together they function as leaders and authority

1114

figures, ' " though at one point the Pharisees are distinguished from certain unnamed

&pxévrot (rulers) who believe.''"® As a sub-group within the *loudaiion, the

daproaion (pharisees) are often interchangeable with *Iou8aior.'''

5. The papradiot (pharisees) and the dpxi1ep€ic (high priests) sharply oppose,''"”

seek to apprehend,'''® and try to kill Jesus."'"® In return, Jesus describes them as blind

"% S0 Lowe (1976) 122.

19 30 2:13; 5:1; 6:4; 7:2; 11:55.

197 5, 8:17; 10:34.

108 11 2:6; 4:9; 19:40, 42; cf. Also Jn 1:38, 41-42,

9% 1 11:8; 13:13; 18:20, 36.

110 14 2:20-21; 3:4-10; 6:41; 8:57.

B g 2:18; 6:41; 7:13, 35; 8:48, 57, 59; 9:22; 19:7, 12, 38; 20:19.
12 5.16-18; 7:1; 8:59; 10:31, 33, 39; 11:8; 18:12

:”3 n 7:32, 35; 19:21.

" In 7:32, 45; 11:47, 57; 18:3.

S 1 12:42,

""1° Compare Jn 1:19 & 1:24; 7:32 & 7:35; 8:13 & 8:22; 9:13-16 & 9:19; 9:22 & 12:42.
"7 b 4:1; 8:13; 12:42.
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guides and false leaders.!'” FG also gives the impression that the ¢apioaion
(pharisees) and the dpyxiep€ic (high priests) are solely responsible for Jesus’ arrest,

trial, and death.''*' It appears as if Pilate hands Jesus over to the dpxLep€ic (high

1122

priests) for execution,” ““ though arpaTidtal (Roman soldiers) exact the penalty.' 123

6. Ironically, one gets the impression that the *louddiot should be differentiated

1124 1126

from John the Baptist,''** the Galileans,'"* the crowds in Jerusalem,

1127

the parents

of the blind man,''?” the Ephraimites,''*® Martha,''?’ the disciples,'"*° and Joseph of

Arimathea.' ! It is puzzling why the narrator never tells the reader that these groups

or individuals are the *Iovdaiot too.

7. Further ambiguity is added when we read that Jesus himself is a *loudciiog'*? (Jn

4:9; 18:35) and that salavation is from the “Ioudcfiol (Jn 4:22). Jesus is even called 6

1133

BaoiAelg T@v ‘loudaiwv (the king of the Jews) seven times. - Furthermore,

1134

certain “Iouddiot are neutral inquirers or admirers of Jesus, "~ while others even

1135

believe in him.” ~” Even Nicodemus, a leader of the "louddiot, defends Jesus’ rights

and eventually helps bury him.'*® The *Iou8aion are deeply divided on the issue of

Jesus.'"¥’

I8 5 7:32.

"% 1n 5:18; 7:1; 8:59; 10:31, 9; 11:46-53.

120 11 9:40-41 and the discourse of 10:1-18.

21 1n 18:3, 12, 191F, 31, 38-40; 19:4-8, 12-16. Cf. Kysar (1993) 116 and Granskou (1986) 214.

122 1h 19:15-16.

23 5 19:23.

124 1a 1219,

1125 51 4:43-45.

126 17 7:13: 12:17.

27 11 9:18.

28 10 11:54.

2% 5n 11:19, 31.

130 5y 13:33.

31 1n 19:38.

B2 35 4:9; 18:35.

"33 3n 18:3, 39; 19:3, 14, 19, & 21 (twice). Jesus is called, & BaciAedg 100 ’lopar, twice
(i:47;“g42:i3).

s Jn 7:15; 10:24; 11:36.

Jn 8:31; 11:45; 12:11.
38 Jn 7:50-51; 19:39.
"7 Jn 10:19; (cf. 1:11-12; 7:43; 9:9, 16).
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8. The religious commitments of the "Ioudaiot are also severely criticized. From the
perspective of the implied author of FG, the Judaism of the "louddiot falls
desperately short of the ideal Judaism of true Israel (' Iopanh).''*® Somehow—and
scholars are divided on this issue—Jesus is presented as correcting, reinterpreting, or

abrogating the Judaism of the *Ioudaior.''*

Although the irregular use of "louddiot undermines any one-dimensional
explanation, it is hard to deny that, on the whole, the "lou8diot have a negative role

1149 contend that the ’louScion

to play in FG. In this regard, Bultmann and scholars
function as representatives of unbelief and should be distinguished from historical
Jews.''*! However, overemphasizing the function of the "TouSaiot has led scholars
to minimize, even deny, any historical reference.''** Nevertheless, the historical
question cannot be dodged: Why was that term—a term widely used in the first

century—used and not another?

15.3 The reference of the "lovddiol

This leads to the issue of the historical identity or referent of the’loudaiot. To whom

did the term refer at the time FG was written? Three options have emerged.
15.3.1 All Jews

According to Cohen, who has carried out an extensive philological study on the term

"louddiot, the (English) term ‘Jews’ has religious-cultural connotations, but “never

'8 pancaro (1974-75) 398-403 argues that FG presents a sharp contrast between the Johannine
community as the true Israel (" lopaniA), of whom Nathanael is a symbolic figure (Jn 1:47), and a false
Israel, of whom the "louddiot represent. The contrast between true Israel (" lopan}) and people from
Judea ( loudaia) is also made by the Damascus Document, which prefers the self-designation of
Israel (CD 3.19) and who will “no more consort with the house of Judah™ (4.11).

™9 Smiga (1992) 11-23.

"0 Moloney (1998) 10-11; Ashton (1991) 134; Dahl (1986) 126; Culpepper (1983) 125-31; D.
Moody Smith (1990a) 77; Trites (1976) 79.

"*! Buitmann (1971) 86 and 87.

"2 Eortna (1974) 95 argues that John “is not finally concerned with Judaism itself as a historical
phenomenon alongside Christianity, so much as with the human condition.” Culpepper (1983) 125
writes, “It should be clear that we are no more concerned with the ‘historical’ Jews [in FG] than with
the historical Jesus.” Culpepper (1998) 45 identifies the referent of "louddiot as the Judeans.
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has geographic meaning.”''*> He defines ‘Jews’ as those who venerate “the God of
the Judaeans, the God whose temple is in Jerusalem (the capital of Judaea).”" *** With
this in mind, in our judgment FG never uses of the term “loudaiot to refer to ‘all

Jews.” FG has used "louddiot with a much more limited historical referent.

15.3.2 The Judeans

According to Cohen, a Touddiog is first and foremost “a Judean—a member of the
Judaean people or nation (ethnos in Greek, or a similar term) living in the ethic
homeland of Judaea (Joudaia in Greek).”''** Thus the use of term ’Ioudadiot in FG
could refer to Judeans, people from the land of Judea. A major proponent of this view

is Malcom Lowe who, supported by others, marshals two types of evidence. ''*®

First, according to Lowe, historical evidence suggests that the term " Iouddiot should
be translated ‘Judeans’ because is had regional-geographical connotations during the
first-century.'™’ After examining ancient sources, Lowe concludes that the primary

meaning of ’loudciol was geographical but, among Gentiles and Diaspora Jews, the

word had a secondary religious meaning.''**

Josephus states that the *louddiol
derived their name from the tribe of Judah and that, from the time the exiles returned
from Babylon, both they and the country gained that name (4.J. 11.173).

Furthermore, Josephus reports that the ’Ioudcaiot rebuilt the Temple in Jerusalem

"3 S0 Cohen (1999) 69.

"4 Cohen (1999) 105.

143 Cohen (1999) 71; supported by Dunn (1999) 183, Meeks (1975) 182; Lowe (1976) passim.

'4¢ See Lowe (1976) 101-30; see also Dodd (1963) 242; Meeks (1975) 182-3; Fortna (1988)
310-11; Malina and Rohrbaugh (1998) 44-6. Ashton's 1985 article (1994) 49-51 is sympathetic to
Lowe's thesis, whereas Ashton (1991) 132-4 is less so.

171 owe (1976) 104-5 provides several strands of evidence and rationale. On the one hand,
Josephus uses "louddiot in a religious-ethnic sense when he differentiates 'louddiot from Gentiles.
On the other hand, Josephus uses *louSdiol in a geographical-national sense to designate inhabitants
of Judea; e.g., see 4.J. 18.88; Ag Ap. 2.8 (cf. 1.252); Life 346, 391. In a most instructive text—A.J.
17.254ffF—Josephus switches between the two different senses. First, he describes the Galileans,
Idumeans, and people from Jericho and Perea celebrating Pentecost in Jerusalem, where they are
joined by the Judeans themselves (abToi "louddiot). Then, he describes the Romans attacking the
crowd of ‘louddiot, which should be translates the Jews, because it refers to the whole crowd of
Galileans, Idumeans, Judean, and others who have gathered to celebrate Passover.

"3 1 owe (1976) 103-7 draws from 1 and 2 Maccabces, Josephus, the Mishna, Strabo, Dio
Cassius, the Talmud, and Pompeius Trogus. Following K. G. Kuhn's TNDT article on "Iopanh, Lowe
(1976) 106-7 argues that the name ’IopaiA was a typical religious self-designation among Jews in



257

(4.J. 11.84) and were powerful enough to exclude the local Samaritans (4.J. 11.19-
30-30, 84-8), which Ezra identifies as the people of the land (Y IRT V) (Ezra 4:4).
Josephus’ description of the “loudaiot sounds similar to that of FG’s. In both cases,
the “Ioudaiot operate out of Jerusalem, center on the Temple, and view the crowd
(8xAog = YIRT 1Y) as ignorant of the Torah and cursed (Jn 7:49).I 149 According the
Lowe and others, ancient testimony is fairly consistent in this regard. During the first-
century, the "louvddiot referred to people who either lived in the territory of Judea or
could trace their origins and religious customs to Judea.'"*® Lowe contends that it was
only after the Bar-Kochba revolt, when most of the Jewish population was eliminated
or expelled from Judea, that the geographic connotation of ’louddiot began to lose
its force and the religious sense became predominant. Lowe’s contention that a
decisive semantic shift occurred relatively late, must now be weighed against the

recent findings of Cohen, who concluded that

All occurrences of the term Joudaios before the middle or end of the second century B.C.E.
should be translated not as *Jew,” a religious term, but as ‘Judaean,” an ethnic-geographic
term. In the second half of the second century B.C.E. the term /oudaios for the first time is
applied even to people who are not ethnic or geographic Judaeans but who either have come
to believe in the God of the Judaeans (i.e., they have become “Jews”) or have joined the
Judaen state as allies or citizens (i.e., they have become “Judaeans” in a political sense).'"”’

Thus, Cohen’s study suggests that the semantic shift began to occur about two

centuries before the Bar-Kochba revolt and, by the first-century, Cohen provides

some evidence that the term "loudaioc had acquired a religious-cultural meaning.''*

Still Cohen largely agrees with Lowe that the term "loudaiog had a primary ethnic-

geographical meaning and a secondary religious-cultural meaning.' 153

Palestine, whereas "louddaiot had geographical connotations. In contrast, the self-designation of
Diaspora Jews was 'louddiot, since they were known as such among the Gentiles.

49 See Ashton (1994) 69-70.

50 Meeks (1975) 182; Cohen (1999) 71-78; Lowe (1976) 106-7, esp. 105, n. 17, cites Dio
Cassius (late 3" cent.) R Hist. XXXVII, xvi.5-xvii.l as reporting that Palestine was called " louSaia
and that ’louddiol referred to either inhabitants of Judea or was applied to other nations
{dAA0€BVETC) who adhered to their customs (T vopLua adTOV),

"5t Cohen (1999) 70.

152 Cohen (1999) 78-81. E.g., Cohen cites, among others, Josephus’ account of the conversion of
the roxglsl house of Adiabene (4.J. 20.38-39).

Cohen (1999) 3, 70.
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Second, Lowe argues on internal grounds that ot ’louddiot should be translated the
Judeans throughout FG.'"** The clearest evidence comes from Jn 7:1 and Jn 8:7-8
where the *Iouddiot are obviously the inhabitants of the region of 'louvdaia
(Judea).'"** Lowe also shows that the often repeated phrases, 7| £opTH TGV
"Toudaiwy and 6 BaoiAevg Tfig “loudaiwv, can be translated as the feast of the
Judeans and the king of the Judeans repectively.''*® Finally, Lowe marshals more
than forty passages to argue that whenever "louddiot is used to refer to crowds of
people or to authorities that oppose Jesus, Judean crowds and Judean authorities are

denoted.' "’

Lowe’s position is not without weaknesses. First, some instances of ’loudaiot in FG
do not denote Judeans unambiguously; for example, there seem to be Galilean
"Touddiot (6:41, 52) and the Temple is where ndvTeg ot louddior ouvépxovtar
(all the Jews gather)(18:20). Second, several uses of "louddiot could be translated
as either Jews or Judeans, which Lowe admits. A third, and substantial, criticism
comes from Ashton who argues that Lowe’s thesis overemphasizes local or tribal
enmity, which obscures the specifically religious nature of the antagonism between
Jesus and the *Toudaior.''*® While some degree of geographical or local rivalry is
apparent between Galileans and Judeans (Jn 4:9 and 7:45-52), Ashton argues that it is
not an adequate explanation for the intense religious rivalry witnessed in FG. As a
result, Ashton prefers to translate ot "louddiol as the Jews rather than the Judeans.
Ashton recognizes that prior to C.E. 135,  loudaiot had both geographical and
religious connotations,''* but argues that the uniquely religious valence placed on
the term by FG suggests that the term refers to “a particular religious group ... which

might plausibly be regarded as the chief target of the evangelist’s resentment.” '%

''34 S0 Lowe (1976) 115-9; however, he admits there are two exceptions (Jn 4:9, 22) where

"louddior denotes Jews, not Judeans (124-6), and a third possible exception (Jn 18:20) (129).
1155 Cf. 1 Thes 2:14 and J. 4nt. XVI11, 2, which describes Coponius and Quirinius arriving in
v “loudaiav to rule over and evaluate the property of the’ louddiol.
1158 1n 2:13; 5:1; 6:4; 7:1; 11:55 and Jn 18:33, 39; 19:3, 19, 21 (twice). Lowe (1976) 115-9.
" Lowe (1976) 121-4.
138 g5 Ashton (1994) 133-4.
159 Ashton (1991) 152-3.
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15.3.3 Religious leaders

The term ’loudaiot in FG could refer to a certain group of religious authorities.
Urban von Wahlde has been the most influential proponent of this view. Von Wahlde
argues that when the term is used in the “characteristically Johannine way—when it
refers to people hostile to Jesus—it refers to certain Jewish authorities.''®" Von
Wabhide concludes that of the 71 times *louddiot is used in FG, 38 instances refer to
people who are hostile to Jesus. When von Wahlde looks at these 38 occurrences, he
raises an important question: Do these occurrences of “louddiot refer to common
Jews and Jewish authorities (which suggests FG is anti-Semitic) or do they refer to
Jewish authorities alone (which suggests FG is engaged in intra-Jewish debate)? Von

1162

Wabhlde concludes that 36 of the 38 occurrences refer to Jewish authorities’ " and

the remaining two can be dismissed as the product of redactional activity.''®*
Unfortunately, in our judgment, von Wahlde's analysis is flawed. From the outset he
focuses on the term " louddiot, without looking at synonyms. In this way, he
overlooks FG’s report that many authorities believed (¢x T@v dpxSvT@V TOAAOL
énioTevoav) (12:42). From the outset he eliminates the so-called neutral use of

"Toudaiior.''* By eliminating the so-called neutral uses, some of which are strikingly
positive (e.g., 11:45), von Wahlde fails to acknowledge that the neutral use of
Touddiot also shapes the meaning of the “charateristically Johannine use” since,
after all, both uses lie side-by-side throughout the Gospel.''®® This is a design flaw in
von Wahlde’s analysis and it becomes apparent when he discusses 14 instances of

"Toudaiotr who express hostility toward Jesus and yet there is nothing in the context to
indicate that they are authorities.''® In dealing with these instances, von Wahlde

argues that because “there is no evidence to indicate that the people are the common

1180 A shton (1991) 136 identifies that group as those who, in the aftermath of the destruction of

the teméple in 70 C.E., laid the foundation for what we now call Judaism.

"'¢! von Wahlde (1982) 33-60; see also Brown (1966) Ixxi and (1979) 41; Barrett (1978) 172;
Beasley-Murray (1987) Ixxxix; D. Moody Smith (1990a) 82; Ashton (1991) 136, 151-2; Dunn (1991)
157; Kysar (1993) 118; Ridderbos (1997) 231.

"82 See the tally in von Wahlde (1993) 74, n. 5.

"9 1 6:41, 52.

"% Von Wahlde eliminates 33 (of 71) uses of *louddiot that he believes refer to religious
customs, the land of Judea, individual Jews, Jews who are not hostile to Jesus, and references to
stereotly?ed phrases like king of the Jews. von Wahide (1982) 46.

"8 For similar criticisms of von Wahlde, see Dunn (1999) 196-98 & Motyer (1997) 52.

1% In 7:1, 11; 8:22, 48, 52, 57; 10:24, 31, 33; 11:8; 13:33; 18:31, 38; 19:7.
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people,” they must be references to authorities.''®” This is an argument from silence.
Nevertheless, von Wahlde’s analysis contributes one very important insight—the
Toudaior that are hostile to Jesus in FG are usually religious authorities. 1t suggests

that the opponents of the Johannine Jews were certain Judean religious authorities.

15.3.4 Implications

Regarding the historical referent of loudaiot, Ashton is right to point out that any
translation of the term will be misleading in some degree. ''®® Still, based on the

analysis of Lowe, and now supported by Cohen,''®

it is likely that the first readers of
FG would have understood the term "louddiot predominantly as a reference to
Judeans, people from Judea. Because the term Judean encompasses both an ethnic-
geographical (primary meaning) and religious-cultural (supplementary meaning) and
because it prevents confusion with the modern notion of Jew and Jewishness, as a
general principle, the term “Jou8dion in FG should be translated Judeans. In
addition, FG often uses the term, ‘Toudaiol, to refer a certain group of religious
(Judean) authorities that violently oppose Jesus and his disciples, including the
Johannine group.''”® Thus, when FG uses the term, "loudaiot, there are three
potential historical referents—Jews (people linked to the religious practices of

Judeans, whether in Judea or not), Judeans, and Judean authorities.

Regarding the function of the "loudoiot within FG, we have seen how they represent
unbelief and oppositon to Jesus and his disciples. The "loudaiot align with the

negative side-—the world, darkness, death, and judgment.“71

Alignment of the

"Toudaiot with the negative side infuses the “louddiot with a cosmic or mythic
significance that overwhelms the historical reference.''’* The Johannine community
probably knew certain Judean religious leaders to whom they could have pointed to

as the historical ’loudaiot. Nevertheless, when the composite portrait of the

167 von Waldhe (1982) 48.

1168 Ashton (1991) 39.

"' Cohen (1999) 69-106.

" Brown (1979) 41 writes, “John deliberately uses the same term for the Jewish authorities of
Jesus’ time and for the hostile inhabitants of the synagogue in his own time.”

""" These are the negative aspects of four dualisms identified by Ashton (1991) 206-26.

"2 Smiga (1992) 168-9.
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"Tovdaiiot is drawn from the pages of FG, when the three referential levels merge into
a unified character that represents the world, darkness, death, and judgment, the
historical "lovdaTot vanish and a non-historical, symbolic literary "lovdaiot

emerges. The relationship may be diagramed as follows:''”

Reference Function

e e e
! All Jews E
Lo Judeans P Representatives of urbeliet,
Vo T e I  the vorld, darkness, death,
Voo udean R judgment, and hostility toward
vy 1 Authorities . i, Jesus and the Joharmine Comemunity
X b e !

Historical ’lovdatot Literary (Symbolic) "lovéaiot

Although FG itself is thoroughly Jewish in what it assumes to be good and true, and
even though the earliest members of the Johannine community saw themselves as
faithful Jews, FG cannot escape the charge of being anti-Judean on the historical
level nor, for many modern readers, anti-Jewish on the symbolic level. However, a
historical-critical reading, which acknowledges the reality of competing Judaic
systems in the first-century, dispels any notion that FG is anti-Jewish in the modern

sense of the term.

15.4 The socio-historical context

The complex usage of "lovddaiot in FG is probably explained by the difficult socio-
historical situation in which the Johannine community lived. As we have previously
argued (§ 3.1), there is widespread agreement that FG was written within the context

of a dispute with nascent Yavnean Judaism.'”*

When the Romans laid siege to
Jerusalem, Yohanan ben Zakkai escaped and went to Yavneh where, sometime later,

he established an academy for Torah study. At Yavneh, a major concern for Yohanan

"' This is a substantially modified version of the diagram in Smiga (1992) 162.

"7 Dahi (1986) 99-119, esp. 111; Martyn (1979) passim; Freyne (1985) 125.
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and the band of Judeans that followed him was the consolidation and reinterpretation
of Judaism without the Temple.''”* The reforms instituted by the Yavnean academy
touch on concerns raised by FG, including the issues of Torah, Temple, festivals, and
forgiveness of sins, but in different ways (§ 3.1.2). In this way, FG and the Johannine
community are addressing vital issues confronting Jews in the aftermath of the
destruction of the Temple and, possibly, going head-to-head against the Yavnean
authorities, who have been characterized as closing their ranks, consolidating their
power, and absorbing (or eliminating) competitive forms of Judaism.''”® With this
potential context in mind, the polemic against the ‘louddiot in FG may be
understood as a polemic against certain ‘Judean religious authorities’ aligned with
Yavneh or a similar group. If so, then the Johannine group and the Judeans were
locked in combat over who controlled the heritage of the Jewish religion without the

Temple.!'”’

We have also argued (§ 3.2) that the Johannine group was in close relationship with
their non-believing Jewish or Judean counterparts and that, according to Coser,
explains the intensity of the polemic against the ‘Touddiol. When FG was written,
both groups were fighting to establish their identities and draw boundaries between
those in and those outside their respective groups. Because conflict helps establish
and maintain group boundaries (§ 3.2.2), we can understand that the verbal and non-
verbal attacks that passed between the Johannine group and their Judean counterparts
functioned as part of the process that strengthened and consolidated their identities.
Each group slandered the other, labeled the “other” as deviants, and occasionally took
up violent measures. Religious fanaticism of this sort, with mutual recriminations
between rival groups, was not uncommon in first-century Palestine or, for that matter,

much of the ancient Hellenistic world.''"®

Thus, the socio-historical context suggests that there were two religious groups
locked in bitter conflict, concerned with who were the rightful heirs to Israel’s

inheritance, and using every honorable (from their perspective) means necessary to

"5 yee (1989) 16-21.
' w. D. Davies (1964) 272-86, Manns (1988) passim, and Pancaro (1974-5) 401.
77 Dunn (1993) 200.
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ensure their survival. Issuing sharp invectives toward one another was apparently one
of the means they used—the Toudaiot are of the Devil (8:44), Jesus is a Samaritan
and has a demon (Jn 8:48), the Tovdcaiot are idolatrous (Jn 19:15), and Jesus is a
blasphemer (10:33).

15.5 The Johannine blasphemy against the loudaiol

In an effort to consolidate their identity over against what appears to be a Yavnean
influenced synagogue, the author of FG and the Johannine community wanted the
negative sentiment that was directed toward the opponents of Jesus fo be transferred
to those persecuting the Johannine group. One of the mechanisms of transference was
the alignment of the symbolic "lovdaior—the ’lovdaior of devilish origin and
mythic proportion—with the referential Toudaiot, the Judean religious authorities
who opposed, expelled, and persecuted the Johannine Jewish Christians during the
late first-century. Here is a sample of the type of verbal attack that could have been

transferred to and heard by the Judean religious authorities:

o You are teachers, yet you do not understand (3:10)
o You have never heard God (5:37)

«  You do not have the love of God (5:42)

« You seek your own glory (5:44a)

o  You do not seek God’s glory (5:44b)

«  Your accuser is Moses (5:45)

o You do not believe Moses (5:46)

o You do not keep the Torah (7:19)

»  Your father is the devil (8:44)

«  You are not from God (8:47)

o You are blind and live in darkness (9:39-41)

o You are idolaters (19:15)

«  You sought to kill Jesus (5:18; 7:1; 8:59; 10:31, 39; 11:8; 18:12)

'™ Johnson (1987) 419-41
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We can imagine the reaction of the Judean authorities, for if there had been reasons
for killing Jesus in his time, there were now reasons to kill him again in John’s time.
The Johannine accusations are hot-tempered, to say the least, but it is obvious from
the language that it reflects the concerns and passions of Jews speaking to other Jews.
Nevertheless, from the perspective of the Judean authorities, such attacks would have
been regarded as blaspheming the leaders and the God of Israel and the following

shows why.

First, in Jewish tradition there is a close relationship between divine and human
authority, such that if one is blasphemed the other is also. For example, the Book of
the Covenant closely aligns Israel’s judges with God, so that cursing civil authorities
(assumed to be appointed by God) is to curse God Himself (§ 5.3). We argued that
the parallel structure of Exod 22:27 (28)>—"You shall not curse God and you shall
not blaspheme the leader of your people”—is an invitation to see God and leaders
synoptically; hence, to have contempt for earthly authority is to blaspheme Heaven
(§ 5.3). The link between blaspheming religious authority and showing contempt for
God is almost taken for granted by many Biblical and non-biblical texts. For
example, Sennacherib’s contempt for God went hand-in-hand with derision of
Hezekiah the King (2 Kgs 18—19:37; cf. chapter 8). Stephen is accused of speaking
blasphemous words against Moses and God (Acts 6:11). Nicanor is described as
mocking and deriding the priests of the Temple, which is interpreted as blaspheming
or speaking wickedly (kax®dc AaAgiv) (1 Macc 7:36-38). Goliath is portrayed as
defying (Heb 5)W) or insulting (LXX dve1diGeiv) Israel, which is interpreted as
defying or insulting God (1 Sam 17:10, 26, 45). Certainly, if the Judean authorities in
John’s time saw themselves as leaders of Israel and had perceived the Johannine
invective toward the "loudaion as directed toward them, then it is hard to imagine
that the Judean authorities would not have viewed the Johannine group as

blaspheming both them and the God they represented.

Second, as an addendum to the first point, Jewish tradition provides a precedent for
accusing and punishing entire groups for blaspheming their leaders. When we traced

the discourse concept of blasphemy through Numbers 11-16, we found that sinning
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with a high hand (blasphemy) was openly and defiantly rebelling against God, which
resulted in karét (being cut off ) (Num 15:30-31) (§ 7.1 and § 7.3.2). When we traced
the key term in LXX (mapo&Uvw = to despise or blaspheme), it became clear that the
first generation of Israel died in the wilderness because they “threatened to stone
Moses and Aaron,” which was interpreted as despising God (Num 14:11). Israel
commiitted corporate blasphemy by mocking, criticizing, and threatening their
leaders and so perished in the wilderness. Similarly, Korah lead a rebellion against
Moses (Num 16:1-35), which was also interpreted as despising or blaspheming God
(Num 16:1-35) (§ 7.3.3). Korah and his mutineers were described as illegitimately
attempting to grasp divine authority and so were cut off. In view of these accounts, it
is likely that the Johannine group was viewed as illegitimately grasping for power as
well as harshly criticizing the Judean leadership. From the Judean’s perspective, the

Johannine group would have been blaspheming and deserved being cut off.

15.6 Conclusions

We have argued that the characterization (function) of the Touddiot in the narrative
of FG is complex and multi-layered. The dominant characterization of the "Toudatot
is negative; they are aligned with the devil, the world, darkness, and judgment. It is
likely that the audience of FG would have identified the "loudaiol with Judean
religious leaders (referent), perhaps linked to the Yavnean leaders who recently came
from Judea. We suggested that the negative characterization of the loudaiot in FG
(function), once projected onto the Judean religious authorities (referent), would have
led non-believing Jews to consider the Johannine community as blasphemers of both

the legitimate leaders of Israel and God Himself.
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CHAPTER 16
CONCLUSIONS

We believe that foregoing study has provided ample evidence to warrant the
conclusion that non-believing Jews viewed members of the Johannine community as
blasphemous. The evidence and rationale for this judgment has been provided from
chapters 5-15 and, as such, the primary task of this thesis, as set forth in chapter 1,
has been addressed to our satisfaction (§ 1.6). Since we have provided conclusions at
the end of each chapter and summaries along the way, we will not summarize the
entire thesis. Here, we will (a) draw together the findings and implications from
chapters 13-15 regarding what we identified as three flashpoints for the Johannine

Jewish community and (b) address the issue of the excommunication.

16.1 Three Flashpoints

In chapters 13-15, we focused on three points of sensitivity or flashpoints for the
Johannine community: the claim that Jesus was equal with God, the affirmation that
Jesus was the New Temple, and the allegation that the "loudciot are of the Devil. By
points of sensitivity, we mean that these three claims reflected issues that the FG was
taking extra effort to communicate, because they either needed clarification or
because they needed defending. For each of the three claims, we provided criteria,
evidence, and rationale to show that they were points of sensitivity for the author of
FG. Because the author took such effort, it is reasonable to infer that these issues
were of critical concern to the audience of FG, namely, the Johannine community. It
is also reasonable to infer, simply on the basis that FG was considered worthy of
copying and passing on to future generations, that the Johannine community latched
onto the theology or ideology that Jesus was equal with God, that he was the New
Temple, and that the “louddiot were of the Devil. We assumed, therefore, that these
beliefs were not merely locked up in a scroll or codex, but were publicly articulated,

in one form or another, by the Johannine Jewish group. Based on our findings, we
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offer a brief reconstruction of the interplay between the Johannine Jewish believers

and their non-believing Jewish counterparts.

First, we assume that the Johannine Jewish Christians publicly or privately voiced—
even in and around the synagogue(s), with other Jews to whom they were drawn by
kinship or friendship—their belief that Jesus was equal with God. By that they meant
that Jesus was God’s agent or viceroy, that he had God’s authority, and therefore
deserved equal honor with God. Of course, such a claim is reminiscent of the
braggadocios of infamous blasphemers, such as Antiochus Epiphanes and the
‘nameless’ Egyptian ruler. For Jews, giving equal honor to Creator and creature alike
is blasphemous; it denies God’s uniqueness and diminishes His honor. But the
Johannine Jewish Christians believed, and told others, that God Himself had sent
Jesus into the world and, when Jesus was crucified, it was God that exalted him. The
Johannine Jewish believers were quite adamant that Jesus never arrogantly promoted
himself; his equality with God was endowed, just as a son shares the honor of his
father. In addition, they claimed that Jesus was the eschatological Son of Man, who
exercised the two great powers of God, the power to give life and the power to judge
humanity. Jesus had power and authority equal with God. For this reason, Jesus could
perform healing miracles on the Sabbath and, what is more, the Johannine group
themselves, because of their special relationship with Jesus, could also suspend
Sabbath laws in order to imitate him. These claims, which would have overwhelmed
a non-believing Jew with blasphemies, probably came out in bits and pieces through
ordinary conversation. Nonetheless, the cumulative impact of such statements
multiplied by the number of believing Jews brave enough to state their claims on
behalf of Jesus, would have ultimately raised the ire of the Judean religious
authorities, who were apparently in the neighborhood. The claim that Jesus was equal
with God, as we have shown, was clearly blasphemous and the Judean authorities,
under divine constraint, would have taken stern measures against the blasphemers, as
FG bears witness (Jn 9:22; 12:42: 16:1-4).

Second, the Johannine Jewish believers placed an extraordinary emphasis on Jesus as

the New Temple. They transferred all of the major symbolism attached to the former
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Temple in Jerusalem to Jesus and, not only that, they claimed to participate in the
New Temple of Jesus’ body. From their perspective, there was no need to rebuild
another earthly Temple. God already dwelled among them; indeed, they were the
House of God themselves! However, from the perspective of non-believing Jews, the
Johannine Jews disparaged the memory and future of a glorious earthly Temple and
the God of the Temple. And, even more to the point, when the Johannine Jews
transferred all the symbolism of the Temple to Jesus, it is as if they tramped into the
Temple, robbed God’s House of all its glory, and gave it to a man once crucified as a
criminal. They dishonored the Temple and mocked God by giving His honor to a
criminal—blasphemy of the highest order! The non-believing Jews also knew stories
about Jesus threatening to destroy the Temple and, since threatening the Temple was
considered blasphemous, the Johannine Jews shared in the blasphemy of Jesus simply

by being the advocates of someone who once threatened the Temple.

Third, the Johannine Jewish Christians became locked in a bitter conflict with the
Judean religious leaders or the "lou8diot. Each group claimed to be the rightful heirs
of Israel’s inheritance and each group used every honorable (from their perspective)
means necessary to survive the struggle. Both sides apparently used very harsh
invectives toward the other group. We can hear some of this in FG itself—the
Toudaiot are of the Devil (8:44), Jesus is a Samaritan and has a demon (Jn 8:48),
the Touvdaiot are idolatrous (Jn 19:15), and Jesus is a blasphemer (10:33). The
verbal attacks against the "loudaiot in FG were probably voiced against the Judean
religious leadership by the Johannine community both in private and in public. From
the perspective of non-believing Jews, that was blasphemy; to show contempt for
God’s chosen leaders was to show contempt for God. Sennacherib’s derision and
mockery of Hezekiah the King went hand-in-hand with his contempt for God. The
type of derision that we hear against the Toudidot in FG was not uncommon among
rival Jewish groups in ancient Palestine. Take, for example, the Rule of the
Community, which curses “all the men of the lot of Belial,” who are “traitors,”
“wicked,” and “sons of Belial” (1QS 2.1-25). Similarly, the Johannine group was
more than likely accused of blasphemy for despising and rebelling against the Judean

authorities. And, like the first generation of Israel who despised and rebelled against
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Moses and Aaron, and who was punished with death in the wilderness, so it is likely

that the Johannine Jews were perceived to be rebellious and deserved to be cut off.

16.2 Excommunication from the synagogue

The evidence that the Johannine Jewish community was perceived to have
blasphemed God, the Temple, and the Judean leadership is on firm ground. The
question now before us regards what measures non-believing Jews took, indeed, felt
divinely obligated to take when they perceived the Johannine Jewish believers

blaspheming.

As we have seen, the penalty for blasphemy was karét, being completely cut off (§ 6.2
and § 7.2). Karet or extirpation was stipulated for grave offenses against God,
including blasphemy. Most texts that deal with k@rét do not indicate how the penalty
was exacted. Nevertheless, there are indications that there was a curious cooperation
between divine and human agents in the enforcement of karér. Hasel has argued that
karet “expresses the fact that the ultimate punishment is in God’s hands; only in
certain cases has God designated human agents to carry it out (Lev. 20.2; cf. Ex.
31.14)."''”® Levine has also drawn a connection between ostracism from the

community and being cut off in that “banishment would often have resulted in

death 951180

Horbury has made a good case that excommunication from the community for grave
offenders of the covenant served as a substitute for, or preliminary to, the death
penalty.''®! Although he admits that there is a paucity of evidence, he is able to cite
more than a dozen supporting texts. After the exile, exclusion from the community
occurred on the basis of various violations of the covenant (Deut 23:1-8). Both Philo
(Spec. 1.324-45) and Josephus (4nt. 4.290-91) interpreted Deut 23:1-8 as warrant for
excluding members of the Jewish community on physical and moral grounds. The

first biblical case of expulsion of non-compliant Jews is found in Ezra 10:8 (cf. Neh

"7 Hasel (1995) 348.
180} evine (1989) 242.
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13:3 and Isa 56:3). Josephus speaks of apostate Jews who claimed to have been
unjustly expelled (¢éxBedAfigOan) from Jerusalem (4nr. 11.340, 346-7), which is the
same verb (ékBdAAw) used for Jewish Christians expelled from the synagogue in Jn
9:34-35. Horbury argues that Josephus’ account is an instance of substituting
expulsion for the death sentence, since apostasy was viewed as an executable offense
(Ant. 4.309-310; cf. 3 Macc 7:12). In addition, Philo (Spec. 1.60) and the Damascus
Document (CD 12.4-6) also substitute expulsion for execution. Evidence that
exclusion from the community was a disciplinary measure is also found in the NT.
For example, Lk 6:22 states “blessed are you when people hate you, and when they
exclude (¢xBdAwotv) you, revile you, and defame you on account of the Son of
Man” (NRSV). The term éxBdAAw is the same one used for excluding the Johannine
Christians from the synagogue in Jn 9:34-35. Horbury mentions several NT texts, of
which 1 Cor 5:5 is most important. Here is a reference to the excommunication of a
man from the Corinthian community “for the destruction of the flesh,” suggesting
that excommunication was a form of death or a preliminary to death. Similarly, for
FG, there was a close connection between being expelled from the synagogue

(&moouvaywyoug) and those who kill you (nGg 0 dmokTeivag VPaG) in Jn 16:2.11%

Thus we conclude that the Johannine Jewish Christians were viewed as blasphemous
and therefore subject to execution. However, since stoning and other direct measures
of execution may not have been possible in the Jewish community to which the
Johannine group were affiliated (Jn 18:31), and because excommunication was
viewed as a surrogate for execution, it is reasonable to assume that at least some of
the Johannine Jewish believers were excommunicated from the synagogue on the
grounds of blasphemy. This would provide a plausible alternative to the
problematical hypothesis that Johannine Christians were excommunicated on the
basis of the Birkat ha-minim. In this way, just as Jesus was accused of blasphemy
and executed, so also the Johannine community shared in the blasphemy of their

master and were executed, as it were, through excommunication.

81 Horbury (1998) 43-66.

"8 Setzer (1994) 93-96 argues that expelling Christians from the shelter of Judaism would have
deprived them of the right of assembly and exemption from imperial worship, thus making them
vulnerable to accusations of impiety or treason. In this scenario, expulsion from the synagogue killed’
Jewish Christians by withdrawing the protection of Judaism.
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