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Editors’ Preface
Each issue of Accessible German New Testament Scholarship (AGNTS) is a curated col-
lection of signi!cant contributions to New Testament scholarship from the German-
speaking world. The contributions have been translated and presented here as an at-
tempt to continue bridging the continental divide, which is at times separated bymore
than language but also methodological and exegetical traditions. It is our hope that
this issue and future issues will continue to close that divide. More generally, we seek to
make GermanNewTestament scholarship accessible not only bymaking it available in
English translation but also by publishing it in a form that can be read by people who
do not have access to a research library.

This inaugural issue of AGNTS contains a number of features that will also char-
acterize future issues of the journal. While the main focus of the journal will be on
contemporary German New Testament scholarship, the two publications by William
Wrede signal our desire to include at least some older works. Sometimes this will mean
reaching back to much earlier phases of New Testament scholarship, as with Wrede,
but at other times it will mean including a work from the more recent past, such as
from the "#$%s or "##%s. In the case of Wrede, we hope that his “Self-Review of The
Messianic Secret” ("#%") will be widely used as a concise and e&ective way to introduce
a new generation of students to his landmark work and that his “Letter to Adolf von
Harnack on Jesus as Messiah and Paul as a New Beginning” ("#%$) will both provide
insight into the shape of his thinking about Paul and show howhe subsequently recon-
sidered the in’uential viewpoint that he developed inTheMessianic Secretwith respect
to the question of whether Jesus regarded himself as designated to be the Messiah.

While the shape of each issue will vary, our selection of articles for the !rst issue
intentionally signals our interest in includingworks by both senior and junior scholars.
Thus, alongside Matthias Konradt’s study of love for enemies in Matt $.()–(* and its
early Jewish context, Peter Stuhlmacher’s retrospective on the Tübingen biblical theol-
ogy, and Oda Wischmeyer’s article on canon and hermeneutics in the times of decon-
struction, we have also included the conclusion to Christoph Heilig’s book Paulus als
Erzähler? Eine narratologische Perspektive auf die Paulusbriefe, which began as a doc-
toral dissertation, and Christine Jacobi’s chapter on Irenaeus from her book Leiblich
vermitteltes Leben. Vorstellungen vom Überwinden des Todes und vom Auferstehen im
frühen Christentum, which is a revised version of her habilitation.

Wayne Coppins (University of Georgia)
Jacob Cerone (Friedrich-Alexander Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg)
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Self-Review of TheMessianic Secret
WilliamWrede!

Translated by
Wayne Coppins

Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien. Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verständnis des
Markusevangeliums. By Dr.W.Wrede. Professor in Breslau. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, !%#!. "%! pages.

I cannot publish a self-review of this book inDie ChristlicheWelt in away that it would
be homogeneous with the ways of thinking that are predominant in this magazine.
This, however, is also not, after all, the expectation for the self-reviews published he-
re. The only requirement is that the book discussed have “some sort of interest” for the
circle of readers (vol. !&%%, col. %$’). This I may believe to be the case for my book. To
be sure, it is aimed not at the general public but rather at scholarly circles. However,
its arguments touch upon such important questions of New Testament research and
distance themselves so strongly from the dominant views that I may nevertheless count
on interest from the theologically engaged readers of this journal. Under these circum-
stances, I gladly take the opportunity to indicate what my writing aims to accomplish.

I start from the question of when Jesus became known asMessiah according to the
Gospels. The investigation is devoted in the (rst place to the Gospel of Mark, which,
as I assume along with most contemporary critics, underlies the Gospels of Matthew
andLuke.The result is as follows.Despite certain contradictory indications, theGospel
of Mark is dominated by the view that Jesus wanted to keep his messianic dignity secret
during his whole earthly life; it is the resurrection that (rst brings the revelation of the
secret. Themain proof lies in Jesus’ commands that no one should speak of hismessiah-
ship (or also of hismiracles as its distinguishingmark). Themessianic dignity is thought
of here as a matter of absolutely supernatural knowledge, as only God or the demons
could have it and human beings only on the basis of special revelation. Alongside this
series of thoughts stands a second, closely related one, which is speci(cally related to

!Wrede published this self-review (Selbstanzeige) of Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien in Die
ChristlicheWelt, Nr. )*, Aug. "", !%#!, &#$–&#+. I have translated it from the German text published in H.
Rollmann andW. Zager, eds, “Unverö,entlische Briefe WilliamWredes zur Problematisierung des messian-
ischen Selbstverständnisses Jesu,” ZNThG/JHMTh & ("##!): "’*-)"", here )#)-)#$. For the English transla-
tion, I have provided it with a descriptive title. Hans Rollmann andWerner Zager give it the title “[William
Wrede, Selbstanzeige: DasMessiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien].” TheGerman term Selbstanzeige could also
be translated with “self-announcement.”
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the disciples. They continually receive from Jesus the highest revelations, but they re-
main completely obtuse and blind toward them. Their understanding of Jesus – it is
implied – likewise begins only with the resurrection. These views cannot be regarded
as historical pieces of information. Rather, they are later ideas about the life of Jesus
that arose in the Christian community. I claim this not merely in general, but I seek to
prove in every individual point I investigate that the relevant pieces of information are
not trustworthy. This demonstration has its own value. It is, however, not an end in
itself but only support and supplement for the demonstration thatMark really has the
view ascribed to him.My leading interest is indeed de"ned by this positive aspect. This
is roughly the "rst fundamental section.

The second section shows howMark’s view is blurred ormodi"ed by his successors
Matthew and Luke, and yet especially how in the Gospel that is farthest from the life
of Jesus, i.e., in John, a view is present that has close points of contact to that of Mark:
here too the knowledge of the disciples has its starting point in the resurrection.

The third section asks about the emergence of the two ideas found in Mark. The
idea that Jesus hides his messiahship until the resurrection is derived from the demon-
strably available old view that the resurrection "rstmakes Jesus the Messiah. The idea
that the disciples were completely without understanding during the earthly life of Je-
sus is a re#ection of the historical fact that the real disciples were conscious of having
come to an entirely new understanding of Jesus through the appearances of the risen
one. While the question of whether Jesus himself wanted to be theMessiah is touched
upon, it is not brought to a conclusion.

The whole book stands in sharp opposition to the method followed by the majori-
ty of contemporary critics. I hope, however, that I have not transgressed the limits of a
polemic that is interested purely in the subjectmatter. A special subsidiary aim is to un-
settle the dominant view ofMark. The plan that people "nd in his presentation and in
which people perceive a good knowledge of the course of Jesus’ life does not exist. And
although no judgment ismade about the value of thematerial that is not touched upon
in the investigation, it nevertheless follows that in his overall presentation the evangelist
already no longer possesses a real view of the actual conditions of the life of Jesus.

Breslau W.Wrede

Bibliography

Rollmann, H., and W. Zager, eds. “Unverö$entlichte Briefe William Wredes zur Problematisierung
des messianischen Selbstverständnisses Jesu,” ZNThG/JHMTh % (!&&’): !()–*!!.
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Letter to Adolf von Harnack on Jesus as Messiah and
Paul as a New Beginning

WilliamWrede!

Translated by
Wayne Coppins

Breslau XIII Goethestr. !"
Jan ", !&#$

Esteemed friend!
I wanted to answer your third card – for which I am sincerely thankful – immediately,
but I could not ’nd the time. I feel, however, compelled now to reply to it with a few
words.

As a matter of fact, I am not at all far from the formulations in your Dogmenge-
schichte, vol. !," pp. (&–&# [ET = &%–&)].% However, on p. (( [ET = &"], I would make

!The original copy of this letter fromWilliamWrede to Adolf vonHarnack can be found in theNachlass
of Adolf von Harnack, which is held in the Berlin State Library – Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation
(Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz). I have translated this letter from the excellent Ger-
man edition published in H. Rollmann and W. Zager, eds., “Unverö*entliche Briefe William Wredes zur
Problematisierung des messianischen Selbstverständnisses Jesu,” ZNThG/JHMTh ( ("##!), "+)–%"", here
%!$–!+. I have also incorporated (and sometimes supplemented) the information that Rollmann and Zager
provide in their footnotes. Rollmann and Zager assign this letter the title [Brief William Wredes an Adolf
Harnack, Berlin]. I have given the English translation a title that highlights two of the most noteworthy fea-
tures of its content – namely, what Wrede says about Jesus as the Messiah and what he says about Paul as a
new beginning. For two contrasting appraisals of the nature and signi’cance ofWrede’s messianic reconside-
ration in this letter, seeRollmann andZager, “Unverö*entliche Briefe,” "+)–(", esp. "+&–(#, andM.Hengel
and A. M. Schwemer, Jesus and Judaism, ed. W. Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans. W. Coppins, BMSEC +
(Waco: BaylorUniversity Press, "#!&), !&,–&+, $"+, $%+. Cf. alsoM.Hengel, “Zur historischeRückfrage nach
Jesus vonNazareth: Überlegungen nach der Fertigstellung eines Jesusbuch,” inGespräch über Jesus: Papst Be-
nedikt XVI. imDialog mitMartin Hengel, Peter Stuhlmacher und seinen Schüler in Castelgandolfo !""#, ed.
P. Kuhn (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!#), !–"&, here "%; J. Schröter, From Jesus to the New Testament: Early
Christian Theology and the Origin of the New Testament Canon, ed.W. Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans.W.
Coppins, BMSEC ! (Waco: Baylor University Press, "#!%), !#).

"A. von Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, vol. !: Die Entstehung der kirchlichen Dogmas (Frei-
burg am Breisgau: Mohr, !(&)); ET = A. von Harnack, History of Dogma, vol. !, translated from the third
German edition by N. Buchanan (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, !&#!).

%Cf., e.g., Harnack,Dogmengeschichte, (& (cf. Harnack,History of Dogma, &%): “The cruci’ed and risen
Christ became the midpoint of his [sc. Paul’s] theology, and yet not only the midpoint, but also the only
source and ruling principle. For him this Christ was not Jesus of Nazareth, the exalted, but the mighty per-
sonal spiritual being in divine form who had lowered himself for a time, and who as Spirit has broken up
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a new sectional division with Paul after the "rst signi"cant transition from Jesus to the
community of Christ-believers. I "nd the di#erence vis-à-vis your presentation inWe-
sen des Christentums (Lecture X) to be stronger and to some extent strong.!

By the way, I understand very well that from a certain point of view one can and
may say that all di#erences as they enter history are husks and clothes. What ultima-
tely matters are a few simple truths and sentiments, and vis-à-vis philosophy, materia-
lism, pantheism, Buddhism, etc., Paul and Jesus also belong together. This, however,
appears to me as a "nal value judgment about things in which the historical connecti-
ons are actually completely unimportant to us, in which the thought of continuity and
development recedes. From this standpoint, Luther and Thomas or Bernhard as well
as Augustine and Schleiermacher also belong together. If, however, we ask about the
historical relationship between two such entities, then I think the di#erences become
signi"cant, and vis-à-vis Jesus Paul will then appear to me not as interpreter and con-
tinuator but as a fundamentally new beginning, only hidden through the fact that the
second believes himself to be the proclaimer and interpreter of the "rst.

The Christianity of history appears to me like a great conglomerate formation in
which somethingnewalways begins and transitions to transitions canbe observed from
all sides. The foothills that are most distant from the core of the original bedrock hard-
ly still show a similarity (I am thinking, for example, of rationalism and Greek mona-
sticism) and show no greater similarity – apart from the purely external bond of the
veneration of the same person – than that shows, in terms of chemical composition,
with certain component parts of other buildings that emerged in a similar way (such
as Islam). They are as far from one another as two di#erent religions of roughly the sa-
me level or, alternatively, as a religion from a form of philosophy. Themetaphor breaks
down, for in the world of rocks these organic transitions do not exist as they can be seen
in historical formations. But one can indeed imagine for a moment a conglomerate as
an animate and organically growing thing. I am convinced that you will not reject this
perspective. Tome, our di#erence appears to lie in the fact that in Paul I already "nd an
approach that is characterized by a predominantly deviating chemical composition and
that this approach then introduces an abundance of formations that, despite all distinc-
tives and deviations, are, nevertheless, related to this approach and not to the original
bedrock.

I ammore inclined than earlier to believe that Jesus regarded himself as designated
to be the Messiah. To be sure, it necessarily came along with this that those who ve-
nerated him as such incorporated an aspect into their religion that did not belong to
his religion or had an entirely di#erent meaning there. (For my part, however, I doubt
that Jesus was “Son of God” in the speci"c sense suggested by you.) Certainly, existing

the world of the law, sin, and death, and from now on overcomes them in believers.” On this, see W.Wrede,
Paulus, RV $/%–& (Halle an der Saale: Gebauer-Schwetschke Verlag, $’(!), %)–&*, *’–’+, $()–$(&; ET = W.
Wrede, Paul, trans. E. Lummis (London: Philip Green, $’(+), *%–$$%, $%%–&’, $+&–*,.

!See A. von Harnack,DasWesen des Christentums. Sechzehn Vorlesungen von Studierenden aller Fakul-
täten imWintersemester !"##/!#$$ an der Universität Berlin gehalten von Adolf Harnack (Leipzig: Heinrichs,
$’((); ET = A. von Harnack,What is Christianity? Lectures Delivered in the University of Berlin during the
Winter Term !"##/!#$$, trans. T. B. Saunders, ,nd revised ed. (London: Williams and Norgate, $’(,).
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ideas about the Messiah also now joined themselves easily with the impression of the
person. But that would nevertheless be a displacement, even if it adapted itself in the
most naturalmanner. Even if they should be nothingmore than the simple re%ex of the
impression of the person of Jesus, they would still introduce a new aspect that made its
own impact and drewnew ideas to itself. Thus, the primitive community surely already
represents a new formation with respect to Jesus, even if it has also grown up so natu-
rally. To me, however, Paul, in turn, appears to represent a powerful step beyond the
primitive community (which you do not in general deny) in the fact that he detaches
faith from the human person of Jesus, is not decisively shaped by its distinctive piety,
takes up ideas of a di&erent origin to a very di&erent degree than the primitive com-
munity, and uses them to grasp the person. Since these ideas predominate in him and
’ll what is shared with the primitive community with a new spirit, I cannot acknow-
ledge him as an interpreter and continuator of Jesus in the sense that one is otherwise
accustomed to use these predicates in history. However, I vividly feel what a poor thing
paper is, at least for me, and how much easier it would be to come, if not to an agree-
ment, then indeed to a clari’cation of the di&erences if I could sit next to you for a few
minutes and the counter-speech could be sparked o& by the speech!

I wish you all the best for the new year! May your work bear rich fruit!

Warmly Yours,

W.Wrede
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The Commandment of Love for Enemies
in Matt $.&’–&( and Its Early Jewish Context

Matthias Konradt

Translated by
Wayne Coppins!

The commandment of love for enemies handed down inMatt $.&& and Luke )."%–"(,
’$ is undoubtedly one of the most striking forms that the commandment of love for
neighbor took in ancient Judaism. There is amagnus consensus that we are dealing with
authentic Jesus material here." More than that, the commandment of love for enemies
is generally regarded as the peak statement of the ethics of Jesus.’ Its history of inter-
pretation is characterized to a not insigni*cant degree by Christian claims to superio-
rity vis-à-vis Judaism. Here, the ethical claim is said to soar to something outrageously
new, which is foreign to both Judaism and the rest of Greco-Roman antiquity.& Howe-

!For theGerman version of the present essay, seeM.Konradt, “DasGebot der Feindesliebe inMt $.&’–&(
und sein früjüdische Kontext,” in Ahavah: Die Liebe Gottes im Alten Testament, ed. M. Oeming, ABIG $$
(Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, "#!(), ’&+–(+. See also note ( below. Cf. now also M. Konradt, Ethik
imNeuen Testament, GNT & (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, "#""), &"–&$, "%#–($, $’&.

"Cf., e.g., D. Lührmann, “Liebet eure Feinde,” ZThK (!+%"): &!"–’(, here &!" (“with the greatest cer-
tainty that exegetical scholarship is able to claim”); J. Piper, ‘Love your Enemies’. Jesus’ Love Command in the
Synoptic Gospels and in the Early Christian Paraenesis: A History of the Tradition and Interpretation of its
Uses, MSSNTS ’( (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, !+%+), ! (“‘Love your enemies!’ is one of the few
sayings of Jesus, the authenticity of which is not seriously questioned by anyone”); H. Merklein, Die Got-
tesherrschaft als Handlungsprinzip. Untersuchung zur Ethik Jesu, ’rd ed., FzB ’& (Würzburg: Echter, !+(&),
"’#; H.-W. Kuhn, “Das Liebesgebot Jesu als Tora und als Evangelium. Zur Feindesliebe und zur christlichen
und jüdischen Auslegung der Bergpredigt,” inVomUrchristentum zu Jesus (Festschrift für J. Gnilka), ed. H.
Frankemölle and K. Kertelge (Freiburg im Breisgau:Herder, !+(+), !+&–"&#, here """–"&; as well as G. Thei-
ßen and A. Merz,Der historische Jesus: eine Einführung (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, !++)), ’&%;
G. Theißen andA.Merz,Werwar Jesus? Der erinnerte Jesus in historischer Sicht (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck&
Ruprecht, "#"’), ’$( (“TheQ-tradition on love for enemies reworked inMatt $.’(–&( and Luke )."%–’) [is]
generally [regarded] in its core as authentic”); cf. G. Theißen and A. Merz, The Historical Jesus: A Compre-
hensive Guide, trans. J. Bowden (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, !++(), ’+!. Contrast, however, J. Sauer, “Tra-
ditionsgeschichtliche Erwägungen zu den synoptischen und paulinischen Aussagen über Feindesliebe und
Wiedervergeltungsverzicht,” ZNW %) (!+($): !–"(.

’See, e.g., T. Söding, Nächstenliebe. Gottes Gebot als Verheißung und Anspruch (Freiburg im Breisgau:
Herder, "#!$), !(): “The level of notoriety is not deceptive: love for enemies is the peak statement of the
ethics of Jesus (der Spitzensatz der Ethik Jesu).”

&For an example from the recent history of interpretation, seeM.Reiser, “Love of Enemies in theContext
of Antiquity,” NTS &% ("##!): &!!–"%, here &"’, who states with respect to Jesus’ commandment of love
for enemies and the renunciation of retaliation: “By these recommendations Jesus unmistakably positions
himself as an opponent of all accepted tradition and social teaching of both Jewish and Greek provenance.”
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ver, in the wake of Christian theology’s reconsideration of its relationship to Judaism,
the opposite phenomenon can also be observed in the literature – namely, the e"ort
to deny any speci#c emphasis to Jesus’ commandment of love for enemies. Here, it is
not regarded as su$cient to place the commandment of love for enemies in its Old
Testament-early Jewish context and carefully sketch out its contours against this back-
ground; rather, it is %attened out into this context.&

Thus, in the analysis of the commandment of love for enemies, the exegete or histo-
rian of ancient Judaism and emerging Christianity walks upon a charged terrain. This,
of course, should spur historical critical scholarship even more to analyze the #ndings,
as far as possible, sine ira et studio, especially since it must be kept in mind that even if a
speci#c pro#le of Jesus’ commandment of love for enemies were to emerge, this would
by no means determine eo ipso whether or to what extent an ethical advance would be
given with the radical understanding of agape as love for enemies.’

In what follows, I will #rst survey the tradition-historical #ndings and focus espe-
cially on the early Jewish exegesis of Exod ().*–& and the reception of the love com-
mandment in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Due to limitations of space, I
will bracket out non-JewishGreco-Roman ethical traditions, even though there would
also be some interesting texts to discuss from this broader context, such as Epictetus’
statement about the Cynic philosopher, who lets himself be beaten like a donkey and
must still love (!¨΅ . . . ῭%·¨΅΄) those who beat him, as a father of all, as a brother (Diatr.
).((.&*),+ or Plutarch’s short tractate on the question of how a person can pro#t from
their enemies (De capienda ex inimicis utilitate,Mor. !’B–,(F). Following the survey
of the early Jewish traditions of love for enemies, I will turn to Jesus’ commandment of

&For example, according to A. Strotmann, Der historische Jesus: eine Einführung, )rd ed. (Paderborn:
Schöningh, (-.,), .&’, “the Jesuanic commandment of love for enemies and the renunciation of retaliati-
on (Matt &.)!–*! par Luke ’.(+–)’) are already contained in Lev .,..!, ))–)*, only with the di"erence that
the term ‘enemy’ is lacking. . . . The usual claim that Jesus expanded, radicalized, and universalized the com-
mandment of love for neighbor through the commandment of love for foreigners and love for enemies is
therefore by no means justi#ed.” Similarly, W. Stegemann, Jesus und seine Zeit, BE[S] .- (Stuttgart: Kohl-
hammer, (-.-), (,. notes that “The exhortation to love one’s enemy adds, as it were, only the explicit term
‘enemy’ to the commandment of love for neighbor from the Torah, but not the subject matter itself.” See
further, e.g., the criticism of the “Christian compulsion to make claims of superiority” in W. Stegemann,
“Kontingenz undKontextualität dermoralischenAussagen Jesu. Plädoyer für eineNeubesinnung auf die so
genannte Ethik Jesu,” in Jesus in neuenKontexten, ed.W. Stegemann, B.J.Maline, andG. Theißen (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, (--(), .’+–!*: .+)–+’.

’For the psychological, political, and theological reservations that would need to be discussed here, see
the concise overview in Söding,Nächstenliebe, (-–(+.

+In Epictetus, the basis of this instruction is the sovereign autarchy of the wise person, who does not let
himself be touched by external things (cf. M. Billerbeck, Epiktet. Vom Kynismus, PhAnt )* [Leiden: Brill,
.,+!], ..,) and correspondingly cannot be a"ectedby any insult or the like (cf. Epictetus,Diatr. ).((..--). On
Epictetus and the thematically relevant texts of Seneca, see the concise overview in Piper, ‘Love your Enemies,’
(.–(+; see further, e.g., Cicero, O". ..(&.!!: “Neither must we listen to those who think that one should
indulge in violent anger against one’s political enemies and imagine that such is the attitude of a great-spirited,
brave man. For nothing is more commendable, nothing more becoming in a pre-eminently great man than
courtesy and forbearance”; trans. W. Miller, LCL )-, !,).
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love for enemies – more speci&cally, to its reception inMatt $.’(–’).)

!. Early Jewish Traditions of Love for Enemies

!.! The Reception and Interpretation of Exod "#.$–% in Early Judaism

If we inquire into the Old Testament and early Jewish backgrounds of the command-
ment of love for enemies, then it must, as is well known, &rst be noted that while the
syntagma “love your enemies” is not attested prior to the Jesus tradition, it is possible,
with Exod "(.’–$ and Prov "$."!, to adduce two Old Testament texts in which good
conduct toward the enemy is called for in a concrete way. According to Exod "(.’–$,
one is to bring back the enemy’s stray ox or donkey and to assist the adversary in helping
up his donkey that is lying under its burden. Proverbs "$."!–"" exhorts one to give the
hungry or thirsty enemy bread to eat or water to drink (cf., further, Prov "’.!*–!)).%

Proverbs "$."! is not only quotedbyPaul inRom !"."#but also&nds an early Jewish
echo in T. Job *.!!.!# More important, however, is the reception of Exod "(.’–$, which
is attested multiple times in early Jewish writings. Fourth Maccabees ".!’ explains that
“reason, through the law, can prevail even over enmity” and, in addition to not cut-
ting down the cultivated trees of enemies in war (cf. Deut "#.!%–"#!!), it mentions,
as another example, “rescuing the (stray) animal of the personal enemy from ruin and

)With the following remarks, I develop further considerations that I &rst presented in a lecture in the
context of a lecture series organized by the theological faculty of the university of Bern on April "%, "##(:
“(K)einEndederGewalt? –TheologischePerspektiven” (publishedunder the title “‘. . .damit ihr Söhne eures
Vaters im Himmel werdet.’ Erwägungen zur ‘Logik’ von Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe in Mt $,()–’),”
in Gewalt wahrnehmen – von Gewalt heilen. Theologische und religionswissenschaftliche Perspektiven, ed. W.
Dietrich andW. Lienemann [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, "##’], *#–%", and in an expanded and revised version
in M. Konradt, Studien zum Matthäusevangelium, ed. A. Euler, WUNT ($) [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
"#!+], (’)–)#). Individual dependencies on the remarks there or borrowings will not be speci&ed in detail
in what follows.

%See, however, the di,erent sapiential advice in Sir !".$aLXX: “Treat the humble well, and do not give to
an impious person; hold back loaves of bread, and do not give to him, lest by them he prevail over you; for
you will get twice as many bad things for all the good things you might do for him” (trans. B. G. Wright in
NETS). For Sir !", see also note !#* below.

!#Josephus, in the framework of his epitome of the law inAg. Ap. ".!%#–"!), in the section on obligations
to foreigners ("."#%–"!"), explains that “Wemust furnish &re, water, food to all who ask for them” ("!!; trans.
H. S. T. Thackeray, LCL !)+, (*%). It cannot, however, be discerned that Prov "$."! speci&cally stands in the
background here, especially since the explicit concretization to the enemy is lacking (conduct toward enemies
is &rst thematized at the end of Ag. Ap. "."!! and unpacked further in "."!", though there speci&cally with
reference to the enemies in war ["!!: !¨΅῭ %·΄῭ !·()*+·,῭]). Furthermore, quite similar speci&cations to those
in Josephus, Ag. Ap. "."!! are also found in Philo,Hypoth. *.+ – namely, as an explication of -.¨/0/ 123 4/5
67*8*/. What stands in the background here is the common Greek ethic, which was traditionally combined
with Buzygian imprecations (cf. Philo,Hypoth. *.)); cf. M. Küchler, FrüjüdischeWeisheitstraditionen: zum
FortgangweisheitlichenDenkens imBereichdes frühjüdischen Jahweglaubens, OBO "+ (Freiburg, Switzerland:
Universitätsverlag, !%*%), ""%–(#.

!!On the early Jewish reception of Deut "#.!%–"#, cf. Philo, Spec. ’.""+–""%, Virt. !$#–!$’; Josephus,
Ant. ’."%%; Ag. Ap. "."!".



!" Matthias Konradt

helping it to get back on its feet if it collapses (under its burden).”!# The interpretation
of Exod #$.%–& in Ps.-Phoc. !%"–!%# is rendered di’cult by the problem that theGreek
text in line !%! is “hopelessly corrupt.”!$ Line !%", “But if a beast of (your) enemy falls
on the way, help it to rise,”!% clearly makes recourse to Exod #$.&. If one follows the
conjecture of Bernays for line !%!,!& an allusion to Exod #$.%would be present there: an
animal that has gone astray is not to be left to itself. In this case, line !%# would follow
in a sensible way, and !%"–!%# would result in a thematically coherent unit,!( for line
!%#would then furnish the recourse to Exod #$.%–&with a look to a social e)ect of the
good conduct toward the animal of an enemy: “It is better to make a gracious friend
instead of an enemy.”

Exodus #$.%–& experienced an in-depth reception in the exegetical works of Philo.!*
InDe virtutibus !!(–!#", i.e., toward the end of his commentary work called Expositio
legis,!+ Philo adduces Exod #$.& and #$.% (in this order; cf. Ps.-Phoc.!%"–!%!!) as ad-
ditional examples for commandments that aim at gentleness (!¨΅῭%·΄() in interaction
with one another (Virt. !!().!, The overarching context is the detailed discussion of
philanthropy as a de-ning basic value of the Mosaic legislation (Virt. &!–!*%). In this
context, Philo thematizes, amongother things, the benevolent conduct toward enemies
that is commanded by the Torah (!",–!#"). Here, the commandments in Exod #$.%–&
serve as one attestation for this. FromExod #$.&Philo draws the teaching –which is ini-

!#English translation of theGerman translation ofH.-J.Klauck, !. Makkabäerbuch, JSHRZIII/( (Güter-
soh: Mohn, !,+,), (,*–,+.

!$P. W. van der Horst, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides, SVTP % (Leiden: Brill, !,*+), #"*.
!%Trans. P. W. van der Horst, OTP #, &*,. Subsequent translations of Ps.-Phoc. are also taken from van

der Horst’s translation in OTP #, &(&–+#.
!&See J. Bernays, Ueber das Phokylideische Gedicht. Ein Beitrag zur hellenistischen Litteratur (Berlin: W.

Hertz, !+&(), $#–$$. The change of)῭*·%+ to)*·%+ and the replacement of the verb ,-./0΅1(with 2-30΅1( at the
end are signi-cant (on this, cf. the critical review in J. Thomas, Der jüdische Phokylides. Formgeschichtliche
Zugänge zu Pseudo-Phokylides und Vergleich mit der neutestamentlichen Paränese, NTOA #$ [Göttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, !,,#], !*#; for additional proposed conjectures, see van der Horst, The Sentences
of Pseudo-Phocylides, #"*–#"+).

!(This could, conversely, be regarded as an indication that the text in line !%! is corrupt and must be cor-
rected. Cf. Thomas,Der jüdische Phokylides, !**: “The saying about the help for the fallen beast (of burden)
of the hostile neighbor is, down to the wording 4.56/4΅4·78%(, 59+./΅1῭΅/59+΅/΅῭΅:(, a (sapientially com-
pressed) reproduction of Exod #$.& (cf. Deut ##.%, there without hostile). Evaluated from this perspective,
the hope for the transformation of an enemy into a friend in v. !%# is such a -tting addition that it would have
been di’cult to leave the verse between in v. !%! without a connection to this.” In this vein, see also already
Bernays,Ueber das Phokylideische Gedicht, $$; see further G. M. Zerbe,Non-Retaliation in Early Jewish and
New Testament Texts. Ethical Themes in Social Contexts, JSPES !$ (She’eld: JSOT Press), !,,$, *"–*!.

!*Josephus, in his paraphrase of the Torah in Ant. %.#*&, refers back to Exod #$.%–& in connection with
the related passage in Deut ##.% and in the course of doing so deletes the reference to the enemy.

!+On the Expositio Legis, cf. M. Böhm, Rezeption und Funktion der Vätererzählungen bei Philo von
Alexandrien. Zur Zusammenhang von Kontext, Hermeneutik und Exegese im frühen Judentum, BZNW
!#+ (Berlin: de Gruyter, #""&), !!(–##; P. Borgen, “Philo of Alexandria,” in Jewish Writings of the Second
Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Writings, Philo, Josephus, ed. M. E. Stone,
CRINT #.# (Assen: Van Gorcum, !,+%), #$$–%!. See further M. Konradt, “Tora undNaturgesetz. Interpre-
tatio graeca und universaler Geltungsanspruch der Mosetora bei Philo von Alexandrien,” in Juden in ihrer
Umwelt. Akkulturation des Judentums in Antike und Mittelalter, ed. M. Konradt and R. C. Schwingen
(Basel: Schwabe, #"",), ,"–!",.

!,Cf. previouslyVirt. (+%,) !", and subsequently in the tractate on the virtues also !#!, !$%, !++.
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tially formulated negatively – “that we should not rejoice over the misfortune of those
who hate us,” since schadenfreude (!¨΅῭%΅·΄(%()%"#) is said to be “a feeling of implaca-
ble wrath” (*%·+,-.΅ ¨/012). Philo is thus concerned to reject a vice that is incompat-
ible with a virtuous character. Put di%erently, also in relation to the enemy, virtuous
conduct cannot be suspended. Commenting on the commandment in Exod "&.’, that
one must return the stray animal of the enemy, Philo then points out the positive con-
sequences of a benevolent conduct toward the enemy. On the one hand, he seeks to
motivate the action with the bene(t to oneself that the virtuous person draws from his
good conduct, for the one who takes care of the animal of his enemy gains “the greatest
andmost valuable thing in thewhole world, a noble deed” – and thus farmore than the
“enemy,” who receives back only an “irrational animal” (!!)). On the other hand, anal-
ogous to Ps.-Phoc. !’#–!’", Philo also considers a possible interpersonal gain, since “a
dissolution of the enmity” follows such a deed “quite necessarily” (!!*)."! With this in-
tention, thus Philo continues, Exod "&.’–$ stands exemplarily for the whole Torah, for
it aims in general at “unanimity, community spirit, like-mindedness, and harmony of
character” (!!+). In the organization of the tractateDe virtutibus, the interpretation of
Exod "&.’–$ inVirt. !!,–!"# is assigned, as noted above, to the explication of the virtue
of philanthropy (3΅4%.0·5¨)%). It (ts this observation that in the following subsection
on the commandments on slaves, ΄62 7,΄·89-9% (Virt. !!,) is expanded to ΄62 7,΄·89-9%
!¨΅ ῭%·¨΄()*+,¨΄ (Virt. !"!), which underscores the closeness of 7,΄·89-2 to philan-
thropy.""

There is also an interpretation of Exod "&.’–$ in Philo’s commentary workQuaes-
tiones et Solutiones (QE ".!!–!"). As justi(cation for the commandment of Exod "&.’,

"#This vice occurs in Philo also in the long vice catalogue in Sacr. &" (cf. furtherAgr. +&). On !¨΅῭%΅·΄(%()%
(schadenfreude), cf. Aristotle, Eth. nic. ".,.!* (!!#)a+–!*) in the framework of his comments on ,΄:89-2:
“Not every action or emotion however admits of the observance of a due mean. Indeed the very names of
some directly imply evil, for instance malice (!¨΅῭%΅·΄(%()%), shamelessness, envy, and, of actions, adultery,
theft, murder. All these and similar actions and feelings are blamed as being bad in themselves; it is not the
excess or de(ciency of them that we blame. It is impossible therefore ever to go right in regard to them – one
must always be wrong. . .” (trans. H. Rackham, LCL )&, +)). As in Philo, schadenfreude (!¨΅῭%΅·΄(%()%) and
envy (308.12) appear alongside each other (on the connection between envy and schadenfreude, see further
Aristotle, Eth. nic. ".).!$ [!!#*b!–,]; Plutarch, Cohib. ira !$ [Mor. ’,&a]; Curios. , [Mor. $!*c]). On this,
cf. W. T. Wilson, Philo of Alexandria, On Virtues, Philo of Alexandria Commentary Series & (Leiden: Brill,
"#!!), "),–)).

"!On this motif of Entfeindung (de-enemization) in early Jewish texts, see, in addition to Ps.-Phoc. !’",
also Let. Aris. ""). This motif also occurs elsewhere in Hellenistic ethics. For example, Diogenes Laertius,
Vit. Phil. *."& attributes toPythagoras the view that interpersonal interactions should be con(gured in such a
way that “onedoesnotmake friends into enemies but rather enemies into friends” (·44῾41΅2 0’ =,΅4΄᾿.,;2 91῟2
,Α. 3)41Β2 !῭0·1῟2 ,῝ ¨1΅Δ:%΅, 91῟2 Ε’ !῭0·1῟2 3)41Β2 !·Φ/:%:0%΅). In Plutarch’sApophthegmata Laconica, the
following saying is attributed to the Spartan kingAriston: “When someone praised themaximofCleomenes,
who, when he was asked what a good king must do, said, ‘To do good to the friends, but evil to the enemies,’
he (Ariston) said, ‘Howmuch better it is, friend, to do good to our friends, but tomake enemies into friends”
(Apopthegmata LaconicaAriston ! [Mor. "!*a]). See also Seneca, Ep. +$.,& (trans. R.M. Gummere, LCL )),
+)), “Furthermore, when we advise a man to regard his friends as highly as himself, to re-ect that an enemy
may become a friend, to stimulate love in the friend, and to check hatred in the enemy, we add: ‘This is just
and honorable.’”

""For this combination, cf. Philo, Cher. !++; Spec. ".)+; ’.!*, "’; Virt. !**; as well as Josephus, Ag. Ap.
"."!&.
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Philo points again to the virtue of gentleness (!¨΅῭%·΄(), which #nds expression in this
commandment (".!!). Second, the vice of greed is fended o$ through the command-
ment. Third, Philo makes recourse again to the positive social consequences of the ac-
tion. The return of the animal removes quarrels, paves the way for reconciliation, and
serves peace. The recipient will, “if he is not completely ungrateful, set aside the malice
that seeks vengeance” (".!!)."% In the line of questioning that is pursued here, special
attention should be given to the fact that Philo characterizes the return of the animal
in ".!! as a “work of love.” If we consider further that his exposition also includes the
motif of the removal of “the anger that seeks vengeance” and thus addresses the the-
matic nexus in which the love commandment is embedded in Lev !&.!’–!(, then it does
indeed appear plausible to regard Philo’s exposition as inspired by Lev !&.!’–!(.") The
previously presented #nding that the interpretation of Exod "%.)–* inVirt. !!+–!", ex-
plicates the virtue of philanthropy #ts this harmoniously.

!." The Interpretation of Lev !#.!$–!% in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs

With respect to the early Jewish reception of the love commandment from Lev !&.!(,
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs is the most important reference text for the
line of inquiry pursued here. In their extant form, the Testaments are a Christian writ-
ing. Nevertheless, against the Netherland school formed around Martinus de Jonge,"*
it is necessary to uphold the older majority position that it is an originally Jewish writ-
ing that has merely undergone a Christian revision"+ and that its content can be drawn

"%The insertion “if he is not completely ungrateful” points, however, to the fact that there is no guarantee
of this for the person who does good. Sir !".!–’ draws from this the consequence and admonishes with
sapiential caution that the evildoer should not be considered as a recipient of good deeds (on this, see note
!,’ below).

")Thus Zerbe, Non-Retaliation, +%–+). Analogous to this, in the compound word )*῭+¨΄,- in Philo,
Virt. !!+, it may be possible to hear an allusion to Lev !&.!(, to the prohibition against bearing a grudge (./
¨΄,-΅0( ·.0( 12.0( ·.3 4*.3 5.1).

"*See, e.g., M. de Jonge, Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament as Part of Christian Literature: The Case of
the Twelve Patriarchs and theGreek Life ofAdamandEve (Leiden: Brill, ",,%), +&–!’’ and on the paraenesis,
in particular, e.g., p. !*%: “To do full justice to the Testaments, it seems to me, we have to treat the paraenesis
found in them as early Christian.” Cf. the conclusion of M. de Jonge, “The Paränese in den Schriften des
Neuen Testaments und in den Testamenten der Zwölf Patriarchen. Einige Überlegungen,” inNeues Testa-
ment und Ethik (Festschrift für R. Schnackenburg), ed. H. Merklein (Freiburg: Herder, !&(&), *%(–*,, here
**,: “We can never rule out the possibility that a certain ethical passage has been adjusted to the Christian
views of the author of the writing in its #nal form.” In this connection, see also the study of J. R. Davila,The
Provenance of the Pseudepigrapha: Jewish, Christian, or Other?, JSJ.S !,* (Leiden: Brill), ",,*.

"+On this, see M. Konradt, "Testamente der zwölf Patriarchen," RAC %! (","%): !!++–!!(! and D. A. De-
Silva, “The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs as Witnesses to Pre-Christian Judaism: A Re-Assessment,”
JSPE (",!%), "!–+(, who, as the result of his detailed discussion a-rms that “there are su-cient text-critical
and literary-critical grounds to certify the fact of Christian glossing and expanding, if not the precise extent.
There are also su-cient traditional-critical grounds for a-rming that the Testaments is better explained as a
Jewish text that was later adapted to Christian interests than an original Christian composition” (+’). The
question of whether the Testaments are Diaspora-Jewish or Palestinian-Jewish in origin is likewise contro-
versial. On this, see the concise overview in J. J. Collins, Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity in the
Hellenistic Diaspora (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ",,,), !’+–’’.
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upon for early Jewish ethical instruction. In his dissertation on Lev !&.!’, Hans-Peter
Mathys advanced the pointed thesis that the Old Testament commandment in its orig-
inal context is in substance already a “commandment of love for enemies”"( insofar as
it is related to the thematization of the “interaction with the brother who has become
guilty” in its immediate context in !&.!(–!’."’ In the Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs this reference point of the love commandment in Lev !&.!(–!’, which Mathys
emphasizes, is taken up in detail and developed further. The Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs provide fabricated farewell discourses for the twelve sons of Jacob, in which
they, starting from their own life experiences, teach their descendants proper conduct
in the vein of the commandments or warn them against morally corrupt conduct and
its consequences."& Corresponding to the narrative of Genesis, the action of the broth-
ers toward Joseph and Joseph’s conduct toward his brothers receives a lot of attention.
For the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, it is characteristic that Joseph’s conduct
toward his brothers is interpreted in the light of the love commandment. Joseph ap-
pears as a model of forgiving love. The Joseph story is, so to speak, con)gured into a
narrative exegesis of the love commandment.

The point of connection is especially the dialogue between Joseph and
his brothers after the death of their father Jacob in Genesis $#.!$–"!. Due
to the brothers’ fear that Joseph could now bear a grudge (!¨΅῭%·΄·(῭))
against them and repay all the evil that they did to him, they say that their
father instructed them before his death to admonish Joseph to forgive
them. Joseph, however, has not even thought of taking revenge. They
had meant it for evil, but God made something good out of it, “namely,
to let a great people be kept alive” ($#."#). Joseph ends his words with the
encouragement and promise: “Therefore, have no fear; I will provide for
you and your children” ($#."!). The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
take up this aspect of the narrative and develop it.%#

Let us begin with Joseph’s own testament. While the )rst part of the Testament of
Joseph – after the initial scenic framework and the introductory song of thanksgiving

"(H.-P. Mathys, Liebe deinen Nächsten wie dich selbst. Untersuchungen zum altestamentlichen Gebot der
Nächstenliebe (Lev !",!#), OBO (! (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, !&’*), ’!. In this vein, see already
Piper, ‘Love your Enemies,’ %". See further M. Köckert, “Nächstenliebe – Fremdenliebe – Feindesliebe,” in
Mazel Tov. Interdisziplinäre Beiträge zum Verhältnis von Christentum und Judentum. Festschrift anlässlich
des $%. Geburtstages des Instituts Kirche und Judentum, ed. M.Witte andT. Pilger, SKINeue Folge ! (Leipzig:
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, "#!"), %!–$%, here %&–+!; Söding,Nächstenliebe, **–*’.

"’Mathys, Liebe deinen Nächsten, *(. A di,erent position is taken by F. Crüsemann, Die Tora. Theologie
und Sozialgeschichte des alttestamentlichen Gesetzes (Munich: Kaiser, !&&"), %(*. In vv. !!–!" the concern is
with property crimes. Vv. !%–!+ deal with the protection of the socially weak and physically disabled. Vv.
!$–!* thematizes conduct in court.

"&On the ethical instruction in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and the underlying anthropologi-
cal premises, see now S. Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch. Untersuchungen zum Verhältnis von Ethik und
Anthropologie in den Testamenten der Zwölf Patriarchen, BZNW "%" (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!’). Cf. also
Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, %(–%’.

%#See Zerbe,Non-Retaliation, !+%–++.
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(!."–#.$) – elaborates in various ways the attempt of Potiphar’s wife to seduce Joseph
(cf. Gen %&.’–#() and emphasizes Joseph’s unshakeable virtuousness in sexualibus
(#.’–!(."),%! the secondmain part is devoted to the solidarity that Joseph demonstrated
toward his brothers, despite their wicked conduct (!(.)–!*."). The short note in Gen-
esis about the event of the selling of Joseph in Gen %’.#*(, %$); %&.! is greatly expanded
by developing the aspect of Joseph’s conduct when he was being sold, which receives
no illumination in Genesis. Joseph does not place his interests in the foreground but
remains persistently silent about his origin (!(.$)%# or insists – in light of the fact that
the traders recognize from his appearance%% that he cannot be a slave – that he is indeed
the slave of the brothers who sold him (!!.#–%).%" Love is not yet explicitly spoken of
here. Rather, as Joseph’s motivation for action it states that he honored his brothers
(!¨΅῭%· ¨΄() *+,-.΄/) ῭΄0, !(.$), acted out of reverence for them (+12 ¨3 .45΄· 67¨8·,
!(.$), and, correspondingly, did not want to shame them (9·6 ῭: 6·῾=/·% ¨΄() *+,-.΄/)
῭΄0, !!.#). The connection to love soon becomes clear, however, when one considers
the fact that for the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs a signi+cant manifestation of
love consists in notmakingmisdeeds public in relation to a thirdparty (T.Gad".#–%; cf.
Prov !(.!#; !’.&; !Pet ".*) but in settling them solelywith the person a,ected (cf. T.Gad
$.%–’).%) With Joseph, the observance of the behavioral maxim to protect the brothers
from the exposure of their sin extends so far that he even accepts his enslavement, for
he does not make use of the presented opportunities to clarify the nature of the event
and his true identity.%$ Thus, T. Jos. !!."–!$.$ recounts that Joseph initially remained
more than three months with the merchant who handled the goods of the Ishmaelites,
whose household a,airs -ourished in this time under Joseph’s management, and that

%!On this, see in detail M. Braun, History and Romance in Greco-Roman Oriental Literature (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, !&%*), ""–&).

%#On Joseph’s silence about his origin or the conduct of his brothers, see also Philo, Ios. #"’–#"* (on this,
see notes %$ and %* below).

%%BuildingonGen %&.$, there is talk of Joseph’s beauty and aura also elsewhere in the early Jewish reception
of the Genesis story. See, e.g., Jos. As. $.!–"; Josephus, Ant. #.&, "!, and, in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs themselves, in T. Sim. ).!; T. Jos. !*.".

%"While in Gen %’.#$–#* Judas’ plan to sell Joseph to the Ishmaelites is thwarted by the fact that theMid-
ianite traders pass by, draw Joseph out of the cistern, and sell him (see J. Ebach, Genesis !"–#$, HThKAT
[Freiburg: Herder, #((’], !(!), which +ts with Joseph’s statement that he was stolen from the land of the
Hebrews in Gen "(.!), according to T. Gad #.% Joseph is sold to the Ishmaelites by Judah andGad (Josephus,
Ant. #.%#–%% also says that the brothers sold Joseph). Correspondingly, Joseph’s statement in T. Jos. !!.#, %,
that he is “their slave (+΄᾿-΄) !¨΅῭%)” refers to the brothers.

%)On this, see Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, %*!–"!#, here %&*–&&; Opferkuch, Der han-
delnde Mensch, #"!: Joseph’s “conduct is the opposite of the behavior of one who hates, as it is described in
T.Gad ".%: The hater recounts to others themisconduct of the onewho is hated, whereas Joseph keeps silent
about themisdeeds of the brothers.” In theGospel ofMatthew, a comparison can bemade toMatt !*.!)(–!’),
where Lev !&.!’–!* likewise stands in the background. On this, see Konradt, Studien zum Matthäusevan-
gelium, %&$–&&.

%$Themotif that Joseph keeps silent about the misdeed of his brothers is also found in Philo, Ios. #"’–"*,
#)(. There are, however, also signi+cant di,erences between Philo and the Testament of Joseph in the de-
velopment of the motif. On this, see D. T. Roth, “Shared Interpretive Traditions of Joseph’s ‘῾%.;΄῾/·῟’
and ‘Silence’ inDe Iosepho and the Testament of Joseph.” Journal of the Jesus Movement in its Jewish Setting !
(#(!"): )"–$*, here $)–$*.
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during this time the rumor that Joseph was stolen from the land of Canaan came up
and reached to thewife of Potiphar/Petephres,%& who already cast an eye on Joseph here
(!".!–%). The trader is confronted, but Joseph himself, under beatings, still claims to be
a slave and is therefore imprisoned until the Ishmaelites return and can be questioned
(!%.!–!’.(). The Ishmaelites have in themeantimeheardof Jacob’s grief and learned that
Joseph is “the son of a great man in the land of Canaan” (!$.!–"), so that they confront
Joseph– again –upon their return. Even now, however, Joseph continues to stick to his
version of the story so as not – as it says again – to shame his brothers (!¨΅ ῭% ΅·΄()¨*
+,-. /0123,). ῭,4, !$.%), after which the Ishmaelites )nally sell Joseph (!$.’–!(.(). The
Joseph novella of Genesis knows nothing of any of these events.%* Rather, it has Joseph
tell the cupbearer that he was stolen from the land of the Hebrews (Gen ’#.!$).%+ The
latter underscores even more the fact that the reshaping of the portrayal of Joseph in
T. Jos. !#.$–!*.’ is inspired by the aim of presenting Joseph as a paradigm of forgiving
love in the sense of Lev !+.!&–!*.

After the biographical retrospect, the paraenesis in T. Jos. !& initially takes up
Joseph’s forbearance in a summarizing manner (“See, children, how much I have en-
dured [567῭18¨΅’#] in order not to shame my brothers!”) and then, immediately build-
ing on this in v. ", exhorts them to love one another, which is interpreted, in corre-
spondence to the preceding biographical retrospect, in relation to their interactionwith
misdeeds: “And you, then, love one another and in forbearance conceal one another’s
misdeeds (9΅: 5῭1·. ,῾¨ /=΅6᾿+1 /22;2,4. 9΅: ῟¨ ῭΅9Α,Β4῭῝΅Δ ΄4=9Α)6+1+1 /22;2*¨ +Ε
῟2΅++Φ῭΅+΅)!” In the ,ow of T. Jos. it is thereby made explicit that Joseph’s silence
about his originmust be understood as an expression of his love for the brothers.’! The

%&T. Jos. follows the rendering of the name in the LXX:Γ1+13ΑΗ. (see Gen %&.%(; %+.!; T. Jos. !%.!, ’).
%*The haggadic embellishment of the Genesis narrative in T. Jos. !!–!( )nds a counterpart neither in

Jubilees nor in Josephus’ retelling inAnt. ". Jub %’.!!; %+." and Josephus,Ant. ".%+ note the selling of Joseph
only brie,y (cf. also L.A.B. *.+). Philo, Ios. "’&–"’*, by contrast, at least provides a short re,ection on the
fact that Joseph, during the time of his tribulation, was never tempted to disclose his real origin and thematize
the misconduct of his brothers before others (cf. H. W. Hollander, “The Ethical Character of the Patriarch
Joseph: A Study in the Ethics of The Testaments of the XII Patriarchs,” in Studies on the Testament of Joseph,
ed. G. W. E. Nickelsburg [Missoula: Scholars Press, !+&$], ’&–!#’, here &# and H. W. Hollander, Joseph as
an EthicalModel in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, SVTP ( [Leiden: Brill] !+*!, ’$).

%+However, the wrongdoing of the brothers is also not explicitly mentioned in Gen ’#.!$.
’#The use of the verb 56,῭7¨18¨ connects the second main part of the Testament of Joseph with the )rst.

More speci)cally, !&.! (!¨΅῭%·, %΄()*, +,-* .+΄/·0)*, !¨΅ ῭% 9΅+΅8΄()¨* +,-. /0123,). ῭,4) is on the whole
analogous to the introduction of the paraenesis after the )rst biographical retrospect (%.!–+.$) in !#.!: !¨΅῭%·
12), %΄()* /13, +,-* 9΅+1Α=ΙΘ1+΅8 Κ .+1/1)4 9΅: 6Α,΄14(% ῭1+Ε ¨Λ΄+1῝΅.. Moreover, the endurance (56,῭,¨;)
of Joseph was already spoken of in the prologue to %.!–+.$ in ".& (trans. H. C. Kee, OTP !:*!+): “In ten
testings he showed that I was approved, and in all of them I persevered, because perseverance is a powerful
medicine and endurance brings many good things (῟¨ 079΅ 618Α΅΄῭,·. 0Μ98῭Μ¨ ῭1 /¨7018Ν1, 9΅: ῟¨ 6᾿΄8¨ ΅Ο+,·.
῟῭΅9Α,Β)῭Λ΄΅Π Χ+8 ῭7=΅ 3ΙΑ῭΅9Μ¨ ῟΄+8¨ Κ ῭΅9Α,Β4῭῝΅, 9΅: 6,22Ε /=΅ΒΕ 0῝0*΄8¨ Κ 56,῭,¨;).”

’!Cf. D. J. Harrington, “Joseph in the Testament of Joseph, Pseudo-Philo and Philo,” in Studies on the
Testament of Joseph, ed. G. W. E. Nickelsburg, SCSt $ (Missoula: Scholars Press, !+&$), !"&–!%!, here !"*;
Hollander, “The Ethical Character of the Patriarch Joseph,” &!; Hollander, Joseph as an Ethical Model, ’(;
Roth, “Shared Interpretive Traditions,” (& (“T. Jos views Joseph’s silence as a demonstration of a kind and
good heart that exhibits love for others by concealing their misdeeds.”); Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch,
"%+–’!.
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admonition to conceal the misdeeds of one another in forbearance in !#.$b is a con-
cretization of the call to love one another.

Beyond this, the continuation of the instruction in the Testament of Joseph in-
dicates that love, alongside the interaction with the misdeeds of others carried by the
readiness to forgive, also includes the caritative dimension of acting for the well-being
of others and caring for them. Thus, Joseph appeals to the fact that he lovedhis brothers
to an even greater degree (!¨΅῭%%·΄(΅)* +,-!.%/ /0΄·1*) after the death of their father
and abundantly supplied them – to their amazement – with everything that their fa-
ther had commanded him%$ (!#.&, cf. Gen &’.$!). Concretely, this means not only help
in hardships (T. Jos. !#."a) but also that Joseph gave them everything that was in his
hand (v. "b) and that his land was also their land (v. #). In short, love, according to T.
Jos. !’.%–!(.%, is manifested not only in Joseph’s sel)ess interaction with the misdeeds
of his brothers, which takes adversity in stride and is ready to forgive, but also shows
itself after the reconciliation in the generous engagement with which Joseph made the
well-being of his brothers his ownbusiness. Moreover, with a view toMatt &.%%, itmust
also be noted that the motif of praying for one’s enemies also appears in the conclud-
ing paraenesis in T. Jos. !(.$: “And if someone wishes to do evil against you, you pray
through doing good for him (2/3 456 7(89 ΄῭* 2/2·!·῭:%/῭ ·῾=*, ·῾¨3* ΄᾿ ;,/7·!·῭῟/Α
¨Β῝¨%7¨ ·!Δ΅ /0΄·Ε)!”

In addition to the extensive elucidation in the Testament of Joseph, recourse to
Joseph’s exemplary love is also found in more concise form in other testaments. This
applies to the *rst testament in the sequence of the Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs, the Testament of Simeon, where with envy a vice that is illustrated through the
misconduct of the brothers against Joseph stands at the center, i.e., concretely through
the action of Simeon against his brother, which is determined by envy. Thus, Joseph’s
attitude shines more brightly here against the dark foil of the misconduct of Simeon,
who was jealous of Joseph because the father’s love applied to him in a special way (T.
Sim. $.") and therefore sought to kill him ($.#–!$). Despite this speci*c prehistory and
guilt of Simeon (cf. T. Sim. +.$), Joseph also did not hold this evil that Simeon commit-
ted against him, as T. Sim. %.% explains: “But Joseph was a good man and had God’s
Spirit in him;%+ [he was] compassionate and merciful, he did not hold the evil against
me, but loved also me – as the other brothers (¨Φ%!8/,῝6·* 2/3 48¨Γ῾)6, ·02 4῾6.%῭-
2-2.%( ῾·῭, ;885 2/3 +,-!.%( ῾¨, Η* ΄·Ι* Θ88·Κ* ;Λ¨8Μ·1*).”

In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the positive counterpart to Simeon –
as well as to Dan and Gad who likewise come o, especially badly in their misconduct

%$T. Jos. !#.&modi*es the biblical Vorlage here, for in Gen &’.!"–!# it is the brothers who bring the com-
mandment of the father – here related solely to the forgiveness – into play, of which there is no mention in
T. Jos. !#. In Gen &’ it remains openwhether we are dealing here with a kind of emergency lie (thus in Jewish
interpretation, e.g., b. Yebam. "&b; Gen. Rab. !’’ on &’.!") or whether the brothers speak the truth (on
this gap in the text, see Ebach, Genesis !"–#$, "&+). The modifying interpretation of Gen &’.!" in T. Jos. !#.&
apparently presupposes the latter.

%+The statement that Joseph had God’s Spirit in him is probably dependent on Gen %!.+(LXX (. . . Ν* Ο῝¨῭
!6¨Ε῾/ 7¨·Ε 46 /0΄Π); cf. H. W. Hollander and M. de Jonge, The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs: A
Commentary, SVTP ( (Leiden: Brill, !-(&), !!(.
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toward Joseph in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs – is Zebulon, whose testa-
ment is devoted to the virtue of compassion and mercy. Zebulon demonstrated this
compassion, &rst, toward Joseph, who was oppressed by the brothers (T. Zeb. ".’–%;
’."). Second, compassion and mercy then characterize Zebulon’s caritative conduct
toward the needy (T. Zeb. $.!–(.)). Finally, the recourse to Joseph’s conduct toward
the brothers appears as a third &eld of application of compassion and mercy, so that a
threefold concretion of compassion andmercy that encompasses di*erent problem sit-
uations emerges in the Testament of Zebulon: as turning to the persecuted/oppressed,
to those who are in need from a socio-economic perspective, and to sinners.’’ With
respect to the latter, Zebulon, as noted, presents Joseph as a model to his descendants:
“When we came down to Egypt, Joseph did not hold a grudge against us (!¨΅ ῭%·΄()-
΅*΅΄(+· +,- .%/-). When he saw me, he had mercy (῭(01234·5(6΄). Paying attention
to him, do not hold a grudge (7%·΄(5΅2΅!) 35·+(6+), my children, and love one another
(7320/8+ 71191!:-), and, do not reckon, each of you, the evil of his brother (%· 1!35῾+-
(6+ =΅2(8!- 8·· ΅2΅52· 8!᾿ 7;+1῟!᾿ 2¨8!᾿)” (T. Zeb (.’–$). It is easy to recognize that T.
Sim. and T. Zeb. (.’–$ are connected by a common word &eld: love stands in the clos-
est connection to mercy and compassion and appears as a positive counterpart to not
bearing a grudge or not holding a su*ered injustice against the onewho committed it.’$

In T. Zeb (.’ the change from the &rst-person plural in the &rst part of
the sentence – the non-reckoning of evil applies to all the brothers (!¨΅
῭%·΄()΅*%΄(+· !¨΅ ῭%·΅) – to the following narrowing to Zebulon is con-
spicuous: ΄%( ;Α ,;Β· ῭(01234·5(6΄. It is questionable, however, whether
the narrowing to Zebulon refers only to the participle or to thewhole sen-
tence.’+ In the second case, the special position of Zebulon could be con-
nected with the fact that, according to T. Zeb ".’–%, it was previously Ze-
bulon in particular who had, for his part, compassion with Joseph, when
Simeon andGad sought to kill him (".!), so that Joseph, in the Testament
of Zebulon, had mercy speci&cally on the brother who had shownmercy
to him. However, a consistent distinction is not only opposed by T. Sim
’.’, where in Simeon’s (!) recourse to Joseph’s conduct thenon-reckoning
of evil is – as presented above – directly connected to the fact that he is
+῝(01234·!- ΅2Δ ῭1+9%Ε·, but also by the fundamental statement in T.
Zeb (.+&n.: Φ . . . %·΄(5΅2΅!- (01*34·2 ῭1Γ!:- !¨΅ Η4+). ForT.Zeb (.’ these

’’On this, cf. F. Mirguet, “Emotional Responses to the Pain of Others in Josephus’ Rewritten Scriptures
and the Testament of Zebulun: Between Power and Vulnerability,” JBL !)) ("#!’): ()(–$%, here ($"–$$;
S. Wandel, Gottesbild und Barmherzigkeit. Lukanische Ethik im Chor hellenistischer Ethikkonzeptionen,
WUNT "/$’( (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#"!), ",#–)##; Konradt, Studien zum Matthäusevangelium,
’!)–’!, here ’!$n,.

’$On this, see M. Konradt, “Menschen- und Bruderliebe? Beobachtungen zum Liebesgebot in den Tes-
tamenten der Zwölf Patriarchen,” ZNW (( (!,,%): ",+–)!#, here )#". On the speci&ed word &eld, cf. also
Zech %.,–!#LXX; !Clem ".’–$; Herm.Mand. ,."–) (cf. Hollander, “The Ethical Character of the Patriarch
Joseph,” %$; Hollander, Joseph as an EthicalModel, !")n))).

’+For the second option see Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch, ""’.



!" Matthias Konradt

overall #ndings suggest that !¨΅ ῭΅ %῭·΄ (v. $c) designates merely the trig-
ger or starting point of the mercy of Joseph, which nevertheless applied
to all the brothers. Put di%erently, here too Joseph’s mercy encompasses
the brothers who acted in a hostile manner toward him.

Finally, Joseph’s example also #nds an echo in the presentation of the ()*+,- .΄+/012-
(T. Benj. $.&) or ()*+,- (΄3/ (T. Benj. ’.!; $.!; (.!) in the Testament of Benjamin, where
mercy appears as an essential characteristic of the “good person” in T. Benj. $. Testa-
ment of Benjamin $.&–’ relates mercy concretely to the interaction with sinners: “The
good person does not have a dark eye. He hasmercy on all, even if they are sinners (!456
)7/ 18΄9*-, :·΄ ῾=᾿΄ ;¨*/9042῟). Even if they plot against him for evil, he conquers evil
by doing good (cf. Rom !&.&!!), since he is sheltered by the good.” While this is formu-
lated in a general way, Joseph is the main model.$)

While Lev !*.!)–!" #nds its positive explication in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs in the example of Joseph, Gad serves as a negative example. The Testament
of Gad, with its discussion of the vice of hate, forms, together with the Testament of
Simeon on envy (see above) and the Testament of Dan on anger, a triad of testaments
in which the misconduct of the brothers toward Joseph is thematized.$" Within this
triad, the Testament of Gad displays a distinctive feature that is connected with the
fact that Lev !*.!)–!" presents the biblical basis for the ethical re+ections in the Testa-
ment of Gad. Simeon’s envy and Dan’s anger are triggered by the love that the father
Jacob showed toward Joseph (T. Sim &.(–); T. Dan !.,–"), whereas Gad’s hatred is trig-
gered by a misdeed of Joseph. For Joseph told the father that the sons of Zilpah and
Bilhah slaughtered the good animals and ate them against the objection of Judah and
Ruben, whereas it was actually a lamb torn by a bear that Gad had rescued from the
mouth of the bear (T. Gad !.(–), *). A small shadow falls upon Joseph, the “#gure of
light,” only here in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.$* This special case can be
explained precisely through the fact that Lev !*.!)–!" serves as a biblical reference text
for the thematization of hate, for hate is here the inadequate reaction to the misdeed
of another. Instead of correcting Joseph because of his misdeed, as Lev !*.!) requires,
Gad hated him for it in his heart. The warning against hate in T. Gad $.!–) lets Gad’s
misconduct against Joseph in v. ( be heard again,- and emphasizes in this way the dis-
proportion between the cause of the hate and its behavioral consequence. Hate, i.e.,
the person who hates, does not want to let even the person who sinned “in little” (!΄
Α4῟)Β) live. Joseph’s misdeed was only such a small one; nevertheless, hate had driven
Gad to want to kill him.

In T. Gad (.!–), Gad elucidates to his descendants how one should rightly act in
the sense of Lev !*.!)–!". For the line of inquiry pursued here, v. ’ is central: “Love
one another from the heart! And if someone sins against you, speak to him in peace
(5%1΅ *῝9Δ !΄ 5%/3΄Ε), after you have removed the poison of hate (!Φ2/῟=*- 9,΄ %,΄ 92Γ

$)See the explicit reference to Joseph in T. Benj. ’.!, ’, (, ); ,.,.
$"On the belonging together of these three testaments, see Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch, !!&–!,.
$*See Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch, !(!–(’.
,-See Opferkuch,Der handelndeMensch, !(".
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!¨΅῭%·)!” The connection to Lev !%.!&–!’ is evident.$! ΄()* +,-. /0 1(2304 takes up in
an interpretive way Lev !%.!&b’s admonition to reprove or correct the neighbor (LXX:
/516!. /576819· -:0 )5·΅¨῭0 ΅῭%),$" and /8῭2¨΅+· -:0 (:0 -῭῾ !¨΅῭%· (cf. also T. Gad (.!b)
takes up Lev !%.!&a’s instruction not to hate one’s brother in the heart. Thus, the mis-
conduct of the other should not lead to the disturbance of the relationship becoming
permanent let alone to its escalation through one’s own hatred. Rather, the love com-
mandment is explicitly related to the interaction with a fellow human fromwhom one
has su)ered wrong.

In grounding the demand for love, T. Jos. !&.*makes explicit reference to the har-
mony of the brothers, inwhichGod takes delight ( -72)1-+9 6=2 ᾿ ;1:· /)῟ ᾿!῭0῭¨+Α Β῝15-
ΔΕ0). The fact that this motif also appears in the recourse to Joseph’s conduct toward
the brothers in T. Zeb. ’.(–%.* underscores its signi+cance. If one holds a grudge be-
cause of the evil su)ered, this destroys the unity (’.(: -῭῾-῭ ΦΓ2¨Η19 Ι0Θ-·-+), which
%.!–* clothes in a vividpicture: Water that,ows in the samedirection carries stones, etc.,
alongwith it; water that divides itself is soakedupby the earth. Overcomingdisruptions
of social harmony and care for one another in the sense of the love commandment are
elementary presuppositions for the cohesion of the fellowship. If the Testaments of the
TwelvePatriarchs are a diasporawriting,$* then the pro+le is sharpened against the back-
ground of the minority situation of the Jewish diaspora communities.$- Beyond this,
with the casuistic explication of the admonition pronounced in (.* in (.-–&, T. Gad
( includes the personal or private sphere. The one who has sinned against someone
should also be forgiven if he persistently denies it. In the background stand sapiential
deliberations about how one can best obtain a peaceful climate in one’s environment.
The onewho denieswrongdoing out of shamewill repent “so that he no longer o)ends
against you, but he will even honor and fear you and keep peace with you” ((.(). In the
sense of the love commandment, peaceful interactionmust be the goal of the conduct.
If, however, one has to deal with a shameless person who does not refrain from his evil,
then one should simply let the matter rest and leave vengeance to God ((.&); thus, in
this case, the concern is at least with not letting the situation escalate.

In sum, the embellishment of the narrative of Genesis in the Testament of Joseph
and in other passages in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs serve to stylize Joseph
as a prototype of the ideal – which proceeds from Lev !%.!&–!’ – of not meeting in-
imical conduct with one’s own hate and rancor but rather of overcoming evil through
love. The development of the love commandment in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs thereby includes the aspect of love for enemies and renunciation of retali-
ation. If we ask about the social horizon of the love-ethical re,ection, then we must

$!On this, see the synopsis in Opferkuch, Der handelnde Mensch, !&"–&*. See further J. L. Kugel, “On
Hidden Hatred and Open Reproach: Early Exegesis of Leviticus !%:!&,”HTR ’#: -*–(!, here $#–$!.

$"On this, see the interpretation of the admonition to reproof or correction in !QS $."-–"$: “Each one is
to reprove his fellow in tru[th] and humility and merciful love for one another.”

$*On this question, see note "( above.
$-See T. Söding, “Solidarität in der Diaspora. Das Liebesgebot nach den Testamenten der Zwölf Patri-

archen imVergleichmit demNeuenTestament,”Kairos *(/*& (!%%-/!%%$): !–!%, here -: The exhortations to
love “are meant to strengthen the cohesion of Jewish life in the diaspora.”



!" Matthias Konradt

note that this is primarily related to the personal enemy within the fellowship – the
concern is with the “brother” – and that, on the one hand, the care for the #ourishing
of the minority group, which would be endangered in its survival by escalating hostile
conduct, appears as a major motivating factor and, on the other hand, sapientially in-
formed prudential considerations about how one can live in peace with his neighbors
play a role. However, with respect to the reach of the demand for love it is necessary
to specify that the conduct toward the “brother” is inculcated positively and not ex-
clusively,$$ i.e., it is not said that di%erent behavioral maxims apply to outsiders. On
the contrary, not only do we &nd the generally formulated admonition “be merciful
to all, even if they are sinners,” in T. Benj. ’.!, but with T. Jos. ().) we also have a
concrete individual case in which the conduct practiced by Joseph toward his brothers
also applies mutatis mutandis to someone who is an outsider for Joseph: Joseph did
not make public the embezzlement of an Egyptian eunuch when he was sold in order
to protect him.$) Moreover, in the overall context of the Testaments of the Twelve Pa-
triarchs, it must be noted that with the mercy toward the socially weak we encounter
a second important &eld of application of the love commandment alongside the inter-
action with the “brother” who has become guilty, and the instruction in this case has a
universal dimension.$* The di%erent social reach in the two &elds of application of the
love commandment in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs probably re#ects the
de facto horizons of meaning.$+ While the removal of disruptions of life together is of
fundamental importance chie#y in one’s immediate social environment, the removal
of social hardships is also a peremptory obligation in relation to those with whom one
does not have a closer relationship.

Notably, in Philo, Joseph’s reconciliatory attitude toward his brothers is
explicitly understood as a manifestation of his virtuousness that is fun-
damentally practiced in relation to all people. For according to Philo,
Joseph follows “two counselors: piety toward the father, to whom I
chie#y attribute my grace, and natural philanthropy, which I practice to-
ward all, but especially toward those ofmyblood (!¨ ΅῭%·΄¨ ΅·()*+,-./)0,
1 .,23 4.)*!)3 5·)΅6,7*!-3 58 .,23 !9:3 ·΅’ )῾=)!93 ᾿,;=)·)” (Ios. !’"; cf.
!),–!)’).

If the thematic circle is extended further (and the theme ofMatt $.,+–’( is included), it
must be added that alternatives to the talio are also rather widespread in Early Judaism.

$$Cf. Söding, “Solidarität in der Diaspora,” ). See further Konradt, “Menschen- und Bruderliebe?,” ,"-
as well asM. de Jonge, “The TwoGreat Commandments in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs,”NT ’’
(!""!): !*(–-!, here ,+)n!+.

$)On this, cf. T. Gad ’.!–,, where the opposite behavior is linked to hatred: the hater, who does not want
to hear the words of the commandments of God about love for neighbor, wants tomake known themisdeed
of another to all immediately and urges that he should be condemned.

$*See T. Iss. $.! (“Love the Lord and the neighbor, have mercy on the weak and the poor!”) together with
T. Iss. *.) (“Every person”). See, further, the universal orientation of the call for mercy in T. Zeb. $.(.

$+On this, see, in further detail, Konradt “Menschen- und Bruderliebe?,” esp. ,"*–,"-.
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The saying of Prov "%."& – “Do not say, ‘Just as he has done tome, shall I do to him; to
each I will repay as his deeds deserve’” – has some parallels in early Judaism, especially
in the romantic novel Joseph and Aseneth,$& where the center of the ethics is occupied
by the maxim that it is not ’tting for human beings who revere God to return evil for
evil (Jos. As. "(.&; "&.(; cf. ").!#, !%; see further Sir !#.*; T. Benj. %.(; Ps.-Phoc. ++;
" En. $#.%); this cannot, however, be elucidated in detail here.*# Instead, our task in
what follows will be to examine the Matthean commandment of love for enemies and
to embed it in the context that we have sketched in this section.

". The Commandment of Love for Enemies in Matt $.%(–%)

!." Preliminary Observations

The commandment “love your enemies” stands alone neither inMatt $.%% nor in Luke
*."+, but there are more di,erences than shared features in the following context in the
two versions. In Luke *."+–"), the commandment of love for enemies is the headpiece
of a four-membered series of imperatives: “Love your enemies; do good to those who
hate you; bless thosewho curse you; pray for thosewho abuse you!” InMatt $.%%, the se-
ries has only twomembers, and already at this point there is no consensus about which
scope must be presupposed for the version of the Sayings Source, i.e., whether Luke
(or a pre-Lukan Q-redaction) expanded it*! or whether Matthew (or a pre-Matthean
Q-redaction*") shortened it.*( In the ’rst case, one can explain Luke *.")a as an in-u-
ence from community tradition, as it is illustrated by Rom !".!%; ! Pet (.&, and consider
further the possibility that “do good to those who hate you” is to be categorized as an
“explanatory paraphrase for Greek listeners.”*% Against this view, it can, however, be

$&On Joseph and Aseneth as a romantic novel, see R. Bloch, “Joseph und Aseneth: ein früher jüdischer
Liebesroman,” in Jüdische Drehbühnen. Biblische Variationen im antiken Judentum, Tria Corda + (Tübin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!(), !–").

*#For an overview, see Zerbe, Non-Retaliation, (%–!+(; J. F. Davis, Lex Talionis in Early Judaism and
the Exhortation of Jesus in Matthew #.$%–&!, JSNTS ")! (London: T&T Clark, "##$), esp. $$–+"; and very
concisely – with a focus on Joseph and Aseneth – Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, ($*–$).

*!Thus, e.g., W. C. van Unnik, “Die Motivierung der Feindesliebe in Lukas VI ("–($,” NT ) (!&**):
")%–(##, here "&); Lührmann, “Liebet eure Feinde,” %!*–!+; P. Ho,mann, “Tradition und Situation. Zur
‘Verbindlichkeit’ des Gebots der Feindesliebe in der synoptischen Überlieferung und in der gegenwärtigen
Friedensdiskussion,” inEthik imNeuenTestament, ed. K.Kertelge,QD !#" (Freiburg: Herder, !&)%), $#–!!),
here $"–$(.

*"On the assumption of pre-Synoptic redaction, cf., e.g., H. D. Betz, The Sermon on the Mount: A Com-
mentary on the Sermon on theMount including the Sermon on the Plain (Matthew #:$–’:!’ andLuke (:!)–&*),
ed. A. Yarbro Collins, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, !&&$), (##.

*(Scholars who suggest that Matthew shortened it include Merklein, Gottesherrschaft als Hand-
lungsprinzip, ""$; U. Luz, Matthew "–’: A Commentary, ed. H. Koester, trans. J. E. Couch, Hermeneia
(Minneapolis: Fortress, "##+), ")% (GV = U. Luz,Das Evangelium nachMatthäus [Mt "–’], $th ed., EKK
I/! [Zürich: Benzinger Verlag, "##"], %#"); J. Nolland, Luke "–*:!), WBC ($A (Dallas, Word !&)&), "&", "&%.

*%F. Bovon, Luke ": A Commentary on the Gospel of Luke ":"–*:#), ed. H. Koester, trans. C. M. Thomas,
Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, "##"), "(*; GV = F. Bovon, Das Evangelium nach Lukas (Lk ","–*,#)),
EKKNT III/! (Zürich: Benzinger, !&)&), (!*.
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objected that in ".##, #$, Luke himself uses the verb !¨΅῭%·%΄()* rather than +΅,-. ·%΄-
()*. As basic content, one can at least observe that the interpersonal act of concrete help
for the enemy in the sense of love is supplemented in each case by the admonition to
pray for the enemy."$

In Luke, a second four-membered series on the renunciation of retaliation follows
in ".!%–#&. In Matthew this material, which again di’ers in scope, appears before the
commandment of love for enemies. Once again, we can only speculate about the se-
quence of the logia in Q."" What is certain is only that the commandment of love for
enemies stood directly together with the saying about the renunciation of retaliation.
The basic content of the tradition in Q also included the fact that love of enemies was
negatively demarcated from an ethical practice based on the idea of reciprocity (Matt
$.("–(); Luke ".#!–#() and positively connected to the motif of divine sonship (Matt
$.($; Luke ".#$) and, at the end, to the idea of the imitatio Dei (Matt $.(*; Luke ".#").

Thus, it is indeed possible to discern the basic contours of the Q-version, which
was respectively taken up and developed inMatt $ and Luke ". However, the details of
the textual reconstruction of Q are fraught with manifold problems.") A discussion of
these problems would not only take us beyond the framework of this study but would
also not lead to clear results. Moreover, even with the hypothetical reconstruction of
Q, we would not yet have found a sound basis for the context of the commandment
of love for enemies in the life of the “historical Jesus” but would only have in view the
application of the demands in the group of Q-tradents on the basis of their social con-
text. In light of this constellation, it is advisable to make a virtue out of necessity and
focus on the con+gurations of the commandment of love for enemies in the preserved
NewTestament texts. In this essay, I will restrict my attention to the con+guration that
Jesus’ commandment of love for enemies has received inMatt $.(#–(*."*

!.! The Commandment of Love for Enemies in the Framework of theMatthean Series of
Antitheses

The most conspicuous characteristic of the commandment of love for enemies in the
Gospel of Matthew is the fact that the material presented in Q ".!)–#" appears in the
form of antitheses in Matthew. There is a broad consensus that the antitheses form in
Matt $.#*–(* (as in $.#,–#!) is secondary and can be attributed to the shaping hand of
the First Evangelist."% The instructions on the renunciation of retaliation and love for

"$It is, however, disputed whether, in addition toMatt $.((b par. Luke ".!)a, the exhortation to prayer in
Matt $.((c par. Luke ".!*b, is to be traced back, reaching beyond Q, to the historical Jesus (cf. Ho’mann,
“Tradition und Situation,” )!).

""On this, see, byway of example, the detailed discussion inHo’mann, “TraditionundSituation,” "(–)!.
")According to Söding,Nächstenliebe, ,(*, the di’erences are “so grave that a reconstruction of the com-

mon tradition must appear audacious (waghalsig).”
"*On the Lukan reception of the commandment of love for enemies, see Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testa-

ment, ##)–(&.
"%This thesis is not, however, completely unchallenged. The traditional character of all the antitheses is

advocated – in connection with the rejection of the Q hypothesis – by, e.g., H.-J. Wrege,Die Überlieferungs-
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enemies were allocated to two antitheses and placed as the conclusion of the series of
antitheses ($."!–&’).(# In vv. %’–&", Matthew )rst thematizes the reaction to hostile
conduct from the other and then transitions with the commandment of love for ene-
mies (vv. &%–&’) to the aspect of active conduct for the sake of the enemy.

It is fundamental for the understanding of this text that the instructions of Jesus in
the antitheses are not set in opposition to the Torah commandments themselves.(! In
theMatthean composition of the Sermonon theMount, the antitheses are preceded by
a programmatic passage in which Matthew assigns to Jesus the task of ful)lling (!¨΅-
῭%·΄() theTorah and theProphets and categorically rejects the opposing view that Jesus
came to abolish the Torah or the Prophets. The other active use of the verb !¨΅῭)*+ in
Matt %.!$ and the stereotypical use of the passive verb in the formula that introduces the
re*ection quotations(" clearly indicate that Matthew seeks to set a speci)c christologi-

geschichte der Bergpredigt,WUNT + (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !+,’), $(; J. Jeremias,NeutestamentlicheThe-
ologie, %rd ed. (Gütersloh: Mohn, !+(+), "&#–&! (ET = J. Jeremias,New Testament Theology: The Proclama-
tion of Jesus, trans. J. Bowden [NewYork: Scribner, !+(#], "$"); onMatt $.%’–&’, see further Piper, ‘Love your
Enemies,’ $!–$$. A. Sand regards it as probable that the reshaping of the Q-material already took place prior
to Matthew in the case of the third, )fth, and sixth antitheses. See A. Sand, Das Gesetz und die Propheten.
Untersuchungen zur Theologie des Evangeliums nachMatthäus, BU !! (Regensburg: Pustet, !++&), &’.

(#The question of whether Matthew found the antithesis form in his sources in the case of the rest of the
antitheses or at least the )rst two andwas inspired by these to rework thematerial taken up in $.%!–%" (%%–%(),
%’–&’ (on this, see, e.g., Luz, Matthew !–", ""(–"’; GV = Luz, Mt !–", %",–"() or, alternatively, whether
all six antitheses were )rst constructed by Matthew (thus, e.g., I. Broer, “Die Antithesen und der Evangelist
Matthäus. Versuch, eine alte These zu revidieren,” BZNF [!+($], $#–,%) cannot be answered with certainty
(on this, see M. Konradt, The Gospel according to Matthew, trans. M. E. Boring [Waco: Baylor University
Press, "#"#], (’–(+; GV =M. Konradt,Das Evangelium nachMatthäus, NTD !, "nd ed. [Göttingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, "#"%], ’#–’!; Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "("). While there is no Synoptic
parallel to the fourth antithesis on swearing, reference can be made here to Jas $.!", where the antithetical
form is likewise lacking. Since Jas $.!" presents the older version in terms of tradition history (on this, see
G. Dautzenberg, “Ist das Schwurverbot Mt $,%%–%(; Jak $,!" ein Beispiel für die Torakritik Jesu?” BZ NF "$
[!+’!]: &&–,,; B. Kollmann, “Das SchwurverbotMt $,%%–%(/Jak $,!" im Spiegel antiker Eidkritik,”BZNF &#
[!++,]: !(+–+%), the antithetical form is also probably secondary here. There is no comparablematerial for the
)rst two theses. As an argument for the assumption thatMatthew inherited the antithetical form in the case
of the )rst two antitheses, it is claimed that the antitheses stand in tension to the basic statement in $.!(–"#.
Thus, against the view of a redactional origin of all the antitheses, Luz,Matthew !–", ""( (GV=Luz,Mt !–",
%"() argues that “it must interpret $:!(–"# in such a way that all the antitheses )t the interpretation,” which
Luz does not think is the case. This objection falls away, however, when it is recognized thatMatthew viewed
the theses not as Torah commandments but rather as interpretations of the Torah, i.e., with the insight that
the antitheses are to be read not as statements that are critical of the Torah but rather as statements that are
critical of Torah interpretation (on this, see below). The argument that the counter-theses in $."", "’ could
not have existed independently of the theses in $."!, "( also carries little weight. Conversely, this opens up
nothing more than the possibility of a redactional origin of all the antitheses.

(!For the understanding of the antitheses in the context of $.!(–"# sketched below, see, in greater detail,
M. Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics in the Gospel of Matthew, ed. W. Coppins and S. Gathercole,
trans. W. Coppins, BMSEC !# (Waco: Baylor University Press, "#""), ($–!##, here (,–’+ (GV = Konradt,
Studien zum Matthäusevangelium, "’’–%!$, here "’+–%#%). See also Konradt, Ethik im Neuen Testament,
"(#–($, and the compact summary of Matthew’s Torah hermeneutic in Konradt, Christology, Torah, and
Ethics, !#"–!#& (GV = Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, %!(–!+).

("See Matt !.""; ".!$, !(, "%; &.!&; ’.!(; !".!(; !%.%$; "!.&; "(.+; cf., further, ",.$&, $,.
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cal emphasis with the linguistically conspicuous talk of the ful!llment of the Torah.#$
ForMatthew, it belongs to the tasks of theMessiah to disclose thewill ofGod laid down
in the Torah and the Prophets in its full sense. The instructions of Jesus in the series of
antitheses serve to unpack this in an exemplary way, i.e., to show how exactly the Torah
commandments are to be understood and what life practice they correspondingly aim
at. The kingdom of heaven stands open to the one who walks according to them (%.!&;
cf. #.’$–!#).

As a counterpart, %.!& highlights the “righteousness” of the scribes and Pharisees,
of whom the evangelist paints an entirely bleak picture in a sharply polemical way.#"
The con(ict between the Matthean communities and the Pharisees at the time of the
composition of the Gospel is re(ected in the emphatic prominence of the Pharisees as
opponents of Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew.#% Matthew has placed the instructions
of Jesus in %.!’–") within this horizon. Matthew presents Jesus here as the one (cf.
!$.)–’!) true interpreter of the will of God presented in the Torah and the Prophets
in opposition to the – according to Matthew – inadequate teaching of the scribes and
Pharisees, i.e., Matthew did not view the theses as statements of the Torah; instead, the
theses, according to the Matthean understanding, were meant to reproduce what the
scribes and Pharisees presented as Torah.

In the phrasing that introduces the theses, !¨¨΅῭% is a passivum divinum;
by ·΄() *¨+,-΄.) the Sinai generation is meant. The point of reference is
thus the proclamation of the will of God at Sinai set down in the Torah.
However, with the introductory /0΄12,·3 – which is lacking only in v.
$’, which can be explained by the direct thematic connection between the
second and third antithesis – the (interpretive) mediation of the Torah
comes into view.#* If one inquires further into the relationship of the
wording of the theses to Old Testament commandments, one +nds that
a word-for-word agreement with Old Testament commandments can be
observed only for v. !# and v. $); the rest of the theses do not appear in the

#$Parallels are rare. In addition to the New Testament attestations in Rom )."; ’$.); Gal %.’"; and (with
*4,56%¨΄74) *.!, reference can be made in early Jewish texts to T. Naph. ).# (0,8 9:¨ ,· !4·΄6,8 ·΄7 4῾=΄᾿
;.56,( 3῟2. 0,8 =3·: ·΅+4%) 56%¨΄74·,.); Sib. Or. $.!"*; Philo, Praem. )$.

#"On the negative presentation of the scribes and Pharisees in the Gospel of Matthew, see M. Konradt,
Israel, Church, and the Gentiles in the Gospel of Matthew, ed. W. Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans. K. Ess,
BMSEC ! (Waco: BaylorUniversity Press, !&’"), ’&’–$,, !’,–$,, and elsewhere, and the literature cited there
(GV = M. Konradt, Israel, Kirche und die Völker im Matthäusevangelium, WUNT !’% [Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, !&&#], ’&)–%&, !$*–%#, and elsewhere).

#%On this, see, fundamentally, J.A.Overman,Matthew’sGospel andFormative Judaism: The SocialWorld
of the Matthean Community (Minneapolis: Fortress, ’,,&), $%–$), *)–#&, #,–,&, ’’%–’*; A. J. Saldarini,
Matthew’s Christian-Jewish Community (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ’,,"), ""–*#. See also Kon-
radt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, ’–$* (GV = Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, $–"!).

#*On this, cf. Kuhn, “Das Liebesgebot Jesu,” !’$–’"; Betz, The Sermon on theMount, !&), !’#; J. Gnilka,
DasMatthäusevangelium, vol. ’, HThKNT ’.’, !nd ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, ’,))), ’%$; Konradt,
Christology, Torah, andEthics, )"–)% (GV=Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, !,)–,,); Konradt,
Ethik imNeuen Testament, !#$–#".
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Torah in this form.%% In light of $.!%–"#, these mixed &ndings can most
plausibly be interpreted in such away thatMatthew imputes to the scribes
and Pharisees that they either take the Torah commandments literally in a
way that is only super&cial, without penetratingmore deeply to the inten-
tion of the commandment – such as in the case of the prohibition against
adultery in v. "%%’ – or they explicitly restrict what is commanded in its
sphere of validity through their interpretation.%( The thesis in v. )* is an
especially clear example of this, for it is clear thatMatthew could not have
thought that he was reproducing a Torah commandment here verbatim.
Matthew goes on to quote the commandment of the love for neighbor
twomore times with the correct wording in !(.!( and "".*( and even hon-
ors it as amain commandment, which is even explicitly placed on parwith
the commandment of love for God and with the latter summarizes the
Torah and the Prophets ("".*(–)#). He could not have done this if the
addition !¨΅ ῭%·΄·(%) *+, -./01, ·23 in $.)* could have been regarded by
him in any way as an authentic expression of the meaning of Lev !(.!’.

Thus, $."!–)’ is, in thesis and counter-thesis, the unfolding of the statement in $."#,
namely that the righteousness expected from the disciples must far surpass that of the
scribes and Pharisees if they wish to enter the kingdom of heaven. Put di+erently, who-
ever acts according to the Torah interpretation of the scribes and Pharisees as this is
presented in the theses reaches a level of righteousness that is not su,cient to gain ac-
cess to the kingdom of heaven.’# If one also draws upon $.!(, then the pro&le of this
statement is sharpened further, for according to v. !(, the relaxation of the smallest
commandments – which, in the light of "*."*, includes, for example, tithing’! – leads
to less prestige in the kingdom of heaven but not to exclusion.’" The de&ciency of
the scribes and Pharisees must therefore be greater: Matthew charges themwith failing
with respect to the great commandments (cf. !".%; "*."*!). The commandment of love
for neighbor is one of these.

For the thesis in v. )* this means that Matthew presents here the commandment
%%On this, cf. C. Burchard, “Versuch, das Thema der Bergpredigt zu &nden,” in C. Burchard, Studien

zur Theologie, Sprache und Umwelt des Neuen Testaments, ed. D. Sänger, WUNT !#% (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, !((’), "%–$#: )#–)!; Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, ’"–’* (GV = Konradt, Studien zum
Matthäusevangelium, "(-–"(%); Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "%*.

%’On this, cf. Kuhn, “Das Liebesgebot Jesu,” "!*, who regards it as “almost typical for Jewish biblical
exegesis” that the interpretive practice, as this applies “especially in the case of the second thesis,” “is only
heard as an undertone (nur mitzuhören ist).”

%(On this, see, in detail, Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, ’$–’% (GV = Konradt, Studien zum
Matthäusevangelium, "((–*#!).

’#For critical engagement with K. Wengst on the interpretation of Matt $."!–)’ as antitheses, see the ap-
pendix at the end of this article.

’!On the aspect of the hierarchy of commandments in the Matthean understanding of the law, see Kon-
radt,Christology, Torah, andEthics, %’–’# (GV=Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, "("–()). See
also Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "%!–%".

’"For the interpretation of $.!(, see Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, %(–’# (GV = Konradt, Stu-
dien zumMatthäusevangelium, "(*); Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "%!–%".
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of love for neighbor as the scribes and Pharisees, according to him, interpret it. This
is connected to the fact that the opposition of neighbor and enemy is not contained
in the Torah commandment itself for Matthew.#$ This means that Matthew does not
understand Lev %&.%# in such a way that through the talk of “neighbor” certain circles
of people would be denied in principle as possible recipients of the love that is to be
practiced. Instead, the opposition of neighbor and enemy, as it appears in the thesis in
Matt ’.($, is inserted into Lev %&.%#, according to Matthew, only through the lack of
understanding of the scribes and Pharisees, who are presented in a notoriously nega-
tive way by the evangelist, and is thus taken up in Matt ’.($–(( only in this sense as a
consequence of the citation of this faulty interpretation.#( The commandment of love
for enemies is, correspondingly, not understood as a criticism of the reach of the Old
Testament commandment but rather helps Matthew to elucidate its full signi)cance.
Put di*erently, Matthew does not present love of enemy as a surpassing of theOld Tes-
tament commandment#’ but as a tool for its interpretation.#"

#$Contrast, e.g., W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, The Gospel According to Saint Matthew, vol. %, ICC
(Edinburgh: T&TClark, %&##), ’’+: “In our estimation, whatMatthew has done is take the key words ‘hate’
and ‘enemy’ . . . and turn them into a negative quali)cation in order to bring home the limitation of an OT
directive in contrast with the all-encompassing nature of a word of Jesus.”

#(As Old Testament background, texts such as Deut !$.(–, (e.g., R. T. France, The Gospel of Matthew,
NICNT [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, !++,], !!’) or Ps %$&.%&–!! (e.g., R. H. Gundry,Matthew: A Commen-
tary on His Handbook for a Mixed Church under Persecution, !nd ed. [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, %&&(],
&"–&,) have been mentioned, but no fundamental commandment (!) to hate one’s enemy can be derived
from these texts or related texts. A text that comes close to Matt ’.($ is %QS %.$–(, &–%% (cf. e.g., Gnilka,Das
Matthäusevangelium, %&+–&%): “! . . . to love everything ( which he selects and to hate everything that he
rejects; . . . " . . . ; to love all the sons of light, each one #$ according to his lot in God’s plan, and to detest all the
sons of darkness, each one in accordance with his guilt ## in God’s vindication . . .” (trans. F. GarcíaMartínez
and E. J. C. Tigchelaar,TheDead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, vol. % (Leiden: Brill, %&&,), ,%; cf. Josephus’ state-
ment on the Essenes in J. W. !.%$&: Among other things, the oaths that must be sworn include !¨΅῭΅%¨· ΄’
(%) *+,- (΄./+0- /1) ΅0·123·¨%4΅51¨ *+4- ΄¨/1.+¨-). In the same writing, however, we can also read in %+.%,–%#:
“#% . . . I shall not repay anyone with an evil reward; #& with goodness I shall pursue man” (trans. García
Martínez and Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls, &’). T. Söding, “Feindeshass und Bruderliebe. Beobachtun-
gen zur essenischen Ethik,” RdQ %" (%&&$): "%" concludes from the interplay of these (and other) texts that
here “a pronounced nonviolent hatred of enemies is preached. . . . The hatred toward the wicked is . . . to be
expressed exclusively in the radical separation from them (%QS &.!+ and elsewhere).” The di-culty of pro-
ducing convincing attestations for the virulence of the interpretation of the commandment adduced inMatt
’.($ underscores the polemical anti-Pharisaic character of the attribution (for an urgent warning against ha-
tred in early Jewish paraenesis, see the Testament of Gad). On the further context of tradition of Matt ’.($,
see below. See also Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, !,’.

#’A di*erent position is taken by Luz,Matthew #–%, !$+ (GV = Luz,Mt #–%, $$%), who states in relation
to the antitheses as a whole: “The antitheses do not interpret the Bible; they extend and surpass it.”

#"There is a tension in the statements of O. Wischmeyer on this question. See O. Wischmeyer, Love as
Agape: The Early Christian Concept and Modern Discourse, ed. W. Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans. W.
Coppins, BMSEC ( (Waco: Baylor University Press, !+!%), (’–(" (GV = O. Wischmeyer, Liebe als Agape.
Das frühe Konzept und der modern Diskurs [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !+%’], (’). On the one hand, Wis-
chmeyer postulates that “the sixth antithesis of the Sermon of theMount . . . presents Jesus not in continuity
but in discontinuitywith Lev %&.%#” ((’) and thatwith the commandment of love for enemies “Lev %&.%# itself
becomes obsolete without this beingmade explicit” (("). On the other hand, she a-rms only a few lines later
that “according toMatthew, however, the continuity of the two commandments is preserved: Jesus does not
abolish the old commandment but newly and authoritatively interprets it” ((").
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!." The Criticized Understanding of the Love Commandment and Its Expansive Inter-
pretation as Love for Enemies

The restrictive understanding of the neighbor that the love commandment receives
through the interpretation presented in v. &’ is often interpreted in the sense of an
inner-Jewish limitation of the demand for love.(% In support of this view it can be
pointed out that the terms that are parallel to “neighbor” in Lev !).!%–!( do, in fact,
refer to the Jewish community as the horizon of application for the love command-
ment. Furthermore, a purely inner-Jewish orientation of the love commandment is
attested in some early Jewish texts (e.g., Tob &.!’; Jub. ’*.&, (; &*.!;(( CD *."#–"!).
However, it by no means represents the early Jewish understanding of the demand for
love.() The Matthean context gives no indication that Matthew seeks to accuse the
scribes and Pharisees here of restricting the sphere of validity of the love command-
ment to the people of God, Israel.)# According to v. &*, the concern is instead with the
restriction of love to those who love you,)! i.e., with the restriction of love to the circle
of friends and acquaintances.)" It must be noted further that according to v. &&b, for
Matthew the enemies include those who persecute you (plural). Since the con+ict with
the Pharisees and the synagogue dominated by them stands at the center of the con-
+ict to which the Matthean communities see themselves exposed,)’ the explicit inclu-
sion of the enemies in the love commandment primarily has other Jews in view, which
evidently permits the inverse conclusion that the restrictive interpretation of the love
commandment thatMatthew attributes to the scribes and Pharisees does not consist in

(%See, e.g., D. A. Hagner, Matthew #–#", WBC ’’A (Dallas: Word Books, !))’), !’&; France, The Gospel
of Matthew, ""&; C. N. Chandler, “‘Love Your Neighbor as Yourself’ (Leviticus !):!(b) in Early Jewish-
Christian Exegetical Practice and Missional Formulation,” in ‘What Does the Scripture Say?’ Studies in the
Function of Scripture in Early Judaism and Christianity, vol. !: The Synoptic Gospels, ed. C. A. Evans and H.
D. Zacharias, LNTS &*) (London: T&TClark, "#!"), !"–$*, here "*–"%; as well as D. L. Turner,Matthew,
BECNT (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, "##(), !%* and Luz, Matthew #–$, "((; GV = Luz, Mt #–$,
&#%–&#( (as an option alongside the vulgar-ethical interpretation [on this, see below]).

((On the love commandment in the book of Jubilees, in which, alongside the focus on “love for brothers”
in "#.", a universalizing of the sphere of validity of the demand for love is intimated, see Söding, “Feindeshass
und Bruderliebe,” *#"–!# and, speci,cally on "#.", *#%.

()On this, see Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, ’*)n*).
)#For this reason alone, the thesis that Matt $.&’ was inspired by the accusation of misanthropy that was

made against the Jews in antiquity (G. Dautzenberg, “Mt $,&’c und die antike Tradition von der jüdischen
Misanthropie,” in Studien zumMatthäusevangelium [Festschrift für W. Pesch], ed. L. Schenke [Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, !)((], &%–%%)must be regarded as entirely improbable, for Jewish tendencies toward
demarcation from non-Jews (cf., by way of example, Let. Aris. !’)–!&") are not visible as the background of
$.&’.

)!Cf. as an expression of everyday morality, Hesiod, Op. ’$": “Love the one who loves (you); and go to
the one who goes (to you) (!¨΅ ῭%·΄(΅!) ῭%·*+΅ ,)- !. /0(1%2΅!% /0(1*+΅)%).” According to Xenophon,Mem.
&.&."&, it is a universally valid law to return bene,ts to the benefactor. And according to Ps.-Aristotle,Rhet.
Alex. !.!&"!b’%-., the principle of doing good to friends and showing thankfulness to benefactors belong to
the unwritten laws.

)"Cf., e.g., J. Nolland,The Gospel ofMatthew: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (GrandRapids:
Eerdmans, "##$), "*$: “the neighbor has become one’s friend.”

)’See note %$ above.
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the restriction of those who are to be loved to their compatriots.#$ Rather, the under-
standing of the love commandment that is criticized here boils down to its reduction
to a vulgar-ethical “common sense.”

The fact that this restrictive interpretation of the love commandment is further
%anked by the admonition that the enemy is to be hated makes it clear that an emo-
tional dimension is just as little in the foreground as with the verb “love.” “Hate the
enemy” means to give him no support or even to harm him in an extreme case. The
thesis in v. $& is thus de facto nothing other than a variant, in biblical language, of the
vulgar-ethical maxim –whichwas widespread in the ancient world (and also often crit-
icized by philosophers) – that one should support the friends and harm the enemies.#’

Jesus’ counter-thesismakes an antithetical connection to the interpretive second part
of the thesis. Even the enemy is to be loved and not hated. This de-limitation of love for
neighbor is fundamental and comprehensive. Not only personal enemies are in view
but, as the talk of “persecutors” shows, also those who oppose the adherents of Jesus

#$On this aspect, see, in detail, Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, &(#–)*.
#’In Sosiades’ collection of the sayings of the SevenWiseMen, which John Stobaeus III *.*)& hands down,

the conduct toward the friends and the conduct toward the enemies is concisely juxtaposed with the words
“Be well-disposed to the friends, fend o+ the enemies (!¨΅῭%· ΄()*΄%, +,-.῭/· 012)῭3)” (text in J. Altho+ and
D. Zeller, eds.,DieWorte der SiebenWeisen, TzF "# [Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, !,,(],
($). In the Theognidea we -nd the passage, “May the great wide bronze sky fall upon me from above, the
fear of earth-born men, if I do not aid those who are my friends (῭4 1΄ !%΅΄56%)) and cause my enemies (7῭8·
9’ +,-.῭8·) pain and great misery” (Theognidea *."(#–")!; trans. D. E. Gerber, LCL !’", !##). In Pindar,
Pyth. !."&–"$ we read, “Let me befriend a friend, but against an enemy, I shall, as his enemy, run him down
as a wolf does” (trans. W. H. Race, LCL ’(, !$)). Plato, Meno )*e has Meno list as a virtue of the man
“that he be competent to manage the a+airs of his city, and to manage them so as to bene-t his friends and
harm his enemies” (trans. W. R. M. Lamb, LCL *(’, !(#). See further, e.g., Euripides,Med. ",#–"*, (“Let
no one think me weak, contemptible, untroublesome. No, quite the opposite, hurtful to foes, to friends
kindly. Such persons live a life of greatest glory”; trans. D. Kovacs, LCL *!, &’));Heracl. ’"’–’"(; Xenophon,
Mem. !.&.*$; !.(.&’; $.!.*(; Plato, Resp. &&!e; &&(a (“‘But do you know,’ I said, ‘whose saying I think it is:
the one which says that it is just to bene-t friends, and to harm enemies?’”; trans. C. Emlyn-Jones and W.
Preddy, LCL !&), $*); Isocrates, Or. *.!#; Dionysius Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. ".!#.* (. . . :· ῭·7΄ !¨΅῭3· ΄῾
=῭%΄8) 93)᾿1΄)῭) ;7% ῭·7’ +,-.῭/· ῟Α῟Β· . . . ); Cicero, O!. *.!’."" (see note ) above); Epictetus, Diatr. !.*$.*"
(“when a man has done you either good or harm you know how to pay him back in kind”; trans. W. A.
Oldfather, LCL *&*, &,&); as well as the passage from Plutarch, Apophthegmata Laconica !*" (Mor. !*"a),
which is quoted in note !*. Cf. M.W. Blundel,Helping Friends andHarming Enemies: A Study in Sophocles
and Greek Ethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, *#"#) for an overview (!(–’#) and a detailed
investigation of the -ndings in the tragedies of Sophocles ((,–!’#). On the understanding of Matt ’.$& in
the presented sense, cf. W.Klassen,Love of Enemies: TheWay to Peace (Philadelphia: Fortress, *#"$), "$; Betz,
The Sermon on the Mount, &,’–&,(; Zerbe,Non-Retaliation, !,(; M. Ebner, “Feindesliebe – ein Ratschlag
zumÜberleben? Sozial- und religionsgeschichtliche Überlegungen zuMt ’,&"–$) par. Lk (,!)–&’,” in From
Quest to Q (Festschrift für J.M. Robinson), ed. J. M. Asgeirson, K. de Troyer, and M. M. Meyer, BETL *$(
(Leuven: Leuven University Press, !,,,), **#–$!, here *&’–&(; Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew, !(’; Reiser,
“Love of Enemies in the Context of Antiquity,” $!!; E. Baasland, Parables and Rhetoric in the Sermon on the
Mount: New Approaches to a Classical Text, WUNT &’* (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !,*’), !)!. The a.nity
of Matt ’.$& to the aforementioned vulgar-ethical maxim does not, however, mean that for Matthew the
concern inMatt ’.$& is not with an (inadequate) interpretation of Lev *#.*" (contrast Baasland, Parables and
Rhetoric, !)*).
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as a group. Thus, the opponents of the community are also included here.%& If the pre-
ceding admonitions on the renunciation of retaliation – which are, as we have seen,
thematically related – are also consulted, this dimension that reaches beyond the per-
sonal enemy is reinforced. Verses ’%–(! present di)erent examples of the humiliation
of “little people” through those who are socially stronger. The little people are struck,
confronted with court procedures involving the seizure of their property, and forced
into service by Roman soldiers.%* Through intentional counter-provocations – they
also hold out the other cheek; they also surrender the cloak and are thus naked; they go
the secondmile – they regain the sovereignty of action; they are no longer mere objects
and victims of the actions of the more powerful.%+ In the ,ow of Matt $, the de-ni-
tion of the neighbor who is to be loved, which includes the enemy, also encompasses
the wrongdoers in the examples in vv. ’%–(!. Thus, Roman soldiers are, for example,
included. This underscores the fact that v. (( is aimed not only at personal enemies.
At the same time, it must also be noted that – as also in vv. ’%–(! – it does not become
clear that more than a local horizon of the experience of “little people” is in view.

If one enquires into the relationship between the two admonitions in vv. ((b, c,
then !¨΅῭ %·΄()*+)(,) !%-· ./0 123450.30 in v. ((c is not to be read epexegetically as
a comprehensive de-nition of the preceding imperative 678%΅.) .΄9῭ :+,·΄9῭ !¨/0 nor
is v. (* a su.cient exegesis of v. (&. Instead, v. ((c presents one exemplary concretiza-
tion. Love of enemies also includes praying for them, as this was also identi-ed as one
element of the conduct of the person who loves in T. Jos. !+.". Love for enemies is
not, however, exhausted in prayer,%% but rather includes – as Luke &."*, ’$ makes ex-
plicit through 48·/῭ %΄2)῾.) .΄῾῭ ¨2(΄=(20 !¨΅῭ or 678,΄%΄2)῾.) – the concrete doing of
good to the enemy. Conversely, the exhortation to pray for the persecutors makes clear
that the admonition to love one’s enemies aims not “merely” at external good conduct
but has in view an attitude that proceeds from the “heart” (cf. Matt $."+). Here, the
content of the prayer remains open. It could include the aspect of the petition for the
repentance or behavioral change of the enemy as well as the petition that nothing bad
may happen to the enemy. The longer Lukan version makes the latter explicit when it
exhorts the addressees to bless the enemy (cf. Rom !".!(; ! Pet ’.%; cf. also ! Cor (.!").

%&Cf. Luz, Matthew !–", "+* (GV = Luz, Mt !–", (#$); Davies and Allison, The Gospel According to
Matthew, !:$$!; C. S. Keener, A Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, !%%%),
"#’; France, The Gospel of Matthew, ""$; and others.

%*Cf. Luz,Matthew !–", "*’ (GV = Luz,Mt !–", ’+&), “In their Matthean version all three sayings re,ect
the experience of ‘little people’ who are beaten, who are threatened by debtor’s trials, and who su)er under
foreign occupations.”

%+On the interpretation of Matt $.’+–(", see Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, ’&#–&+; Kon-
radt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "*+–+#.

%%Theminimalistic interpretation of the commandment of love for enemies in Ebner, “Feindesliebe,” esp.
!’&–(# is already questionable for this reason, for Ebner reduces the required reaction to the behavior of the
hostile counterpart in the sense of the love commandment to the spiritual aspect of prayer. Ebner also ties the
situational context of enmity to the experience of the rejection of the message, which he seeks to embed in a
history-of-religionsway through a reference to a passage in Epictetus’ Cynic diatribe cited at the beginning of
this article (see note *), which is sometimes presented as an analogy to the commandment of love for enemies.
However, this tying of the commandment of love for enemies to the challenge of needing to process failures
in the proclamation does not emerge fromMatt $.(’–(+.
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At the same time, prayer is “the last thing that someone can do when one’s hands oth-
erwise remain tied.”#""

!." Love for Enemies as Imitatio Dei: The Theological Grounding of Love for Enemies

TheMatthean Jesus motivates the addressees to love for enemies by connecting it with
the promise – which is to be understood eschatologically – that those who love their
enemies will become sons of the Father in heaven (v. $%a). The son of God terminology
used here builds on sapiential traditions in which divine sonship is joined to the motif
of following the will of God.#"# Matthew is concerned more speci&cally with the cor-
respondence to the action of the Father, as the continuation of the text in v. $%makes
clear. For God himself “makes his sun rise on the bad and the good, and he sends rain
on the righteous and the unrighteous.”#"’ Thus, as God, in his philanthropy, lets his
life-preserving bene&ts come to all human beings without distinction, humans should
likewise encounter all human beings, even the “evil enemy,” in the spirit of love.

The motif of correspondence to the action of God, which underlines the promise
of becoming children – or, more literally, sons – of God,#"! is taken up and strength-
ened through the direct exhortation to imitatio Dei in %.$(.#"$ Di)erently from Luke,
who – probably on the basis of Q – speaks concretely of the imitation of the mercy of
God (cf. Let. Aris. ’"(), Matthew calls for perfection. Thus, in Matthew, the imitatio
Dei motif is not only understood more fundamentally than in Luke (and Q), but it
is also more strongly weighted.#"% The motif of perfection returns in Matthew in the
pericope of the rich youngman in #*.’#. There too it is connected to the interpretation

#""Söding,Nächstenliebe, #%+.
#"#See Sir $.#"; Wis. Sol. ’.#(; %.%. On this, see G. Theißen, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe (Mt

%,!(–$(/Lk ,,’+–!() und deren sozialgeschichtlicher Hintergrund,” in Studien zur Soziologie des Urchris-
tentums, WUNT #*, !rd ed. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #*(*), #,"–*+, here #,#–,’.

#"’Here, the formulation in Matthew is more detailed than in Luke, where it merely says that God “is
generous toward the ungrateful and the bad” (!¨΅῭% ·΄()΅*% +)΅,- +./ ΅01% 2·!΄3)΅04% 5!/ .0-(΄06%) (,.!%).
WhereasMatthew has a concrete reference toGod’s action as Creator (sun, rain), the Lukan passage has only
the mere characterization of God as ·΄()΅*%. Furthermore, with respect to Matthew’s double members .0-
-(΄01% 5!/ 27!806% and 9,5!304% 5!/ 293504%, the Lukan version only provides parallels to the two negative
members. In this case, the Q version is probably better preserved by Luke, for theMatthean juxtaposition of
“evil and good,” “righteous and unrighteous” corresponds to the opposition of neighbor and friend in %.$!,
which was introduced through the secondary formation of antitheses, whereas Luke’s “one-sided” formula-
tion 2·!΄3)΅04% 5!/ .0-(΄06% corresponds to the – originally not antithetically formulated – commandment
to love the enemy.

#"!One can discover a connection to the christological use of the Son ofGod title in theGospel ofMatthew
insofar as in this the aspect of the obedience to thewill of the Father has fundamental importance (on this, see
U. Luz, Studies inMatthew [Minneapolis: Fortress, ’""%], (!–*,, here *!–*,; GV =U. Luz, “Eine thetische
Skizze der matthäischen Christologie,” in Anfänge der Christologie. Festschriftt für F. Hahn, ed. C. Breyten-
bach and H. Paulsen [Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, #**#], ’’#–!%, here ’!#–!$]).

#"$This motif is frequent. It appears with special density in the Letter of Aristeas (see, e.g., Let. Aris. #((,
#*", #*’, ’"%, ’"(, ’"*, ’#", ’##).

#"%See Theißen, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe,” #,’–,!.
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of the love commandment.!#& This shows that perfection is understood by Matthew
in relation to the Torah. It is based on the perfect ful’llment of the Torah, which is
hermeneutically centered in the love commandment according to the interpretation of
Jesus. In short, whoever (also) loves his enemy practices the commandment of love per-
fectly and thus imitates God.!#(

Themessage of the basileia,!#) which is characteristic for Jesus, is often speci’ed as
the overarching theological context for the commandment of love for enemies on the
level of the historical Jesus!#* – more speci’cally, the consistent understanding of the
demand for love in the sense of love for enemies is connected to the boundless good-
ness of God, which he, in light of the inbreaking of his kingly reign, demonstrates and
which is manifested above all in Jesus’ turning to sinners. However, there is no talk
of the basileia in Matt $.+%–+) (or in Luke &."(–%&), at least not explicitly. Instead,
Matthewmakes recourse, as we have seen, to a creation-theological argument. Here, as
a related text, we can refer, ’rst, to the talk of God’s !¨΅῭%· ΄( )·΄΅ ῭*·΄΅ inWis. !!."+,
even though there is no explicit talk of God’s love inMatt $, and we also ’nd, at least at
’rst glance, a strikingly similar statement in Seneca’sDeBene!ciis: “‘If you are imitating
the gods,’ you say, ‘then bestow bene’ts also upon the ungrateful; for the sun rises also

!#&In Matt !*.!&–"" perfection does not designate a second stage after the keeping of the commandments
thematized in vv. !(–"#. Instead, Jesus’ demand that the richman sell his possessions and give the proceeds to
the poor (v. "!) interprets what the love commandment – which has been added in !*.!* vis-à-vis theMarkan
Vorlage (Mark !#.!*) by Matthew – means in the case of the rich man and in light of his encounter with
Jesus. For justi’cation of this understanding of the text, see Konradt, Studien zum Matthäusevangelium,
*$–!!", here *)–!##. Cf. also Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, !"%–"& (GV = Konradt, Studien zum
Matthäusevangelium, %+#–+%); Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, "(!, "*+.

!#(The motif of correspondence to the action of God also underlies Sir !".!–(LXX, though in comparison
to Matt $.+%–+), under the exact opposite banner. Sirach admonishes the reader not to assist the sinner and
not to give to the godless, “because the Most High also hates sinners and he will render punishment on the
godless” (!".&LXX). In v. $, the aspect of sapiential caution is present. The enemymust not be fed with bread
“lest he gain mastery over you through it.” The wise man must therefore consider that “there are cases in
which through doing the good one can bring about the opposite” (G. Sauer, Jesus Sirach / Ben Sira, ATD.A
! [Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, "###], !!$). In the Hebrew version, this aspect is more strongly
emphasized insofar as v. $ contains there the concrete admonition not to give weapons to the evildoer, lest he
use them against the giver at the next opportunity. This concretization is deleted in the Greek translation in
v. $.

!#)On this, cf., e.g., H. Merklein, Jesu Botschaft von der Gottesherrschaft. Eine Skizze, SBS !!!, %rd ed.
(Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, !*)*); M. Konradt, “Das Verständnis der Königsherrschaft Gottes bei
Jesus von Nazareth,” in Theokratie und theokratischer Diskurs. Die Rede von der Gottesherrschaft und ihre
politisch-sozialem Auswirkungen im interkulturellen Vergleich, ed. K. Trampedach and A. Pe,ar, Colloquia
historica et theologica ! (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!%), !#!–!$; Konradt,Ethik imNeuen Testament, +!–+%.

!#*See P. J. Du Plessis, “Love and Perfection in Matt. $:+%–+),”Neotest. ! (!*&(): ")–%+, here "); V. P. Fur-
nish, The Love Commandment in the New Testament (London: SCM, !*(%), &(–&*; Piper, ‘Love your Ene-
mies,’ )#–)); J. Becker, “Nächstenliebe – Brüderliebe. Exegetische Beobachtungen als Anfrage an ein ethis-
ches Problemfeld,” ZEE "$ (!*)!): $–!), here (–); U. Luz, “Jesu Gebot der Feindesliebe und die kirchliche
Verantwortung für den Frieden,” inChristen imStreit umden Frieden. Beiträge zu einer neuen Friedensethik,
ed. W.Brinkel, B. Sche-er, andM.Wächter (Freiburg: Dreisam, !*)"), !!*–%+, here !"$–"( (cf. Luz,Matthew
"–#, "(+–($, ")(; GV = Luz,Mt "–#, %)*, +#$; on this see note !!+ below); Ho.mann, “Tradition und Sit-
uation,” !#)–!#*; Gnilka, Das Matthäusevangelium, !*(; Merklein, Jesu Botschaft von der Gottesherrschaft,
!!*–"#, !""–"%.
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upon the wicked, and the sea lies open also to pirates.’”##$ However, on the level of the
Gospel of Matthew, the embedding of the love commandment in the proclamation of
the basileia is clear if %.&!–&’ is placed in the larger context. Matthew opens the public
activity of Jesus in &.#( programmatically with the notice that Jesus began to proclaim:
“Repent, for the kingdom of heaven has come near.” In the summary presentation of
the activity of Jesus in &."! (cf. ).!%), the talk of the proclamation of the gospel of the
kingdom (!¨΅῭%%·΄ () *+,--./01΄ (23 4,%0/*5,3) takes up &.#(. More speci*cally, what
is quoted in &.#( in direct speech as the content of the !¨΅῭%%*0΄ is now taken up in the
expression *+,--./01΄ (23 4,%0/*5,3.### The teaching of Jesus presented in the Sermon
on the Mount##" serves to unfold exemplarily what it means to repent in light of the
nearness of the kingdom of God. It is directed at those who have let themselves be ad-
dressed by the proclamation of the “gospel of the kingdom.”##! In this context, special
attentionmust be given to the fact that themessage of the inbreaking reign ofGod goes
hand in hand with the fact that sinners are not tied to their past but the door of repen-
tance is opened precisely for them insofar as Jesus turns also and speci*cally to them (cf.
Matt ).#"–#!!). Against this background, love for enemies can be understood as corre-
sponding to the loving turning of God to human beings that grants a new beginning
and is not tied to conditions.##& The disciples should, as it were, join in the movement
of the loving turning of God to human beings and thus correspond to the inbreaking
kingdom of God by likewise not tying their turning to human beings to conditions
that are de*ned by the previous behavior of the other. Relating the love demonstrated
by God in light of the dawning of his kingly reign to the demand of love that is issued
to the disciples in this way corresponds to the fundamental signi*cance of the imitatio
idea in %.&!–&’.

In vv. &+–&( a motif of demarcation stands alongside the motif of correspondence
toGod and becoming children of God. Here, the restrictive de*nition of the love com-

##$Ben. &."+.#; trans. J. W. Basore, LCL !#$, "%(. Cf. further Marcus Aurelius,Med. ).##, "(.
###Cf. Burchard, “Versuch,” !#: ‘The gospel of the kingdom’ is a “substantivization of &.#(.”
##"Cf. 6757,%!*΄ in %." as well as the corresponding note in (."’–").
##!The audience of the Sermonof theMount is formedmore speci*cally by the disciples as a narrower circle

(%.#–") as well as the crowds from all Israel who follow Jesus according to &."% (on the place speci*cations in
&."%, seeKonradt, Israel, Church, and theGentiles, %$–%") as awider circle (cf. (."’–")), whomLuz,Matthew
!–", #+! (GV = Luz,Mt !–", "&") *ttingly designates as “potential church” (cf. Luz,Matthew !–", #+(, !’);
GV = Luz,Mt !–", "&(, %&$).

##&Cf. Luz,Matthew !–", "’( (GV=Mt !–", &$%): “The extreme demand to love one’s enemy corresponds
to God’s extreme love toward sinners and outcasts.” The further-reaching interpretation that the disciples
with the love for their enemies correspond to the fact that God granted them his loving care when they were
still enemies of God (cf. Rom %.#$) (cf. W. Huber, “Feindschaft und Feindesliebe. Notizen zum Problem
des ‘Feindes’ in der Theologie,” ZEE "+ (#)’"): #"’–%’, here #%%; Becker, “Nächstenliebe,” (–’; Merklein,
Jesu Botschaft von der Gottesherrschaft, ##)–"$; as well as Merklein, Gottesherrschaft als Handlungsprinzip,
"!&–!() overloads theMatthean context. What comes to expression here is more likely a theological thinking
that is nourished by the Pauline doctrine of justi*cation. In terms of tradition history, one can, however,
point out that a connection between “love for enemies” and knowledge of one’s own sinfulness is in view
in Sir "’.#–( (on this, see Theißen, “Gewaltverzicht und Feindesliebe,” #(#) and Matthew himself, in the
parable of the unmerciful servant in Matt #’."!–!%, emphasizes the motif that the mercy received from God
is to be passed on to the fellowhumanbeings. It is, however, not recognizable thatMatthewhad an analogous
connection in mind in the case of the commandment of love for enemies in %.&&.
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mandment through the scribes and Pharisees is, as indicated above, equated with the
vulgar-ethical principle of turning only to those from whom one experiences some-
thing good. Butmutual love is a behavior that even tax collectors and “gentiles,”!!$ who
are far from God, manage to produce. More is expected from the disciples – namely, a
life that is nourished from their relation to God and corresponds precisely to the con-
duct of the heavenly Father. Here, it is instructive to incorporate the connection of the
series of antitheses to v. !&, for the instructions of Jesus in the antitheses unpack the
works that the disciples should allow to be seen before people, so that they may glorify
the heavenly Father. The fact that the works of the disciples should inspire those who
see them to praise God implies that the way of life of the disciples is an expression of
their relationship to God, that their action grows out of their bond with the heavenly
Father, and that, putting it concisely, the loving God lets them live in such a way that
the praise for these works comes to God.

!."Overcoming Enmity?

While the commandment of love for enemies inMatt $.’%–’(, as presented in the pre-
ceding section, is grounded theologically, we must at the same time inquire into the
extent to whichMatthew also connects socio-pragmatic aspects with love for enemies.
The motif of the reinforcement of the internal cohesion of one’s own group, which
appears in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, does not play a discernable role in
$.’%–’(, but one can point to the fact that the regulation for the practice of correction
in Matt !(.!$ stands in the tradition of the love commandment. If a community mem-
ber sins, this is not to be made public but should )rst be discussed privately, which is
meant to protect the sinner from exposure in the fellowship.!!& Unlike what we )nd

!!$Instead of tax collectors and “gentiles,” the term “sinners” consistently appears in Luke &.%"–%’. The
di*erence could be interpreted in such a way that Matthew has preserved here the Jewish coloration of the
tradition (cf., e.g., Merklein, Gottesherrschaft als Handlungsprinzip, ""&). Against this view, it could be ob-
jected that inMatthew the designation “gentiles” with the substantivized adjective !¨΅῭%·΄ also occurs in &.+;
!(.!+, and in !(.!+, analogous to $.’&–’+, it appears togetherwith “tax collectors,” whereas outside theGospel
ofMatthew, it does not appear in the Synoptic tradition. However, a conclusion for $.’+ does necessarily fol-
low from the fact that !¨΅῭%·΄ is, in the Synoptic comparison, a linguistic peculiarity of Matthew or of the
Matthean special material. At any rate, an impressive example of the phenomenon that Matthew made a
word found in his sources into one of his “favorite words” appears, in theMatthean use of ()῭*·+῭,-.΄ (Matt
&.%#; (."&; !’.%!; !&.(; as well as !+."#), which was inspired by Q !"."(. Alongside the explicit demarcation
from sinners and “gentiles,” we )nd, through the variation – which probably goes back toMatthew – of the
question -/΅0 1῭,¨2΅ 345-5; (v. ’&) to -/ +56῭,,2΅ +.῭57-5; in v. ’+ (in Luke &.%"–%’ the question appears three
timeswith thewording+./0 817΅ 496῭΄ !,-/΅;), the demarcation from the scribes andPharisees, forwith+56῭,-
,·΅Matthew refers back to $."# (!:΅ 1· +56῭,,5῾,= 81᾿΅ ; ῟῭%0῭.,῾΅Α +)57.΅ -᾿΅ *60110-Β῝΅ %0ΔΕ06῭,0/῝΅).
Cf., for many, Ho*mann, “Tradition und Situation,” (%: “The redactional keyword connection of +56῭,,·΅
($.’+) to +56῭,,5῾5῭΅ ($."#) makes clear that in the love for neighbor opened up to love for enemiesMatthean
redaction sees the ‘more’ of the righteousness of the disciples that distinguishes them from the Pharisees and
scribes.”

!!&OnMatt !(.!$–!+ and on the tradition-historical background, see Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevan-
gelium, %,’–’#! and T. Jabbarian,Die Niedrigkeit Jesu und seiner Jüngerschaft. Eine Studie zur Korrelation
von Ethik und Christologie in Mt #$,!#–!%,&’, WUNT "/$’, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#"!), !!"–"’. Cf.
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in the Didache, where the exhortation to love for enemies is followed by the promise
“and you will have no enemy” (Did. #.!), Matt $."!–"% also contains no explicit state-
ment on a social perspective of hope connected to love for enemies that would provide
an analogy to themotif of the removal of enmity, which occurs in the interpretation of
Exod &!."–$ in Philo and in Ps.-Phoc. #"’–#"&.##( Again, however, the context brings us
further, for in context the commandment of love for enemies causes one to think back
upon the beatitude on the peacemakers in $.), not only with respect to content but also
because the commandment of love for enemies and the beatitude on the peacemakers
are connected through the promises that are respectively attached to them. In both
cases, the concern is with becoming children of God. Moreover, $.) and $."$ are the
only texts in the Gospel of Matthew in which the term son of God is related to the fol-
lowers of Jesus. This is no accident but rather points to the consciously shaping hand
of the First Evangelist, who sought to establish a connection here.##% If the diachronic
pro*le of the text is incorporated, then it is probably possible to go one step further.
The commandment of love for enemies comes from the Sayings Source; the beatitude
on the peacemakers is Matthean special material or Matthean redaction. This suggests
that the formation of the beatitude on the peacemakers in the Matthean community
was inspired by the commandment of love for enemies.##) The promise of becoming
children of God is taken from the commandment of love for enemies and love for ene-
mies is interpreted as peacemaking. Thismeans thatMatt $.) probably presents a direct
re+ection of the understanding of love for enemies in the Matthean community: love
for enemies is an act of peacemaking.

If v. #, is drawn upon again, then it must be added that Matthew presupposes
here that the works of the disciples will have a positive impact on outsiders. More than
that, the exhortation in v. #, – namely, that the disciples should let their light shine
before human beings – expresses in imperative form what was previously announced
to them in v. #! and v. #": they are the salt of the earth and the light of the world. This
means that for Matthew, “salt of the earth” and “light of the world” are, among other
things, indeed fundamentally, those persons who love their enemies. For the impulse
that goes out from them for the renewal of social relationships toward peace form the
necessary counterweight to failed con*gurations of the social climate inwhich life is not

also Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, #",–"% (GV = Konradt, Studien zum Matthäusevangelium,
"&)–!’); Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, !’(–!#’.

##(Against the presence of an intention of removing enmity in the commandment of love for enemies, see,
e.g., Furnish, The Love Commandment, #)(!, ,(; W. Schrage, Ethik des Neuen Testament, GNT ", &nd ed.
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &Ruprecht, #)%)), %! (no equivalent inW. Schrage, Ethics of the New Testament,
trans. D. E. Green [Edinburg: T&T Clark, #))’], (%). See also Davies and Allison, The Gospel According to
SaintMatthew, #:$$&, $$, (“Jesus does not promise that love will turn enemies into friends” [$$&]).

##%Reference must be made further to the interlinking of the commandment of love for enemies and the
beatitudes through the back-reference of $.""b to the beatitude on the persecuted disciples in $.#’, ##–#&. On
the connection to the beatitudes, see Lührmann, “Liebet eure Feinde,” "#"–#$; as well as R. Schnackenburg,
“Die Seligpreisung der Friedenstifter (Mt $,)) im matthäischen Kontext,” BZ NF &, (#)%&): #,#–(%, here
#,(–(’.

##)Cf. Lührmann, “Liebet eure Feinde,” "&$, with a view to the aspect of the promise of becoming children
of God.
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able to &ourish. Such impulses can, as v. ’( illustrates, assume a quite banal everyday
form: whoever greets his enemy begins the communication anew and opens thereby
the chance for a process that overcomes enmity.!"#

It does not follow from what has just been said that love for enemies is fundamen-
tally a social strategy and thus a calculating action. Love for enemies is not based on the
weighing of its social chances. However, in Matt $ we )nd a behavior founded in the
imitatio Dei and presupposing a certain image of God that with the renewal of inter-
personal relationships toward peace also includes a social perspective of hope,!"! as this
also appears in a similar way in early Jewish texts: doing good toward the enemy bears
the chance of reconciliation in itself.!""

!." The Commandment of Love for Enemies and the Golden Rule

In Luke * the Golden Rule – probably in the sequence of Q – appears in the middle of
the composition that circles around love for enemies in vv. "(–%$: “As youwish that hu-
man beings do to you, do likewise to them!” (v. %!).!"% This compositional bringing to-
gether of an extraordinary demand such as love for enemies, on the one side, and an eth-
ical maxim that is usually regarded as an ethical commonplace of the ancient world,!"’
on the other hand, has often provoked astonishment or led interpreters to diagnose a
tension.!"$ However, the composition does indeed make good sense. Here, it is funda-
mentally necessary to note that contrary to the claim of Albrecht Dihle,!"* the Golden
Rule as it appears in Luke *.%! (and Matt (.!") neither arises from the idea of requital
nor is it bound to it. For not what one has de facto experienced from others is made the
standard of one’s own action but rather what one wishes to experience from others –
irrespective of how the other person has, in fact, acted.!"( From a material-ethical per-

!"#Naturally, there is no guarantee that the greeting will be returned, but it is hardly to be denied that a
greeting is an opening act to the overcoming of enmity.

!"!Put di+erently, even though it is correct that “utilitarian considerations” are remote here (thusLuz, “Jesu
Gebot der Feindesliebe,” !"’), this does not mean thatMatthew does not at all have in view the possibility of
a positive change of the social situation. Worlds lie between the latter and a utilitarian calculation.

!""See above on Philo, Virt. !!*–!!,; Philo, QE ".!!; Ps.-Phoc. !’#–!’"; as well as Jos. Asen. ",.%–’. See
further T. Gad *.*; T. Benj. $.’.

!"%On the following, cf. M.Konradt, “Liebesgebot undChristusmimesis. Eine Skizze zur Pluralität neutes-
tamentlicher Agapeethik,” JBTh ", ("#!’): *$–,-, here ("–(%. Cf. also Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament,
",$–,*.

!"’This is based, in part, on the fact that statements that must be carefully distinguished from the version
presented in the Jesus tradition (Matt (.!"; Luke *.%!) are also evaluated as attestations of the Golden Rule.
For a di+erentiating view, see M. Konradt, “The Golden Rule,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Bible and
Law, ed. B. A. Strawn, vol. ! (Oxford: Oxford University Press, "#!$), %$#–$*.

!"$See, e.g., A. Dihle, Die Goldene Regel, SAW ( (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, !,*"), !!%–!’; F.
W. Horn, Glaube und Handeln in der Theologie des Lukas, GTA "*, "nd ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, !,-*), !#$–!#(.

!"*See Dihle,Die Goldene Regel, passim.
!"(See P. Borgen, “The Golden Rule: With Emphasis on its Usage in the Gospels,” in Paul Preaches Cir-

cumcision andPleasesMen andOther Essays onChristianOrigins (Trandheim: Tapir, !,-%), ,,–!!’, here !#,,
!!!; L. J. Topel, “The Tarnished Golden Rule (Luke *:%!),” TS $, (!,--): ’($–-$, here ’((–(-; B. Kollmann,
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spective, the Golden Rule is basically empty. It does not contain anymaterial speci#ca-
tion ofwhat behavior is to be expected or hoped for fromothers but rather presupposes
such a speci#cation. This means that the material-ethically empty maxim obtains the
speci#cation of its content from the respective context in which it is used. For Luke
".!$, it follows from this that the Golden Rule receives here its material concretization
through the surrounding exhortations, i.e., its content is de#ned by the commandment
of love for enemies. Conversely, the placement of the GoldenRule in themiddle of the
composition on love for enemies (".%&–!’) implies that the commandment of love for
enemies merely unpacks what follows from the Golden Rule – when it is consistently
thought through – as a behavioral orientation, i.e., love for enemies is nothing other
than the consistent application of the Golden Rule. For one hopes for help in situ-
ations of distress even from someone with whom the social relationship is disrupted.
Thus, conversely, if one applies theGoldenRule consistently, onemust turn also to the
enemy.

Matthew has removed the Golden Rule from the direct context of love for ene-
mies and placed it at the end of the body of the Sermon on the Mount in &.$%. The
connection to love for enemies is not, however, eliminated with this rearrangement.
For Matthew has connected the placement of the Golden Rule as the conclusion of
the body of the Sermon on the Mount with the fact that it functions as a summary of
the Law and the Prophets, which Jesus has come to ful#ll according to ’.$& and whose
fully valid understanding is exemplarily unfolded in the antitheses. This means that in
Matthew the Golden Rule, in terms of content, is no longer related solely to the renun-
ciation of retaliation and love for enemies but rather to the whole series of antitheses,
including love for enemies, and, conversely, the series of antitheses as a whole are ratio-
nalized and made understandable through the Golden Rule. Here, we #nd a descrip-
tion of conduct that one hopes to receive for oneself from others. Let us begin with the
#rst antithesis, the radical interpretation of the prohibition of murder:$%( no person,
who is in their right mind, can wish to be beaten down by another person – even if it is
only verbally. Thus, one should not act aggressively toward others. Likewise, however,
one hopes even from their enemy that they will not refuse to help him or her in a situ-
ation of distress. Accordingly, one must also love the enemy in this way.

Notably, the connection between the love commandment and the Golden Rule
also appears in (other) Jewish sources – namely, in Sir !$.$’ and in TargumPs.-Jonathan
on Lev $).$(. Its reception in the Synoptic Jesus tradition exhibits a special pro#le in-
sofar as the linking of the Golden Rule to the love commandment is deepened there

“Die Goldene Regel (Mt &,$%/Lk ",!$). TrivialeMaxime der Selbstbezogenheit oder Grundprinzip ethischen
Handelns?,” in Er stieg auf den Berg und lehrte sie (Mt !,"f.). Exegetische und rezeptionsgeschichtliche Stu-
dien zur Bergpredigt, ed. H.-U.Weidemann, SBS %%" (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, %*$%), )&–$$!, here
$*%–$*+, $$%; as well asM.Wolter,TheGospel According to Luke –Volume I (Luke "–#:!$), ed. W.Coppins and
S. Gathercole, trans. W. Coppins and C. Heilig, BMSEC + (Waco: Baylor University Press, %*$"), %($ (GV =
M. Wolter, Das Lukasevangelium, HNT ’ [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, %**(], %’(), who #ttingly states that
“This phrasing of the Golden Rule has nothing to do with the principle of retribution.”

$%(On the understanding ofMatt ’.%$–%%, seeKonradt,Christology, Torah, andEthics, $*’–$*( (GV=Kon-
radt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, !%*–%+); Konradt, Ethik imNeuen Testament, %("–((.
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through the radical understanding of love as love for enemies. And it is by no means
unimportant here that the Golden Rule in Luke ’.%! and Matt &.!" appears in its pos-
itive rather than negative version.!"( The concern is not merely with refraining from
harming the other but rather with the positive demand that one help them actively and
that one concern oneself with his or her well-being in the same way as one is interested
in one’s own well-being.

%. Summary

Through the formation of the antitheses, Matthew explicitly emphasizes the com-
mandment of love for enemies as an interpretation of the commandment of love for
neighbor in Lev !(.!). He advocates here a de-limitation in principle of the benevo-
lent conduct toward fellowhumanbeings that is demanded in the love commandment,
thoughwithout – if one considers the social context – transcending the sphere of every-
day behavior. The loving care for all human beingswithout distinction is, forMatthew,
an essential demonstration of the relationship to God, for responding to experienced
love with love is a behavior that even tax collectors and “gentiles,” who are far from
God, manage to produce. There are several points that correspond to this. First, the
fact that the enemy is also incorporated into the loving care for others means imitating
God in his philanthropy and corresponding to him in his loving care for human beings,
which characterizes the inbreaking of his kingly rule. Second, the promise of becoming
children of God is connected to love for enemies. Finally, there are also undertones of
a social-pragmatic dimension in the commandment of love for enemies. Love for ene-
mies bears within it chances for the reshaping of social life together. A social-pragmatic
perspective also appears with di*erent aspects in the early Jewish texts presented in the
+rst part of this article. However, unlike what we +nd in Lev !(.!&–!) and in the Testa-
ments of theTwelvePatriarchs,Matt $.,%–,)does not speci+cally re-ect on the shaping
of inner-community relationships, which is connected to the de-limitation of the de-
mand for love in principle. However, the aspect of internal cohesion also plays no role
in Philo’s interpretation of Exod "%.,–$. Rather, the goal that Moses pursues with his
legislation and that is paradigmatically re-ected in the commandment of Exod "%.,–$
is assigned a universal dimension. For where harmony, community spirit, and the like

!"(For the di*erence between the two versions, see Theißen, “Die Goldene Regel (Matthäus &:!"/Lukas
’:%!). Über den Sitz im Leben ihrer positiven und negativen Form,” BibInt !! ("##%): %)’–((. As Theißen
has shown, the positive form usually occurs with reference to speci+c spheres of life: in the ethos of family
(Isocrates, Or. !.!,; Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. !.%&), in the ethos of friendship (Xenophon, Cyr. ’.!.,&;
Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. $."!); and in the ethos of rulership (Isocrates, Or. ".",; %.,(; ,.)!; for related
maxims, cf. Herodotus, Hist. %.!,".%; Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. $".%,.!); only the negative form also occurs
as a fundamentally formulated maxim (Isocrates, Or. %.’!; b. .abb. %!a). In relation to this, Matt &.!" and
Luke ’.%! display the distinctive characteristic that an extraordinary expansion of its sphere of application is
connected to the positive formulation of the Golden Rule. A direct connection between the commandment
of love for enemies and the goldenRule appears – thoughonly in its negative form– inEpistulaApostolorum
!) (trans. J. K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament [Oxford: Clarendon Press, !((%], $’&): “Love your
enemies, and what you do not want done to you, that do to no one else.”
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are encountered, “the whole human race may attain to the highest happiness” (Philo,
Virt. ##$).

From a tradition-historical perspective, we can conclude on the whole that on the
map of early Jewish ethics, the commandment of love for enemies does not appear as a
solitary point but rather as a peak in a mountain range. Expressed non-metaphorically,
the fact that the commandment of love for enemies is clothed in an antithesis inMatt %
should not cause us to lose sight of the fact that the commandment of love for neighbor
positively takes up early Jewish traditions and develops them further. At the same time,
in the overall panorama of early Jewish ethics, it is also recognizable as an independent
expression of the basic motif of the helping care for other human beings. Its explosive
power lies not only in the fundamental de-limitation, in the universalization of the de-
mand in principle, but also in its theological grounding. For with this grounding, love
for enemies appears as a direct manifestation of the action dimension of faith, which
cannot be suspended from case to case. It is a direct and consistent expression of faith
in the oneGod, who, as Creator, lets his benevolent deeds also come to the unrighteous
and who, in light of the inbreaking of his kingly reign, does not tie any sinner to his or
her past but clears away the earlier deeds and o&ers a new chance to obtain salvation.
The Johannine peak statement “God is love” (# John ’.", #() compresses this thematic
nexus into a concise saying. Matthew %.’!–’" signals how consequential such a theo-
logical statement is from an ethical perspective.

Appendix: Klaus Wengst and the Interpretation of Matt %.)#–’" as Antitheses

KlausWengst has challenged the understanding ofMatt %.)#–’" as antitheses and in do-
ing so also engaged critically with my interpretation.#!* Wengst and I agree that Jesus’
instructions in %.)#–’" should be understood as interpretations of the Torah. Wengst,
however, also seeks to keep %.)#–’" free from a criticism of other Jewish interpretations
of the Torah. He reaches this goal by viewing the theses as reproductions of words of
the Torah (“The introductions of the six units characterize what is quoted as author-
itative quotations from the Torah” [#!]), while calling into question every adversative
emphasiswith respect to thewords that introduce Jesus’ instructions. Inhis view, !¨΅ ῭%
·΄¨( )*+, can be su+ciently explained against the background of rabbinic terminology,
and he concludes from this that the particle ῭΄ – which is, in itself, possible, of course
– is not to be understood as adversative and that the personal pronoun !¨- – against
the usual Greek linguistic usage – is not emphatic. In his view, the expression means
something like: “‘I now say to you,’ or, more freely, ‘I interpret this in this way’” (#%).
The inadequate plausibility of this interpretive attempt is easy to see, however, already
with reference the last antithesis, which is the focus of the present article. It would be
necessary to translate: “You have heard that it was said, ‘You should love your neighbor
and hate your enemy.’ I interpret this in this way: ‘You should love your enemies . . . ’”
How the exhortation to love one’s enemies can be understood as an interpretation of

#!*K.Wengst, “Keine ‘Antithesen,’ sondern Auslegung der Tora. ZuMt %,#,–’",” ZNT !( ()*#%): #)–)#.
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the statement “you should hate your enemy” remains incomprehensible. Instead, here
it becomes visiblewith exemplary clarity that there is noway to get around the view that
two instructions are respectively set over against each other in $."!–’(. To this extent and
in this sense, it also continues to be appropriate to speak of “antitheses,” though, as we
have shown, the entities that are set over against each other are not Torah command-
ments and instructions of Jesus but rather interpretations of the Torah that Matthew
ascribes to the scribes and Pharisees and Torah interpretations of the Matthean Jesus.

In this context, it appears extremely bizarre when Wengst opposes my interpreta-
tion with the accusation that I remain – with regard to determining the relationship
between Judaism and Christianity – “in the old schema of surpassing.”!%! First, this ig-
nores the fact that I understand the con)ict between theMatthean community and the
Pharisees to be a con)ict that is still intra-Jewish in principle!%" and, correspondingly,
also read $."!–’(, from a history-of-religions perspective, as an intra-Jewish discourse.
Second, this goes hand in hand with the fact that I have sought to support this view
with respect to the side of Jesus’ instructions by embedding them in early Jewish tra-
ditions.!%% Third, I have explicitly pointed out that the positions that are ascribed to
the scribes and Pharisees in $."#–’( cannot be used as historical evidence for the recon-
struction of their views but must be regarded as part of the anti-Pharisaic polemic that
runs through the entire Gospel of Matthew – and is just as little a*rmed by me as by
other exegetes who soberly identify it.!%’ While Wengst notes my reference to the fact
that the theses cannot be used as historical evidence for the Pharisees understanding of
the law, he criticizes me for not carrying this out and for the fact that “no attestations
are produced . . . for the claimed theses.”!%$ The language of “claimed theses” is pecu-
liar insofar as the concern is with theMatthean theses. What is meant is apparently the
thesis thatMatthew viewed these – in the words of Burchard!%+ – as “statements of the
‘righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees.’” The reference to the fact that no attesta-
tions were produced for this is by no means a convincing objection against this thesis.
On the contrary, if one overlooks for a moment the fact that the extra-New Testament
source situation is full of gaps to a great degree, the criticism made by Wengst is, in
fact, an implication of the statement that the ascription of positions in Matt $."!–’(
must be attributed toMatthean polemic (on this, the position thatMatthew imputes to

!%!Wengst, “Keine ‘Antithesen,’ sondern Auslegung der Tora,” !’: “im alten Schema der Überbietung.”
!%"SeeKonradt,Christology, Torah, andEthics, &(–!## (GV=Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium,

%!%–!$); for a more detailed discussion of the relationship of the Matthean community/communities to Ju-
daism, see Konradt, Israel, Church, and the Gentiles, %$$–+, and especially Konradt, Christology, Torah, and
Ethics, !–%+ (GV = Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, %–’").

!%%SeeKonradt,TheGospel according toMatthew, ,&–&( (GV=Konradt,DasEvangeliumnachMatthäus,
(!–!##); for the reception of the decalogue in Matt $, in particular, see Konradt, Christology, Torah, and
Ethics, !#!–%#, esp. !#(–!", !!+–!&, !""–"% (GV = Konradt, Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, %!+–’,, esp.
%"’–"(, %%"–%$, %%&–’#).

!%’On this, see the critical comments in Konradt, Christology, Torah, and Ethics, &&–!## (GV = Konradt,
Studien zumMatthäusevangelium, %!’–!$).

!%$Wengst, “Keine ‘Antithesen,’ sondern Auslegung der Tora,” !%.
!%+Burchard, “Versuch,” ’#.
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the scribes and Pharisees in #$.!–% is also instructive).#&’ Conversely, when looking at
the side of Jesus’ instructions, one cannot convincingly dismiss the view thatMatthew,
with the talk of the ful!llment of Torah and Prophets in $.#’, aims to set a christologi-
cal emphasis#&( and claims that the will of God expressed in the Torah and the Prophets
is )rst “brought to light in a fully valid way” by Jesus#&* as “bubbles of words”#!" by
pointing out that one can )nd passages in (other) early Jewish texts that are related to
the statements of Jesus. Here, the simple but fundamental distinction between text
and reality is neglected. Every author (including Matthew) can make statements and
claims that cannot be brought into harmony with the extra-textual “reality” without
further ado. This applies especially to polemical texts (such as the Gospel ofMatthew).
Correspondingly, the fact – which must be experienced exegetically – that the Gospel
of Matthew makes the claim that Jesus is not merely an interpreter of the law along-
side others (cf. Matt +&.(, #") must, )rst, be distinguished from the question of how
“original” the Matthean Jesus’ interpretations of the commandments are in detail, to
the extent that this can be su,ciently reconstructed through the history-of-religions
)ndings. With respect to the accusation made by Wengst, a fourth point is connected
to this. According to the rules of the art, the most noble task of the exegete who works
historically is to work out which statements are made in a text sine ira et studio.#!# The
statements thatWengst labels as “bubbles ofwords”must naturally be read in this sense.
This also says nothing about how I appraise the claim made by Matthew or what it
means forme theologically. While an exegete who also understands him or herself to be
a theologian, will, in the exegesis of biblical texts, also be challenged to take a position
in relation to the statements of the texts that have been worked out in individual cases,
this is a second step. Finally, an exegete must be especially suspicious of his/her exegesis
if the position that he/she works out for a biblical text appears too similar to his or her
own theology and then re-ect upon the fact that biases are not held only by others.
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The Tübingen Biblical Theology
of the New Testament – A Retrospective

Peter Stuhlmacher (!’("–"#"$)

In Memory of Gert Jeremias (!’()–"#!)) and Daniel P. Bailey (!’$&–"#"%)

Translated by
Wayne Coppins!

It is time for a retrospective on the origin and main emphases of the biblical theol-
ogy of the New Testament as it was taught in Tübingen. For what Hartmut Gese,
Otto Betz (!’!&–"##$),MartinHengel (!’")–"##’), and I, togetherwithGert Jeremias
(!’()–"#!)) and Otfried Ho*us, advocated is being forgotten. This is, to be sure, not
that surprising, for in theological faculties the next generation of (exegetical) professors
usually teach di+erently from their predecessors. This can constitute an advance. It
is, however, regrettable that with the respectively new teaching the insights of the ear-
lier perspectives are covered up and problems that appeared to be resolved are debated
anew. This applies in Tübingen for the renewed appreciation for the hermeneutics and
exegesis of the great Marburg theologian Rudolf Bultmann (!,,%–!’&)). We old ones
met him personally and his theology was well known to us. The work of Eberhard Jün-
gel (!’(%–"#"!) was fundamentally shaped by Bultmann, Ernst Fuchs (!’#(–!’,(), and
Karl Barth (!,,)–!’),). And my academic teacher Ernst Käsemann (!’#)–!’’,) was
also a prominent student of Bultmann, though also his sharpest critic. As Käsemann’s
assistant, I studied Bultmann’s work intensively and attempted for some time to travel
with him along his way. Sensitized by Käsemann, however, I struck, in the course of
time, upon exegetical errors and hermeneutical de*ciencies in Bultmann that required
correction. They are now again being discussed anew.

!For theGermanversionof this article, seeP. Stuhlmacher, “DieTübingerBiblischeTheologie desNeuen
Testaments. Ein Rückblick,” Theologische Beiträge %, ("#!&): &)–’!. The following English summary was
provided for the original German publication (p. ’!): “The Biblical Theology, developed in Tübingen, fol-
lows the ‘history of tradition’ and ‘history of revelation’ approach byHartmutGese, who argues for the unity
of the Old and New Testament, and is based onMartin Hengel’s refutation of the historical premises of the
exegesis of Rudolf Bultmann. Hermeneutically, it tries to interpret the biblical texts as they themselves want
to be interpreted. In the process it becomes apparent that all the canonical books of the New Testament are
based on the Old Testament and have a common theological center: the gospel of God’s reconciliation with
Jews and gentiles alike through the sacri*ce of Jesus and his resurrection from the dead.” Readers of this ar-
ticle will also want to consult P. Stuhlmacher, Biblical Theology of the New Testament, ed. and trans. D. P.
Bailey, with the collaboration of J. Ådna (GrandRapids: Eerdmans, "#!,). Cf. also P. Stuhlmacher, “Recon-
ciled Diversity,” trans. W. Coppins, in The Cruci!ed Apostle: Essays on Peter and Paul, ed. P. R. House and
T. Wilson, WUNT "/%$# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!&), $–!’.
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I

In Tübingen, the decisive impulse for our biblical theology originated from the Old
Testament scholar Hartmut Gese. The subtle, learned man was and has remained
teacher, counsellor, and friend to us all. He knew the ancient Near Eastern history
of religions down to its details. His lectures were famous, and his theological interest
extended to the understanding of the Bible as a whole. Gese had already advised me
in the writing of my dissertation,# and since then he has remained my mentor. Instead
of emphasizing the so-called double exit of the Old Testament, Gese, in the footsteps
of Gerhard von Rad, pointed to the complex tradition process. In this process, God’s
revelation unfolds itself. In his $%&’ essay “Erwägungen zur Einheit der biblischenThe-
ologie” (Considerations on the Unity of Biblical Theology), Gese wrote:

The New Testament by itself is incomprehensible (unverständlich), the
Old Testament by itself is given to misunderstanding (missverständlich).
The New Testament event necessarily concluded the Old Testament tra-
dition formation . . . . But this conclusion does not mean replacement . . . .
Rather, the New Testament contains the Old. What matters is only how
this ‘containing’ is understood. It does not mean that one could subtract
it.(

Gese receivedmuch criticism for his thesis that the two testaments belong together in a
revelation-historical way. Dogmatic theologians took o)ence at the idea that revelation
successively unfolded itself historically. Moreover, hewas accused ofwanting to deprive
Israel of its Bible. The criticism was unfortunately very in*uential. But it falls short of
themark, forGesewas praised by Jewish scholars for his interactionwith theOldTesta-
ment and because his approach stimulated new re*ection on the relationship between
revelation and history. Gese enabled us New Testament scholars in Tübingen to see
more clearly that and why the New Testament must be interpreted primarily on the
basis of the Old Testament and the faith tradition of ancient Judaism. In the +rst cen-
tury, the Hebrew Old Testament and its translation into Greek, the Septuagint, were,
after all, not only theHoly Scripture of the Jews but also the Bible of all thosewhowere
called Christians because of their Christ confession (cf. Acts $$.#,).

Gese gave us two fundamental aids for understanding. First, he taught us anew
to see what the Bible meant by atonement. In an essay titled “The Atonement,”! he
demonstrated that the atonement that climaxes in the blood ritual on the great Day of
Atonement and was performed in the Jerusalem temple until &’CE is not a primitive
attempt to appease God’s wrath with the help of a bloody sacri+ce. Rather, the con-

#P. Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit Gottes bei Paulus, #nd ed., FRLANT "& (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, $%,,).

(H. Gese, “Erwägungen zur Einheit der biblischen Theologie,” in idem, Vom Sinai zum Zion: alttesta-
mentliche Beiträge zur biblischen Theologie, EvTh ,! (Münich: Kaiser, $%&!), $$-(’, here (’

!H.Gese, “TheAtonement,” in idem,Essays on Biblical Theology (Minneapolis: Augsburg, $%"$), %(–$$,;
GV = H. Gese, “Die Sühne,” in idem, Zur biblischen Theologie: alttestamentliche Vorträge, #nd ed. (Tübin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, $%"(), "-–$’,.
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cern is with carrying out a cultic ritual established by the one and only God: “Cultic,
sanctifying atonement is by no means only a negative procedure of the simple removal
of sins or of mere penance. It is a coming to God by passing through the judgment of
death.”$ Thanks to the cultic atonement, Israel may daily encounter its God anew and
experience the forgiveness of its sins. Gese’s studentBernd Janowski traced out the view
of his teacher in his dissertation Sühne als Heilsgeschehen and subsequently re’ned it in
a helpful way in a number of studies.( Gese’s and Janowski’s analysis of the atonement
have opened up for us a new understanding of Jesus’ death on the cross.

The second pointer of Gese concerns textual understanding. During my time as a
student, we were taught that a scholarly understanding of the biblical texts and tradi-
tions can be obtained only with the help of radical historical criticism. This principle
was highly regarded in the Bultmann school. However, it blended out not only Adolf
Schlatter’s experience that the Christian faith was not a hindrance but rather a help to
him in the interpretation of the Bible.) It also stands in contradiction to the insight of
Luther and Pietism that the fundamental “inner truth” of the Spirit-’lled biblical text
can be grasped only by interpreters who, thanks to their faith, are likewise Spirit-’lled.
Ulrich Wilckens (!&"*–"#"!) reinforced and impressively practiced this hermeneutical
insight in his Theologie des Neuen Testaments.* While Gese participated only indirectly
in the dispute over the historical-criticalmethod thatwas active inhis day, in the exegesis
of the Bible he advised – once again wholly in the vein of Gerhard von Rad – that one
“start from the simple fundamental hermeneutical principle: a text is to be understood
as it wants to be understood, that is, as it understands itself.”& We, Tübingen scholars,
attempted to hold fast to this fundamental principle.

For Bultmann’s students, the exegesis focused on ancient Judaism and theOldTes-
tament was equally suspicious from a methodological and from a history-of-religions
perspective. At the same time, leading pietists also energetically warned people against

$Gese, “Die Sühne,” !#%. Cf. Gese, “The Atonement,” !!%.
(B. Janowski, Sühne als Heilsgeschehen, WMANT $$ (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, "###); B.

Janowski, Stellvertretung. Alttestamentliche Studien zu einem theologischen Grundbegri!, SBS !($ (Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, !&&)); B. Janowski, “Das Geschenk der Versöhnung. Lev !( als Schlussstein der
priesterlichenKulttheologie,” inTheDay of Atonement: Its Interpretation in Early Jewish andChristianTra-
ditions, ed. T. Hieke and T. Nicklas, Themes in Biblical Narrative !$ (Leiden: Brill, "#!"), +–+!. Cf. now also
B. Janowski, “Schuld undVersöhnung,” inDieWelt derHebräischen Bibel. Umfeld – Inhalt –Grundthemen
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, "#!)), +$$–(&.

)A. Schlatter,Der Glaube imNeuen Testament, Studienausgabe der (. Au,age (Stuttgart: Calver, !&*").
In the preface to the ’rst edition of the work of !**$, which is reprinted again here, Schlatter (!*$"–!&+*)
writes: “. . . I do not, however, (wish) to leave it unspoken that whatever I may possess in insight into the
New Testament stance of faith appears to have become accessible only in the closest connection to what
I myself have received in faith through the grace of God and Christ . . . . In one’s own experience of faith in
Jesus lies . . . the possibility, the impetus, and the equipping for truly historically faithful understanding of the
NewTestament” (XXII). For guidingme into Schlatter’s work, I thankmy fatherly friend church councillor
Hans Stroh (!&#*–!&*&).

*U. Wilckens, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, vols. !–+ (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
"##"–"#!)). On the inspiration of Scripture and hermeneutics, cf. vol. +/!, (#-. and vol. +, +)$-. as well as
U. Wilckens,Kritik der Bibelkritik, "nd ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, "#!"), !%*-.

&H. Gese, “Hermeneutische Grundsätze der Exegese biblischer Texte,” in Alttestamentliche Studien
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !&&!), "%&–($, here "%&.
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our biblical interpretation at the beginning. For them it was too critical and not pious
enough. This changed after Friedrich Lang,#" MartinHengel, and I gave exegetical pre-
sentations at the Reichenau colloquy of the Protestant regional synod in #$%&,## which
found approval with the pietists who were present.#’ Despite their approval, ortho-
dox Lutherans interrogatedme about my orthodoxy onmultiple occasions when I was
called to one of the two vacant professorships forNewTestament at the theological fac-
ulty in Erlangen in #$%(. Tomy great joy, the second was obtained bymy friendMartin
Hengel.

II

Ernst Käsemann was of the opinion – which he expressed repeatedly in oral commu-
nication – that the New Testament falls apart into positions that con)ict with each
other to such an extent that it is impossible to write a uni*ed theology of the NewTes-
tament. Moreover, knowledgeable colleagues such as Otto Merk have advised that we
refrain from e+orts – which run crosswise to the history of scholarship – to set forth
a biblical theology of the New Testament that comes from the Old Testament and is
open to it.#, Nevertheless, Brevard S.Childs (#$’,–’""&) in theUSA,#-C.H.H. Scobie
in Canada,#! Gisela Kittel in Bielefeld,#% and Hans Hübner (#$,"–’"#,)#& in Göttingen
have taken the risk of producing biblical-theological work.#(

Here in Tübingen, the impulse for such work came not only from Hartmut Gese
but also fromMartin Hengel. He was a great historian, and I had the good fortune to
be close friends with him. WhenHengel wasRepetent (tutor) in the Evangelische Stift,
he was struck by how uncritically the teaching sta+ who were fascinated by Bultmann
criticized theNewTestament. Because this criticism contradicted his knowledge of and
regard for the Bible, he then set out to scrutinize the historical premises of the exegeses
of Bultmann. In a lifetime of scholarship, Hengel showed them all to be erroneous and
opposed themwith historically accurate premises. His work hasmetwith international

#"Friedrich Lang (#$#,–’""-) was ephor (supervisor) of the Evangelische Stift (a school and home for
Protestant theological students in Tübingen) from #$!%–#$&" and Professor of New Testament in Tübin-
gen from #$%’–#$&$.

##German: Reichenau-Gespräch der Evangelischen Landessynod.
#’Evangelische Landessynode in Würtemberg, ed., Theologie und Kirche. Reichenau-Gespräch (Stuttgart:

Calver, #$%&).
#,O.Merk, “Biblische Theologie II. Neues Testament,” in TRE % (#$("): -!!–&&; O. Merk, “Gesamtbib-

lische Theologie,” in Eine Bibel – zwei Testamente, ed. C. Dohmen and T. Söding (Paderborn: Schöningh,
#$$!), ’’!–,%.

#-B. S. Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments (London: SCM Press, #$$’). For the
German translation, see B. S. Childs,Die Theologie der einen Bibel, trans. C. Oeming andM.Oeming, ’ vols.
(Freiburg: Herder, #$$-).

#!C. H. H. Scobie, The Ways of Our God: An Approach to Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
’"",).

#%G. Kittel,Der Name über alle Namen, ’ vols. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, #$($/#$$").
#&H. Hübner, Biblische Theologie des Neuen Testaments, , vols. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,

#$$"–#$$!).
#(Cf. now also Stuhlmacher, Biblical Theology of the New Testament, %–&, ,&–--, and ("(–’,.
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attention and a%rmation.
According to Bultmann, there was a signi&cant di’erence between the Palestinian

and Hellenistic communities.!( Hengel, however, had already shown in his habilitation
thesis"# that Jewish andHellenistic culture had overlapped in Palestine long before the
birth of Christ and that this extended into Jerusalem. This makes Bultmann’s distinc-
tion obsolete. The primitive community was already bilingual. It was made up of the
!¨΅῭%·΄(, who predominantly spoke Aramaic, and the !¨))*+(,-%., who chie)y spoke
Greek. The two groupswere close to each other and already developed their teaching in
Jerusalem. In Bultmann, one can read that the earthly Jesus was only a Jewish prophet
and rabbi and that he was then elevated to Lord and Messiah by the community only
after Easter. By contrast, Hengel showed that Jesus was active as the messianic teacher
of wisdom, called disciples, performed charismatic signs and wonders, and claimed to
be God’s Son. This is why he was arrested by the Jewish authorities, condemned, and
handed over to Pilate as a pseudo-messiah. This accusation forced the Roman prefect
to make an example and arrange for Jesus’ cruci&xion. According to Hengel, the pas-
sion story of the Gospels was not a construction of faith spun out of Ps "" only af-
ter the fact but rather a historically accurate retelling of the events in its core."! For
Bultmann, Gnosticism was a pre-Christian movement that developed its own myth
of redemption that resonated at multiple points in the New Testament. Hengel, by
contrast,maintained that therewere nohistorical attestations for pre-ChristianGnosti-
cism. According to sources that have been handed down,Gnosticismdid not arise until
the end of the &rst century CE. Its anti-creation views build on Jewish and Christian
foundations."" According to Hengel, the Synoptic Gospels are – in contrast to Bult-
mann and his students – not largely post-Easter creations of the community. Rather,

!(On what follows, cf. R. Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, ed. O. Merk, (th ed. (Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, !(*+ [!(+*–!($,]); ET = R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. K. Grobel, vols.
!–" (Waco: BaylorUniversity Press, "##-); R. Bultmann, Jesus, ,rd ed. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !($!); ET=
R. Bultmann, Jesus and theWord, trans. L. P. Smith and E. H. Lantero (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
!(."); R. Bultmann, Das Urchristentum im Rahmen der antiken Religionen (Zürich: Artemis, !($+); ET =
R. Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in Its Contemporary Setting, trans. R. Fuller (Philadelphia: Fortress,
!($.).

"#M.Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus, "nd ed., WUNT !# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !(-,); ET =M.
Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period,
trans. J. Bowden (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, "##,).

"!On the whole complex, cf. M. Hengel, and A. M. Schwemer, Jesus und das Judentum. Geschichte des
frühen Christentums ! (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "##-); ET = M. Hengel and A. M. Schwemer, Jesus and
Judaism, ed. W. Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans. W. Coppins, BMSEC - (Waco: Baylor University Press,
"#!(). Cf. also M. Hengel, “Zur historische Rückfrage nach Jesus von Nazareth: Überlegungen nach der
Fertigstellung eines Jesusbuch,” in Gespräch über Jesus: Papst Benedikt XVI. im Dialog mit Martin Hengel,
Peter Stuhlmacher und seinen Schüler in Castelgandolfo "##$, ed. P. Kuhn (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!#),
!–"(.

""M.Hengel, “DieUrsprünge derGnosis unddasUrchristentum,” in Studien zumUrchristentum: Kleine
Schriften VI, ed. C.-J. Thornton, WUNT ",+ (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "##*), $+(–(,; ET =M. Hengel,
“The Earliest Roots of Gnosticism and Early Christianity,” trans. T. H. Trapp, in Earliest Christian History:
History, Literature, and Theology. Essays from the Tyndale Fellowship in Honor of Martin Hengel, ed. M. F.
Bird and J. Maston, WUNT "/,"# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!"), +-,–$"!.
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they are works of tradition that draw from traditions of disciples."# Hengel gave back
to scholarship the Lukan historical work (composed of Gospel and Acts), which was
subjected to destructive criticism by the Bultmann school. For he, together with his
students, worked out the fact that it was written by the physician Luke (cf. Col $.%$)
with the help of all the traditions that he had adopted from Jerusalem, Antioch, and
Paul."$ According toHengel, the insights and formulations that were fundamental for
Christology were also not developed for the &rst time in Hellenistic primitive Chris-
tianity but already in Jerusalem."! Bultmann had regarded the Old Testament above
all as the witness to the foundering of Israel on the revelation of the will of God. Hen-
gel did not read the Old Testament so one-sidedly and a’rmed the idea of a divinely
guided salvation history."( Last but not least, Hengel insistedmethodologically that in
the analysis of biblical texts it is necessary to proceed with chronological and historical
precision. Criticism of them cannot be supported merely with references to unknown
primitive Christian groups (e.g., Galilean Christians who only knew Q [Schmithals]
or to “countless” primitive Christian prophets who spoke in the name of Jesus [Käse-
mann]. Rather, they must have historically demonstrable bases. According to Hengel,
it is better to develop hypotheses – which are indispensable for interpretation – in the

"#M.Hengel, Jesus und die Evangelien. Kleine Schriften V, WUNT "%% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "))*).
See also M. Hengel, Die vier Evangelien und das eine Evangelium von Jesus Christus, WUNT ""$ (Tübin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, "))+); ET = The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ: An Investigation of the
Collection and Origin of the Canonical Gospels, trans. J. Bowden (London: SCM, ")))).

"$M. Hengel, “Zur urchristlichen Geschichtsschreibung,” in Studien zum Urchristentum. Kleine
Schriften VI, WUNT "#$ (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "))+), %–%)$; ET = M. Hengel, Acts and the His-
tory of Earliest Christianity, trans. J. Bowden, "nd ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress, %,+)); M. Hengel, “Der
Historiker Lukas und die Geographie Palästinas in der Apostelgeschichte,” in Studien zum Urchristentum:
Kleine Schriften VI, ed. C.-J. Thornton (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "))+), %$)–,); ET =M. Hengel, “Luke
the Historian and the Geography of Palestine in the Acts of the Apostles,” in Between Jesus and Paul, trans.
J. Bowden (London: SCM, %,+#), ,*–%"+; M. Hengel, “Der Lukasprolog und seine Augenzeugen,” in Stu-
dien zumUrchristentum: Kleine SchriftenVI, ed. C.-J. Thornton (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "))+), "$"–,*;
ET =M. Hengel, “The Lukan Prologue and Its Eyewitnesses: The Apostles, Peter, and the Women,” trans.
N. Moore,” in Earliest Christian History: History, Literature, and Theology. Essays from the Tyndale Fel-
lowship in Honor of Martin Hengel, ed. M. F. Bird and J. Maston, WUNT "/#") (Tübingen: Mohr, ")%"),
!##–+*. Cf. also the work of Hengel’s student C.-J. Thornton, Der Zeuge des Zeugen. Lukas als Historiker
der Paulusreisen, WUNT !( (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, %,,%). Cf. now also M. Hengel, and A. M. Schwe-
mer, Die Urgemeinde und das Judenchristentum, Geschichte des frühen Christentum " (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, ")%,).

"!M.Hengel, Studien zurChristologie. Kleine Schriften IV,WUNT ")% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "))();
idem, Studies in Early Christology, trans. R. Kearns, P. A. Cathey, G. Schmidt, and L. T. Stuckenbruck
(Edinburgh: T&TClark, %,,!). Cf. also R. Deines, “Martin Hengel: Christology in Service of the Church,”
in Earliest Christian History: History, Literature, and Theology. Essays from the Tyndale Fellowship in Honor
ofMartin Hengel, ed. M. F. Bird and J. Maston, WUNT "/#") (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ")%"), ##–*".

"(M.Hengel, “Heilsgeschichte,” inHeil und Geschichte. Die Geschichtsbezogenheit des Heils und das Prob-
lem der Heilsgeschichte in der biblischen Tradition und in der theologischen Deutung, ed. J. Frey, S. Krauter,
and H. Lichtenberger (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ")),), #–#$; ET = “‘Salvation History’: The Truth of
Scripture and Modern Theology,” in Reading Texts, Seeking Wisdom, ed. D. F. Ford and G. N. Stanton
(London: SCM, "))#), "",–$$.
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vein of the texts that have been handed down rather than in contradiction to them."&
Since Iwas there to experience the emergence of theworks ofHengel, it was not dif-

’cult for me to draw from them the necessary conclusions. My professional colleague
Otto Betz also strengthened me in this distancing from the maxims of the Bultmann
school and in the e(ort to work in a biblical-theological manner. He knew with equal
exactness the texts from Qumran and the rabbinic literature, and he was especially en-
gaged in Jesus research.") I could seek exegetical counsel with my learned New Testa-
ment colleagues and friends Gert Jeremias and Otfried Ho’us, and when hermeneu-
tical and dogmatic questions arose, Friedrich Mildenberger (!*"*–"#!") and Oswald
Bayer gave me good advice. Nor can I forget my assistants and coworkers, to whose
works and critical questions I owe just as much.

III

In a seminar on ! Cor !$, Ernst Käsemann advised us to take the wording of the text
more seriously than the skeptical judgments of the exegetes. I had also already trained
in biblical-theological thinking throughmydissertation and studies on the origin of the
Pauline gospel."* In addition, it was necessary to come to terms with the hermeneutical
insight of Paul Ricoeur (!*!%–"##$) that Bultmann’s existential interpretation and the
demythologizing program compel one to continue speaking of the divine acts of sal-
vation that constitute the gospel only in their anthropological re+ections. This blocks
the possibility of encountering the biblical historical witnesses with understanding.%#
Bultmann’s interpretation is an impressive attempt to adjust the biblical statements to
modernwesternEuropean thinking. But it usurps the texts anddoes not follow theway
in which the texts themselves want to be interpreted (see above). They want to place
their readers and hearers before the living God and his Son Jesus. We only do justice to
this claim when we encounter the biblical witnesses with humble mutual understand-
ing (Einverständnis). If I see correctly, the interpretation that is appropriate to the texts
is primarily concerned with the recollection of what the one and only God did for Israel
and the gentile world long before our time. The ’rst hermeneutical question is there-
fore not what we can still begin to do with the old biblical texts today but how we can
place ourselves in the salvi’c work of God attested by them. Only when we are truly
mindful (eingedenk) of the salvi’c work can the perspective be directed to the present.
Every year at Passover, Israel places itself anew into the event of the exodus and gives us

"&Cf. M.Hengel, “Christologie und neutestamentliche Chronologie,” in Studien zur Christologie. Kleine
Schriften IV, WUNT "#! (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck), "&–$!; ET = M. Hengel, “Christology and New Tes-
tament Chronology,” in Between Jesus and Paul, trans. J. Bowden (London: SCM, !*)%), %#–,&.

")Cf. O. Betz, Jesus der Messias Israel, WUNT ," (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !*)&); O. Betz, Jesus, der
Herr der Kirche, WUNT $" (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !**#).

"*Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit Gottes bei Paulus; P. Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium, FRLANT
*$ (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, !*-)).

%#P. Stuhlmacher, Vom Verstehen des Neuen Testament, NTD Ergänzungsheft - (Göttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, !*)-); P. Stuhlmacher, Historical Criticism and Theological Interpretation of Scripture:
Towards a Hermeneutic of Consent, trans. R. A. Harrisville (Minneapolis: Fortress, !*&&).
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thereby an important model. According to # Cor ##.$"–$! and Luke $$.#%, the Lord’s
Supper should be celebrated in remembrance of Jesus and his farewell meal with the
twelve on the night of his arrest. The religious wishes and needs of today’s participants
in the meal play only a subordinate role in the scriptural celebration.

In the composition of my Biblical Theology of the New Testament,&# I was accompa-
nied by an expectation that has unfortunately remained unful’lled. A biblical theology
that is open to the Old Testament, as I designed it, should ’nd its counterpart in a the-
ology of the Old Testament that leads to the Christ event as high point and goal of the
salvation-historical action of God. Gerhard von Rad and Hartmut Gese mapped out
this way. But instead of writing a theology in their sense, Old Testament scholars to-
day usually insist that the Old Testament stands over against the New Testament as an
independent entity. At the same time, they prefer to remain silent about Jesus Christ
in their work. The highly renownedOld Testament scholar Brevard Childs (see above)
once conceded tome that he had to be considerate of his Jewish students in his lectures
and seminars and therefore could not argue biblically-theologically in the way that he
had done in his publications. In his work and that of his professional colleagues, the
canonical process that continued until the end of the ’rst century CE and the role of
the Septuagint received almost no attention. Today, the primitive Christian witnesses’
conviction that Jesus is the Messiah and servant of God promised by the prophets is
regarded, in an almost automatic manner, as academically superseded or obsolete. In
light of this front, UlrichWilckens has dared to sketch out a detailed picture of theOld
Testament tradition in his theology of the New Testament, and he has even expanded
this picture into a separate study guide.&$ There was still no cause for me to proceed
similarly in Tübingen.

In a textbook, which my Biblical Theology of the New Testament seeks to be, the
concern is not only to present one’s own views. The goal is to provide information that
is historically accurate and bene’cial for the ecclesial engagement with Holy Scripture.
For this reason, I havemade the canon consisting of theOld andNewTestament, which
was established and limited by the early church, the basis of my presentation. In the ex-
egesis of the New Testament, however, it is necessary not only to consider the Hebrew
Bible but also to value the Septuagint, for it was read asHoly Scripture in the Jewish di-
aspora and in the Greek speaking-Christian communities and accorded (almost) equal
respect as the Hebrew Bible.

Two exegetical discoveries shaped me in the composition of the two volumes of
my biblical theology. For these, alongside the works of Gese and Janowski (see above),
the studies of my friend Otfried Ho’us on the topic of atonement were also of funda-
mental help to me.&& According to Bultmann, we cannot know how Jesus understood
his death; he thinks that Jesus could indeed have despaired of God and his mission on

&#Stuhlmacher, Biblical Theology of the New Testament; GV = P. Stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie des
Neuen Testaments, vol. #, &rd ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, $((!); P. Stuhlmacher, Biblische
Theologie des Neuen Testaments, vol. $, $nd ed. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, $(#$).

&$U.Wilckens, Studienführer Altes Testament (Basel: Fontis, $(#!).
&&Cf. O. Ho’us, Paulusstudien, WUNT !# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #%)%).
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the cross.%& The authentic Jesus saying in Mark !#.&$ and the Lord’s Supper tradition,
however, demonstrate that Jesus consciously tookhis deathuponhimself for Israel (and
the gentiles) in order, through this path of sacri’ce, tomake atonement for the “many”
who were hopelessly entangled in sins (cf. Mark (.%)–%* and Isa $%.!!–!"). Jesus’ ’lial
obedience climaxes in his place-taking death. The dissertation ofmy student and friend
Jostein Ådna on the temple action%$ has strengthenedme in this view. The atonement-
theological “for our sins” (!¨΅῭ %·΄ ()*῭%+·΄ ,)·΄) from the Lord’s Supper paradosis
has entered into the gospel that is proclaimed by all the apostles, which Paul quotes in
!Cor !$.%–$.

Ernst Käsemann, by contrast, resisted, also in his in+uential commentary on Ro-
mans, the view that Paul grounded justi’cation with the atoning death of Jesus. The
talk of the blood of Christ shed for atonement was for Käsemann a Jewish Christian
tradition that was only still dragged along by Paul. Käsemann thought that the basis
of justi’cation was Jesus’ obedience until death on the cross, i.e., his exemplary and
place-taking ful’llment of the ’rst commandment (cf. Phil ".().%) But this is only half
the truth. For according to "Cor $."! and Rom %."$–"); &."$; (.%, justi’cation by faith
alone is to be obtained only on the basis of the atoning death of Jesus, whichGodwilled
and Jesus obediently took upon himself. Thus, the atoning death on the cross cannot
be bracketed out. Rather, there is a tradition-historical connection between Jesus’ un-
derstanding of his death, the apostolic gospel of ! Cor !".#–", and the Pauline doctrine of
justi$cation that is based on pre-Pauline statements of faith.

IV

When one writes a theology of the New Testament,%* the ’rst fundamental question
is whether it should begin with the proclamation of Jesus or only with the events that
begin with Easter. There is no doubt that these events provided the decisive impulse
for the formation and preservation of the New Testament faith tradition. The decisive
sources for the presentation of Jesus are the four canonical Gospels, and they could
be composed only on the basis of the Easter events. There are only a small number of

%&R. Bultmann, “Das Verhältnis der urchristlichen Christusbotschaft zum historischen Jesus,” in Exeget-
ica. Aufsätze zur Erforschung desNeuenTestaments, ed. E.Dinkler (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !,)*), &&$–)!,
here &$%; ET = R. Bultmann, “The Primitive Christian Kerygma and the Historical Jesus,” in The Historical
Jesus and the Kerygmatic Christ: Essays on the New Quest for the Historical Jesus, trans. C. E. Braaten and R.
A. Harrisville (Nashville: Abingdon, !,)&), !$–$%, here "&.

%$J. Ådna, Jesu Stellung zumTempel, WUNT "/!!, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "###); J. Ådna, “Jesus and
the Temple,” inHandbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus, vol. %, ed. T. Holmén and S. E. Porter (Leiden:
Brill, "#!!), ")%$–*$; J. Ådna, “Temple Act,” inDictionary of Jesus and the Gospels, ed. J. Green, J. K. Brown,
and N. Perrin, "nd ed. (Downers Grove: IVP Academic, "#!%), ,&*–$".

%)E. Käsemann, Paulinische Perspektiven (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !,),), )!–!%,; ET = E. Käsemann,
Perspectives on Paul, trans. M. Kohl (Philadelphia: Fortress, !,*!), %"–$,. See also P. F. M. Zahl, Die Recht-
fertigungslehre Ernst Käsemann (Stuttgart: Calver, !,,)).

%*The following remarks are based on Stuhlmacher, Biblical Theology of the New Testament; GV =
Stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie des Neuen Testaments.
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extra-biblical attestations for Jesus’ activity. The oldest witnesses to the gospel ofChrist
are the formula of faith from # Cor #!.$–! and the sketch of the “sermon of Peter” in
Acts #%.$&–&$. Both texts point to Jesus and his activity, and this is even more true for
theGospels. A theology of theNewTestament cannot bypass this pointer. At the same
time, the decision tobeginwith Jesus is also supportedby a (salvation-)historical reason.
With John the Baptist’s question, “Are you the one who is to come or should we wait
for another?,” the early Jewishmessianic expectation is brought to Jesus. The question
was posed before Easter and was answered by Jesus with a reference to the salvi’c deeds
performed by him. Through them the Baptist should recognize who Jesus is, namely,
the “coming one” announced by the prophets (Matt ##.(–"). The one who approaches
the New Testament from the Old Testament in a biblical-theological way is led by the
question of the Baptist to inquire ’rst into Jesus and only thereafter to re)ect upon the
witness that was given to him after Easter.

The view of Jesus is, however, unfortunately more obscured than illuminated
through the conventional criticism of the Gospels. Many scholars think that they only
encounter the real Jesus when they critically call the texts into question. They recon-
struct their pictures of Jesus behind the biblical witnesses according to their own imag-
inings. Therefore, all these presentations remain only subjective hypotheses. At the
same time, they diverge so much that they provide no solid basis for the New Testa-
ment witness to the gospel.

The Gospel tradition leads us, however, historically further! Joachim Jeremias
(#*%%–#*+*), MartinHengel (#*("–(%%*), Birger Gerhardson (#*("–(%#$), and Rainer
Riesner have worked out that with this tradition we are dealing with largely pre-Easter
reports and sayings. Jesus was a teacher of the Twelve (Matt ($.#%).$, They memorized
his teaching, remembered his works, and shared the experience of his last journey to
Jerusalem. They passed on their carefully cultivated memories to the primitive com-
munity in Jerusalem. These were held in high regard there and supplemented with
the legacy of Jesus’ family. When we rely on this old material, we obtain a picture of
Jesus that is more than a subjective construction. The Jesus attested by the Gospels
called YHWH, the one and only God, his Father (!¨¨΅). In his name he forgave sins,
performed healings, taught in parables and sayings, newly interpreted the Torah, and
formulated the Lord’s Prayer for his disciples. Hewas concerned with the reign of God
and the gathering of the end-time twelve-tribe people. The disciples were meant to
help him in this work. Jesus saw himself in the role of the messianic Son of Man. Af-
ter the provocative temple action, the Jewish leaders had him arrested, condemned as
a religious deceiver of the people, and transferred to Pilate with the accusation that Je-
sus wanted to be king of the Jews. The Roman prefect must have condemned Jesus to

$,Cf. P. Stuhlmacher, “Zum Thema: Das Evangelium und die Evangelien,” in Das Evangelium und die
Evangelien, ed. P. Stuhlmacher, WUNT (, (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #*,$), #–#"; ET = P. Stuhlmacher,
“The Theme: The Gospel and the Gospels,” in The Gospel and the Gospels, ed. P. Stuhlmacher, trans. J.
Vriend (GrandRapids: Eerdmans, #**#), #–(!; R. Riesner, Jesus als Lehrer. Eine Untersuchung zumUrsprung
der Evangelienüberlieferung, $rd ed., WUNT (/+ (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #**,); R. Riesner, Jesus als
Lehrer. Frühjüdische Volksbildung und Evangelien-Überlieferung, &th ed., WUNT !%& (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, (%($).
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death on the cross for the sake of this messianic claim. Jesus took the gruesome death
by cruci&xion upon himself with open eyes in order to make atonement for his friends
and enemies (see above). The gospel common to all apostles in ! Cor !$.’–$ therefore
speaks of the Christ (!¨΅῭%·΄) who died for our sins according to the Scriptures, was
buried (in Jerusalem), was raised from the dead on the third day according to the Scrip-
tures, and appeared&rst toCephas and then to the twelve. In parallel to this, Luke "(.’(
says, “The Lord (( )*¨΅+΄) has truly risen and has appeared to Simon (i.e., Peter).” The
earthly Jesus was none other than the!¨΅῭%·΄ attested by the Gospels. He stands at the cen-
ter of salvation history.

V

The signi&cance of the Easter events can scarcely be overestimated. There are, to be
sure, ever new attempts to interpret them psychologically as mere imaginations of the
disciples disappointed by Jesus’ failure. But the events cannot be discussed away in this
manner. For without them the astonishing historical development of Christianity can-
not be explained. From the Gospels we learn that Jesus was placed in a Jerusalem rock
tomb after his death on the cross. Three days later, women and men from Jesus’ envi-
ronment found this very tomb empty. At the same time, Jesus appeared in new vitality
and authority not only to these people but also to critics and opponents such as his
brother James and Paul. From the discovery of the empty tomb and the appearances of
Jesus, the disciples of Jesus drew the sovereign conclusion that the oneGodwhomakes
the dead alive raised Jesus from the dead already today and here (cf. Rom (.!%, "(). And
even more, God, in accordance with Ps !!#.!, exalted him to his right hand and – as it
says in Acts ".’) – “made him Lord and Christ.” Since then, the Christian confession
says: the one and onlyGod is theGodwho raised Jesus from the dead; his cruci&ed Son
who rose on the third day is the )*¨΅+΄, who is to completely establish God’s reign in
heaven and on earth (cf. Rom !#.*; ! Cor !$.!–!!). For the community of Jesus Christ
the expanded version of the “Shema Yisrael” fromDeut ).(–$ is therefore in force: “We
have only oneGod, the Father, fromwhomare all things andwe to him. And oneLord,
Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and we through him” (!Cor +.)).

On the basis of the Easter experiences, the disciples of Jesus, the family of Jesus, and
other men and women in Jerusalem joined together to form the primitive community.
For it was necessary to hold fast to thememory of Jesus and the confessing of him at the
entryway of salvation history until the end events that one expected in the near future
onZion. The leadership of the primitive communitywas held&rst byPeter and after his
,ight (cf. Acts !".!%) by James, the brother of the Lord. To the Jerusalemites, we owe, in
addition to the &rst collection of Jesus tradition and the &rst confessing of Christ, the
liturgy for baptism and for the Lord’s Supper, the founding of house communities, and
fundamental impulses toward community diakonia. Pentecost brought the outbreak
intomission. It was initially directed only to Jews, but it soon extended also to gentiles.
Its main representatives were Peter, Barnabas, and Paul. The Pharisee educated at the
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feet of Rabbi Gamaliel I (cf. Acts ##.$) was converted by the risen Christ on the road
to Damascus and called to be the missionary to the gentiles. James, the brother of the
Lord, endorsed themission to Jews and themission to gentiles (cf. Acts %!.%$–#%). Since
the primitive community was bilingual, texts such as % Cor %!.%–$; Rom $.#!–#&; ’.#!
can likewise be traced back to Jerusalem. This is also the case for theLukanbirth stories,
which are based on memories of the mother of Jesus (cf. Luke #.%(, !%). They round
out the picture of the Christian teaching that was already highly regarded in Jerusalem.

VI

The dominant position of the Pauline letters in the New Testament should not blind
us to the fact that Peter is just as signi)cant as Paul in terms of mission history. He did
not persecute theChristian community butwas appointed by Jesus himself to lead and
teach the church of Jesus Christ (cf. Matt %&.%"–#*; John #%.%!–#$). Peter did this also
in Jerusalem, on his missionary journeys, and in Rome. While Paul constantly had to
)ght for recognition as an apostle, the position of Peter was scarcely disputed. He was
the man of episcopal compromise, while Paul stood up for the gospel that he had re-
ceived from Christ with consistent sharpness. Precisely for this reason, he has special
importance for a theology of the New Testament.

In England and in the USA, Pauline interpretation is dominated at present by
the “New Perspective” developed by Krister Stendahl (%(#%–#**"), Ed Parish Sanders,
JamesD.G.Dunn (%($(–#*#*), andN.T.Wright.$( It seeks to displace the understand-
ing of Paul determined by Luther and the Reformation, to oppose the antisemitism
that is inherent in it, and, ultimately, to open up a historically accurate view of the
apostle. According to theNewPerspective, the Pauline doctrine of justi)cation is to be
understood in the light ofEph #.%%–#*. The apostle is said tohavebeen concerned above
all with the participation of the gentiles in the election to salvation that was opened up
for Israel in themaking of the covenant onSinai and con)rmed in the sending ofChrist.
I continue to regard this view as much too one-sided. When the apostle speaks of the
!¨΅῭%·΄¨( )·*(, he means the eternal life opening salvation of gentiles and Jews from
God’s judgment of wrath. Both are subject to it – the Jews because they have, in terms
of the majority, rejected the Christ Jesus and instead of him clung in their own power
to the Torah (cf. Rom %*.%–’), and the gentiles, because they have fallen into idolatry
(cf. Rom %.%"–#!). The sending and atoning death of Jesus on the cross are the basis
of justi)cation. The means and way of justi)cation are faith and sancti)cation. Their
end goal is the establishment of the +῭΄¨,-%῭ ./0 1-/0 through Jesus, whom God has
installed as234¨/( in the heavens. In the +῭΄¨,-%῭ the justi)ed are to experience eternal
fellowship with God, peace, and joy. When one pays attention to the traditional ele-
ments uponwhich Paul builds in the doctrine of justi)cation (cf. %Cor %.$*; #Cor !.#%;

$(Cf. my presentation and criticism in P. Stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie und Evangelium, WUNT %’&
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #**#), $"–!# as well as J. D. G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul, rev. ed.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, #**").
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Rom &."$–"’; (."$; and others) and dates the letter to the communities in Galatia (as
is suggested from a mission-historical perspective) a fairly long time before Romans, it
becomes clear that with the statements of the apostle on justi)cationwe are not dealing
merely with an “anti-Jewish polemical doctrine” (W.Wrede). The apostle is concerned
with the salvi)c work of God as a whole. The one and only God does not want to
abandon his creation to the curse of nothingness, under which it stands since the fall.
Christ should andwill establish his salvation and good order creating righteousness (!¨-
΅῭¨%·΄() *+%,) in the whole cosmos and thus bring an end to unbelief, sin, and evil (cf.
! Cor !$."&–"*; Rom !!.&"). The origin of the apostle’s teaching on justi)cation lies in
Jesus’ reception of tax collectors and sinners (cf. Luke !*.%–!() and in his way of sacri-
)ce in accordance with Isa $&.!#–!" (cf. Mark !(."().

In the letters of the Pauline school (to which, in my view, only Ephesians and the
Pastoral Epistles belong), the doctrine of justi)cation belongs to the established stock
of the faith tradition. Since one continued to read the main letters of Paul in the com-
munities, it was su+cient to occasionally recall his doctrine (cf. Eph ".*; !Tim !.!$–!’;
Titus &.$–,).

VII

Among the Catholic Epistles, ! Peter, Hebrews, and James have special weight. James
– which was written, in my view, by James, the brother of the Lord, himself – criticizes
in chapter " the Pauline sola !de from Rom &."*. It shows two things thereby. The
faith witnesses who were active after Easter, including James, had a shared high regard
for the +-῭../0¨%( quoted by Paul in ! Cor !$.&–$. But they set di-erent soteriological
accents. James, the evangelist Matthew, Hebrews, and Revelation assign much greater
signi)cance to sancti)cation than Paul. While the apostle also energetically promotes
1.¨῭·234, he stresses that before God’s throne of judgment only faith and the interces-
sion of Christ are decisive. Second, James shows that Paulinists were already tempted
to neglect sancti)cation from the )rst century onward. But with this they have aban-
doned the Pauline view of faith. For in Paul 56·7¨4 encompasses both – namely, trust in
God’s grace (!ducia) and energetic obedience in relation to God’s will (nova oboedien-
tia). According to Gal $.’, it is “faith that is active through love.”

First Peter documents the fact that Peter and his tradents taught in a similar way as
Paul both christologically and ethically. Otherwise, the activity of Peter not only in the
mission to Jews but also in the mission to gentiles (see above) would be comprehensi-
ble only with di+culty. With respect to ecclesiology, ! Peter emphasizes the tradition of
the people of God, while Paul views the community from the perspective of the Lord’s
Supper as the body of Christ.

The signi)cance of Hebrews lies above all in the high Christology, which has been
developed on the basis of Ps !!#. Christ is not only the pre-existentmediator of creation
(Heb !."–&). Due to his way of sacri)ce and his resurrection, he is also the heavenlyme-
diator of salvation who has been installed by God as high priest according to the order
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of Melchizedek. With his blood he e#ected in the heavenly sanctuary a once-for-all
atonement for all those who follow him on earth. With this ChristologyHebrews con-
tinues the teaching –whichwas probably already shaped by Stephen and the Jerusalem
Hellenists and was taken up by Paul in Rom $.%&–%! – that the one and only God in-
stalled his own son on Golgotha as the !¨΅῭%·΄()* (i.e., as the kappōret, cf. Exod %&.’(;
Lev ’!.’$–’&) and made an end of the cultic atonement in the temple of Jerusalem.

The teaching on the atonement inHebrews has caused formidable problems in the
history of the church. The author relates it – namely, on the basis of Lev &.’)–%! –
only to unintentionally committed sins. Therefore, he sees no chance of redemption
anymore for Christians who willingly fall away from the faith (cf. Heb !.)–!; ’".%!;
’%.’(). This “hard knot” (Luther) in his teaching appeared to exclude the possibility of
a second repentance by Christians who had denied their faith in times of persecution
by Roman o*cials. With reference to Jesus’ atoning death for friends and enemies, to
Paul and John (cf. ’ John %.%), the early church ultimately decided againstHebrews and
declared the second repentance to be possible.

VIII

The three Synoptic Gospels are post-Easter compilation works that have been carefully
redacted theologically. They set down the Jesus tradition in writing and preserved it
for the church (see above). While the Synoptics set their own distinct christological
emphases, they want to place us jointly before the Christ Jesus, who became human
and was baptized by John the Baptist in the Jordan. He called disciples, taught with
authority, performed saving deeds, and su#ered death by cruci+xion in Jerusalem. On
the third day, however, he rose from the dead and appeared to women and men who
were known by name (to the primitive community). For all three Gospels, this Jesus
is not only a pious Jew from Nazareth who +rst experienced the calling to be Son of
God at the baptism. Jesus is already from eternity the Son of God. In him, in his teach-
ing, deeds, way of sacri+ce, and resurrection, God is present. Therefore, faith in Jesus
and following him lead to salvation and eternal life. Because and in the fact that they
guide people to salvation-creating remembrance of Jesus, the Synoptics stand at the be-
ginning of the New Testament canon and continue to be of inestimable value to the
church.

The evangelist John probably had the Gospel of Mark and the Gospel of Luke be-
fore him. Despite that, he dared once more to present anew the nature, way, and work
of Jesus. He wants to show not only who Jesus was historically but also who he re-
mains for the church – the ¨+,)-, i.e., the creative Word of God in person, who reveals
the Father (John ’.’,), is one with him (’".$"), and leads to him (’).!). The Johannine
presentation of the activity and teaching of Jesus rests just as much as the Synoptic pre-
sentation on authentic knowledge. But in the earthly Jesus it also already has the risen
Christus praesens in view. He is the resurrection and the life, and, according to John
’’.%&, the one who believes in him obtains eternal life already today, without the future
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expectation being excluded thereby. Like the Synoptics, the Fourth Gospel is based on
historically authentic tradition. But its presentation deviates repeatedly and in such an
irritating way from the other Gospels that scholarship stands until this day before un-
resolved questions.

Let us mention only three of them. Is the founding of the Lord’s Supper replaced
or only supplemented by the report of the footwashing in John !&? Did all the disciples
abandon Jesus on the night in which he was handed over, as Mark !’.$# states? Or did
the one disciple who was beloved by him remain faithful even under the cross, so that
Jesus entrusted his mother Mary to him and with her the church’s tradition and con-
tinued existence (John !(."%–"))? And did Jesus on Good Friday su*er death on the
cross at the same time as the Israelites slaughtered the Passover lambs in the Jerusalem
temple (John !(.!’, &#)? Or was he cruci+ed on a Friday after the Passover night, as
the Synoptics hand down? We do not know, but we must nevertheless guard ourselves
against regarding the Fourth Gospel as a critical replacement for the Synoptic witness.

According to John "!."’, the only faithful disciple who is beloved by Jesus is the
author of the Gospel. According to Jesus’ will, he is to remain, beyond Peter, until the
parousia ("!.""). This statement appears to point to the fact that the Gospel of John
wanted to permanently supplement and spiritually interpret the teaching authorized
by Peter. The early church then also viewed the Gospel of John as the spiritual Gospel
that was composed with knowledge of the Synoptics.

According to most exegetes, the Revelation of John, which is likewise enigmatic in
many respects, is the work of a primitive Christian prophet named John. He had great
authority and at the end of the +rst century wanted to encourage the communities in
Asia Minor to remain faithful to their Christ confession. With the help of prophetic
school tradition, he shows the Christians threatened by the religious claims of Rome
that the one and onlyGod and hisChrist are in power and remain so. Christ is for them
the slaughtered lamb of God who has risen from the dead and lives in throne fellow-
ship with God. At the same time, he is, however, also the messianic lion of Judah, the
militant Word of God in person, who casts down Rome and the satanic powers, holds
the last judgment, and brings about the day on which the eternal city stands open to
all who bear the sign of the cross. Before his victory, many of his faithful must ad-
mittedly become martyrs. But raised from the dead and received by Christ, they will
live forever, will no longer need to su*er, and will be very close to God and the Christ
lamb in the heavenly Jerusalem. The early church attributed Revelation to the evange-
list John. This is supported by a number of linguistic and contentual parallels to the
Fourth Gospel. But there are also such close points of contact to the Synoptic apoc-
alypses (Mark !& par.) and Pauline eschatology (cf. ! Cor !$."&–", with Rev "#) that
one may regard Revelation as a kind of compendium of primitive Christian end-time
expectations. As such a didactic work this book concludes the New Testament canon
and stimulates one to read it ever anew.
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IX

Looking back, we see that the view of the New Testament witnesses presented here
is not only biblical because it constantly strikes upon Old Testament ways of thinking
and scriptural quotations. It is above all biblical because theChristology of theNewTesta-
ment is shaped by the Old Testament. The one and only God and Jesus are inextricably
connected. Jesus is the only begotten Son of the God who revealed himself to Israel
on Sinai. The incarnate Christ is Son and representative of God upon earth. When he
speaks of the Father, whomhe trustingly calls !¨¨΅ andwhomhe teaches us toworship
in the Lord’s prayer, YHWH is meant. He raised Jesus after his way of sacri#ce, exalted
him to his right hand, and gave him the divine name῭%·΄() (Phil ".$). As bearer of this
name Jesus is not meant to replace God. Rather, he is meant to establish God’s will in
heaven and on earth. When this has taken place, the Sonwill subordinate himself again
to the Father, so that God will be all in all (%Cor %&."’–"(; Phil ".%%; Rev ")."").

The center of Scripture emerges from the line that can be drawn from Jesus’ atoning
death to the gospel that is common to all the apostles, from there to thePauline doctrine
of justi#cation and further to the Johannine view of the cruci#xion, the Christology of
% Peter and of Hebrews through to the Revelation of John’s talk of the lamb of God.
The concern is constantly with atonement and reconciliation through Jesus’ death and
resurrection. In all these writings the salvi#c bene#t stands and falls with the confessing
of the Christ Jesus who entered into death for “the many,” in order for their sake to be
raised by God and installed as the ῭%·΄(). The one who follows him may be certain of
his protection and his intercession in the last judgment. The New Testament teaching
on sancti#cation is oriented to the decalogue, the Sermon on the Mount, and Jesus’
double commandment of love for God and love for neighbor, which is based on Deut
!.& and Lev %$.%(. The end expectation, which #lls the New Testament, stands under
the banner of apocalyptic prophecy, the so-called covenant formula, and the hope for
the city of God, Jerusalem (cf. Rev "%.%–"’ with " Sam ’.%*; Deut "!.%’–%$; Zech (.(;
Isa !&.%’–"&). Without the Old Testament, the New Testament cannot be explained,
and interpreting it in that way results in complete misinterpretations.

Many individual questions require further clari#cation. But the biblical theology
developed in Tübingen is not therefore out-of-date in terms of content. It has proved
itself in scholarship, in the proclamation of the church, and in the mission. It has even
met with ecumenical interest.*) Ulrich Wilckens’ multi-volume theology of the New
Testament is an impressive counterpart to it, which leads further in many respects.*%
The pietistic criticism of our theology has faded away and inquisitions of faith are also
no longermade. This shows thatwe, Tübingen scholars, have succeeded to a certain de-
gree in bridging the chasm between university theology and community piety, which
was gaping back then, and which is unfortunately breaking open anew at present. De-
spite this fact, the distanced adjudicating exegesis of religious studies has remained just

*)Cf. P. Kuhn, ed. Gespräch über Jesus. Papst Benedikt XVI. im Dialog mit Martin Hengel, Peter
Stuhlmacher und seinen Schülern in Castelgandolfo !""# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ")%)).

*%See note (.
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as skeptical toward the Tübingen biblical theology as the exegetes who regard as aca-
demically out of place the witness of faith that underlies our work, the humility in re-
lation to the texts, and the evaluation of the Old Testament as promise.

Looking back at the work that has been accomplished, what remains for me is only
to thank again the old friends. At the same time, I confess that the path that we tread
and were led upon still seems right tome. The church connection was and remains sig-
ni’cant, especially for biblical theology. For according to the elegant word of Benedict
XVI (in a speech in the Collège des Bernardins, Paris "##(), “there are dimensions of
the meaning of the word and the words that are disclosed only in the lived fellowship
of this history-establishing word.” The reformation principle sola scriptura leads us to
make the historically exact interpretation of theHoly Scripture the foundation and cri-
terion of theology and proclamation. Only when it holds fast to this foundation does
theology and church remain protected against the suction e)ect of the religion-critical
Zeitgeist.
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Canon and Hermeneutics in Times of
Deconstruction. What New Testament Scholarship

Can Achieve Hermeneutically in the Present
OdaWischmeyer

Translated by
Wayne Coppins!

!. Canonization – Hermeneutics – Decanonization

The Christian Bible," together with the Quran,’ belongs to the canonical collections
of Scriptures of late antiquity( that rest upon the older Hebrew and Greek versions
of the Scriptures of Israel$ (Tanak and Septuaginta) and thus reach back far into pre-
Christian times, while also retaining religious authority in the present and laying claim

!For the German version of this article, see O. Wischmeyer, “Kanon und Hermeneutik in Zeiten der
Dekonstruktion. Was die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft gegenwärtig leisten kann,” in Kanon in Kon-
struktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein
Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Schulz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), %"’–&); O. Wischmeyer, “Kanon und
Hermeneutik in Zeiten der Dekonstruktion. Was die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft gegenwärtig leisten
kann,” in Auf demWeg zur neutestamentliche Hermeneutik. Oda Wischmeyer zum !". Geburtstag, ed. E.-
M. Becker and S. Schulz (Tübingen: Francke, "#!(), !’–%).

"In what follows Bible consistently designates the two-part Christian canon. On questions of terminol-
ogy, cf., in general, S. Scholz, “Die Bibel: Texte – Kanones – Übersetzungen,” in LBH ("##*): XXX–XLI.

’On the Quran as a late antique textual collection, cf. N. Sinai, Fortschreibung und Auslegung. Studien
zur frühenKoraninterpretation (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, "##*); A.Neuwirth,DerKoran als Text der Spä-
tantike. Ein europäischer Zugang (Berlin: Verlag der Weltreligionen, "#!#); A. Neuwirth, N. Sinai, and M.
Marx, eds., The Qur’an in Context: Historical and Literary Investigations into the Qur’anic Milieu (Leiden:
Brill, "#!#).

(The Holy Scriptures of Israel, the Biblia Hebraica or the Tanak, are consistently called Scriptures here.
They are older and do not belong to late antiquity. In a larger framework, it would, however, also be neces-
sary to consider the late antique legal corpora here, Codex Theodosianus (cf., by way of introduction, P. E.
Pieler, “Codex Theodosianus,” in LexMA " [!*)’]: ""#)–*) and the collections of Justinian (cf., by way of
introduction, P. Weimar, “Corpus iuris civilis,” in LexMA ’ [!*)%]: "&#–&)).

$On the terminological questions of Scripture/Scriptures, canon, and Bible from the perspective of an-
cient Judaism, cf. E. J. C. Tigchelaar, “Wie haben die Qumrantexte unsere Sicht des kanonischen Prozesses
verändert?” in Qumran und der biblische Kanon, ed. M. Becker and J. Frey, BThSt *" (Neukirchen-Vluyn
Neukirchener Verlag, "##*), %$–)); E. Ulrich, “The Jewish Scriptures: Texts, Versions, Canons,” in EDEJ
("#!#): *&–!"#; E. Schuller, “TheDead Sea Scrolls andCanon andCanonization,” inKanon inKonstruktion
und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Hand-
buch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), "*’–’!(.
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to respectively distinct hermeneutics for themselves, which keep alive older hermeneu-
tical approaches! and continue to generate new ones. For Tanak, Septuaginta, Bible,
andQuran, canon andhermeneutics are related to each other. The canonical Scriptures
develop their own doctrine of understanding (hermeneutic) and corresponding meth-
ods of textual interpretation (methodology). At the same time, these canonical collec-
tions of Scriptures equally lay claim to the following argument: “Canonical Scriptures
need and develop their own doctrine of interpretation and understanding.”# Canonical
Scriptures are without their own hermeneutic unimaginable. For this reason, to speak
about canons is always also to speak about hermeneutics. In Judaism, Christianity, and
Islam, this argument, in di$erent forms, also plays a leading role in the respectively cur-
rent theological hermeneutics." Biblical hermeneutics is its own hermeneutical %eld of
work within Christian theology.&

The conviction that canonical textual corpora need a hermeneutic of their own is
not, however, based on a genuinely religious – let alone theological – premise. It does
not have its origin in the religious textual collections of antiquity and is not restricted
to religious textual corpora. Rather, the connection between distinct processes of can-
onization and interpretation is already a phenomenon of Greek culture – more specif-
ically, of the early reception history of the Homeric epics, which united in themselves
the religious, cultural, literary, andpedagogical standard-setting functions (!¨΅῭΅’() for
Greco-Roman antiquity.’’ The %rst methodological and hermeneutical rules were de-
veloped for the Iliad and the Odyssey.’) In Hellenistic Alexandria, the basic rules of

!Hebrew Bible: contemporary Judaism; Septuaginta: contemporary Orthodox churches.
#This claim is, to my knowledge, only clearly formulated in G. G. Stroumsa, “The ChristianHermeneu-

tical Revolution and its DoubleHelix,” inThe Use of Sacred Books in the AncientWorld, ed. L. V. Rutgers, P.
W. van derHorst, H.W.Havelaar, and L. Teugels, Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology )) (Leu-
ven: Peeters, ’&&"), ’(: “Indeed, there can be no Scriptures without hermeneutics, which seek to overcome
the constantly threatening cognitive distance, the distance and tension between conceptions re*ected in the
Scriptures of old and in present perceptions.”

"Cf., by way of introduction, U. H. J. Körtner, Einführung in die theologische Hermeneutik (Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, )((!); A. C. Thiselton, The Hermeneutics of Doctrine (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, )((#); A. C. Thiselton,Hermeneutics: An Introduction (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, )((&).

&On this, cf. O. Wischmeyer, “Einführung,” in LBH ()((&): IX–XXIX.
’(For canon as “yardstick” or “standard,” see H. Ohme, “Kanon,” inRAC )( ()(((): ’–)". Ohme devel-

ops the interpretation of the term from the “expression of the striving for exactness” ()) in art, music, and
philosophy and, further, from the “model” in the “context of the Horos-conception,” i.e., the “standard of
righteousness” (+). As Latin equivalents Ohme mentions regula and norma. See also Ohme’s discussion of
the legal dimension of the term and on canon as table (date of Easter, list of bishops, etc.). Cf. also J. A.
Loader, H. von Lips, W. Wischmeyer, C. Danz, J. Maier, N. Sinai, and S. Winko, “Kanon,” in LBH ()((&):
,’(–’!.

’’On the pedagogical function of Homer in pre-Christian and Christian antiquity, see C. Römer, Das
Phänomen Homer in Papyri, Handschriften und Drucken, Nilus ’! (Vienna: Phoibos Verlag, )((&). The
catalogue of the exhibition of the Austrian National Library documents, among other things, examples of
student transcriptions from the Iliad and theOdyssey, essays on themes of the epics, and small school lexicons
on Homeric vocabulary.

’)OnHomer philology andHomer hermeneutics, cf. R. Lamberton,Homer the Theologian: Neoplatonist
Allegorical Reading and the Growth of the Epic Tradition (Berkeley: University of California Press, ’&"!); G.
J.M.Bartelink, “Homer,”RAG ’- (’&&’): ’’!–+# (with literature); J. I. Porter, “Lines andCircles: Aristarchus
and Crates onHomeric Exegesis,” inHomer’s Ancient Readers. The Hermeneutic of Greek Epic’s Earliest Ex-
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Homer hermeneutics were applied to the Septuaginta by Jewish exegetes. Christian ex-
egetes took over this hermeneutic and applied it not only to the ’rst part of their canon
but above all to the relationship between the two canon parts of their Bible. Vergil’s
writings had a similarly general canonical status.!( This was based – beyond the ways
that it functioned as a literary model – on a certain cultural and political ideology of
Rome, which was then taken over via the church fathers into the Middle Ages in a
Christianized form.!) The status of Vergil’s epic distinguishes itself thereby from other
literary canons of antiquity, which were subject to the literary aemulatio and were ac-
cordingly open.!$ While the religious canons in late antiquity came to a certain conclu-
sion, in the course of the Middle Ages and the modern period, alongside Vergil, new

egetes, ed. R. Lamberton and J. J. Keaney (Princeton: Princeton University Press, !&&"), %*–!!); A. A. Long,
“Stoic Readings of Homer,” inHomer’s Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutik of Greek Epic’s Earliest Exegetes,
ed. R. Lamberton and J. J. Keaney (Princeton: Princeton University Press, !&&"), )!–%%; P. S. Alexander,
“‘Homer the Prophet of All’ and ‘Moses our Teacher’: Late Antique Exegesis of the Homeric Epics and the
Torah of Moses,” in The Use of Sacred Books in the Ancient World, ed. L. V. Rutgers, P. W. van der Horst,
H.W.Havelaar, and L. Teugels, Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology "" (Leuven: Peeters, !&&+),
!"*–)" (an instructive comparison of late antique Homer hermeneutics and Mishnah hermeneutics); M.
Finkelberg, “Homer as a Foundation Text,” inHomer, the Bible and Beyond: Literary and Religious Canons
in the AncientWorld, ed. M. Finkelberg andG. G. Stroumsa (Leiden: Brill, "##(), *$–&%; S. Honigman,The
Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria: A Study in the Narrative of the Letter of Aristeas (Lon-
don: Routledge, "##(); O.Wischmeyer, “Überlegungen zu den Entstehungsbedingungen der Hermeneutik
des Neuen Testaments,” in Rondo. Beiträge für Peter Diemer zum !". Geburtstag, ed. W. Augustyn and
I. Lauterbach (Munich: Zentralinstitut für Kunstgeschichte, "#!#), *–!*; M. Finkelberg, “The Canonic-
ity of Homer,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von
der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"),
!(*–$". The parallelism between Homer and the Jewish Scriptures as foundational texts is especially empha-
sized by Stroumsa, “TheChristianHermeneuticalRevolution and itsDoubleHelix.”Cf. alsoM.R.Nieho,,
“Philons Beitrag zur Kanonisierung der griechischen Bibel,” inKanon in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion.
Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker
and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), ("&–)).

!(On this, seeW. Suerbaum, “Der Anfangsprozess der ‘Kanoniserung’ Vergils,” inKanon inKonstruktion
und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Hand-
buch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), !*!–""#.

!)OnVergil in the church fathers, cf. J. den Boeft, “Nullius disciplinae expers: Virgil’s Authority in (Late)
Antiquity,” in The Use of Sacred Books in the Ancient World, ed. L. V. Rutgers, P. W. van der Horst, H. W.
Havelaar, andL.Teugels, Contributions toBiblical Exegesis andTheology "" (Leuven: Peeters, !&&+), !*$–+%.
In his Oratio ad sanctorum coetus, Emperor Constantine the Great appeals to Vergil’s Fourth Eclogue and
gives the text ofVergil an allegorical interpretation: Vergil is said to have spoken!¨΅῭%·΄ (῭ )*¨ +¨, -./+%0!1΄
23’ -4456/%3·΅ (I. A. Heikel, ed., Eusebius Werke, vol. !: Über das Leben Constantins. Constantins Rede an
die Heilige Versammlung. Tricennatsrede an Constantin, GSC Eusebius ! [Leipzig: Heinrichs, !&#"], !+").
See further S. Freund, Vergil im frühen Christentum: Untersuchungen zu den Vergilzitaten bei Tertullian,
Minucius Felix, Novatian, Cyprian und Arnobius (Paderborn: Schöningh, "##(). On Vergil in the Middle
Ages, cf., by way of introduction, L. Rossi, “Vergil imMA,” in LMA + (!&&*): !$""–(#.

!$On this, see P. von Moellendor,, “Canon as Pharmakón: Inside and Outside Discursive Sanity in Im-
perial Greek Literature,” in Invention, Rewriting, Usurpation: Discursive Fights over Religious Traditions in
Antiquity, ed. J. Ulrich, A.-C. Jacobsen, and D. Brakke, ECCA !! (Frankfurt amMain: Lang, "#!"), +&–!#!.
On the literary canon, cf. A. Vardi, “Canons of Literary Texts in Rome,” in Homer, the Bible and Beyond;
Literary and Religious Canons in the Ancient World, ed. M. Finkelberg and G. Stroumsa (Leiden: Brill,
"##(), !(!–$". On the question of whether there was a canon of historiographical writings in antiquity, cf.
D. Mendels,Memory in Jewish, Pagan, and Christian Societies in the Greco-RomanWorld (London: T&T
Clark International, "##)); D. Mendels, “The Formation of an Historical Canon of the Greco-Roman Pe-
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literary canons were formed that to a considerable degree owed their raison d’être to
the long, complicated process of nation building, which proceeded in very di#erent
ways in individual cases.$% Alongside and prior to the national literary canons, the great
national-language translations of the Bible with their confessional connections, such as
the Luther translation and the King James Bible, played a canon-like role of their own.
In summary, the connection between literary and religious canons is a component of
Greco-Roman culture, to which the culture of ancient Judaism also belongs; another
component is the development of corresponding canon hermeneutics. Both compo-
nents were passed on through theMiddle Ages and received new valences inmodernity
in the sphere of literature. The close relation between canons and hermeneutics is not
restricted to religious canons and therefore also not exclusively or primarily a theologi-
cal theme. Rather, it must be placed in the larger cultural context of exemplary textual
collections and their interpretation.

In the times of deconstruction, both entities have been contested and weakened
in di#erent ways. Religious and foundational classical and national literary canons are
questioned with respect to their limited, exclusive, normative, and authoritative posi-
tion. Or they are deconstructed as normative and formative textual collections$! (de-
canonization). Or they are subjected as collections of exemplary literature$& to a con-
stant process of new formation (recanonization). At the same time, deconstruction
often understands itself as an anti-hermeneutical discourse that is meant to oppose
every kind of normative doctrine of understanding.$’ The two entities of canon and
hermeneutics are thereby called into question. At the same time, the originally close
structure of canon and hermeneutics is disturbed in principle. This disturbance sur-
faces especially clearly in scholarship on the Bible. The historical contextualization of
the two parts of the Bible (the two-part Bible of the Christian churches) and their in-
dividual writings has led to a constantly increasing awareness of the heterogeneity of

riod: From the Beginnings to Josephus,” in Josephus and JewishHistory, ed. J. Sievers andG. Lembi, SupplJSJ
$"( (Leiden: Brill, )""*), +–)".

$%Cf. R. Rosenberg, “Kanon,” in Reallexikon der deutschen Literaturwissenschaft, vol. ), ed. K. Weimar,
H. Fricke, and J. Müller, +rd ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, )"""), ))(–)!. The tendencies to develop canons
of “world literature” (Goethe), as we ,nd them in Harold Bloom, are also based on the national canons.
See H. Bloom, Genius: A Mosaic of One Hundred Exemplary Creative Minds (New York: Warner Books,
)"")); GV =H. Bloom,Genius. Die hundert bedeutendsten Autoren derWeltliteratur, trans. Y. Badal (Mu-
nich: Albrecht Knaus Verlag, )""(). Cf. C. Grube, “Die Entstehung des Literaturkanons aus dem Zeit-
geist der Nationalliteratur-Geschichtsschreibung,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanon-
isierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S.
Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, )"$)), !$–$"&.

$!Calling into question the semi-canonical national and confessional translations of the Bible, such as the
Lutherbibel, also belongs in this context. The many new translations present a very distinct deconstructive
potential.

$&On this, cf. Grube, “Die Entstehung des Literaturkanons.”
$’Cf. E. Angehrn, J. A Loader, O. Wischmeyer, W. Wischmeyer, U. H. J. Körtner, G. Stemberger, H.

Bobzin, K. Pollmann, C. Lubkoll, M.Habermann, “Hermeneutik,” in LBH ()""’): )(*–*( and S. Kreuzer,
O. Wischmeyer, M. Hailer, L. Fladerer, G. Kurz, and J. Greisch, “Interpretation/Interpretieren/Interpret,”
in LBH ()""’): )&’–’%. For criticism of an interpretation that has hermeneutical ambitions, cf., in general,
Susan Sontag’s manifesto Against Interpretation (New York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux, $’%%). See also note
$*!.
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the biblical canon. From this perspective, the canon-supported conception of a “bib-
lical scholarship,” which underlies, for example, the structure of the German-language
RomanCatholicUniversity exegesis,"# does not re&ect the di’erent linguistic, cultural,
religious, and historical conditions under which the Old and New Testament textual
collections emerged. Here, the ecclesiastical understanding of the canon continues to
be presupposed, which leaves unconsidered the general tendencies toward decanoniza-
tion and the rejection of canonical hermeneutics associated with it. In the last century,
the division of biblical scholarship into Old andNewTestament scholarship has taken
place in German Protestant theology."! With this development, the historical di’er-
ences are structurally prioritized over the canonical principle of unity, though with-
out completely abandoning the canonical paradigm, which is given with the termsOld
Testament andNew Testament. Accordingly, the question of the relationship between
canon, hermeneutics, and historical deconstruction likewise continues to be virulent in
the sphere of Protestant theology. How canNew Testament scholarship – which is pro-
grammatically related to the formative canonical textual corpus of the emerging Chris-
tian religion, theNewTestament, and guided by canon-hermeneutical lines of question-
ing, on the one hand, and yet operates at the same time in the paradigm of historical
scholarship, on the other hand – react to this challenge and what role does it play in
this situation?""

In my "##( book Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments I described the aforemen-
tioned challenge as follows: “Decanonization leads the New Testament texts to a new
understanding that no longer presupposes the holiness andnormativity of the texts and
thus their singular character and signi)cance as a given but discloses the speci)c literary
character and material signi)cance of the texts in the interpretation and in this frame-
work also makes plausible and discusses the canonization of the interpreted texts from
a reception historical perspective.”"* With this a new speci)cation of the relationship
between canon and hermeneutics in the times of deconstruction is opened up. The
Lexikon der Bibelhermeneutik"( shows that within the framework of decanonization,
answers cannot be given by one discipline or by one hermeneutical concept – neither by
theology nor by literary studies – but rather that philology, literary studies, and cultural
studies as well as philosophy and theology are all occupied with the speci)cation of this
relationship. The question of responsibility or jurisdiction depends on the respective

"#Cf., however, also the Anglo-American model of Biblical Studies.
"!Cf. the founding of the Zeitschrift für NeutestamentlicheWissenschaft in !+##. On the whole context,

cf. M. Ohst, “Aus den Kanondebatten in der Evangelischen Theologie des !+. Jahrhunderts,” in Kanon in
Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart.
Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), *+–%#.

""On the post-canonical academic concept of investigating the literature and history of early Christianity
instead of theNewTestament, cf., for example, the editorial in the )rst issue of the journalEarly Christianity
("#!#). Cf. also the editorial of Acta Patristica et Byzantina "# ("##+), !: “We regarded the New Testament
as part of Patristic Studies.” It would also be possible to regard it as part of Jewish Studies.

"*O.Wischmeyer,Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments. Ein Lehrbuch, NET , (Tübingen: Francke, "##(),
"#$.

"(O.Wischmeyer, ed., Lexikon der Bibelhermeneutik. Begri!e –Methoden – Theorien – Konzepte (Berlin:
de Gruyter, "##+).
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underlying understanding of canon, which can be conceptualized in a normative or
deconstructive way."# In my publications on this topic I started from the model of a
historical strati$cation of methodological and hermeneutical textual interpretations.

In this essay I continue this approach with a concentration on the perspective of
New Testament scholarship. I advocate the thesis that New Testament scholarship in
the context of present-day textual studies is the instrument that discloses the understand-
ing of the texts of the New Testament. Ever since its emergence as a distinct discipline,
New Testament scholarship has been a child of historical deconstruction – more pre-
cisely, of decanonization – and thus obligated to historical reconstruction as well as
historical deconstruction and construction. At the same time, through its embedding
in the canon of disciplines of theology, it is always a participant in the discussions of
the current Christian biblical-hermeneutical landscape,"% which, alongside the textual
academic disciplines of Old and New Testament scholarship, also encompasses nor-
mative theology as well as practical-theological, ecclesiastical, and devotional applica-
tion. New Testament scholarship has a distinct voice of its own"! in the broad dis-
course of biblical hermeneutics, which reaches from general hermeneutics within the
framework of classical and modern doctrines of understanding"& via methodologically
groundedhermeneutics ofOldTestament scholarship"’ through to the extremely lively
and creative scene of “engaged approaches”() and postmodern readings(* as well as new
theological-systematic approaches that start from the doctrine of Scripture, whether
these be grounded with reference to the early church, the Middle Ages, the Reforma-
tion, pietism, or rationalism.(" Canonical approaches, approaches obligated to decan-

"#Cf. J. A. Loader, H. von Lips, W. Wischmeyer, C. Danz, J. Maier, N. Sinai, and S. Winko, “Kanon,” in
LBH ("))’): (*)–*%.

"%It is so extensive that a single person can scarcely gain an overview of it. The di+erent approaches and
discussions in the English-language and German-language literature, which have largely been developed in-
dependently of each other, presents di,culties. The Lexikon der Biblelhermeneutik brings the di+erent ap-
proaches together. See O. Wischmeyer, ed., Lexikon der Bibelhermeneutik.

"!O.Wischmeyer,Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments.
"&On this, see again Stroumsa, “The Christian Hermeneutical Revolution and its Double Helix,” *) and

J. A. Loader, O. Wischmeyer, W.Wischmeyer, and C. Schwöbel, “Biblische Hermeneutik,” in LBH ("))’):
’)–’#.

"’C. Dohmen, and G. Stemberger, eds., Hermeneutik der Jüdischen Bibel und des Alten Testaments
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, *’’%); C. Dohmen, and G. Stemberger, eds.,Hermeneutik der Jüdischen Bibel und
des Alten Testaments, "nd ed. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, ")*’).

()For an introduction, seeU.H. J. Körtner, “Kontextuelle Bibelhermeneutiken,” inLBH ("))’), (--–-#.
(*For an introduction, see A. Runesson, “Reading,” in LBH ("))’): -&*; M. F. Foskett and J. Kah-Jin

Kuan, eds., Ways of Being, Ways of Reading: Asian American Biblical Interpretation (St. Louis: Missouri
Chalice Press, "))%). The term “readings” has the advantage of being less loaded, on the one hand, and of
representing the basic approach of reception aesthetics, on the other hand. I have therefore selected it for my
comments that follow: New Testament readings (note --).

("For an introduction, cf. J. A. Loader, A. Christophersen, U. Wiggermann, U. H. J. Körtner, G. Stem-
berger, andM. Scholler, “Schrift/Schriftprinzip,” inLBH ("))’): #"*–"!. Among recent contributions from
the side of a “theological” or “ecclesial” hermeneutic, renowned New Testament scholar Ulrich Luz, Theol-
ogische Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, ")*-) deserves special
interest. Cf. O. Wischmeyer, “Ulrich Luz, Theologische Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments. Neukirchen-
Vluyn ")*-,” inHermeneutik oder Versionen der biblischen Interpretation von Texten, ed. G. Benyik (Szeged:
JATEPress, ")"(), %)(–’.
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onization, approaches that takeuppre-modernhermeneutics,modern approaches, and
postmodern approaches stand alongside and against one another. The diversity and
openness of present-day biblical hermeneutics also includes its transparence for Jewish
and Islamic hermeneutics,&& which, for their part – sometimes on the basis of post-
modernism – make their own creative recourse to ancient, late ancient, and medieval
hermeneutics.

In this ’eld, the intention ofmy essay is to sound out the perspective thatNewTes-
tament scholarship itself o(ers and presents its central role for the task of a hermeneutic
of canonical texts that is grounded in textual scholarship within the context of ongoing
decanonization and criticism of hermeneutics. Accordingly, from the perspective of
a New Testament scholar, I will discuss how the argument “canonical Scriptures need
and develop their own doctrine of understanding” came into being, the extent to which
it can bear weight, and the further-reaching thesis that in times of deconstruction this
argument must be reformulated as follows: “What the Scriptures of the New Testament
need is not their own doctrine of understanding but rather a re!ection on their reception
history.”

". New Testament Readings

Decanonization a(ects ’rst and with special severity the canon itself. Accordingly, I
ask ’rst the following question: “Into what perspective does the term canon place the
Bible as a whole and theNew Testament in particular?

&&Jewish and Islamic scriptural hermeneutics are important and adjacent areas for New Testament ex-
egetes. For the Jewish Scriptures, see, by way of introduction, M. Halbertal, People of the Book: Canon,
Meaning, and Authority (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, !))%) (charity as hermeneutical term);
Dohmen and Stemberger, Hermeneutik der Jüdischen Bibel und des Alten Testaments; H. Liss, “Jüdische
Bibelhermeneutik,” inLBH ("##)): &#*!; J. L. Kugel, “Early Jewish Interpretation,” inEDEJ ("#!#): !"!–+!;
N. B. Dohrmann and D. Stern, eds., Jewish Biblical Interpretation and Cultural Exchange: Comparative
Exegesis in Context (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, "##*), esp. D. Stern, “On Compara-
tive Biblical Exegesis – Interpretation, In,uence, Appropriation,” in Jewish Biblical Interpretation and Cul-
tural Exchange: Comparative Exegesis in Context, !–!). For the Quran, see, e.g., I. Goldziher, Die Richtun-
gen der islamischen Koranauslegung (Leiden: Brill, !)"#); P. Heath, “Creative Hermeneutics: A Compar-
ative Analysis of Three Islamic Approaches,” Arabica &- (!)*)): !%&–"!#; J. Waardenburg, “Gibt es im Is-
lam hermeneutische Prinzipien?” inHermeneutik in Christentum und Islam, ed. H.-M. Barth and C. Elsas
(Hamburg: E.B-Verlag, !))%), $!–%+; U.Madigan,TheQur’an’s Self-image: Writing andAuthority in Islam’s
Scripture (Princeton: Princeton University Press, "##!); N. Sinai, “Die klassische islamische Koranexegese.
Eine Annäherung,” ThLZ !-& ("#!!): !"&–&-. Cf. also the meetings of the Institute for Advanced Studies
in Berlin: “Jewish and Islamic Hermeneutics as Cultural Critique” (especially the Report of the Summer
Academy: “The Hermeneutics of Border. Canon and Community in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam”
[http://www.wiko-berlin.de]. See also the new Handbook of Qur’anic Hermeneutics, ed. G. Tamer, $ vols.
(Berlin: de Gruyter, "#"+–). Already published: G. Tamer, ed.,Handbook of Qur’anic Hermeneutics, vol. +:
Qur’ānic Hermeneutics in the "#th and $%th Century (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#"+). A more general perspective
can be found in C. Cornille and C. Conway, eds., Interreligious Hermeneutics, Interreligious Dialogue Series
" (Eugene: Cascade, "#!#).
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!."Reception History: The Canon as a Reception Phenomenon

From the perspective of New Testament scholarship, the New Testament canon be-
longs to the reception history of individual early Christian writings.

On the one hand, this historical perspective connects the early Christian writings
to the history of the Hebrew Scriptures of Israel and their Greek translation, i.e., to the
past. In this way, the historical depth dimension of the texts becomes clear. For the
collection of writings that became theNewTestament is formally only a smaller second
part of the Christian Bible, as it is #rst handed down in amaterially visible way with the
large majuscule manuscripts of the fourth century. The large #rst part of the Bible is
an expanded Greek version of the Hebrew Scriptures of Israel, which, in turn, contain
smallAramaic textual parts. Whether and towhat extent the version calledSeptuaginta,
which we have before us in the large Christian Bibles, can be designated in its canonical
#nal formas a closed andnormative JewishGreek scriptural canon,which theChristian
church then claimed for itself and after whose model the second part of the Christian
biblical canonwas created, is – despite the Septuagint legend$" of the Letter of Aristeas,
which Aristobulus, Philo, and Josephus take up – controversial.$% In any case, the indi-
vidual New Testament writings were related from the beginning to their Greek Jewish
pre-text, and this means that they were not without Scripture and not without a pre-
history. The second, smaller part of the Bible, which in the course of time became the
New Testament in the Christian communities and which the late ancient Jewish com-
munity, for its part, did not receive, was originally composed in Greek$& and contains
literary genres that di’er clearly from the genres of the Septuaginta:$! such as the two
central early Christian literary genres of Gospels and letters, which early ecclesiastical
writers called “the Kyrios and the Apostolos,” i.e., Jesus and Paul,$( a designation that
has fundamental signi#cance for the hermeneutic of the laterNew Testament.$)

$"On this, cf. K. Brodersen, ed., Aristeas. Der König und die Bibel. Griechisch/Deutsch, trans. K. Broder-
sen (Stuttgart: Reclam, *++(), ,&&–**$. All Jewish and Christian ancient sources can be found in bilingual
format there. At any rate, the translation legend and the origin legend of a closed, textually unchangeable and
inspired collection of Greek Jewish Scriptures comes from a pre-Christian time! On its interpretation, see T.
Rajak,Translation and Survival: The Greek Bible of the Ancient Jewish Diaspora (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, *++)), *"–&$.

$%Cf. the doubt expressed with respect to this in L. J. Greenspoon, “Septuagint,” in EDEJ (*+,+), ,*,):
“The very fact that these three translators [Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotian] were active well into the
Common Era casts doubt on the often-cited assertion that Christian adoption (or cooption) of the Septu-
agint led to its speedy and complete rejection by Jews.”

$&Note, however, the traditions about the Gospel ofMatthew being originally composed inHebrew: Eu-
sebius,Hist. eccl. $.$).

$!On this, cf. now G. Theißen,Die Entstehung des Neuen Testaments als literaturgeschichtliches Problem,
Sch.Phil.-Hist.Kl.HAW"+ (Heidelberg: Winter, *++!). The thesis that theGospel genre canbe derived from
the biographies of the prophets (cf. H. Koester andM. Beintker, “Evangelium,” inRGG4 * [,)))]: ,!$%–"*;
ET =H. Koester andM. Beintker, “Gospel,” inRPP % [*++)]: %*(–$$) has not established itself.

$(Cf. the collection manuscript Papyrus "% and "&.
$)Acts is attached to theGospels and has noweight of its own. TheRevelation of Johnwas hotly disputed.

On the Revelation of John, cf. the di’erentiated remarks in Dionysius of Alexandria in Eusebius,Hist. eccl.
!.*%: “But for my part I should not dare to reject the book, since many brethren hold it in estimation; but,
reckoning that my perception is inadequate to form an opinion concerning it, I hold that the interpretation
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On the other hand, canonization simultaneously integrates the early Christianwrit-
ings into the history of the emergingChristian church. Thus, alongside the category of
the past stand the categories of the present and future. The communities who let certain
early Christian writings be read out in their gatherings made clear in this way that they
regarded these writings not only as reliable documents of their foundational phase but
also as decisive for their own time and for the future.

In summary, fromahistorical perspective theBible in its canonical form is aproduct
of Christian late antiquity with a syncretistic religious dimension&# and a long prehis-
tory.&! It is composed in the Greek language, which was very soon translated into other
major languages of the imperiumRomanum and its neighboring cultures. TheVulgata
of Jerome&" marks out something like a formal endpoint for the formative phase of the
Christian biblical canon, for here, there emerged, for the ’rst time, a uni’ed Christian
“Bible book” from a single mold.&( The canonicalNewTestament is a document of the
early church. The collection expresses the absolute high estimation and conviction of
enduring normativity that the early church assigned to a certain portion of their initial
writings. This also applies – this has been given less attention – to the two-part Chris-
tian Bible.

The Bible has come down to us in this historical double form. New Testament
scholarship consciously and programmatically decanonizes this historical and ecclesi-
astical inheritance when it isolates the second part of the Bible – theNew Testament –
from the ’rst part andwhen it reads&& and interprets thewritings of theNewTestament
not as canonical Scriptures but as texts of their time, i.e., in their pre-canonical or, more
precisely, non-canonical situation. It also does so when it assigns the New Testament
canon to the reception history of the individual early Christian writings and thus to the
history of the early church,&$ while New Testament scholarship itself is devoted to the
history of emergence of the individual writings and their interdependencies. From this
perspective, the canon is a thoroughly historical and processual phenomenon, which
brings together after the fact certain texts of the heterogenous early Christian litera-
ture and thereby changes the individual writings fundamentally. The enormous dy-

of each several passage is in some way hidden and more wonderful. For even though I do not understand it,
yet I suspect that some deepermeaning underlie the words” (trans. J. E. L. Oulton, LCL ")$, !*%). Dionysius
clearly uses the program of the Jewish hermeneutic here (cf. note (().

&#In the language of cultural studies one can speak of a “hybrid.”
&!The ’rst applies also to the Quran, as A. Neuwirth shows. See Neuwirth, Der Koran als Text der Spä-

tantike; A. Neuwirth, N. Sinai, andM.Marx, eds., The Qur’an in Context.
&"Cf. F. Brunhölzl et al., “Bibelübersetzungen” inLexMA " (!*+(): ++–!#); for theVulgate, see pp. *!–*".
&(This statement is not meant normatively but refers equally to the material aspect and to the linguistic

and cultural aspect. With the Latin Vulgate there emerged one “Christian Bible” in one place from one hand
at one time. By contrast, the Septuagint and theNewTestament as well as the Greek Bible were, as indicated,
linguistically and culturally heterogenous collections.

&&The term “readings” transports a “,at” hermeneutic and is suitable for designating the hermeneutical
potencies ofNewTestament scholarship,which are present but seldombrought into exegetical consciousness
and worked out clearly. Cf. note (!.

&$This is presented and justi’ed in O.Wischmeyer, “Texte, Text und Rezeption. Das Paradigma der Text-
Rezeptions-Hermeneutik desNeuenTestaments,” inDieBibel als Text. Beiträge zu einer textbezogenenBibel-
hermeneutik, ed. O. Wischmeyer and S. Scholz, NET "& (Tübingen: Francke, "##+), !$$–*".
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namism and the great scholarly success of New Testament scholarship since J. S. Sem-
ler and F. C. Baur lies, by contrast, in the decanonization and historicization of the
New Testament writings, which were now read for the #rst time in the reception his-
tory as “themselves” and in their simultaneous fundamental separation from the Old
Testament canon, which in the course of recent scholarship has again become what it
originally was – the scriptural collection of ancient Israel.$"

Both processes of separation had far-reaching hermeneutical consequences. The
separation of the early Christian writings from their reception history calls into ques-
tion not only their normative signi#cance but also their signi#cance as such. What
makes the letter of Jamesmaterially– and thismeans in our context theologically– “sig-
ni#cant” and distinguishes it from so-called apocryphal texts if it is not read canonically
from the outset? The other separation may have had even more far-reaching conse-
quences for canon hermeneutics. The separation from theOld Testament implies both
an interruption of the intertext of Jewish Scriptures andNew Testament – which was a
given for the New Testament authors themselves and for the early church writers$! –
and the renunciation of both the hermeneutical concept of salvation history$% –which
connects the two canons – and the methods of typology and allegoresis.$& In this way,
historical interpretation distanced itself from the self-understanding of theNewTesta-
mentwritings – in favor of the self-understanding of the Scriptures of Israel – and in the
long run subjected the position and signi#cance of theOld Testament in the Christian
religion to renewed debate.

!.!History of Emergence: The Individual Writings and their Pre-History as a Starting
Point

The choice to start with the early Christian writings themselves is self-evident for New
Testament scholarship. In the context of the discussion of canon andhermeneutics, the
question of the status and authority of thesewritings therefore initially arises from their
self-understanding, i.e., before their canonization. The earlyChristianswere not “Scrip-
tureless,” let alone an illiterate group, nor did they need to create canonical literature
for the #rst time. They had the Scripture, which they used richly and employed as an
interpretive – and newly interpreted – foundation for their own religion. They joined
their own literature to this Scripture from the beginning. To be sure, Jesus himself did
not leave behind anything written, Paul placed his preaching far above his letters, and
theChrist-believing communities esteemed the orality of the tradition of the sayings of
the Lord and the gospel proclamation more highly than what was committed to writ-

$"The further deconstruction of the “Scriptures” of Israel throughOld Testament scholarship, which ran
parallel to the work of New Testament scholarship, cannot be presented here.

$!On this, cf., as an exemplary starting point, the classic study of P. Wendland, “Zur ältesten Geschichte
der Bibel in der Kirche,” ZNW ’ (’&((): )"!–&(.

$%On this, cf. the essays in J. Frey, S. Krauter, and H. Lichtenberger, eds., Heil und Geschichte, WUNT
)$% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, )((&).

$&On this, see note ’$".
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ing. Nevertheless, Paul did already compose his own writings. The &rst early Christian
writings emerged as situational (letters of Paul) and commemorative (Gospels) litera-
ture with kerygmatic and paraenetic functions without an open canonical claim. This
scenario is reminiscent of the Qumran community, which likewise did not understand
its own literature as canonical.$# The di’erentiating interpretation of the early Chris-
tian texts as independent individual writings does justice to this self-understanding.

Since F. C. Baur e’orts have been made to present the historical and thematic pro-
&le of the individual writings of the New Testament along with their partly oral and
partlywritten prehistory and to reconstruct their processes of emergence aswell as their
e’ects and mutual relationships. This di’erentiating analysis has made theNew Testa-
ment a rich source for the history of the &rst three generations of emergingChristianity
and has shed light on the di’erent pro&les, tendencies, and powers of this formative
epoch. It is not necessary for me to present this process. It largely coincides with the
discipline of New Testament scholarship. I will refer only very brie(y to the funda-
mental thematic spheres that structure the discipline. New Testament literary history
placed the New Testament genres – Gospels, letters, diegesis (acts), and apocalypse –
in the Jewish and Greek literature, described the di’erent functions of the genre, and
worked out the pro&le of the author. The individual writings can be presented in their
mutual dependence and situated historically. The great themes of New Testament the-
ology – Christology, ethics, eschatology, Israel, law, gospel, faith – can analogously be
analyzed as a historically developing discourse,$! in which the &rst generations of the
Christ-believing Jews and gentiles participated. In the history of primitive Christianity,
the central historical &gures at the beginning of Christianity – Jesus, Paul, Peter – are
historically reconstructed and respectively constructed anew. The religion of the !rst
Christians$" can be described as a deviant Judaism in the Hellenistic-Roman cultural
context, which quickly developed its own religious, social, and ethical identity$) and, as
already described, built its own new library. From the perspective of New Testament
scholarship, theNewTestament presents itself as a library of the incipientChristian reli-
gion and its institutions, whose individual books each require individual analysis. This
individual analysis is the heart of New Testament scholarship. The discipline contin-
ues to understand its scholarly work as predominantly analytical and critical – textual
analysis and tradition-historical analysis are the leading methodological terms.

From this perspective, the canonicalNew Testament can appear to be a collection
that is violently and secondarily imposed upon the individual writings after the fact,
which partly even destroys the intentions of the individual writings. The example of
the letter of James, which takes a position against a central element of the Pauline let-
ters can serve as an illustration. The persistent exegetical e’orts to reach a reconciliation

$#On the Qumran literature, see note $.
$!In part, this discourse is conducted polemically. On this, cf. O. Wischmeyer and L. Scornaienchi, eds.,

Polemik in der frühchristlichen Literatur: Texte, Themen, Kontexte, BZNW !%# (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!!).
$"Cf. the title ofG.Theißen,DieReligionder erstenChristen. EineTheorie desUrchristentums (Gütersloh:

Mohn, "###); ET = G. Theißen, The Religion of the Earliest Churches: Creating a SymbolicWorld, trans. J.
Bowden (Minneapolis: Fortress, !***).

$)The question of how one can describe this process temporally is controversial in scholarship.
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between the position of Paul and that of James have no basis in substance but can be
traced back to the fact that the Pauline letters and the letter of James are included in
the canon and therefore appear to require a certain harmonization. The phenomenon
is well known and discussed time and again under the key phrase unity and diversity of
the canon.#$

!." Processes of Authorization: Pre-Canonical Characteristics of the IndividualWritings
of the New Testament

The perspective of the situational and commemorative individual writings remains de-
cisive for New Testament scholarship. But precisely the exegetical analyses of the indi-
vidual writings have identi%ed clear tendencies to close relationships of the writings to
one another and to latent canonizing claims: (&) in the %gure of “apostolic” origin, (’)
in the latent canonical claim of the letters of Paul (“self-authorization”) and of the orig-
inally anonymous Gospels (“self-canonization”), (() in the emergence of earlier proto-
canonical collections, and ($) in the reading out of these writings in the communities
(“reading fellowships”). These tendencies surface in the texts in di)erent connections
and mixtures. I therefore inquire %rst into motifs that are connected to the authority
of the origin from the Kyrios and from the apostles (& and ’) and then into motifs that
point to the recognition of the authority of the texts by groups (( and $). The %fthmotif –
namely, the inner-biblical intertextuality (#) – likewise gives information about the text-
internal hermeneutic of the writings and about its relationship to the phenomenon of
the canon.

(&) The earliest of the impulses that led to the preservation and collection of the
Christian texts and thusmarked the beginning of the early Christian writings that later
obtained canonical status can be studied especially well in Papias, whose activity stands
more at the end of the early e)orts at collection and canonization–namely, the unques-
tionable high esteem for the Jesus tradition as the “sayings of the Kyrios.” According
to Eusebius’ report in hisHistoria ecclesiastica, bishop Papias fromHierapolis in Phry-
gia in Asia Minor collected oral Jesus tradition at a time in which the Gospels of Mark
and Matthew were already available, which Papias also knew himself.## His motive for
collection lay in the authority of the Kyrios and of the maximally secure and authen-
tic handing down of the sayings of the Lord through a chain of tradition that led back
to the apostles and through them to Jesus himself: “But if ever anyone came who had
followed the !¨΅῭%·΄΅¨(), I inquired into the words of the !¨΅῭%·΄΅¨(), what Andrew
or Peter or Philip or Thomas or James or John or Matthew, or any other ΄*+ ΄(, -.-
¨/(. 0123΄*+ had said, and what Aristion and 4 !¨΅῭%·΄΅¨(5 John, ΄(, -.¨/(. 0123΄1/,
were saying.” For (6 78¨ ΄8 9- ΄*+ %)%:/·+ ΄(῭(,΄῾+ 0΅ =᾿΅:΅;+ ῟!΅:Α0%1+(+, Β῭(+ ΄8

#$See E. Käsemann, “Einheit und Wahrheit. Über die Faith-and-Order-Conference in Montreal &*+(,”
MPTh #( (&*+$): +#–!#.

##Eusebius, Hist. eccl. (.(*. For Papias, see now also S. C. Carlson, Papias of Hieropolis, Exposition of
Dominical Oracles: The Fragments, Testimonia, and Reception of a Second Century Commentator (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ’,’&).
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!¨΅῭ %·΄()* +,-.* /¨0 12-34΄.*.$’ It is notable that Papias exclusively collected Jesus
tradition. M. Günther notes that “the letters of Paul, which were in circulation in Asia
Minor at the time of Papias, evidently did not attract his interest”$% – an indi(erence
to the letters of Paul that Papias shared with the auctor ad Theophilum, who likewise
collected Jesus traditions and reworked them in the Gospel of Luke, while remaining
silent about the letters of Paul, although he was the person who collected additional
apostle traditions and Paul traditions from themission of the )rst generation and in his
“Acts of the Apostles” became nolens volens the )rst andmost important biographer of
Paul. Evidently, neither for the auctor ad Theophilum nor for Papias did the letters of
Paul have the authority that they assigned to the apostolic Jesus traditions and that Paul
claimed for himself. As already mentioned, Papias is also the )rst person about whom
Eusebius hands down that he commented also on the origin of theGospels ofMatthew
andMark. WhenPapias, as is well known, consistently speaks of the sayings of the Lord
(5678¨ /9΅8¨/:), whichMark – on the basis of the teachings of Peter – andMatthew are
said to have committed to writing, and places “the living and enduring voice” of the
apostles and apostle students over these accounts (Hist. eccl. *.*&) and when Eusebius
himself makes a case for the priority of the oral over the written tradition (Hist. eccl.
*."+),$, then we are still very far from the authority of a written book canon. Despite his
knowledge of the Gospels, Papias has the impression that the genuine Jesus tradition
reaches far beyondwhat has been committed towriting up to that point. He is likewise
rather skeptical in relation to the authority of the Gospels that were already available.
By contrast, the authority of the Jesus tradition guaranteed through the apostles and
their students has normative character for him. Ironically, Papias himself contributed
to the commitment of the Jesus tradition to writing through his )ve bookExposition of
the Sayings of the Lord, which did not, however, gain entrance into the Gospel canon
and received little respect from Eusebius.$& Nevertheless, one thing is very clear in Pa-
pias. All interest is focused on theKyrios. The apostolic tradition of Jesus’ teachings is
thus a decisive root of the idea of theNewTestament canon. Every canon hermeneutic
that is based on a book theory must critically call to mind the fact that the canoniza-
tion of early Christian writings was understood as the last step of the safeguarding of
the oral teaching of Jesus and the gospel proclamation of the apostles. The tragedy of
Papias lies in the fact that he came too late for the further collection of oral Jesus tra-
dition. His endeavor was similarly anachronistic as Marcion’s and Tatian’s e(orts to
obtain a single gospel. The commitment of the Jesus tradition to writing was already
so far advanced that its canonization – namely, in the fourGospels – had already begun

$’Eusebius, Hist. eccl. *.*& (trans. K. Lake, LCL !$*, "&*, with Greek words inserted by O. W.). Unless
otherwise noted, subsequent translations of Eusebius’Historia ecclesiastica are also taken from the LCL.

$%M. Günther, “Papias,” inRGG4 ’ ("##*), ,’"; ET =M. Günther, “Papias,” inRPP & ("#!!), $!+.
$,The apostlesMatthew and John “took towriting perforce”; John had “used all the time amessagewhich

was not written down”;Matthew had “preached toHebrews.” The basis for the commitment to writing was
his mission outside of Israel: “When he was on the point of going to others he transmitted in writing in his
native language the Gospel according to himself, and thus supplied by writing the lack of his own presence
to those from whom he was sent.” The apostle students Mark (interpreter of Peter) and Luke (companion
of Paul) likewise “had already published the Gospels according to them.”

$&Hist. eccl. *.*&: ΄+6·΅¨ ΄18/΅῾* =- (῾- -3᾿-.
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and the Gospels were no longer “open terrain.” Thus, Papias is an especially important
witness for the early beginning of the canonization of the Gospels on the basis of their
close connection to the apostolic tradition.

What reasons can we discern for the preservation, collection, and ultimate canon-
ization of thePauline letters– those texts that appeared inwritten form from the begin-
ning andweremeant tomaintain the oral andpersonal communication of Paulwith his
communities in his absence?#" A reference to the proclamation and teaching of Jesus
is not present. At the end of her book Paul, the Corinthians and the Birth of Christian
Hermeneutics,#$ Margaret M. Mitchell raises the question of why the letters of Paul,
which are so di%cult to interpret and therefore already interpreted controversially at a
very early date,#& were preserved, collected, and – as I add –made the foundation of the
laterNew Testament. Her answer is that

We should . . . note here that the fact thatPaul’s letterswerenotplain,were
not easily digested on the ’rst reading, was not only cause for interpretive
debate, but also a major condition for their preservation: after all, missives
that have released their information and done their work can be discarded
or the writing surface reused. The threshing Gregory described so well
requires the safeguarding of the text for continual rereading.

Thus, Margaret Mitchell ’nds in the complexity of the Pauline letters – which were
not exhausted in current information or situational communication and therefore re-
quired a higher degree of attention and thus could become a source for interpretation
and hermeneutics – a presupposition for the preservation of these community letters,
which, though initially functioning as current and situational functional texts, did not
come to an end in this function and thus already carried within them the foundation
for their later canonization.#( Eve-Marie Becker speaks in this context of the “metacom-
municative excess” of the Pauline letters.#)

SomePauline communities – to bemore precise, the communities inThessalonica,
Corinth, and Philippi as well as the Christian house communities in Rome#* – must
have understood the theological quality (cf. & Cor $".$")## and material authority of

#"OnthePauline epistolography, cf. E.-M.Becker, “FormundGattungder paulinischenBriefe,” inPaulus
Handbuch, ed. F. W. Horn. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, &"$(), $)$–)+.

#$M.M.Mitchell,Paul, the Corinthians and the Birth of ChristianHermeneutics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, &"$"), $"#. Mitchell alludes to Gregory of Nyssa.

#&Cf. esp. & Peter.
#(There are, of course, also other reasons for the preservation and archiving of pieces of writing. On the

theme of the complexity of texts, cf. O. Wischmeyer,Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments, $*!–,$.
#)E.-M. Becker, Schreiben und Verstehen. Paulinische Briefhermeneutik im Zweiten Korintherbrief, NET

) (Tübingen: Francke, &""&), $(): linguistic forms “that have independent propositional content and that
Paul formulated in the context of meta-communicative re-ections.”

#*The fact that Philemon is also preserved is interesting. A strongChristian house church presumably also
stands behind Philemon.

##Adistinction is important here. TheorthonymousPauline letterswere preserved in certain communities
because of the authority of their author and because of their high degree of complexity and universal claim
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the Pauline letters, which, on the one hand, reached beyond the oral gospel proclama-
tion&’ and teaching that stood at the center of the Pauline activity, beyond the commu-
nication and situational instruction and admonition of their foundingmissionary, who
called himself – not without contestation – apostle, and, on the other hand, contained
his gospel proclamation. They evidently also did not take to heart Paul’s theological-
missional interpretation that they are his “letter” to all people (" Cor (.!–() but pre-
served the letters of Paul, so that the )rst collections of Pauline letters soon emerged,
which can be regarded as a nucleus of the later New Testament canon alongside – or
even before – the four Gospels. These letters – in this respect they are most compara-
ble to the Gospel of Mark – developed a formative literary power that very soon led to
imitations. The Deutero- and Trito-Pauline letters bear witness to a Pauline school&%
– however this is to be speci)ed – or at least to Pauline tradition,&* whose members
were themselves literarily, pedagogically, and organizationally active in the vein of and
on the basis of the Pauline letters and who borrowed for this the authority of the apos-
tle, which had already become more established in the time since his death.’#

(") Alongside the handing down of logia on the basis of the absolute authority of
theKyrios and the preservation of Pauline letters’! on the basis of the personal author-
ity of the apostolos (" Cor !#.!#) and because of their textual complexity, we can rec-
ognize another reason that contributed to the commitment of the Jesus traditions to
writing, their literary composition in Gospels, as well as to the collection of the New
Testament letters and thus created the basis of the later New Testament canon – the
comprehensive theological claim of early Christian texts vis-à-vis the religion of Israel
and the Greco-Roman religious worlds.

The authors of theGospels –notwithstanding their speci)c traditions anddi+erent
early Christian community contexts, their individual cultural pro)les and intentions,
and their personal literary and theological strategies – surely all understood their books
in the )rst instance as media for the secure preservation of Jesus traditions. We have
already seen that Eusebius still handed down this understanding – namely, that the
Gospels are only the written “sayings of the Lord.” But this self-understanding, which

to interpretation – thus, at least Galatians and Romans. The circumstances that led to the preservation
and later canonization of the Deutero- and Trito-Pauline letters as well as the Catholic epistles was probably
di+erent. Here, we must start from local and theologically-oriented traditions and “schools.” In the name
of early Christian leadership )gures – above all Paul, Peter, and James have weight here – the authors of the
non-orthonymous epistolary literature wrote themselves into the formative Christian tradition literature.

&’Cf. only Rom !#.!,–"! and Rom !$.!,–",.
&%T. Schmeller, Schulen im Neuen Testament? Zur Stellung des Urchristentums in der Bildungswelt seiner

Zeit (Freiburg: Herder, "##!); T. Vegge, Paulus und das antike Schulwesen, BZNW !(, (Berlin: de Gruyter,
"##&).

&*On this, cf. the essays in J. Frey, J. Herzer, M. Janßen, C. K. Rothchild, and P. Engelmann, eds., Pseude-
pigraphie undVerfasser!ktion in frühchristlichenBriefen –Pseudepigraphy andAuthor Fiction inEarlyChris-
tian Letters (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "##*).

’#Themost interesting case of a borrowing of the authority of Paul is, however, not the pseudepigraphical
Pauline letters but what we encounter in " Peter, whose pseudonymous author is committed to the Petrine
authority and yet cannot avoid appealing to Paul, as di-cult as this is for him.

’!The !¨΅῭%·΄·( is Paul. Peter is perceived less as an author. See Eusebius,Hist. eccl. (.(. Mark writes “for
him.”
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is re#ected in the understanding of the ecclesiastical writers, does not exhaust the sig-
ni$cance of theGospels. From the perspective ofNewTestament scholarship, this task
of collection and handing down does not yet describe the actual achievement of the au-
thors. Out of these Jesus traditions – which Papias also sought and collected, though
without joining and reworking them literarily – the evangelists respectively con$gure
their ownmagisterial Jesus stories, which represent for them the foundation of their in-
terpretation of theworld and of humanbeings. TheGospel ofMark stages itself literar-
ily as !¨΅῭῭%·΄() *+,-(. /0΄-1(., as announcement of the eschatological time.%" Taking
up the biblical creation narrative, the Gospel of John interprets Jesus as the eternal Lo-
gos who has de$nitively disclosed the truth and the life to human beings and seeks to
awaken faith in its hearers and readers (John "&.’(). The Gospel of Luke understands
itself as a precise account (2΄3῭,-΄4) that provides assurance about the ·5῭(4 or ·5῭(΄ of
the Jesus story for the patronTheophilus (Luke (.)). TheGospel ofMatthewplaces the
whole Jesus story under the rubric of the 2΄2΅63 of Jesus, which claims validity for the
wholeworld. These di*erent concepts have one thing in common– they all understand
and interpret the Jesus story within the framework of a comprehensive world interpre-
tation on the basis of the Jewish religion, which is developed between the universal
theologoumena of God’s creation of the world and human beings, his covenantal law,
and the general last judgment.%’ All the Gospels sketch Jesus into this theology. Their
claim to de$nitive world interpretation,%) which is especially explicit in the Gospel of
John, is derived from their interpretation of Jesus as the last and de$nitive revelation of
the God of Israel, who is the God of the world.%+ The authors of the Gospels are also
by no means “mouthpieces” or “minute-takers” of Jesus.%, They do not understand
themselves as Jesus’ voice, and they also do not act only as collectors and tradents of Je-
sus traditions, as Papias did. Instead, they write as interpreters of the !¨΅῭῭%·΄() *+,-(.

%"On this, cf. O. Wischmeyer, “Forming Identity through Literature: The Impact of Mark for the Build-
ing of Christ Believing Communities in the SecondHalf of the First Century C.E.,” inMark andMatthew.
Comparative Readings I: Understanding the Earliest Gospels in their First Century Settings, ed. E.-M. Becker
and A. Runesson, WUNT "%( (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "&((), ’++–%!.

%’In Matthew and Luke this is documented through the genealogies, which sketch Jesus into the history
of Israel and into the history of humanity.

%)On this, cf. G. Theißen, “Wie wurden neutestamentliche Texte zu heiligen Schriften? Die Kanoniz-
ität des Neuen Testaments als literaturgeschichtliches Problem,” inKanon in Konstruktion undDekonstruk-
tion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M.
Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "&("), )"’–)%; G. Theißen, “Die Kanonizität der Schrift. Wie wur-
den urchristliche Texte zu Heiligen Schriften? Ein literaturgeschichtliches Problem,” in Texttranszendenz,
Beiträge zu einer polyphonen Bibelhermeneutik, BVB ’, (Münster: LIT, "&(-), "%+–’&&.

%+This distinguishes them from Papias. It also distinguishes them fromQ, which in this perspective, is by
no means to be understood even only as a “half Gospel.”

%,This is Papias’ view of the apostles. The ecclesiastical writers vacillate between the idea that the Gospels
according to Mark and Luke are later transcriptions of the oral teachings of Peter and Paul and their own
observations on the independent pro$les of the authors. Cf., e.g., the sketch of the distinctive Lukan pro$le
in Irenaeus’ dispute with the Marcionites and Valentinians (Haer. ’.().’). In all four Gospels, however, the
recourse back to the apostolic tradition, i.e., to Jesus, is primary for the ecclesiastical writers.
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!¨΅῭%·΄, of God’s de’nitive saving action in Jesus Christ.((
It is evident that the letters of Paul have materially the same claim. They are not

only – as Margarett Mitchell speci’es – complex texts but are also texts that work out
from the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus a de’nitive world interpretation(% in the
framework of the Jewish religion.() The semantic cipher for this world interpretation
is the ()*++,-΅·. /01῭·΄ !¨΅῭%·΄%# as information about the end-time action of God to-
ward human beings. There is no place in this ()*++,-΅·. for interpretation, discussion,
and alternatives.%! This fundamental theological claim of the Gospels and of the letters
of Paul represents something like a material implicit canonical claim.%" Gerd Theißen
speaks very generally of the “reference to transcendence” of these writings.%&

(&) It is not necessary to present the history of the early collection of early Chris-
tian texts here.%* I will merely call to mind a few aspects that make clear that there was
an early and lasting recognition of early Christian texts in the communities that led
to their preservation, collection, and compilation. The letters of Paul were meant to
be passed on between the communities. Paul himself already makes clear thereby that
his letters were meant to be read not only in a situational way and in relation to the
problems of individual communities. In " Peter, a collection of Pauline letters is not
only presupposed (&.!$–!+), but an e,ort is also made to appeal to Paul as a witness for
the eschatological teaching of (pseudo-)Peter. Thus, there are also pointers to a (pre-
canonical) harmonization between Pauline letters and Catholic epistles. The mutual
in-uence of the four Gospels and the tendency to group them is evident at the latest
since the secondary ending ofMark, John "!, and, later, Tatian’sDiatessaron.%$ For the
process of canonization three tendencies follow from this –’rst, the high esteem for the

((The distinct theological pro’le of the evangelists was recognized also by Eusebius, though with great
caution and only very small results (Hist. eccl. &."*). In the last century, the method of redaction criticism led
New Testament scholarship to signi’cant insights here.

(%I prefer the term world interpretation (Weltdeutung) to the term “meaning creation” (Sinnstiftung),
which is used by Udo Schnelle and others. The term “meaning creation” contains an active-independent
constructive element, which the biblical authors, who understood themselves primarily as witnesses of the
()*++,-΅·. and as interpreters of the Old Testament, would not have embraced.

()The di,erences to the Gospels play no role in this connection.
%#()*++,-΅·. occurs in this sense in Paul and in the Gospel of Mark.
%!Discussion, alternatives, polemic, and apologetic do not occur in the Gospel ofMark on the level of the

()*++,-΅·. itself but rather are embedded as text sections in the narrative announcement of the macrotext
()*++,-΅·. – in the controversy dialogues of Jesus with Jewish authorities. On this, cf. L. Scornaienchi,
“Jesus als Polemiker oder: Wie polemisch darf Jesus sein?” inPolemik in der frühchristlichen Literatur: Texte,
Themen, Kontexte, ed. O. Wischmeyer and L. Scornaienchi (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!!), &%!–*!*.

%"On this, cf. F. W. Horn, “Wollte Paulus ‘kanonisch’ wirken?” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekon-
struktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. EinHandbuch, ed. E.-M.
Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), *##–"".

%&On this, cf. Theißen, “Wie wurden neutestamentliche Texte zu heiligen Schriften?”; Theißen, “Die
Kanonizität der Schrift.”

%*On this, cf. H. von Lips, “Kanondebatten in "#. Jahrhundert,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekon-
struktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. EinHandbuch, ed. E.-M.
Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), !#)–"+.

%$On these texts, cf. the analyses in T. K. Heckel,Vom Evangelium desMarkus zum viergestaltigen Evan-
gelium, WUNT !"# (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !)))).
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writings that were regarded as original; second, the clear limitation of these writings in
demarcation from other texts; third, the retention of the variety of the original writ-
ings in opposition to standardizing and reductionistic tendencies, as we observe them
inMarcion and Tatian. Canon formation is not simply reduction but documentation
of the original variety within limits.

(") According to the shared testimony ofOrigen,!# Augustine,!$ and the Easter let-
ters,!! the most important criterion for the belonging of one of these new Christian
writings to the canon was their use and their public reading in the community wor-
ship services,!% i.e., a second orality. The Old Testament, adapted in a Christian way,
was also persistently understood by Origen and others as “word of God,” i.e., from the
perspective of its oral power.%& The book thesis – which from a history-of-religions per-
spective is often made the basis for explaining the biblical canon and supported by the

!#Eusebius, Hist. eccl. ".’(. Origen attests the “’’ books of the Old Testament,” while his “New Testa-
ment” includes only one generally recognized letter of Peter and John, respectively. With respect toHebrews,
the position of Origen is open. He recognizes Revelation.

!$Augustine,Doctr. chr. ’.)’.)*.
!!On the Easter letters, cf., by way of introduction, K. Fitschen, “Osterfestbrief,” inLACL (’&&’): (*!–*%

(with literature). On theThirty-ninthEaster Letter, see, e.g., D.A.Brakke, “ANewFragment ofAthanasius’s
Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter: Heresy, Apocrypha, and the Canon,” Harvard Theological Review )&* (’&)&):
"$–##, here (#: “This last point restates part of my earlier argument about the signi+cance of the thirty-
ninth Festal Letter: Although most scholars remain focused on the lists of books, the greater importance
of the letter is that it reveals the role of canon formation in supporting one form of Christian piety and au-
thority and undermining others. Di,erent scriptural practices accompany di,erent modes of authority and
spirituality, and we should not take the bounded canon of episcopal orthodoxy as either the inevitable telos
of early Christian history or the only way that Christians construed and used sacred writings. The new frag-
ment, however, makes clear that in establishing a de+ned canon Athanasius sought to undermine not only a
general spirituality of free intellectual inquiry and its academic mode of authority, but also the speci+c false
doctrines to which he believed such a spirituality gave rise.” The signi+cance of the Letter of Athanasius for
the history of the canon is above all terminological in character: “Only since themiddle of the fourth century
were the ecclesiastically normative collection of the Scriptures of theOT andNTdesignated as canonical . . . .
This is +rst attested in the Thirty-ninth Festal Letter of Athanasius from *#$CE” (Ohme, “Kanon,” )!).

!%Theißen (“WiewurdenneutestamentlicheTexte zu heiligen Schriften?”; “DieKanonizität der Schrift,”)
speaks of the cultic use. On this, cf., on the one hand, the reports of the reading out of writings in the com-
munity gatherings (but when did this begin to apply to the early Christian writings and for which writings
did it apply?) and, on the other hand, speci+cally the thesis of the construction of the Gospel of Mark in
pericope form, which implies a purpose relating to the worship service; on this, cf. L. Hartmann, “Das
Markusevangelium, für die lectio solemnis im Gottesdienst abgefasst?” in Geschichte – Tradition – Re!ex-
ion. Festschrift fürMartin Hengel, vol. ), ed. H. Cancik, H. Lichtenberger, and P. Schäfer (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, )%%#), )"$–$). On the very di-cult reconstructions of the readings in the early Christian worship
service, cf. P. C. Bloth, “Schriftlesung I,” in TRE *& ()%%%): (’&–(!. On this, cf. the critical evaluation of
C. Buchanan, “Questions Liturgists Would Like to Ask Justin Martyr,” in Justin Martyr and His Worlds,
ed. S. Parvis and P. Foster (Minneapolis: Fortress, ’&&$), )(’–(%. In light of the lack of sources, both theses
(on the reading out and on the pericopes) remain very hypothetical. Cf. C. Markschies, “Epochen der Er-
forschung des neutestamentlichen Kanons in Deutschland. Einige vorläu+ge Bemerkungen,” in Kanon in
Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart.
Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, ’&)’), ($!–#&".

%&Cf. also the orality of the Torah, which is strongly emphasized by current Jewish studies scholarship
(cf. note **). Texts such as those of Origen must be taken into account by Jewish studies scholars who reject
closed “Bible concepts,” so that an inappropriate opposition between Jewish andChristian “Bible” concepts
can be avoided.
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hypothesis of theChristian origin of the codex, which is said to have provided themate-
rial foundation for the one, closed Christian canonical Bible book&! – is not historically
useful for the phase of the emergence of the New Testament canon.

($) As already mentioned, the intertextuality that exists between Septuaginta and
New Testament as well as within the New Testament writings or partial collections
proves to be a decisive factor for the pre-canonical valence of the early Christian writ-
ings. The earlyChristian authors refer, in the’rst place, primarily and extensively to the
Septuaginta. At the same time, an initial self-canonization in the sense of the surpass-
ing of the Septuaginta arose already in the Pauline letters and then evenmore clearly in
the Gospels. In the process of canonization, the coordinates for a hermeneutic of these
writings, which takes their canonical status into account, is also developed. In doing so,
the ecclesiastical writers who were especially involved in this process, such as Irenaeus,
Origen, Tyconius, Augustine, and John Cassian,&" could make recourse to hermeneu-
tical course settings in the New Testament writings themselves, i.e., to di(erent forms
of literary and theological intertextuality&) and to the alreadymentioned hermeneutical
tools of typology and allegoresis – in short, to the various ways inwhich early Christian
authors interacted with the Septuaginta, which represents the prehistory, the contem-
porary basis, and the religio-cultural foundation of the early Christian writings that
were to become theNew Testament. This applies not only to the religious statements,
conceptualworlds, and linguistic forms, but also to the hermeneutic of the Jewish Scrip-
tures. As I have already mentioned, the early Jewish texts did not, for example, emerge
in a religious-cultural and hermeneutical vacuum or in a pre-cultural no man’s land,
as might be suggested by the conception of early Christian Urliteratur, which, in this
view, arose from orality and was a phenomenon of the lower class or of groups on the
margins.&* Instead, they explicitly support themselves with reference to the existing li-
brary of Greek speaking Judaism,&$ the Septuaginta.&+ Thus, from the beginning, they
stand, on the one hand, in a canonical environment and, on the other hand, also in
direct material connection to the hermeneutic of the Greek Jewish Scriptures that was
developed inAlexandria&, and to their general cultural environment. Beyond this, they
must specify their own relation to the Scriptures – this too begins in the early Chris-

&!Schuller, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Canon and Canonization,” appears to argue in this way. On
this, cf. the critique of this perspective in H. R. Seeliger, “Buchrolle, Codex, Kanon. Sachhistorische und
ikonographische Aspekte und Zusammenhänge,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanon-
isierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S.
Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), $*,–,+.

&"See O. Wischmeyer, ed.,Handbuch der Bibelhermeneutiken (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!+).
&)On the hermeneutical valence of intertextuality, cf. O.Wischmeyer,Hermeneutik desNeuenTestaments,

!%$–&).
&*On this, cf. the approach of Theißen, Die Entstehung des Neuen Testaments als literaturgeschichtliches

Problem.
&$See Mark ! and Rom ! as well as the beginnings of the three large Gospels. The writers make this con-

nection programmatically clear from the very beginning.
&+However, through Jesus himself and his discipleswho came fromGalilee, theHebrewBible also remains

visible in the background as pretext of the Gospels.
&,Cf., by way of introduction, Kugel, “Early Jewish Interpretation.” Kugel mentions “four fundamental

postulates” of ancient Jewish (Hebrew as well as Greek) biblical hermeneutics: (!) “scriptural texts were ba-
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tian texts with Paul and the Gospel of Mark and leads to a complex and many-voiced
process that presents one of the great, enduring hermeneutical tasks of the ecclesiasti-
cal writers since the debate with Marcion. The biblical hermeneutics of the last two
generations has taken the speci#cation of this relationship into view again.$! The en-
during close connection of the early Christian texts to the canonical Septuaginta and
its hermeneutic placed the early Christian texts themselves – in a similar way to some
Qumran writings – in a pre-canonical sphere. These texts were not commentaries but
claimed for themselves an authority that built on that of the Scriptures, respected it,
and at the same time surpassed it. This disposed them for a canonical status and ulti-
mately made them pre-canonical texts.

!." Processes of Diversi#cation: Aemulatio and Imitatio

The analysis of the aforementionedmotifs should neither be overestimated nor absolu-
tized andmade into the exclusive foundation of a one-dimensional canon hermeneutic.
With respect to their latent canonical dimension, the theological claim of the Gospels
and the Pauline letters is only limited. After all, we have not one Gospel, as Marcion
wanted, but several – according to the auctor ad Theophilum even many – and we have
not only the Gospels but also the Pauline letters. And, conversely, we have not only the
Pauline letters, in which the !¨΅῭῭%·΄() gets by almost entirely without the Jesus story,
but also the interpretation of the !¨΅῭῭%·΄() precisely as Jesus story in the Gospels. Be-
yond this, the engagement of the large Synoptic Gospels and the Gospel of John with
the Gospel of Mark makes clear that the authors of the post-Markan Gospels did not
acknowledge the theological-formative role of the oldest Gospel but understood the
Gospel of Mark – if at all$$ – only as one source alongside others.%&& This also applies
to the Sayings Source, to which the two large Synoptics evidently did not pay the same
respect as Papias did to the “sayings of the Lord.”We hear nothing at all about awritten
sayings source in Papias. The prologue of the Gospel of Luke proceeds in this way even
with the “many” already existing Gospels. Something analogous applies to the Pauline
letters. While the authentic Pauline letters were indeed preserved,%&% even hypotheses
that assume a very early corpus of Pauline letters that made a claim to pre-canonical

sically cryptic,” (’) “the basic purpose of Scripture was to guide people nowadays,” (() the di)erent biblical
texts ultimately contained “a single, unitary message,” (*) “all of Scripture was of divine origin” (%(’).

$!Cf., by way of introduction, Dohmen and Stemberger,Hermeneutik der Jüdischen Bibel und des Alten
Testaments.

$$This quali#cation applies to the Gospel of John.
%&&The outline of the Jesus story of the Gospel of Mark was probably the most important thing for the

two large Synoptics. On the question of whether the Gospel of Matthew wanted to replace the Gospel of
Mark, cf. the essays in E.-M. Becker, and A. Runesson, eds., Mark and Matthew. Comparative Readings
I: Understanding the Earliest Gospels in their First Century Settings, WUNT ’+% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
’&%%).

%&%The question of the extent to which they were reworked in the communities (Corinthian correspon-
dence) and the question of howmany letters of Paul were lost cannot be raised here.
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status!#" must consider the fact that the pseudonymous authors of the Deutero- and
Trito-Pauline letters did not respect these collections as such but expanded them be-
yond recognition – and the latter may have been redactionally active. Even if one were
to a’rmDavidTrobisch’s proposed reconstruction of an early collection of Pauline let-
ters,!#( it would nevertheless remain decisive that the possible editors did not demarcate
the authentic epistolary corpus of Paul but rather wrote themselves into such a poten-
tial corpus. This means that the possible editors did not start from a closed “canon”
of Pauline letters but rather from an open one. And it is not evident from the Pastoral
epistles that they sought to close this part of the canon.

Viewed historically, what stood at the beginning was the variety of competing early
Christian writings!#) that did not necessarily show consideration for one another, were
written with a latent canonical claim, and had claims that were based on di*erent and
competing motives.!#$ The prologue of the Gospel of Luke in particular makes clear
that the early Christian authors also did not regard this as a problem at all but rather
were active in the sense of the literary aemulatio, whereas the authors of the Deutero-
and Trito-Pauline letters wrote in the sense of the imitatio. At least for the Gospel
of Luke it is clear that his author was not interested in protecting and preserving the
Gospel of Mark.!#+ This diverse and – measured by the small number and the social
status of the early Christians – extremely productive literary scene, which did not come
to an endwith the latest “NewTestament” writings but rather came into bloom, led al-
ready in the second century to that process of safeguarding and selection that we know
as the beginning of the canon history of the later “New Testament” writings of early
Christianity. The canonization of the writings of the apostles and the Gospels that
began in the second century – known under the term “the Kyrios” and the “Aposto-
los” – already presupposes their theological signi,cance, their community reception,

!#"On this, cf. Theißen, “Wie wurden neutestamentliche Texte zu heiligen Schriften?”; Theißen, “Die
Kanonizität der Schrift.”

!#(D.Trobisch,DieEntstehungderPaulusbriefsammlung. Studien zudenAnfängen christlicherPublizistik,
NTOA !# (Freiburg: Universitätsverlag, !-%-); on this, cf. the critical evaluation in Horn, “Wollte Paulus
‘kanonisch’ wirken?”

!#)Thus the classic positions of W. Bauer and E. Käsemann. On the evidence of the texts that have been
handed down, cf. the helpful presentation inL.W.Hurtado,TheEarliest ChristianArtifacts (GrandRapids:
Eerdmans, "##+), especially "#–") on the early Christian texts. What is conspicuous here is the eleven
manuscripts of the Shepherd of Hermas, on the one hand, and the relatively small number of New Testa-
ment apocryphalwritings, on the other hand. Thus, the picture of the preserved earlyChristian texts –which
is to a high degree contingent – results in an astonishingly “conservative” and not very surprising sketch of
the early Christian literary scene. The high regard for the Gospels (apart fromMark), which far exceeds the
presence of Pauline letters, is likewise evident.

!#$This applies, in the ,rst place, to the four canonical Gospels, on the one hand, and to the Pauline letters,
on the other hand, which have no competition. Writings of the “opponent” missionaries have not been
handed down. By contrast, the Deutero- and Trito-Pauline letters as well as the Petrine and Johannine letters
and the letter of James point to con.icts between early Christian streams that were carried out with the help
of apostolic authorities.

!#+The aemulatio also applies to the Deutero-Pauline letters, especially to the high theological claim of
Ephesians. On the relationship of the Gospels among one another, cf. also the re.ections on suppression
mechanisms in historiographical literature in Mendels, Memory in Jewish, Pagan, and Christian Societies,
which illuminate the relationship between the Gospel of Mark and the large Synoptics.
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and their “implicit” canonicity, i.e., their claim to authority. Canonization in the sense
of the exclusion of certain valued writings resulted fundamentally from the increasing
mass of Jesus traditions and theologically interpretive writings of di"erent genres and
provenances, which could appear to lead to an inability to grasp the whole and to arbi-
trariness. This was opposed by the process of canonization. Alongside the category of
apostolicity, which was especially placed in the foreground by men such as Papias, the
criteria of the reading of a work#$% in the communities, which was already mentioned
earlier, and the agreementwith the so-called regula!deiwere developed further.#$! The
numerous later Gospels, letters, acts, and apocalypses – designated today as “NewTes-
tament apocrypha” – used the New Testament genres and wanted, according to their
self-understanding, to be apostolic.#$& By contrast, the ecclesiastical writers designated
them as “inauthentic,” since they doubted their connection back to the apostles. In
retrospect, the so-called New Testament apocrypha become early Christian post-New
Testament edifying literature,##$ which have their own place alongside the clearly non-
canonical commentaries, theological apologetic and polemical writings, and poetic and
historical writings of the ecclesiastical writers,### and serve as witnesses for the rapid in-
culturation of the Christians in the literature of incipient late antiquity. The canoniza-
tion is then in its end stage a product of the needs of the community and of the leader-
ship bodies of the church in light of the growth of “Christian literature,” which did not
make clear its distance from the apostolic writings, and it has liturgical, ecclesial-legal,
and dogmatic status##’ that continues to exercise in(uence into the present.

#$%On this, cf. especially Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts.
#$!On this, cf. Brakke, “A New Fragment of Athanasius’s Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter.”
#$&Cf. the scandal around the presbyter who “forged” the Acts of Paul (cf. note #’)).
##$On the New Testament apocrypha, see H.-J. Klauck, Apokryphe Evangelien. Eine Einführung. *rd ed.

(Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, ’$$!); ET =H.-J. Klauck,Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction, trans. B.
McNeil (London: T&TClark International, ’$$*); S. Luther and J. Röder, “Der neutestamentliche Kanon
und die neutestamentliche apokryphe Literatur. Überlegungen zu einer Verhältnisbestimmung,” in Kanon
in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegen-
wart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, ’$#’), +)&–,$’. Cf. now also M.
Bockmuehl, Ancient Apocryphal Gospels (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, ’$#%); J. Schröter, The Apoc-
ryphal Gospels: Jesus Traditions Outside the Bible, trans. W. Coppins (Eugene: Cascade, ’$’#).

###On this, cf. the re(ections in Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts, *%: “As we have noticed, these
other (ultimately extracanonical) Gospel writings were read, and apparently in the very Christian circles that
seem to have also read and revered the familiar canonical Gospels. But the manuscript data suggest that,
though these Christians regarded texts such as the “Egerton Gospel” and the sayings collection we know as
the Gospel of Thomas as suitable for Christian reading, they did not consider these texts as appropriate for
inclusion in the early Gospel collections that re(ect steps toward a New Testament canon.”

##’Cf. O. Wischmeyer, Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments, )*–!$ (with literature). See also L. M. Mc-
Donald and J. A. Sanders, eds., The Canon Debate (Peabody: Hendrickson, ’$$’), which is an extensive,
historically and exegetically oriented handbook on the canons of the Old/First Testament and of the New
Testament that includes helpful appendices on pp. ,!$–&%, as well as E. Thomassen,Canon and Canonicity:
The Formation and Use of Scripture (Copenhagen: MuseumTusculanum Press, ’$#$). Cf. also the criteriol-
ogy in Theißen, “Wie wurden neutestamentliche Texte zu heiligen Schriften?”; Theißen, “Die Kanonizität
der Schrift.”
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!." Processes of Canonization: Orality and Literality

The term “canon,” when related to the Bible, is, in general usage, semantically shaped
chie’yby its end formand refers less to a collectionofwritings in the sense of a catalogue
of especially valuable and authoritative books – this would be a possible de(nition of
a literary canon!!) – than to a closed collection of texts that have to a certain extent lost
or surrendered their own life to the canon and now exist together as a textual collection
in the form of a book and are in this regard more comparable to a collection of laws.!!*
Thus, the term describes not a process but rather the state of a closed process in which
both the historical development and the independent existence of the individual texts
are “sublated.” In contrast to this, the historical perspective asks about the process of
canonization. What exists before this end state and what hermeneutical relevance does
this prehistory possess? On the basis of what has been said thus far, I would like to em-
phasize againmore clearly three relations of tension that are important for the question
of the relation between canon and hermeneutics: (!) collection of writings and book,
(") closedness and openness of the canon, ()) orality and authenticity of the gospel.

(!) The fact that the writings that form the canon of the Christian Bible do not en-
ter into history as “a book”!!$ is central. They become “a book” only much later. The
fact that they become a book – which has already been touched on above – is an im-
portant result of canonization. It stands at the end!!+ of the canonization process and
not at the beginning. The new early Christian writings become part of two collections
– one that already existed (though it was not closed) and one that (rst had to be created
– which are, in turn, composed of heterogenous individual writings and have rather
blurred “margins.” Here, a clear distinction must be made between the Christian Old
Testament, whose wording and scope as Hebrew and Greek Scripture of ancient Ju-

!!)Cf. O. Wischmeyer, Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments, ,$–%#; J. A. Loader, H. von Lips, W. Wis-
chmeyer, C. Danz, J. Maier, N. Sinai, and S. Winko, “Kanon,” in LBH ("##&): )!#–!+ (with literature on
the literary canon). On this, see, in detail, N. Irrgang, “Vom literarischen Kanon zum ‘heiligen Buch.’ Ein-
führende Bemerkungen zu den autoritativen Textsammlung der griechisch-römischen Welt,” in Kanon in
Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart.
Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), !)#–)+.

!!*Cf. note *.
!!$The idea of the one book, supported by the Latin loanword biblia/!¨!΅῭%·, which has been taken up into

the European languages, especially characterizes the Muslim view of late antique Judaism and Christianity.
Cf. Neuwirth,Der Koran als Text der Spätantike, %!. Neuwirth’s plea (!,#) to understand the Quran itself,
by contrast, not as a “holy book” but as an oral text (following K. Nelson, The Art of Reciting the Qur’an
[Cairo: American University in Cairo Press, "##!]) (nds an analogy in the clear tendency of Jewish studies
to speak not so much of the Hebrew Bible but rather of Scripture or the Scriptures. Cf. Schuller, “The Dead
Sea Scrolls and Canon and Canonization” (literature and critical re’ections); cf. also J. J. Collins, “Canon,
Canonization,” in EDEJ ("#!#): *+#–+) (with literature). Other aspects can be found in E.-M. Becker, “An-
tike Textsammlungen in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekonstruk-
tion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M.
Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), !–)"; E.-M. Becker, “Literarisierung und Kanonisierung im
frühen Christentum. Einführende Überlegungen zur Entstehung und Bedeutung des neutestamentlichen
Kanons,” inKanon in Konstruktion undDekonstruktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der An-
tike bis zur Gegenwart. Ein Handbuch, ed. E.-M. Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!"), )%&–&&.

!!+This is meant materially rather than historically, i.e., since there is no historical closing of the biblical
canon.
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daism was already established to a large extent when the earliest Christian writers –
Paul andMark – referred to Scripture,##$ and the emergingNewTestament, whose texts
%rst had to be led from orality, particularity, and regional appreciation to a general and
canonical concept. The ecclesiastical writers also distinguished between the Scriptures
of theOld andNew Testaments in their canon lists.##&

(’) Something analogous applies to the idea of the closednessof the canon. The start-
ing point of the canonization process of the early Christian writings was not the idea
of a closed group of writings but the safeguarding of the “sayings of the Lord.”Neither
the canon of theHebrew andGreek Jewish Bible nor the Christian canon of the “New
Testament” can be understood on the basis of the initial idea of an exclusive closedness,
even though this was already insinuated by Jewishwriters such as the author of the Let-
ter of Aristeas, Philo, and Josephus in the context of their cultural situation, which was
characterized by books, lists and collections of books, libraries, writing, and the pro-
duction of commentaries.##! The ever recurring debates and explanations concerning
the universally recognized, debated, and inauthentic writings of the New Testament –
which Eusebius provides in a meticulous presentation of the positions of early Chris-
tians known to him in historical sequence#’" –make very clear that we can by nomeans
speak of a %xed canon in the sense of a closed list of books. An especially telling exam-

##$Cf. the careful presentation of Collins, “Canon, Canonization.” Collins draws on Josephus, Ag. Ap.
#.($–)# and ) Ezra #).)*–)$ as %rst witnesses to a more or less closed Hebrew canon of ’’ or ’)writings and
states concerning the meeting at Jamnia: “Josephus and ) Ezra were contemporary with the sages of Jamnia,
but the delimination of the books was not the result of a conciliar decree” ()+().

##&Cf. note #’" on Eusebius’ lists.
##!The intention of the Letter of Aristeas is to place the “laws ofMoses” on the same level as the rest of the

books of the Alexandrian library in order to then highlight its categorical superiority. The author inserts the
“law of the Jews” into the cultural concept of the Ptolemaic state, since only in this way can its qualitative
superiority come to light. This must take place via its reception as a book and into the library. See the com-
mentary by B. G.Wright, The Letter of Aristeas. “Aristeas to Philocrates” or “On the Translation of the Law of
the Jews” (Berlin: de Gruyter, ’"#*). The signi%cance of the category of literature for Philo as a commentator
and for Josephus as a court author who wrote for the Flavian library need not be discussed here. Eusebius’
note that not only Josephus (Hist. eccl. (.!) but also Philo found such recognition in Rome that his writings
were considered worthy of inclusion in the library (Hist. eccl. ’.#&) is interesting. The lists of books that play
such a great role among all the early Christian and early church writers come from this cultural context. On
this, see E. A. Schmidt, “Historische Typologie der Orientierungsfunktionen vonKanon in der griechischen
und römischen Literatur,” in Kanon und Zensur, ed. A. Assmann and J. Assmann, Beiträge zur Archäolo-
gie der literarischen Kommunikation ’ (Munich: Fink, #!&$), ’)+–*&. On library and book collections in
Jerusalem, cf. also ’ Macc ’.#)–#*. On this whole topic, cf. N. Irrgang, “Eine Bibliothek als Kanon. Der
Aristeasbrief und der hellenistische Literaturbetrieb Alexandriens,” in Kanon in Konstruktion und Dekon-
struktion. Kanonisierungsprozesse religiöser Texte von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart. EinHandbuch, ed. E.-M.
Becker and S. Scholz (Berlin: de Gruyter, ’"#’), ’*$–!’. Cf., by contrast, on the openness and diversity of
early Jewish canons, by way of introduction, E. Ulrich, “The Jewish Scriptures.”

#’"On the program of Eusebius, cf. Hist. eccl. (.(: “As the narrative proceeds I will take pains to indicate
successively which of the orthodox writers in each period used any of the doubtful books, andwhat they said
about the canonical and accepted Scriptures andwhat about those bookswhich are not such” (trans. K. Lake,
LCL #*(, #!().Hist. eccl. ’.*on theGospel ofMark, rati%edbyPeter;Hist. eccl. (.(on the letters of the apostles:
only one letter of Peter; ’ Peter is “instructive” but does not belong to the Bible; other writings attributed
to Peter are rejected; fourteen letters of Paul (nevertheless, Hebrews is not undisputed!); Hist. eccl. (.’) on
the Gospels; Hist. eccl. (.’* with a listing of the writings that were regarded as recognized, disputed, and
inauthentic at the time of Eusebius;Hist. eccl. *.&with a report on Irenaeus’ lists of NewTestament writings
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ple for the enduring fuzziness of the concept of canon and for the imbalance between
closed and open concepts of canon also after Athanasius is provided by Augustine in
De doctrina Christiana ".!", when he writes:

The most expert investigator of the divine scriptures will be the person
who, &rst, has read them all and has a good knowledge – a reading knowl-
edge, at least, if not yet a complete understanding – of those pronounced
canonical. He will read the othersmore con&dently when equipped with
a belief in the truth; they will then be unable to take possession of his
unprotected mind and prejudice him in any way against sound interpre-
tation or delude him by their dangerous falsehoods and fantasies. In the
matter of canonical scriptures he should follow the authority of the great
majority of catholic churches, including of course those that were found
worthy to have apostolic seats and receive apostolic letters.!"!

After further statements on di’erent community traditions, in ".!(Augustine surpris-
ingly continues with a precise listing out of the biblical books of the Old and New
Testaments without returning to the di’erentiated statements of ".!".!""

(() The oral proclamation of the gospel or the “sayings of the Lord” is still superor-
dinated over what is written in Eusebius, and all four Gospels are explicitly understood
only as written substitutes vis-à-vis the proclamation of Jesus and the apostles. The
protocanonical claim of the Gospels is based on the authority of theKyrios. For Papias
orality is a criterion of “authenticity,” and the collection of sayings of the Lord is still
open. At the same time, the consciousness of genuine, i.e., apostolic and thus limited
tradition, on the one side, and inauthentic tradition, on the other hand, is developed
early also and precisely in Papias, so that a process of interpretation according to “gen-
uineness,” which combines historical and authoritative aspects under the perspective
of “apostolic tradition,” begins early. As I have already indicated, the Gospels and the
Pauline letters testify to a clear implicit canonical claim. At the same time, as I have
likewise shown, in juxtaposition to this stands the plurality of the Gospels, the plural-
ity and variety of the New Testament genres (Gospels, letters), and the reworking of
older and more original texts in the sphere of the Gospels and in the pseudepigraph-
ical letters within the Pauline sphere, so that canonizing and diversifying tendencies
appear alongside one another.!"( Despite the aforementioned debates and the fact that
the canonwas still not closed at the timeofAugustine, from the second century onward
we already encounter the excluding construction of the tetraevangelium!") and of a rel-

and attachment of the Septuagint legend from Haer. (."!.";Hist. eccl. *.!) on Clement of Alexandria;Hist.
eccl. *."$ on Origen;Hist. eccl. +."$ on Dionysius of Alexandria on the Revelation of John.

!"!Trans. R. P. H. Green, ed., Saint Augustine: On Christian Teaching (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
($; O. W.’s emphasis.

!""Elsewhere, he uses di’erent lists.
!"(The Catholic Epistles do not play a major role in the process of canonization.
!")Irenaeus, Haer. (.!!., (!¨!΅῭%·΅΄·( ¨)*++,-.·(; on this, cf. the interpretation in Heckel, Vom Evan-

gelium des Markus zum viergestaltigen Evangelium); cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. $., and Papyrus )$. Cf. also
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atively closed collection of Pauline letters.#"$ In the later second century a conscious-
ness of apostolic “genuineness” (!¨΅ !῭ %·!¨ !΄( )%%*+,-·,!-%΄( .·/012,-( 3*+4῭5΅ %·6
3.*0,!27΅ %·6 3(892*2:+9·(·΅ :/·῾0΅) vis-à-vis secondary “forgeries”#"% is also already
documented, which was itself meant to lead to the collection of authentic – and, more
speci&cally, only authentic – Jesus tradition. From the middle of the second century
at the latest, the four-Gospel canon is no longer expandable. The incorporation of an-
other, !fthGospel – there would have been su’cient possibilities – was not discussed.
On the other hand, Marcion evidently backed one Gospel, and Tatian#"( and his com-
munities preferred a uni&cation of the fourGospels in a four-book, the harmony of the
Gospels. Here we &nd early tendencies to obtain one book or at least a strong concen-
tration of the di)erent writings. This, however, met with opposition from the diversity
that had already been tested and accepted in the communities. In light of the already
existing plurality of the subsequently canonized Gospels, Marcion’s and Tatian’s pref-
erence for one Gospel or one Gospel book –which was comparable in purpose though
very di)erent in result – was already anachronistic.

".#Historical Results and Hermeneutical Implications

The Scriptures of Hellenistic Judaism – in whatever form – constitute the foundation
of the canonical Scriptures of the Christians, both as the &rst part of the newChristian
Bible and as the singular religious and cultural reference text of the New Testament
writers and of the early Christian communities. Alongside this, very early on, between
$* and ca. #"* CE, the two core collections – the four Gospels and the Pauline letters
– of a developing new, second part of the canon, of the laterNew Testament, emerged.
At the end of the second century at the latest, the ecclesiastical writers, and especially
Irenaeus, already start froma&rmcore ofNewTestamentwritings. However, the “mar-
gins” of this emerging second part of the canon always remained unsharp, as shown by

Hurtado,The Earliest ChristianArtifacts, +%–+(. Hurtado states, “Thismakes it worth notingwhichGospel
textswere linked and copied together. Tomyknowledge, the onlyGospels so treated in the extant evidence are
those that became part of the New Testament canon. None of the other (apocryphal) Gospel texts is linked
with any other Gospel” (+(). In Augustine we encounter the consciousness of the unity of the four Gospels
in the formulation “The authoritative NewTestament consists of the gospel in four books (Matthew,Mark,
Luke, John)” (Doctr. chr. ".#+; trans. Green, Saint Augustine: On Christian Teaching, +(). The debate over
the worthiness of being included in the canon concerned the letters and the Revelation of John and not the
Gospels. On the Gospel of theHebrews, cf. Klauck,Apokryphe Evangelien, $$–%# (ET =Klauck,Apocryphal
Gospels, +%–,").

#"$Papyrus ,%. Theißen, Die Entstehung des Neuen Testaments als literaturgeschichtliches Problem, "-+,
states with regard to Irenaeus: “He grounds the number four so emphatically that it is probably still not
taken for granted. But for him it stands &rm. Beyond this there were no canonical Gospels. The Pauline
letter collection is functionally closed for him. But he lacks a statement about its being closed.”

#"%Thus the judgment regarding the Acts of Paul in Tertullian, De baptismo #(: The priest in Asia had
written theActs “out of love for Paul.” InEusebius,Hist. eccl. +."$ “inauthentic” (3(!-*῭:=9῭(·) in opposition
to the ᾿92*2:2;9῭(·, but not “heretical.”

#"(OnTatian, cf. Eusebius,Hist. eccl. ,."!. Cf. also P. Bruns, “Diatessaron,” inLACL ("**"): #!+–!,; J.W.
Barker, Tatian’s Diatessaron: Composition, Redaction, Recension, and Reception (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, "*"#).
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the many di’erent lists of New Testament writings; the textual witnesses, which di’er
in order and scope; and the di’erent engagement with the dubia.!"( Thus, early Chris-
tianity very soonhad a conceptionof canonicalwritings that referred to theGospels and
Pauline letters. With respect to Hebrews,!"% the Catholic Epistles, and the Revelation
of John, as well as a few other early Christian writings, such as !Clement, the Shepherd
of Hermas, and the Didache, an ongoing uncertainty or openness prevailed.!&#

The tendency toward demarcation fromwritings that could no longermake plausi-
ble their apostolic origin is clear.!&! The canonical status of theNewTestamentwritings
– which, on the one hand, places these writings on par with the Old Testament and,
on the other hand, prioritizes them from a Christian perspective – depends on their
authentic relationship to the !¨΅῭ in the form of apostolic tradition. At the same time,
the !¨΅῭ has a historical and authoritative character. The canon is always related to the
Kyrios and to the one %·΄(()*+,- and does not come to have a value in and of itself. On
the whole, the canon of the Christian Bible is determined by the idea of the author-
ity of the apostolic tradition that refers to Jesus Christ as the Kyrios. This conception
makes possible the incorporation of theOld Testament as a prophecy of theKyrios and
excludes at the same time those earlyChristianwritings that could no longermake plau-
sible their direct relationship to the apostolic tradition and to uncontested use in the
communities.!&" Thus, the motif of apostolic tradition and authority stands at the be-
ginning of the construction of the New Testament canon and not the principle of the
exclusion of heretical books. As already mentioned, the canonical )gure of thought of
the formation of a book that excludes other writings!&& could have taken its start from
Jerome’s translation, which presented a uniform text, and would thus be a late or de-
rived product of the process of canonization of the )rst centuries.

If one reconstructs the emergence of theNewTestament canon fromahermeneuti-
cal perspective, then several fundamental consequences for a hermeneutic of the canon-
ical writings emerge from the outset. The constant relationship to theKyrios and to the
original oral gospel proclamation of the apostles lends to the Gospels and letters some-

!"(Here, the stance ofDionysius ofAlexandria on theRevelation of John is instructive (cf. note &%). Diony-
sius makes very clear that, on the one hand, the New Testament canon exists for him as idea and reality, but,
on the other hand, that it does not ruin his respect for disputedwritings but rather provokes his creative e’ort
of interpretation, here conceptualized as allegorical exposition.

!"%On this, see Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts, &! (on Papyrus *+).
!&#On this, cf. H. von Lips, “Kanondebatten in "#. Jahrhundert.”
!&!Cf. the harsh treatment of the letter of James that can still be found in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. "."&, who

has great respect for James, but does not transfer this respect to the letter that bears James’ name: “Such
is the story of James, whose is said to be the )rst of the Epistles called Catholic. It is to be observed that its
authenticity is denied, since fewof the ancients quote it, as is also the casewith theEpistle called Jude’s, which
is itself one of the seven called Catholic; nevertheless, we know that these letters have been used publicly with
the rest in most churches.”

!&"! Clement presents a good example here. This letter claims no apostolic authority for itself, but it is
considered important in many communities and therefore read out.

!&&The numerous book lists since Origen, which are meant to establish the scope of the canonical writings
of the Bible, are more comparable to lists of books held in a library or to the lists of works recorded in Euse-
bius (there beginning with Philo) than to canonical judgments. Here, the meaning “book lists, catalogue” is
predominant.
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thing provisional and at the same time transparent. They remain transparent for the
oral teaching of Jesus and the preaching of the apostles. The New Testament writings
have the character of witness and present no ultimate value in themselves, neither the-
ologically nor literarily.#$" They are understood neither as literature in the sense of the
ancient aesthetic canon nor as a “holy book” that claimed veneration for itself in mate-
rial and normative respects.#$% From the perspective of the early Christians this applies
to theOld Testament to an even higher degree. It has canonical status in the Christian
communities not as – highly esteemed – law of Moses but as prophecy of the coming
of Jesus.#$& At the same time it is also the case that precisely this transparency for the
Kyrios lends theOld Testament andNewTestament writings their authority. The fun-
damental tools of the biblical hermeneutic – allegoresis and typology – have their Sitz
im Leben here. The transparency and the relative closedness of the Christian canon are
interrelated, since only the “apostolic”writings have the necessary transparency and ref-
erence character. This reference character enables and necessitates the incorporation of
the Old Testament into the Christian double canon, since for the early Christian and
early church hermeneutic the Septuaginta is transparent for the coming of JesusChrist.
For this hermeneutic, there arises an inversion of the temporal relation between the two
canons of the Christian Bible. Viewed historically, the Septuaginta stands – as already
noted – at the beginning of the Christian biblical canon, namely, both as model and
as material and formal norm. Both Paul and the author of the Gospel of Mark embed
their !¨΅῭῭%·΄() in Scripture (Rom #.#–’ and Mark #.#–"). Viewed theologically, for the
ecclesiastical writers the relationship can then also be presented the other way around:
[First] “the sojourning of Jesus led those who might have suspected the Law and the
Prophets not to be divine to the clear conviction that they were composed by heavenly
grace,” writes Origen.#$’

The picture sketched out here also sheds light on the question of the anonymity
of the Gospels. The transparent character of the Gospels is preserved in the anonymity
of the Gospels. They want to point to the “sayings of the Lord,” even though they ac-
tually set forth their own christological concepts, as we have seen. This also applies to
the titles that were added after the fact, i.e., “Gospel according toMark,” etc. Augustine

#$"On the second aspect, cf. only Eusebius’ comments on the Gospels and their makeshift commitment to
writing (Hist. eccl. $.(": “Those inspired and venerable ancients, I mean Christ’s Apostles, had completely
puri)ed their life and adorned their soulswith every virtue, yetwere but simplemen in speech (*+) ,% ῭·-..΅)
/,΄0*!1()*!2). . . . Thus they announced the knowledge of the Kingdom ofHeaven to all the world and cared
but little for attention to their style (*3 ·(῭(῭4΅5!6))” (trans. K. Lake, LCL #%$, ("!–%*).

#$%On the material veneration, cf. the Letter of Aristeas as well as N. Irrgang, “Eine Bibliothek als Kanon.
Der Aristeasbrief und der hellenistische Literaturbetrieb Alexandriens.” This aspect increasingly came into
the foreground in the course of the history of the early church. Cf. only the Bible illustrations from late
antiquity: K. Weitzmann, Illustrations in Roll and Codex, Studies in Manuscript Illumination (, (nd ed.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, #!’*); K. Weitzmann, Spätantike und frühchristliche Buchmalerei
(Munich: Prestel, #!’’); U.Zimmermann,DieWienerGenesis imRahmender antikenBuchmalerei, Spatan-
tike – Frühes Christentum – Byzanz #$ (Wiesbaden: Reichert, (**$).

#$&Cf. Origen, Princ. ".#.& = $*(.
#$’Origen, Princ. ".#.& (trans. J. Behr, ed., Origen, On First Principles, vol. ( [Oxford: Oxford University

Press, (*#’], "’%). Origen argues in such a way that the law of Moses and the prophetic writings are already
given by God, but that they )rst receive convincing power for gentiles through Christ.
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speaks of the one gospel of the four!&’ evangelists.
Things are di(erent in Paul. He announces the !¨΅῭῭%·΄() that the Lord revealed

to him. He vouches for this with his name, person, and biography. He himself, in his
proclamation, is transparent for the Kyrios. He understands his o)ce (" Cor *–$) as
service to the gospel; he is apostolos and ambassador of God. *+,-. /.΄01(2 (3) ,.!04!-
5(6!) 78 1(2 9!(2 ,΅.΅:΅·(2)1(8 ·΄’ ῾6=)᾿ ·!;6!9΅ ῟,-./.΄01(2, :΅1΅··Α῭Β1! 1῝ 9!῝ ("
Cor $."#). Very di(erent is the approach of the secondNewTestament author to write
by name, the author of the Revelation of John. He writes what the Lord and the Spirit
show him about the end of the world. The prophet John also understands himself as
the onewho reproduces the6΅.15.΄΅ ΔΕΒ0(2/.΄01(2 ("Cor !."), and his apocalyptic se-
ries of visions is likewise transparent for theKyrios. But he discloses the future action of
the Kyrios. The temporally-eschatologically conceptualized gospel concept appears to
be overextended thereby and has become a cipher for transcendent eternity (!¨΅῭῭%·΄()
΅ΦΓ)΄(); "Cor !*.+). The original historical connection back to theKyrios and the apos-
tolos is abandoned. This places the Revelation of John at the margin of the canon in
terms of substance.

&. Hermeneutic Paradigms

Canonization a(ects not only canons but also their hermeneutic, as the sentence, from
which I started, shows: “Canonical writings need and develop their own doctrine of un-
derstanding.” Inwhat follows Iwill show that andhow the sentence “What thewritings
of the New Testament need is not their own doctrine of understanding but rather a re!ec-
tion on their reception history” represents the legitimate reading of the ,rst sentence in
the times of deconstruction, i.e., in our cultural and scholarly world. To this end, I will
sketch out three paradigms of canon hermeneutics

".# Canonicity and Hermeneutics: The Greek Paradigm

The canonical writings – or, better, the canonized writings that stand at the begin-
ning of the European cultural sphere – have given rise to their own doctrines of under-
standing and interpretive practices. As we have seen, this began not with the biblical
hermeneutic butwith theGreekHomerphilology andhermeneutic andwith thephilo-
sophical hermeneutic.!&% The canon hermeneutic is not a theological conception but
a cultural conception of Greece, whose foundations and methods were applied to the
Greek-language Pentateuch!*# and later also to the Bible. The Greek-speaking Jewish

!&’Doctr. chr. ".!&: “These forty-four books form the authoritative Old Testament; the authoritative New
Testament consists of the gospel in four books” (trans. Green, Saint Augustine: On Christian Teaching, &-).

!&%On Plato hermeneutics, cf. H. Dörrie, ed.,Der hellenistische Rahmen des kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus,
Platonismus in der Antike " (Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, !%%!).

!*#On the hermeneutic of Philo, cf. I. Christiansen, Die Technik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschaft
bei Philon von Alexandrien, BGBH - (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !%+%); D. R. Runia, “The Structure of
Philo’s Allegorical Treatises,” in Exegesis and Philosophy: Studies on Philo of Alexandria (Aldershot: Vari-
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scriptural exegetes of Alexandria took over basic characteristics and techniques of this
hermeneutic. Greek as well as Jewish-Alexandrian hermeneutics obey the same basic
conviction: canonical texts, such as the epics of Homer, the Tanak, and the Septuag-
inta contain transtemporal potentials of meaning that can be newly disclosed for each
present with the help of hermeneutical guidelines.

What this hermeneutical program speci#cally looks like for a Septuaginta text –
which is to be read and understood in the context of early Judaism – can be seen with
reference to an example from Philo’s tractate De confusione linguarum on Gen $$.%
($!&):

but those whomerely follow the outward and obvious think that we have
at this point a reference to the originof theGreek andbarbarian languages.
I would not censure such persons, for perhaps the truth is with them also.
Still, I would exhort them not to halt there, but to press on to allegorical
interpretations (!¨΅¨῭%¨·΄ () *+, ΅-. ΅/0+12-. 3+0(45¨1.) and to recognize
that the letter is to the oracle but as the shadow to the substance and that
the higher values therein revealed are what really and truly exist.$’$

Philo is not satis#ed with the so-called literal sense, i.e., in this case with an aetiology
of the diversity of languages but rather seeks and #nds an ethical meaning. He derives
this from his special interpretation of the word 5678951., which from his perspective
points to a destructive scattering of the vices, so that by the scattering of the people
in the diversity of languages what is really meant is the expulsion of the vices of the
godless tower builders, through which a new possibility of in(uence is opened for the
virtues. Thus, God’s destructive action is constructively reinterpreted in the sense of
virtue ethics. Philo himself would say: thus, the constructive meaning of the narra-
tive comes to light. To #nd this is the task of the hermeneutic. The pan-ethicizing
of the Pentateuchal texts by Philo may ultimately appear unsatisfactory to the histori-
cally trained eye of the present-day exegete of theHebrewBible, since Philo (attens out
and shows contempt for precisely the explanatory achievement of cultural-aetiological
narratives, such as the story of the tower of Babel. From the perspective of historical
exegesis, the literary and aetiological achievement of Gen $$ is not merely obscured in
Philo but actually destroyed. However, the more recent history of the hermeneutics
of the Bible makes us receptive to the insight that Philo had to assert himself in the
philosophical and philological culture of his time, and, in his commentaries, he needed
andwanted to demonstrate his conviction that the Torahwas ethical speech. This kind
of hermeneutic is not only structurally related to varieties of the canonical approach
or “canon hermeneutics”$’) but also closer to present-day liberation-theological, post-

orum, $!!&), )&)–*"; P. Borgen, Philo of Alexandria: An Exegete of His Time (Leiden: Brill, $!!%); M. R.
Nieho+, Jewish Bible Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, )&$$).

$’$Trans. F. H. Colson, LCL )"$, $$,–$’. Cf. also M. R. Nieho+, “Philons Beitrag zur Kanonisierung der
griechischen Bibel.” For the hermeneutic of De confusione linguarum, see N. Treu, Das Sprachverständnis
des Paulus im Rahmen des antiken Sprachdiskurses, NET )" (Tübingen: Narr Francke Attempto, )&$-).

$’)Cf., by way of introduction, A. Schart, “Canonical Approach,” in LBH ()&&!): $$*.
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colonial, and gender-related readings than one might believe at ’rst glance. It is classic
canon hermeneutics in the sense that it makes its canonical texts meaningful for the
leading paradigms of its respective present. In the early imperial period, ethics was the
general paradigm towhich important texts weremeant to contribute. What this classic
hermeneutic lacks from the perspective of the present – namely, ’rst, a deeper engage-
ment with the so-called literal sense, which Philo recognizes but does not acknowledge,
since it does not ’t in the ethical horizon of expectation, and, second, the critical en-
gagement with the text that is characteristic of present-day contextual hermeneutics –
does not count in the canonical hermeneutical paradigm. Rather, what matters here is
the bridging of the temporal distance through transtemporal ethics. The central role
of the hermeneutic – and its representatives – in this paradigm is clear. For in this per-
spective the hermeneutic as doctrine of understanding comes to its actual and most
demanding task in the interaction with the canonical writings – the establishment of
guidelines for the interpretation of texts of special quality and normativity.!() Since the
canonical writings respectively come from the past and are the result of a process of
collection and selection,!(( the task of interpretation presents itself as a combination of
historical and systematic e*orts. What is historical must ’rst be made comprehensible
and then made contemporary. Historical clari’cation, explanation of language and re-
alia of every kind,!($ and the respective applications – which di*er greatly in character
– occur in the respective present and for every present, i.e., on the level of time and of
historical change. At the same time, a certain transtemporality and general validity of
the canonical writings must be claimed and demonstrated. In this type of doctrine of
understanding, themost importantmeans for doing sowas allegoresis or “tropological”
interpretation.!(+ Ever since the Alexandrian Homer interpretation and above all ever
since Philo’s ethically oriented allegorical interpretation of the Pentateuch, the concern
had been with the uncovering and mediation of enduring norms in history and reach-
ing into the respective present.

!()Cf. Tyconius, Liber regularum and, on this, K. Pollmann, “Tyconius,” in LACL ("##"): &#"–). See also
Augustine, De doctrina Christiana; cf. K. Pollmann, ed., Augustinus, Die christliche Bildung (De doctrina
Christiana), trans. K. Pollmann (Stuttgart: Reclam, "#!)).

!((M. Finkelberg, “The Canonicity of Homer,” demonstrates how fundamental this is not only for the
di*erent biblical canons but also for the Homeric epics.

!($On the spheres in which clari’cation and explanation are necessary, cf. Augustine,Doctr. chr. ".!+–+).
Augustine recognizes the contribution of historical scholarship inDoctr. chr. ".("*. Augustine is concerned
especially with questions of dating.

!(+Cf. D.Dawson,Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria (Berkeley: University
of California Press, !%%"); F. Siegert, “Early Jewish Interpretation in aHellenistic Style,” inHebrew Bible/Old
Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, vol. I/!, ed. M. Saebo (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
!%%+), !)#–%,; R. L. Wilken, “In Defense of Allegory,”Modern Theology !( (!%%,): !%&–"!"; E. Birnbaum,
“Allegorical Interpretation and Jewish Identity among Alexandrian Jewish Writers,” in Neotestamentica et
Philonica: Studies in Honor of P. Borgen, ed. D. E. Aune, T. Seland, and J. H. Ulrichsen (Leiden: Brill, "##)),
)#&–"%; I. Ramelli, “Philosophical Allegoresis of Scripture in Philo and Its Legacy in Gregory of Nyssa,” in
The Studia Philonica Annual: Studies in Hellenistic Judaism XX, ed. G. Sterling and D. T. Runia (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, "##,), $$–%%; J. A. Loader, K. Erlemann, J. Ulrich, P. Stoellger, F. Siegert, N.
Sinai, S. Döpp, and S. Waldow, “Allegorie/Allegorese,” in LBH ("##%): ,–!#; J. N. Rhodes, “Allegory,” in
EDEJ ("#!#): )")–"(.
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The early Christian authors whose writings later became theNew Testament share
the hermeneutical-methodological fundamental conviction of the early Jewish canon
hermeneutic. In hermeneutical perspective, the early Christian writings are neither
original nor normative but rather part of the cultural and religious canon hermeneutic
of their tradition and their time. Their authors know and use above all the hermeneu-
tical methods of allegoresis quite unselfconsciously, such as when Paul says en passant
aboutDeut #$.% (“You shall notmuzzle the oxwhile it is threshing”): !¨ ΅῭% ·΄῭% !()*+
΅, -*, . /+’ 0!12 34%΅52 )(6*+7 (&Cor !.!–&’). At the same time, the earlyChristianwrit-
ers enrich and alter this hermeneutic through a typology that is shaped in a speci(cally
christological (messianic) way.&%) They read the Septuaginta in a consistently typolog-
ical way and use this interpretation in their own argumentation, without comment-
ing on it like Philo or rewriting it as the numerous early Jewish examples of rewritten
Bible.&%" In this respect, the early Christian writings are themselves part of the extensive
early Jewish works on canon hermeneutics.&%! At the same time, they use allegoresis in
the interpretation of their own tradition – the Jesus tradition.&$’ Here, it is no longer
Septuaginta hermeneutics that is practiced but hermeneutics of the Kyrios. The later
New Testament writings go beyond this when, for example, Hebrews develops an in-
dependent Christology with the help of allegoresis.&$&

Building on the New Testament authors themselves, Christian biblical hermeneu-
tics from the timeof the early ecclesiasticalwriters has always retained and further devel-
oped the paradigmof the binding of the hermeneutic to canonicity. This also applies to
the twentieth century and to contemporary biblical hermeneutical conceptions. The
existentialist interpretation of Rudolf Bultmann&$# starts from the possibility of a di-
rect, not historically mediated existential dimension of the New Testament texts, as
does feminist exegesis and many other engaged approaches or readings. The basic idea
of these engaged hermeneutics continues to be canonical: the biblical text must and
can magisterially answer the questions of the present because they, as canonical writ-
ings, cannot be exhausted in what is historically contingent and past. In the classic
model of canon hermeneutics that I have sketched out, the historical relatedness and
limitation of biblical texts was allegorically overwritten. The tower of Babel spoke not
of the astonishing phenomenon of the diversity and incommensurability of the lan-

&%)Cf., by way of introduction,M.Weigl, H. K.Nielsen, H. E. Lona, P. Stoellger, andM.Margoni-Kogler,
“Typos/Typologie,” in LBH (#’’!): *&+–&*.

&%"Cf. S. W. Crawford, Rewriting Scriptures in Second Temple Times (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, #’’");
Tigchelaar, “Wie haben die Qumrantexte unsere Sicht des kanonischen Prozesses verändert?” &*!, speaks of
“InterpretiveRewriting.”On this topic, cf. now also JonathanM. Potter,RewrittenGospel: The Composition
of Luke and Rewritten Scripture, BZNW #*) (Berlin: de Gruyter, #’#%).

&%!Cf. the typological interpretation of the prophets in the Qumran scrolls.
&$’The (rst example is in Mark %. Here, the evangelist has Jesus himself allegorically interpret for his disci-

ples his parabolic speech, which is directed to all hearers. In this way, there emerges the constellation of outer
(encoded) speech and inner (open) speech. The parable becomes a secret speech, the allegoresis the means of
disclosure (!89΅:·+΄% vs. ῾3΄=4)8᾿+2). The Gospel of Matthew expands the parable form on a grand scale
and portrays Jesus as end-time teacher whose parables are latent allegories.

&$&Christ as the high priest.
&$#Cf. U. H. J. Körtner, “Existentiale Interpretation,” in LBH (#’’!), &)%–)$.
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guages but rather of vices and virtues, as Philo presents it. Since Bultmann at the latest,
the hermeneutical &gure of allegoresis has been replaced by the hermeneutical &gure
of criticism. The biblical texts and conceptions that are resistant to an existentialist in-
terpretation are subjected to the so-called Sachkritik.!$’ This hermeneutical &gure has
been taken over by the various engaged hermeneutics and radicalized through the &g-
ure of suspicion.!$( The canonical paradigm, however, is not abandoned by any of these
hermeneutical &gures.

!."Decanonization and Taking Leave of Hermeneutics: The Historical Paradigm

NewTestament scholarship is indebted to a doctrine of understanding that is explicitly
opposed to the canonicalmodel that has been sketched above. The paradigmof histori-
cal understanding inwhichNewTestament scholarshipworks ismuchmore critical to-
ward canons and hermeneutics than the “Sachkritik” of Bultmann and the “hermeneu-
tics of liberation.” It owes its questions, methods, and scholarly task to the phase of
the emancipation of the “biblical disciplines” or of “biblical theology” from theologi-
cal dogmatics and to the development of historical scholarship as a leading scholarship
in the nineteenth century. The history of the emergence of New Testament scholar-
ship!$$ was understood as a history of liberation by its own representatives. It became
an important part of the large changes to the humanities and to theology during the
nineteenth century. The “life of Jesus research” is a shining example of this work.

For New Testament scholarship the Bible ceased to be interpreted as canonical
“Holy Scripture” and as basis and subject of theological doctrine. It instead became a
source writing that disclosed the “history of Israel” and the “history of primitive Chris-
tianity” and thus led Christianity back to its beginnings. The canonwas not destroyed
– that could be brought about only by the Christian churches since the canon of the
Bible is the result of ecclesiastical (and not theological) agreements and determinations
– but rather opened for historical questions of every kind and for comparisons with
the literary, historical, philosophical, and religious environment. Thus, it became part
of its cultural environment, which was likewise shaped since the eighteenth century
by phases of historicization and decanonization and by the establishment of new liter-
ary canons that decidedly served their own goals beyond the biblical canon. With the
thoroughgoing work on contextualization New Testament scholarship brought about

!$’Cf. L. Bormann and M. Petzoldt, “Sache/Sachkritik,” in LBH ("##%): $!"–!’. Cf. also R. Morgan,
“Thiselton on Bultmann’s Sachkritik,” in Horizons in Biblical Hermeneutics: A Festschrift in Honor of An-
thony Thiselton, ed. S. E. Porter and M. R. Malcolm (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, "#!’), ’%, “What . . . Bult-
mann meant by the word [Sachkritik] was criticism of a text (what is said) in the light of the Sache that the
New Testament author intended to speak of (what was meant), ultimately the truth of the gospel.” Com-
mon proposals for translating Sachkritik into English include “theological criticism,” “content criticism,”
and “material criticism.” In my (Wayne Coppins’) judgment, it is best to retain the German technical term
Sachkritik – or, if it must be translated, to render it with “theological criticism.”

!$(Cf. D. Hiller and T. Wesche, “Verdacht/Misstrauen,” in LBH ("##%): )’!–’".
!$$Amore in-depth presentation of the history of New Testament scholarship in the sense of an enduring

self-enlightenment is a desideratum.
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a de facto decanonization. At the same time, the historicization of the canon and its
individual writings brought with it a fundamental transformation of the hermeneutic.
In this paradigm, understanding took place via historical and literary explanation. The
historical dimensionbecame the central category of understanding, and in its historical-
critical function New Testament scholarship itself thus took over hermeneutical tasks.
In this paradigm the canon-determined hermeneutic does not lose its object, i.e., the
canonical collection of writings – which in historical perspective is, in fact, the endur-
ing scholarly object of the discipline – but it does lose its hermeneutical foundational
argument, according to which the biblical canon requires its own hermeneutic. For
hermeneutics as a historical doctrine of understanding has no preferential attachment
to canonical or classic writings. Instead, historical explanation operates in an egalitar-
ian way. All texts are read as sources and investigated with historical methods. From
this perspective, the theme “canonicity and hermeneutic” represents only an echo of
the general ancient canon hermeneutic that has come to an end through the histori-
cal line of questioning. However, the theme “canonicity and hermeneutics” continues
to be pursued in systematic and practical theology as well as in the so-called canonical
approach and in biblical theology, i.e., in di#erent disciplines of Christian theology,!$%
which understands itself as the re&exive organ of the Christian church. I will return to
his point below. I have already touched on the parallels in contemporary Judaism and
Islam.

The detachment from the special interpretation of canonical texts thus creates a
new situation not only for the canonical texts but also for the hermeneutic as canonical
doctrine of understanding. As we have seen, it was the great classic and canonical texts
of Greco-Roman, Israelite-Jewish, and Christian antiquity that led to the hermeneu-
tical and methodological re&ections in Plato, Aristotle, the Alexandrian philologists,
Philo, the rabbis, and the ecclesiastical writers from Origen to Augustine and that
brought forth the great interpretive achievements of the Greek, Jewish, and Christian
commentaries. When canons lose their dominant and normative aesthetic, ethical, and
religious status in the framework of their institutions, not only does the normative
power of the canons fade but also the necessity of a special hermeneutical grappling
with their texts. Decanonization is joined by the gradual “taking leave of hermeneu-
tics.”!$’ The undertaking of hermeneutics is reduced to the philological securing of

!$%Cf. the objectives of the Jahrbuch für Biblische Theologie. Cf. also the essays in volume ($ (("!!): Wie
biblisch ist die Theologie? As already mentioned, concepts of contemporary canon hermeneutics and Jewish
hermeneutic models stand alongside this.

!$’On this, cf. the di#erent critical approaches, especially in contemporary debates in literary studies, lin-
guistics, and philosophy, in A. N. Terrin, C. Dohmen, G. Schunack, G. Figal, W. G. Jeanrond, J. Fischer,
H. Schroer, andM. Vincent, “Hermeneutik,” inRGG4 ) (("""): !%*+–%); ET = A. N. Terrin, C. Dohmen,
G. Schunack, G. Figal, W. G. Jeanrond, J. Fischer, H. Schroer, and M. Vincent, “Hermeneutics,” in RPP
% (("",): +’–,%. Sontag, Against Interpretation, is already critical (against the interpretive analysis of the
meaning of art); See also O. Marquard, “Frage nach der Frage, auf die die Hermeneutik die Antwort ist,” in
Abschied vomPrinzipiellen. Philosophische Studien (Stuttgart: Reclam, !,+!), !!’–*%; J. Hörisch,DieWut des
Verstehens. Zur Kritik der Hermeneutik (Frankfurt amMain: Suhrkamp, !,++); H. U. Gumbrecht,Diesseits
der Hermeneutik. Über die Produktion von Präsenz (Frankfurt amMain: Suhrkamp, (""*) (in continuation
of S. Sontag against methodological constructivism and “interpretation”).
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the text and the interpretation of sources for the purpose of historical reconstruc-
tion. In this paradigm, hermeneutics is coextensive with method-led explanation!$%
according to the guidelines of philology and historical scholarship. The reduction of
hermeneutics to explanation presents itself as a simultaneous deconstruction of canon
and hermeneutics. This tendency continues in a stream of the more recent history of
hermeneutics. In the wake of di&erent approaches to canon criticism, a philosophical
and ideological hermeneutics criticism has developed that suspects forms of the estab-
lishment and interpretation of dominating power in the special e&ort to understand
canonical texts and seeks to deconstruct these.!$’

Let us look back again at the nineteenth century, which made binding the histor-
ical approach to all kinds of texts that came from the past. Alongside historicism,!(#
Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic has exercised an enormous in)uence,!(! since it pursued
a distinct hermeneutical goal, though it comes close to the historical doctrine of under-
standing in its result. Schleiermacher wanted to transfer the hermeneutica sacra into a
general doctrine of understanding and thus made a distinct hermeneutic for canonical
writings super)uous. We could say that this hermeneutic wanted to bestow the status
of canonical texts on all demanding texts – whether literary, philosophical, or religious
– in the sense that they merit an empathetic or sympathetic and elaborate interpreta-
tion. Here too, the bond between canon and hermeneutics is undone. The concern
is no longer with a deconstruction of canon and hermeneutics but with a conceptual
new understanding of the idea of canon and hermeneutics. The classic idea of canon
is expanded to such an extent that at least a distinct hermeneutic for canonical writings
becomes super)uous.!("

Both the historical doctrine of understanding and Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic
distance themselves from the foundational argument of the canon hermeneutic the-
matized at the outset: “Canons need their own doctrine of understanding.” Instead, the
following principle has applied since the nineteenth century: “There is (only) one uni-

!$%Cf. D. Erbele-Küster, O.Wischmeyer,M. Leiner, D. Oschmann,M.Habermann, andM.Weber, “Erk-
lärung/Erklären,” in LBH ("##’): !*+–$".

!$’For a concise introduction, see Körtner, Einführung in die theologische Hermeneutik, *#; D. Erbele-
Küster, A. Standhartinger, andM. Köhlmoos, “Feministische Bibelhermeneutik,” in LBH ("##’): !+(–+%.

!(#On historicism, cf., by way of introduction, G. Scholtz, “Geschichte, Historie IV,” inHWBh , (!’+*):
,(!–+!; H. W. Blanke, “Aufklärungshistorie und Historismus: Bruch und Kontinuität,” in Historismus in
denKulturwissenschaften, ed. O.G.Oexle and J.Rüsen (Colgne: Böhlau, !’’(), (’–’+; S. Jordan, “Zwischen
Aufklärung und Historismus. Deutschsprachige Geschichtstheorie in der ersten Halfte des !’. Jahrhun-
derts,” Sb. Leibniz-Sozietät *% ("##!): $–"#; J. Nordalm, ed.,Historismus (Stuttgart: Reclam, "##().

!(!F. Schleiermacher, Hermeneutik, ed. H. Kimmerle (Heidelberg: Winter, !’$’); F. Schleiermacher,
Hermeneutik und Kritik. Mit einem Anhang sprachphilosophischer Texte Schleiermachers, ed. M. Frank
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, !’++). Cf. A. N. Terrin, C. Dohmen, G. Schunack, G. Figal, W. G. Jean-
rond, J. Fischer,H. Schroer, andM.Vincent, “Hermeneutik,” inRGG4 , ("###), !($(: “ThroughF. Schleier-
macher . . . hermeneutical thinking as a whole obtained a new philosophical starting point. All authorities
that stood outside the text were rejected in the interpretation and with them every claim to a special (e.g.,
theological or legal) hermeneutic. Rather, every text was to be interpreted with a view to both its individual
meaning (psychological understanding) and the linguistic means through which meaning is enabled (gram-
matical understanding).”

!("Cf. the tendency in Dilthey to transfer this hermeneutic to poetry (“die Dichtung”).
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versal methodological understanding of texts.” E. Preuschen expressed this perspective
in a nutshell in the $rst volume of ZNW in !%"": “In the future it will probably no
longer be said that one regards a ‘biblical’ hermeneutic, a ‘biblical’ philology, etc., as
possible, as still happened in the $rst half of the century.”!&’ Preuschen interprets the
history of New Testament scholarship as the history of the liberation of the writings
of the New Testament from the canon and from the theological special hermeneutic:
“Through this term [the canon] a group of writings was detached from the context of
the living literature and understood in its isolation as a doctrinal norm and no longer
as an expression and product of personal life. But insofar as this took place . . . one un-
consciously ensured that the writings became fossils.”!&(

The hermeneutical achievement of this approach can be summarized concisely as
follows: the historical approach, which forms the backbone of New Testament schol-
arship and an extremely large portion of scholarly work in the discipline “New Testa-
ment”!&) starts with the authors of the texts – whether they can be grasped historically
or must be inferred – and their intention. According to this understanding, the texts
are not open for interpretation but rather bearers of distinct statements and messages
of their known or unknown authors.!&& But what does this mean for a hermeneutic
of the canonical texts? Since the nineteenth century the so-called “introductory ques-
tions” have been regarded as the key to understanding the biblical writings. The great
success story of the historical exegesis of Old and New Testaments is nourished by the
thoroughgoing historical line of questioning, whose program, under the label of histor-
ical contextualization, also dominates contemporary exegesis, at least in the German-
language sphere. In the process, the emphases can change. Thus, at present scholars
are asking less about historical authors and more about historical community pro$les,
in whose political, social, and cultural context the New Testament writings are to be
placed. The historical line of questioning, however, remains the same. This histori-
cal research is based on an implicit hermeneutical conviction that is not made explicit:
“The uncovering of the beginnings creates understanding.” This is why the (hi)stories
of the beginnings are investigated so intensively,!&* even when – or precisely when –
it is known that the $rst beginnings always remain obscure.!&+ The unusual energy

!&’E. Preuschen, “Idee oder Methode?” ZNW ! (!%""): !–!).
!&(Preuschen, “Idee oder Methode?” With a view to the history of scholarship it is interesting that

Preuschen presupposes and reinforces the historical paradigm, on the one hand, and yet points, on the other
hand, to its weaknesses (collection of materials instead of interpretation) and invokes anew Baur’s “idea” vis-
à-vis a mere material reconstruction. In this way Preuschen makes clear that the historical paradigm alone is
not su,cient (any longer) for the interpretation of the New Testament texts. In Preuschen, however, it is
unclear how he will compensate for the interpretive de$cits of historicism.

!&)On this, see O. Wischmeyer, ed., Herkunft und Zukunft der neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft, NET
& (Tübingen: Francke, #""’); O. Wischmeyer, “Die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft am Anfang des #!.
Jahrhunderts. Überlegungen zu ihrem Selbstverstandnis, ihren Beziehungsfeldern und ihren Aufgaben,”
in eadem, Von Ben Sira zu Paulus. Gesammelte Aufsätze zu Texten. Theologie und Hermeneutik des Frühju-
dentums und desNeuenTestaments, ed. E.-M. Becker,WUNT !*’ (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, #""(), #()–*!.

!&&Here, I can pass over other important motifs, such as the historical classi$cation of the texts.
!&*A current example is research on the beginnings of theQuran.
!&+E. Angehrn, Anfang und Ursprung. Die Frage nach dem Ersten in Philosophie und Kulturwissenschaft

(Berlin: de Gruyter, #""*).
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that has been invested for many generations in the comprehensive investigation of the
beginnings of Christianity – currently still conducted prominently as a discussion of
the parting of the ways of Judaism and Christianity – can be explained only as a latent
hermeneutical movement to &nd in the historical beginnings a truth!’( that cannot be
found in the doctrine of faith or dogmatics.

The hermeneutical paradigm is by no means so foreign to the writings of the New
Testament as onemight suspect according to their own belonging to the ancient canon
hermeneutic. They stand, however, despite this belonging, with an astonishing taken-
for-grantedness, in the history of their time!)# andunderstand theirwritings in di*erent
ways aswitnesses to “the beginning of the gospel” in this time (Mark !.!). The rather rare
historical-political speci&cations in the Gospels!)! are not part of a literary staging that
places a narrative in a historical context!)" but rather must be read as what they are – as
temporal speci&cations. The signi&cance of the witnesses of the beginning is not only
underlined by the auctor ad Theophilum (Luke !.") but, with very di*erent theological
language, also by the author of ! John (!.!–"). Nevertheless, as we have seen, there is not
only one account of the “beginnings” but four, though these do not di*er in the broad
features of the so-called “Jesus story.” What predominates is not historical exactness in
the sense of the clarity of historical research!)% but authorial style of narration in the
sense of ancient historiography. Paul, too, combines biographical retrospections with
historical inexactness. On the other hand, he very explicitly and authorially introduces
himself as an author in every one of his letters and consistently binds his teaching and
parenesis to his person. When Acts has him be active as a historical person, it captures
his self-understanding. We have already discussed the connection between historical
trustworthiness and “apostolicity.” Accordingly, the category of historical trustworthi-
ness and thus of history in the sense of historical scholarship can by no means be dis-
tanced from the hermeneutic of theNewTestament.!)+ On the contrary, theNewTes-
tament writings are not transtemporal but situated in time. They are concerned with a
person from the history of the &rst century CE – with Jesus of Nazareth.!)$ The histor-
ical hermeneutic discloses this basic aspect of the New Testament writings and cannot

!’(On this, cf. especially the historical-hermeneutical program ofMartin Hengel; M. Hengel, “Eine junge
theologische Disziplin in der Krise,” in Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft: Autobiographische Essays aus der
Evangelischen Theologie, ed. E.-M. Becker (Tübingen: Francke, "##%), !,–"(; ET = M. Hengel, “A Young
Discipline in Crisis” (trans. W. Coppins), in Earliest Christian History. History, Literature, and Theology.
Essays from the Tyndale Fellowship in Honor ofMartin Hengel, ed. M. F. Bird and J. Maston, WUNT "/%"#
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!"), +$(–)!. Cf., more generally, W. Paravicini, Die Wahrheit der Historiker
(Munich: Oldenbourg, "#!#), who argues for the rehabilitation of “truth” as a guideline or benchmark for
thework of the historian ("+–",). He refers to the saying ofWilhelm vonHumboldt: “The truth ofwhat has
happened appears easy but is the highest that can be thought. For if it would be gained entirely, it would lie
revealed in it what determines all reality as a necessary chain” (W. vonHumboldt, Schriften zur Anthropologie
und Geschichte, %rd ed. [Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, !(,#], $,$-’#’, here $,)).

!)#This applies not only to the auctor ad Theophilum but already to the author of the Gospel of Mark.
!)!Cf. especially the synchronisms in the Gospel of Luke.
!)"Thus, e.g., the literary framework of the Letter of Aristeas.
!)%This applies also to the Gospel of Luke and the often very imprecise presentation technique of Acts.
!)+Di*erent rules of historical referentiality apply to the collection of the books of the Tanak.
!)$This applies also to the Gospel of John.
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make do without the program of the search for “historical truth,”!$% also and precisely
in the times of deconstruction and the new concept of historical construction.

!.! A New Connection between Canon and Hermeneutics: The Paradigm of Reception
Aesthetics

As a general hermeneutical yield of the scholarship of the nineteenth century, such as
E. Preuschen summarized it in !&"" forNewTestament scholarship, one can formulate
the following statement: “There is (only) one universalmethodological understanding of
texts.” But the nineteenth century established two di’erent tracks of the interpretation
of this sentence – (rst, the strictly historical study of sources, which regarded its task as
the reconstruction of past happenings, and, second, the empathetic interpretation of
great texts in the sense of Schleiermacher. Even though Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic
rejected a hermeneutica sacra, and that means a special canon hermeneutic, the inter-
pretation of great texts is nevertheless not reduced to historical explanation. Schleier-
macher keeps open the task of an appropriate interpretation. E. Preuschen also did not
want to stop with historical reconstruction. He made recourse to Baur’s idea and thus
toHegel and thereby reconnected historical work and historico-philosophical interpre-
tation. The way then led to new syntheses of historical-critical exegesis and theological-
philosophical canon hermeneutics in dialectical theology, existentialist interpretation,
and the new hermeneutic. All these approaches agreed that historical reconstruction
alone could not bring about an adequate understanding of canonical texts or, put dif-
ferently, that the quest for the origin or beginning did not establish adequate under-
standing. In these major attempts to set forth a hermeneutic of the New Testament
after historicism, i.e., to retain and develop the historical method and at the same time
to take seriously the transtemporal claimof theNewTestament, the historical approach
always continued to play the leading role in exegetical work.!$$ At the same time, in the
last few decades, it has been attacked from various sides, on the one hand, and devel-
oped further, on the other hand.

As is well known, these processes stand in connection to the new cultural studies
paradigm, which need not be presented here.!$) For our hermeneutical question two
points are important from the shifts in self-understandingwithin the humanities: (!) as
already mentioned, in the second half of the last century, historical studies has discov-
ered the dimension of the construction of the past and has thus moved beyond the goal
of the reconstruction of the past, at least in the theoretical sphere;!$& (*) literary stud-

!$%A. von Harnack, “Nachwort zu meinem o’enen Brief an Herrn Professor Karl Barth,” in Theologische
Bücherei "#/". Anfänge der dialektischen Theologie. Teil ": Karl Barth. Heinrich Barth. Emil Brunner, ed. J.
Moltmann, %th ed. (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlag, !&&+), ,#%–#$: “As there is only one scholarly method,
there is also only one scholarly task – the pure knowledge of its object.”

!$$Cf. only the journal Early Christianity ! (*"!"). Cf. note **.
!$)On this, cf. O.Wischmeyer,Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments, !&+–*!!. The cultural studies paradigm

is supported especially with reference to literary studies and literary-theoretical considerations.
!$&This applies despite the brilliant objection of Paravicini,DieWahrheit der Historiker (cf. note !%&). His

criticism of an exaggerated historical constructivism/deconstructivism does not distinguish clearly enough
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ies has developed the hermeneutical paradigm of reception aesthetics and discovered the
reader instead of the author as the hermeneutically relevant entity for the construction
of meaning.!%# These changes are important for the hermeneutics of the Bible because
while they do not supplant the one-dimensionality of the historical model of under-
standing, which believed it could &nd the understanding of the texts exclusively in the
beginnings and read the biblical texts in toto only with reference to their source value,
they do supplement and correct it.

What does the approach of reception aesthetics achieve?!%! The author is replaced
by the reader. The reader-oriented approach perceives the texts in their textuality, since
in this hermeneutical model they are understood as open for later meaning potentials,
which are independent of the original authorial intention, and places the readers of
the texts at the center, who in the act of reading must constantly connect anew the
texts of the past to the life-worldly and theoretical contemporary contexts.!%" In New
Testament scholarship, the reception aesthetical perspective initially plays less of a role
in exegetical work itself than in hermeneutical theory. In a similar way to the histor-
ical paradigm, which in the historical methods makes direct interpretive work on the
texts possible, reception aesthetics also develops its own lines of questioning andmodes
of investigation. In doing so, the reception-aesthetical approach is in a certain way
closer to the text than the historical approach, i.e., since here the texts are liberated
from their one-sided attachment to their own time – i.e., to the past – and taken se-
riously in their future dimension or future relevance. After all, they themselves do
want to have both.!%’ Canonical texts as texts with a high interpretive potential and
interpretive claim can be interpreted and understood by the historical methods always
only in their “historical context.” Their further-reaching claim is taken from them. In
this way they are consciously disempowered. This liberating in(uence of the historical
interpretation is not revoked by the reception-aesthetical methods, but it is corrected
in such a way that it frees up the way for an interpretation that reaches into the re-
spective present. With this approach, which does not replace the historical methods –
which retain their disclosing function for texts of every kind – but rather supplements

between “history” and “the writing of history” and ultimately underestimates the constructive achievement
of that historiography. On this topic, cf. now also Jens Schröter, From Jesus to the New Testament, ed. W.
Coppins and S. Gathercole, trans. W. Coppins, BMSEC ! (Waco: Baylor University Press, "#!’), )–*#.

!%#Cf. J. A. Loader, O. Wischmeyer, U. H. J. Körtner, S. Döpp, and C. Lubkoll, “Autor,” in LBH ("##)):
+#–+’ and H. Utzschneider, S. Döpp, C. Sporhase, and J. Meibaum, “Autorenintention,” in LBH ("##)):
+’–++. Here too, however, it applies that the insights into the role of the reader does not in itself bring with
it the “death of the author”; cf. F. Jannidis, G. Lauer, M.Martínez, and S. Winko, eds.,Rückkehr des Autors:
Zur Erneuerung eines umstrittenen Begri!s (Tübingen: Niemeyer, !)))); F. Jannidis, G. Lauer,M.Martínez,
and S. Winko, eds., Texte zur Theorie der Autorschaft (Stuttgart: Reclam, "###).

!%!Cf. M. Grohmann, B. H. McLean, T. Schmitz, and M. Sauter, “Reader-Response Criticism,” in LBH
("##)): ,*%–%!.

!%"Systematic theology has connected the reader-oriented approach under the keyword of the inspired
readerwith a theory of interpretation that has been adapted in a reception-theoretical way. Within the frame-
work of NewTestament scholarship, this systematic theological approach cannot be pursued further. In any
case, with reception aesthetics we are dealing with a strictly “innerworldly” theory of meaning construction
in relation to texts. Theological points of contact must be incorporated into this theory from the outside.

!%’Cf. just the Gospel of Mark as announcement of the eschatological time or Rom !’.
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them precisely for canonical texts, a new stage in the history of canon hermeneutics
is reached. At the same time, the reception-aesthetical theory protects us from an un-
critical interactionwith the authoritative and normative potential of the biblical canon
since its reception-historical component always consciously remains aware of the pre-
canonical history of emergence of the canonized text. This connects it with the critical
function of the historical paradigm. Understanding always takes place as a new critical
engagement with possible sense and meaning potentials!$% for the respective present
from the standpoint of the present. While allegoresis “unconceals” or uncovers the
respectively dominant cultural paradigm – in Philo virtue ethics – in their texts and
thus functions in a precritical and repetitive way from a historical-critical perspective,
in reception theory the critical reader establishes meaning in each case. The reception-
aesthetical hermeneutical model is thus not post-canonical, but it is post-normative. It
makes possible the critical discussionof the Sache or subjectmatter, and the recognition
of this as an instrument of hermeneutics is an enduring achievement of Rudolf Bult-
mann. The reception-aesthetical approach makes possible a deconstructive hermeneu-
tical approach to canonical texts, which can be expressed as follows: “It depends not
on the application of a distinct canonical hermeneutic but on the judgment of the reader
whether and inwhat way she or he wishes to confer a special – i.e., normative – status upon
the canonical texts. A pre-given canon hermeneutic cannot bring about this decision.”!$&

%. The Canon-Oriented Hermeneutical Achievement of New Testament Scholarship

!."NewTestament Scholarship in the Field of Tension betweenTheological andHistorical
Readings

Let us return for the last time to the starting conditions for a hermeneutic of the bibli-
cal writings. The relations between Jewish-Christian and Greco-Roman religious and
literary canons and hermeneutics have been equally close and diverse since Alexan-
drian philology. Jewish and later Christian exegetes and hermeneuticists have taken
over the main features of the ways of dealing with the texts of Homer. This canonical
hermeneutics paradigm has long come to an end for the canonical exemplary writings
of Homer and Vergil. Since the rise of historical thinking – we are dealing with a pro-
cess of the historicizing of these texts, which includes the classical and new humanistic
renaissances up to the second half of the twentieth century – Homer and Vergil have
lost their culture-canonical signi’cance and their own hermeneutic, and the national

!$%C. Hardmeier, O. Wischmeyer, D. Korsch, M. Becker, U. Kundert, I. H. Warnke, and H. Ineichen,
“Bedeutung,” inLBH (("")): #*–*+; C.Hardmeier, O.Wischmeyer, D. Korsch,M. Becker, U. Kundert, K.
Ehlich, and E. Angehm, “Sinn,” in LBH (("")): &%$–&&.

!$&For the recent debate on reception history see R. Burnet, Exegesis and History of Reception: Reading
the New Testament Today with the Readers of the Past, WUNT %&& (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ("(!); C.
Hoegen-Rohls, “Rezeptionskritik undRezeptionsgeschichte des Neuen Testaments: Einemethodologische
Skizze,”NTS #) (("(+), (&$–(*"; eadem, “Überlegungen zur Rezeptionsgeschichte des Neuen Testaments
im Gespräch mit Régis Burnet,”NTS #) (("(+), ()!–)$.
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literary canons are also noticeably fading. By contrast, despite the decanonizing ten-
dencies!&’ of the last two centuries and the loss of its cultural environment of literary
canonical writings, the Bible has thus far retained its canonical status both in the reli-
gious and in the scholarly framework.!&% From this constellation the following question
arises once again: Does the New Testament under present-day conditions of under-
standing need its own hermeneutic?

The hermeneutic of the ecclesiastical writers was already not without tensions.
Thus, Origen insists that the writings not only of the New Testament but also already
of the Old Testament are not human words:

The reason, in all the cases mentioned, for the false beliefs and impious or
ignorant assertations aboutGod appears to be nothing else than Scripture
not being understood according to its spiritual sense (!¨΅῭%·΄()*), but
taken as regarding the bare letter (!+,- ΄,¨ .(/,¨ 0+*%%·). Therefore, for
those who are persuaded that the sacred books are not compositions of
human beings, but that they were composed and have come down to us
from the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (12 1!(!¨34·- ΄35 6043῭ !¨΅7%·΄3-)
by the will of the Father of all through Jesus Christ, one must indicate the
apparent ways [of understanding Scripture followed] by those who keep
the rule of the heavenly Church of Jesus Christ through succession from
the apostles.!&&

Augustine argues, by contrast, that in the Bible human words are read by humans and
therefore human aids to understanding are not only legitimate but necessary:

All this [the instruction and baptism of Paul and of Cornelius] could cer-
tainly have been done through an angel, but the human condition would
be wretched indeed if God appeared unwilling to minister his word to hu-
man beings through human agency. It has been said, “For God’s temple
is holy, and that temple you are” [! Cor. (:!%]: how could that be true if
God did not make divine utterances from his human temple but broad-
cast direct fromheavenor through angels the learning that hewished to be
passed on to mankind? Moreover, there would be no way for love, which
ties people together in the bonds of unity, tomake souls over)ow and as it
were intermingle with each other, if human beings learned nothing from
other humans.!&*

!&’Cf. Becker, “Antike Textsammlungen in Konstruktion und Dekonstruktion.”
!&%The Jewish faith community and the Christian churches and the corresponding academic training

courses are meant here.
!&&Princ. +."." (trans. Behr,Origen, On First Principles, +&*, +*!; O. W.’s emphasis and insertion of Greek

words). Interesting here is not only the notion that Jesus Christ composed “the Holy Scriptures” but also
the trinitarian formulation.

!&*Doctr. Chr., prologue (trans. Green, SaintAugustine: OnChristianTeaching, $–’; O.W.’s emphasis and
insertion of [the instruction andbaptismof Paul and ofCornelius]). On this, cf. W.Wischmeyer, “VonMen-
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Thus, Augustine begins his hermeneuticDe doctrina Christianawith a clear criticism
of those who think they do not need any hermeneutic as a human doctrine of under-
standing since the texts disclose themselves to them in their meaning. Between Origen
and Augustine and within the exegetical work of the two ecclesiastical writers,!$" bib-
lical hermeneutics developed itself in its di%erent varieties of literal meaning and alle-
goresis, of human authorship and inspiration. The later history of biblical hermeneu-
tics built upon Origen and Augustine. Both poles, literal sense and allegoresis, are,
however, part of the tension-&lled framework of a cultural paradigm of their time, of
the canon hermeneutic. Restating this point in a nutshell, the ecclesiastical writers did
not advocate a special hermeneutic but interpreted the Bible on the basis of the general
models of understanding of their culture. Only the insistence of Christian theology
– and analogously also of Jewish and Islamic scriptural hermeneutics – on this canon
hermeneutic under entirely changed cultural conditions led to the notion that theBible
requires per se its own hermeneutic.

Since its emergence, New Testament scholarship, by contrast, has worked on the
basis of the conditions of understanding of its time. The disciplines of Old and New
Testament scholarship have not taken the path of a special hermeneutic for their texts
that is separated from the general cultural development. Instead, in the sense of the in-
divisibility of the hermeneutic, they have carried out the decanonization of the classic
literary canon for their canon.!$! In this way, both scholarly disciplines carried forward
the constellation of the generalGreek (exemplary) canon hermeneutic under the condi-
tions of their time. Vis-à-vis a threatening petri&cation (Preuschen) of the Bible asHoly
Scripture, cult book, or the like, New Testament scholarship places the early Chris-
tian writings, on the one hand, in their own time (historical contextualization) and, on
the other hand, in the present (reception aesthetics), and thereby makes them accessi-
ble to an understanding that is appropriate to the time – the very understanding that
was always the concern of the hermeneuticists. NewTestament scholarship!$’ does not
thereby regress behind its raison d’etre, i.e., the historical-critical perspective, to which

schen fürMenschen. Augustins Schrift deDoctrinaChristiana –Die hermeneutischenPositionierungen des
Prologs,” inHeiligerText. Die identitätsbildende Funktion klassischerTexte innerhalb einerGemeinschaft, ed.
H. de Roest andW.Wischmeyer (Groningen: Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, ’""(), !"$–!(.

!$"We also &nd, of course, acknowledgments of the literal meaning in Origen and allegoresis in Augustine.
On this, cf., byway of introduction, U.Heil, R. Leonhardt,H. Liss, andH.Kugler, “Schriftsinn, vielfacher,”
inLBH (’""$): )*!–*). I have selected the quotations with a view to the subjectmatter and not as quotations
that are characteristic of the persons.

!$!Representatives of both Old and New Testament scholarship made a decisive contribution themselves
to the general process of decanonization in the humanities.

!$’In this &eld of tension, representatives of New Testament scholarship perceive, however, very di%erent
options. (!) They develop their own hermeneutics of the New Testament in their own discipline and on the
basis of their textual understanding. (’)They limit themselves to the exegetical explanation of theBible, while
leaving hermeneutics to systematic theology. (*) They work exclusively in the historical-critical context as a
small subdiscipline of the ancient history of religion and Jewish studies and consciously refrain from every
hermeneutical re+ection. (,) A fourth tendency, which is especially widespread in Anglo-American exegesis
leads in its direction to patristics, either with a broader history-of-religions focus on Gnosticism or on the
patristic history of exegesis and thus in the direction of a new canonical approach on the basis of reception
history.
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it owes its existence. This perspective means freedom in relation to canonical norm
and institutional tradition. It makes possible the historical deconstruction of the canon;
the construction of the history of emerging Christianity, of its writings and structures
of authority; and the discourse-analytical!%& approach to the messages and instructions
of the New Testament writings. Theology and ethics of the New Testament writings
are presented and historically contextualized in their relationships. The combination
of historical and reception-aesthetical lines of questioning in contemporary New Tes-
tament scholarship is the form in which canonical hermeneutics can be set forth in a
post-canonical epoch in the framework of text-interpretive scholarship, i.e., in which
the understanding of the NewTestament texts under the current conditions of under-
standing can take place. Decanonization and the historical and reception-aesthetical
interpretation ful’ll the same purpose that the ancient allegorical canon interpretation
pursued – namely, making possible the understanding of the texts under general con-
ditions of knowledge. These conditions – and not the texts – are subject to constant
change. Decanonization is the current presupposition for understanding, as the status
of canon was the presupposition for understanding in precritical hermeneutics. The
concern here is not with a simple model of progress in which “precritical” is evaluated
as more distant from the text in comparison with the “historical-critical” approach –
or, vice versa, with a view in which “precritical” is regarded as that which is appropriate
to the texts of the Bible in contrast to criticism and suspicion – but rather with present-
ing the belonging of the three hermeneutical paradigms to their respective cultural and
theoretical contexts. The historical and reception-aesthetical paradigms are not better
than the precritical-canonical one but the hermeneutical response that is respectively
appropriate to the time, to the question that must always be posed and answered anew,
namely, “How do I read canonical texts?” in their respective cultural and theoretical en-
vironments. This applies also to the con(ict – which is only apparent – between the
historical and the reception-aesthetical hermeneutic. Only when the hunger for his-
torical knowledge and its liberating and deconstructive e)ect was slaked to some extent
could spheres other than thehistorical !¨΅῭becomehermeneutically relevant and could
the reader’s own role be re(ected upon anew.

!."New Testament Scholarship and Reception Aesthetics

I have presented the process of canon formation and of the speci’c canon hermeneutic
from the perspective of New Testament scholarship. New Testament scholarship was
and is the scholarly instrument of decanonization. In the place of a canon hermeneu-
tic it sets the historical and reception-aesthetical perspective with their analytical and
constructive work steps. My remarks have made clear that the historical and reception-
aesthetical paradigm is not oriented against a hermeneutic of the New Testament but
rather itself represents the hermeneutical program for understanding the New Testa-
ment in the context of present-day textual scholarships. New Testament scholarship is

!%&Cf. U. Sals, S. Scholz, J. F. Lehmann, and I. H. Warnke, “Diskursanalyse,” in LBH ("##%): !&$–&*.
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devoted to the understanding (hermeneutics) and interpretation (methods) of the texts
that in the course of their early reception history became the New Testament, the sec-
ond part of the Bible. I will summarize the achievement ofNewTestament scholarship
in three points.

(!) While New Testament scholarship does not work in the canonical hermeneutic
paradigm, it does work in a canon-orientedway.!#$ The writings of the New Testament
canon constitute its primary object of investigation. To this extent, its approach is that
of reception history, for canonization is – as mentioned at the outset – an integral and
enduring component of the reception history both of the individual writings and later
also of the canonical collection of writings. At the same time, the analysis of the la-
tent internal self-canonization of the Gospels and Pauline letters makes clear that at
least these early Christian writings have a tendency toward canonization. A historical
interpretation will not be able to ignore this tendency. The concept of canon is not
super%uous for New Testament scholarship and its hermeneutic but remains its base
concept. To this extent, New Testament scholarship will continue to distinguish be-
tween the texts of the New Testament and the so-called New Testament apocrypha –
not for normative reasons but for reception-historical ones.

(&)NewTestament scholarshipworks, second, in a text-orientedway. It investigates
the texts of theNewTestament text-critically, text-historically, exegetically, and themat-
ically. To this extent, its approach is the general text-scholarly one. Through the fact
that it interprets the texts with philological, historical, literary-historical, and history-
of-religions methods and lines of questioning, it mediates the New Testament texts in
their distinct pro’le and in their contexts to all the scholarly disciplines that deal with
texts. It continues to be the ’rst advocate for the texts and the e(ort to understand
them.!#)

(*) NewTestament scholarship works, third, in a hermeneutic-orientedway. It con-
nects the investigation of the Greek, Jewish, and early church canon hermeneutics!#+
with the hermeneutical implications of the history of interpretation, on the one hand,
and contemporary hermeneutical research, on the other hand. In this way, it presents a
hermeneutical platform for the bringing together of di(erent historical and contempo-
rary approaches of canonical hermeneutics.!#, However, New Testament scholarship
itself does not develop a separate “canon hermeneutic” that isolates the writings of the
New Testament and their interpretation from their contexts on the basis of a closed,
exclusive, and normative conception of canon. At the same time, it also does not with-
draw exclusively to the older historical paradigm, which leaves undiscussed the di(er-
ent conceptions of “world interpretation” that the texts work out. It is obligated to
the contemporary reception-aesthetical hermeneutical concept, which applies to emi-

!#$This is not to be confused with a canonical approach. On the canonical approach, cf. note !$&.
!#)Since Origen, establishing the text, exegesis in commentary form, and hermeneutics have been interde-

pendent. On the enduring value of philology for hermeneutics, cf. K. Pollmann, “Five Contributions to
Latin Philology AD,”Millennium , (&"!"): !–-.

!#+On this, see nowMitchell, Paul, the Corinthians and the Birth of Christian Hermeneutics.
!#,Cf. the rationale of the Lexikon der Bibelhermeneutik (ed. O. Wischmeyer).
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nent texts!%& and works with an open, historically dynamic conception of canon and
the hermeneutical concept of expectation!%% and criticism"## in relation to the world
interpretation of the texts. In this way, it keeps the texts in the tension between claim
and opposition, in which they have stood since Paul’s letter to the Galatians.

Contemporary New Testament scholarship works with the hermeneutical princi-
ple “What the writings of the New Testament need in the hermeneutical discourse of the
present is not their own doctrine of understanding or canon hermeneutic but rather a
hermeneutical re!ection on their reception history, that is, canon research. It depends on
the reader whether and in what way she or he will confer a special status on the canonical
texts. A pre-given canon hermeneutic cannot bring about this decision.”
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Paul as Storyteller? Conclusion
Christoph Heilig

Translated by
Wayne Coppins!

!. On the Contemporary Skepticism toward the Characterization of Paul “as
Storyteller”

Talk of “narrative” structures in the Letters of Paul has signi%cantly shaped the exeget-
ical discussion in the Anglophone sphere for some time. The “narrative approach,”
which was especially inspired by Richard B. Hays and N. T. Wright, faces, however,
a skeptical attitude in large parts of scholarship. Critics of the approach have regarded
narrativity and epistolarity as aspects that stand in tensionwith each other. The reasons
for this reserve were presented in section "." of Chapter !:

!. Within the canonical framework, the epistolary literature represents a corpus
that stands in quite clear continuity to the narrative works (Gospels and Acts),
which, in turn, clearly exhibit a narrative character.

". In exegetical scholarship, a methodological division of labor corresponds to this
rough division of the subject area into two entities. While “narrative analysis”
has established itself as an important approach for narrative works, “rhetorical
criticism” apparently provides a methodological counterpart for the adequate
description of the structure and e&ects of the epistolary literature. Moreover, in
this context, the aspect ofnarrativity appears tobe accounted for already through
the ancient rhetorical category of narrationes, through which the application of
modern narratological categories to the Pauline letters moves even further away.

’. The di&erent varieties of genre criticism also reinforce this disparate relationship
between narrative works (such as theGospels) and letters (such as those of Paul).
Starting from the original interest in oral preliminary stages of the text, scholar-
ship initially focused on the structural characteristics of the individual “forms”
from which a text was compiled. Here, the discussion concentrated especially

!For the German version of this work, see C. Heilig, Paulus als Erzähler? Eine narra-
tologische Perspektive auf die Paulusbriefe, BZNW "’( (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#"#), ))!–!#!$
[https://doi.org/!#.!$!$/)(*’!!#+(#+)!]. Cf. now also C. Heilig, Paul the Storyteller: A Narratological
Approach (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, "#",).
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on the subunits of the Gospels, i.e., it had a rather narrowly focused perspec-
tive in which the relationship between narrativity and epistolarity could hardly
play a role. A broadening of the perspective, which has especially emerged in the
English-speaking world, led to a development in which former genres (such as
parables) came to be designated as forms and the notion of genre came to be set
at a higher level. However, this concept of genre also usually took its orientation
from the canonical subdivision of the New Testament, i.e., it usually di#eren-
tiated between Gospels, Acts, letters, and Revelation. Within this framework,
scholarship has scarcely focused on the relationship of these (super-)genres to
one another but rather on their relationships to comparable literary categories
from the environment (i.e., Gospels as Bios, etc.).

". A Text-Linguistic Perspective on Narrative Textualizations in the Pauline Letters

All three factors contribute to the fact that in scholarship the New Testament letters
stand over against a “text type narration” as “non-narrative texts.” However, as pre-
sented in detail in section $ of Chapter ", such a dichotomy is untenable from the per-
spective of text linguistics. Within the frameworkof an “integrative” text understanding
– which takes account of structural, semantic, and also pragmatic factors of textuality
– a hierarchical classi%cation of di#erent text types is instead made with the aid of dif-
ferent “areas of communication.” Against this background, the Pauline letters can be
understood as examples of a text type, which play a speci%c function in the framework
of the broader communication system “early Christianity.” The Gospels, too, are anal-
ogously embedded in this system. Narrativity (or also epistolarity as a parameter of the
medium) plays no role at all in this hierarchical classi%cation of earlyChristianwritings.

The category of narration is, however, signi%cant for the interactionwith text types.
For narrative can be understood as one of several possible “strategies” with which a
theme can be developed in a text. In addition to hierarchical text classi%cation accord-
ing to spheres of communication, early Christian text sorts can correspondingly also be
organized according towhichever “strategy of textualization” (description, explication,
argumentation, or narration) is dominant in the respective text type. In such a “typolo-
gization” – which runs horizontal to the hierarchical classi%cation – the Pauline letters
and the Gospels do, in fact, come into a discontinuous relationship.

It by no means follows from this, however, that the narrative textualization pat-
tern would be insigni%cant for the text sort to which the Pauline letters belong. Two
important points must be noted here.

!. In exegetical scholarship, a “paraenetic” text that aims at a change of behavior
is often connected to the category of argumentation. However, vis-à-vis the
kind of textualization, the “text-function” (the impact that the author intends
through the communication) constitutes a separate linguistic criterion, accord-
ing to which a typologization can likewise be made (i.e., as an alternative to tak-
ing one’s orientation from the strategy of textualization). Thus, the question of
whether narrativity is signi%cant for the text sort Pauline letter must be pursued
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independently of the circumstance that the text function does not correspond
to the informational-declarative (or else aesthetic) communicative intent that is
typical for narrative works.

". The assignment of a text to a text sort presupposes that the investigated text fol-
lows the “pattern” that constitutes this text sort (or, more speci&cally, that it
varies it, in which case we speak of “text sort variant”). In this context, however,
it is not only the “dominant” textualization strategy on the level of the global
text structure that plays an important role. For a precise description of the text
type also presupposes the careful clari&cation of the question of how di!erent
textualization strategies are related to and intertwined with one another. Even
if narration occurs in a text sort primarily in a supporting function for the ar-
gumentative strategy of textualization, it can nevertheless present an important
aspect of the underlying pattern. From a text-linguistic perspective, the question
of which role narrative textualizations play in the Pauline letters is therefore of
elementary signi&cance for the text-linguistically central task of describing the
text sort that is co-constituted through the Pauline letters.

%. The Lack of Clear De&nitions in the “Narrative Approach”

Since the quest for “narratives” in the Pauline letters presupposes a precise understand-
ing of the subject matter that is to be identi&ed, a solid de&nitional foundation for ex-
egetical work is very important. A survey of the literature shows, however, that in the
framework of the narrative approach scarcely any attention has been given thus far to
this theoretical foundation (Chapter "). While Richard B. Hays and N. T. Wright do
indeed attempt to support their undertaking text-theoretically, they do not provide a
clear de&nition of what constitutes a ‘story’ from their perspective."

The discussion that has followed upon Hays and Wright scarcely goes beyond the
re’ections of the two pioneers of the paradigm. The intertextual turn in Pauline schol-
arship,whichwas likewise co-establishedbyHays, has instead led to a situation inwhich
the theoretical discussion is primarily restricted to the question of how a subtle con-
nection to another narrative can be identi&ed in the text – but without addressing the
question of what constitutes a narrative in the &rst place. The concentration on the
questions of where the postulated narratives are to be localized and what content they
possess has had an analogous e(ect.

However, the aspect of localization in particular points to the basic problem of the
“narrative approach,” which remains pre-theoretical over large stretches. If there is no
clari&cation of what a narrative is, then it is also not possible tomake a statement about
its relationship to the aspect of textuality. Discussion about whether narratives can
be identi&ed “under” or “behind” the non-narrative text are fruitless against this back-
ground.

"Translator’s note: When referencing concepts, such as the concept of ‘story’ or the concept of ‘narrative,’
Heilig uses single quotation marks.
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#. Explicit Narratives in the Framework of Narratology

Against that background, Chapter $ attempts to work out a de%nitional framework for
the analysis of the Pauline letters from the perspective of narratology. There is, on the
one hand, the possibility of working with a de%nition that starts from a “prototype”
of the category ‘narrative’ and from the view that narrativity can be present in di&erent
degrees. The advantages of prototypical de%nitions can, however, also be realized in the
framework of the traditional equivalence de%nition (which speci%es necessary and suf-
%cient conditions for a classi%cation) by setting up de%nitions that di&er in the extent
to which they are rich in content, i.e., that summarize a di&erent number of elements
as ‘narrative.’

A minimalistic de%nition (which thus presupposes a very broad understanding of
narrativity, i.e., which classi%es a lot of entities as ‘narrative’) presupposes that (!) a text
is concernedwith (") at least two events ($) that are spoken of as actually having occurred
(or as presently occurring) and that (#) are temporally connected and (’) meaningfully
joined in at least one other way.

This de%nition builds on a proposal of the narratologists TilmannKöppe andTom
Kindt, who advocate for a rather traditional understanding with respect to the scope
and task of narratology. This can be seen, for example, in the fact that even the broadly
conceived minimal conditions presuppose that the entity in question is a text. If one
instead starts from a prototypical de%nition, as, for example, it is proposed by the narra-
tologistMarie-LaureRyan (Chapter $, section $.$), then it ismuchmoreunproblematic
to speak of (a certain degree of) narrativity also in cases in which there is no linguistic
act of narration present.

For the analysis of the Pauline letters, it is nevertheless advisable to presuppose ini-
tially the conservative framework of Köppe and Kindt as a foundation, in order to in-
crease the signi%cance of a potential positive result. If even on this basis it is possible to
speak meaningfully of Paul as storyteller, then this presents a signi%cant con%rmation
of the validity of a narratological perspective on the Pauline letters.

’. The Analysis of Explicit Narratives as a Starting Point for a Transfer of the
“Narrative Approach” into a Narratological Perspective

This concentration on explicit narratives stands, of course, in contrast to the emphases
of Richard B. Hays and N. T. Wright, who point to the importance of implicit narra-
tive structures (Chapter ", sections " and $), i.e., wish to speak of “narratives” precisely
where the text does not follow a clearly discernable narrative strategy of textualization.
The two authors’ polemic against explicit narratives can be explained, however, primar-
ily as the result of an apologetic motivation. Since the talk of Paul as “storyteller” can
be attacked in light of the apparent fact that he does not tell stories explicitly or scarcely
does so, the two exegetes distance themselves from explicit narration in an exaggerated
manner.

The arguments that they present for this, however, are by nomeans compelling (cf.
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Chapter ", section %). Precisely if one is interested in the question of whether there is
something like “non-narrated narratives” in the Pauline letters, one must &rst clarify
how Paul communicates narratively in the narratively textualized sections. The Pauline
style of narration can be reliably ascertained only in places where narratives in the text
can be clearly identi&ed and described. For the quest for “implicit narratives” to be
regarded as having an empirical basis, it must arise from the analysis of the actual nar-
ratives.

In following such a procedure, we must not, of course, rule out the possibility that
the results of this analysis may bring to light phenomena that are close to the category
of narrativity, even though they do not ful&ll the conditions of an explicit narrative.
Against such a background, it would then be possible to pursue the question of how,
from a narratological perspective, we can speak meaningfully about text sections that
are textualized in a non-narrative manner. The presented minimalist equivalence de&-
nition thus represents a promising starting point that enables one to pursue the line of
inquiry of Hays andWright from amethodologically less controversial standpoint and
on the basis of engagement with the text itself.

’. A Text-Grammatical Approach to Narrative Textualizations

The di(culty in reaching an agreement about whether or to what extent Paul tells sto-
ries must, on the one hand, be traced back to di)erent – usually unconsciously presup-
posed – de&nitions (cf. Chapter ", sections " and *, and Chapter *, section !), and, on
the other hand, is also connected to the fact that a systematic examinationof thePauline
letters against the background of this line of questioning has not previously been un-
dertaken. Moreover, between de&nitional foundation and empirical evaluation lies the
task of explicating the narratological conditions in such a way that they are practicable
for the analysis of the reconstructed Greek text. It is therefore necessary to clarify the
following two questions: (!) What does the structure of a text that is to be classi&ed as
a narrative look like? (") What di)erent possibilities are there for the implementation
of this structure, i.e., how can the individual narratives be described by us?

For the clari&cation of these questions, Chapter % draws upon the text grammar
presented by Heinrich von Siebenthal. Just as questions on the syntax of Koine Greek
are pursued as a matter of course on the basis of scholarly studies on the grammar of
the sentence, so the scholarly aspiration of New Testament research demands that we
draw upon the current text-grammatical state of knowledge for the investigation of the
structure above the level of the sentence. Accordingly, even though the presentation
of the text structure with the aid of the categories that Heinrich von Siebenthal applies
to Koine Greek is currently still rather uncommon in the exegetical discourse, this ap-
proach nevertheless remains the best possible framework for identifying and describing
narratives in Paul.

Narratology has a descriptive orientation. It thus has a primarily classi&catory in-
terest, which can, however, also refer to levels of meaning. Accordingly, the applica-
tion of narratological categories may presuppose interpretation. In the framework of
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the present work, which views the Pauline letters as artefacts of historical processes
of communication, an intentionalist concept of meaning is presupposed. The text-
grammatical approach provides the method with which the semantics of the text can
be investigated within this framework (cf. Chapter $, section #.$). In parallel to the
analysis undertaken here, theories of interpretation that, for example, locate meaning
on the level of reception can likewisemake use of the narratological “tool kit.” The text-
grammatical integration of the conceptions is also probably not insigni%cant for such
interpretations, even though di&erent decisions will necessarily be made in individual
cases.

’. Pauline Narration and Temporal Order

In the framework of this text-grammatical perspective, a narration will be recognizable
through the fact that both the expression-side (or “grammar”-side) and the content-
side of the text structure will exhibit speci%c characteristics (cf., for the content-side,
Chapter (, and for the expression-side, Chapter #). Current research on grammatical
aspect and lexical situation type (Aktionsart) potential in Koine, as it is summarized
here, o&er especially great potential for a language-speci%c narratological analysis of
NewTestament narratives. The fact that the reader correctly reconstructs the semantic
propositional structure of the text, i.e., the hierarchical structure from pairs of propo-
sitions (“connections”), is ensured on the expression-side of the text structure above all
through connectors (e.g., conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositions).

A quite speci%c pro%le of Pauline narration already emerges from the examination
of the linguistic options of the expression-side of narrative textualizations (Chapter #).
This is worked outwith evenmore precision through a detailed investigation of the fac-
tor of “temporal order” – one of the constitutive factors of narrative – in the Pauline
letters (Chapter ’). On the one hand, the explicit temporal connections are investi-
gated here, i.e., the anterior (Chapter ’, section "), posterior (Chapter ’, section $), and
simultaneous (Chapter ’, section)) relations between twopropositions. They can each
appear with a multitude of di&erent emphases. On the other hand, the temporal order
in non-temporally focused connections is also discussed (Chapter ’, section ().

Here, it not only becomes clear that Paul does, in fact, tell stories in numerous
places, but also how he does so (cf. also Chapter *, section "). Thus, it is, for exam-
ple, very conspicuous that Paul is very reserved with respect to the “classic” anterior
narration, in which the presentation of a (chronologically) earlier event is followed by a
communicatively equally important subsequent situation, which (on the level of gram-
mar) is usually indicated through an adverb such as !¨!΅, ῭%΅·!΄, or ΅(!΄ in the clause
that expresses the subsequent event, which occurs in the text in the second place. The
Pauline style of narration di&ers markedly in this regard from, for example, the Gospel
of Matthew, where !¨!΅ is very frequently used in this function (i.e., “X. Then Y.”)
This circumstance probably also explains the impression that Paul “does not tell sto-
ries.” One must, by contrast, say more precisely that Paul scarcely ever tells stories in a
certain way, i.e., that he is “a di&erent kind” of storyteller.
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Viewed positively, we can say that (a) the very extensive development of simulta-
neous connections is conspicuous. This can be explained on the basis of the narration
type that is often found in Paul. Paul often uses the narrative strategy of textualization
when he thematizes situations that occur at the time of writing. Thus, he narrates si-
multaneously (i.e., not in retrospect) what is now taking place and how di&erent events
relate to one another in the present.

A second positive conclusion that we can draw is that while (b) temporal sequence
is also present at many points, it is usually expressed through connections that do not
exhibit a temporal focus but are based on logical relationships. Here, we see the con-
cision of the Pauline style of narration. Against this background, more extensive nar-
rative textualizations, such as Gal !.!’–"."!, are especially conspicuous. Here, we can
indeed speak of narratives that ful(ll the de(nition that is richer in terms of content
(cf. Chapter ’, section ’.).)).

*. Pauline Narration and Pragmatics

!."Relief of the Expression-Side of the Text Structure

Since Heinrich von Siebenthal’s text grammar presupposes the integrative text model
(see section " above), it is also necessary to investigate how the Pauline narratives are em-
bedded in the speci(c communicative (text-internal and text-external) situation of the
letter. Here, it is, on the one hand, conspicuous that the pragmatics on the expression-
side of the text structure often leads to a relief of the syntax (Chapter *, section "). In
place of a “strict” narration, in which events are presented through indicative forms of
the augment tenses as (!) having actually occurred and (") as being located in the past,
we (nd in(nitive and participial constructions that merely express the situation that
is expressed by the verb itself but do not encode the relationship to reality grammati-
cally. Still, the reader can infer that the concern is with events that occurred in the past.
However, it only emerges from the prior knowledge that is shared by the storyteller and
recipient.

!.#Relief of the Content-Side of the Text Structure

Analogously, on the content side, we can observe the phenomenon of elliptical nar-
ration, i.e., the phenomenon that situations as a whole are omitted but must be in-
ferred (Chapter *, section ’). For the question of implicit narratives, this observation
is extremely relevant, for it points to the fact that Paul’s narration in his letters often
presupposes other narratives – or at least shared experiences that both Paul and the ad-
dressees could narrate.

Interestingly this phenomenon extends not only to the undisputed Pauline letters
(cf., e.g., Col !."!–""; Eph +."!). Independent of the judgments that are made regard-
ing authenticity in each case, it can thus be stated that the disputed Pauline letters also
prompt acts of lively imagination. There, the focus does not seem to bemerely onwhat
is recounted in the narrative but also, due to the peculiarity of the narration, on the
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“historical” relationship between addressees and storyteller. Accordingly, even though
the question of the relationship of pseudepigraphic letters to Pauline Vorlagen, which
dominates in many commentaries, is certainly important, it must not be overlooked in
this context that material is not simply “processed” here. Rather, through the narra-
tion (!) an occurrence that precedes the text and (") communicative events are implied,
which both in$uence the reading experience.

!." Text Function/Communicative Intention

The pragmatic dimension of Pauline narration also points to the special function of the
narrative textualizations (Chapter #, section %; cf. also above, Chapter !, section &.’ on
text function as a linguistic criterion of the typologization of text sorts into text types;
on this, cf. section " above). With explicit narratives in letters, one would normally ex-
pect the sender to narrate something here that informs the recipient about events. The
text function of the Pauline narratives, however, often appears to be evaluative rather
than assertive. A section that is narrated like Gal &."&–"’ not only presupposes that
other narratives about this nexus of events can be assumed as knowledge (cf. the pre-
vious observations on the pragmatic relief of the narrative text structure), but also that
the intention of the storyteller does not consist primarily in having the reader believe a
certain sequence of events but rather in moving them to adopt a certain evaluation of
speci(c episodes of the plot. If one investigates the global text structure of whole writ-
ings, it also becomes clear that some narratives in Paul should not be assigned to the
“intention type” that targets the level of beliefs at all but rather aim at a transformation
of the volition and thereby encourage an action (cf., for example, Gal !.!&–&."! against
the background of Gal %.!").

!.#Narration-Speci$c Tasks

The text function can be discerned, on the one hand, via the analysis of the speech acts
in the text. For example, in Gal %.!"we (nd a “request.”What Paul requests the readers
to do here is very important for the intention that stands behind the letter as a whole.
Other important insights can be gained if we grasp precisely how Paul as storyteller
needs to carry out the “narration-speci(c tasks” that confront him. What is meant by
this is that the storyteller must make known in the communication that (and why) he
tells stories. From the way in which Paul transitions to narratives within the discourse
and returns again to non-narrative textualizations, important conclusions about the
text function can be derived. On the one hand, an analysis of these aspects con(rms
again that Paul rarely appears as a “typical” storyteller (whowouldnarratively thematize
previously unknown material in an assertive-informing way in the discourse). On the
other hand, it also becomes impressively clear here how consciously and diversely Paul
employs narrative textualizations in order to carry out his communicative intention.
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!." Borders of Narrative Textualizations

The investigation of the embedding of narrative textualizations in the communicative
context also leads to a perception of the complex interplay with other (descriptive and
argumentative) textualizations. In the analysis of these phenomena, one repeatedly en-
counters di&culties of demarcation. Thus, one can, for example, consider whether in
the case of some descriptions the story world that previously found expression in the
narrative may still be presupposed (e.g., Gal ’."(). Likewise, it is conspicuous that Paul
sometimes places the event of his own narration (esp. " Cor !".!–)) so strongly at the
center that the act of narration itself appears as a kind of – more or less explicitly nar-
rated – framework narrative. All these phenomena (see Chapter (, section ’.$) point to
the fact that narrative considerations can be applied in a heuristically fruitful manner
for the Pauline letters also in places where the apostle does not narrate explicitly (let
alone in the “strict” sense).

!.# Embedded Narration Type

While the aspects of the text function encountered in Paul (and, thus, concomitantly,
the carrying out of the narration-speci*c tasks) are probably rather uncommon for epis-
tolary text sorts, other peculiarities of the Pauline narration are unusual in compari-
son to literary narrative works but occur quite frequently in private letters (cf. Chap-
ter (, section +). While some epistolary text sorts (e.g., love letters) primarily display
communication (so-called “internal”) events (such as a&rmations of love), most letters
nevertheless refer to events in the experienced world. Here, the so-called “embedded”
narration type is typical, which is also characteristic, for example, for diaries. In such
narratives, the perspectives of the narrated and narrating “I” overlap, since the narrated
events are still experienced as “directly” present at the time of narration. The reference
to the present – which is typical for embedded narration – in the middle of statements
that refer to the past can also be found in Paul through other means, namely when he
comments on his own narration in a meta-narrative manner (e.g., Gal !."#).

!.$ Looking Forward: Aspects that are Suggestive of Implicit Narratives

The analysis of explicit narratives in Paul thus points time and again to narratives “be-
hind” the text, i.e., to narratives in the communicative prehistory that do, in fact, in,u-
ence the con*guration of the text structure. To this we can add (cf. Chapter +, section
)) the fact that in the analysis of temporal order in the Pauline letters phenomena be-
came visible time and again that do not ful*ll the conditions of a narrative but come
very close in a di-erent respect.

Thus, in light of the reserved use of the sequential-anterior narration, it is conspic-
uous how often Paul uses the connection type that expresses this temporal relationship
to join future eventswith one another. Since future events aremerely possible, they can-
not be “narrated” in the sense that we have established as a basis here. How close this
phenomenon comes to narration already becomes clear, however, through the fact that
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Genette speaks here of “predictive narration.” Negated events represent a similar phe-
nomenon, i.e., events that are talked about – sometimes in great detail – in the texts,
but the occurrence of which is precisely not asserted. Thus, also in the case of these
breaches of the narrative textualization pattern, the analysis of explicit narratives re-
peatedly brings into view aspects that underscore the demand for a deeper examination
of the question of “implicit” narratives.

$. Implicit Narratives as Mentally Simulated Proto-Narratives that Become Visible in
Narrative Fragments

Chapter $ investigates the question of what role implicit narratives could play from
a narratological perspective. Although “non-narrated narratives” initially appears to
present a contradiction in itself, it is shown with the aid of the category of the dream
that the concept of amental narrative does indeed have an intuitive validity (Chapter $,
section %). With the help of Fisher’s comprehensive narrative paradigm of communica-
tion (Chapter $, section ".%), which has been overlooked in the “narrative approach to
Paul,” I then showhowa comprehensive understanding of narrativitywould enable the
analysis of every communication with the aid of narrative categories. However, it also
becomes clear, in light of the criticism of Fisher’s approach, that, such an understand-
ing would, on the other hand, lead to a neglect of the “narrative” aspects in the stricter
sense. Precisely against the background of the analysis undertaken in Part II (Chapters
" to &), such an approach would be a step in the wrong direction. It must therefore be
considered whether it is not possible to speak of implicit, mental narratives also in the
framework of a stricter conception of narrativity.

At ’rst glance, the conception of Ryan (Chapter $, section ".") appears to o(er a
promising approach here. Since she de’nes narration above all semantically, one could
apply the de’nition also to mental entities. However, upon closer examination of her
approach it becomes clear that alsowith respect to themental level it is ultimately neces-
sary todistinguishbetween the “story” as a semantic entity and anunderlying “narrative
discourse.”When someone observes a battle and re)ects onhow theywill narrate this to
their family at home, then it is necessary to di(erentiate between the plot of this mental
narrative and the concretely imagined narrative realization (in the course of which, for
example, another ordering of the events can be made).

A good understanding of this constellation can be obtained in the framework of
simulation theory (Chapter $, section ".*). The mental narration arises also from an
act of narration – even though it is only a simulated one. With Köppe and Kindt
such non-verbalized/non-written narratives can be called “proto-narratives.” The pro-
cess that leads to this proto-narrative can be understood as a multi-staged process, so
that “narrativization” can be present in di(erent stages (i.e., the battle can be made
present mentally in its basic contours or imagined as a narrative that is )eshed out even
to the level of the word choice).

For the text analysis,mental proto-narratives can indeed be relevantwhen they pen-
etrate to the surface of the text as “narrative fragments” (Chapter $, section *). With
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reference to the example of Gal &.%–!", I show that a proto-narrative can be discerned
that underlies the whole section (Chapter ’, section $). It not only connects the two
narrative textualizations, but it also integrates the events to which v. !! and v. !" refer.
In v. !! a fear clause is used to call into question an event in the past, i.e., to indicate
that it might not have happened. In v. !" an imperative is used to address an event that
refers to the future, whose realization is still pending. In both cases, there is a clearly
recognizable reference to an implicit narrative. Should the fear prove to be accurate, the
explicit narration in vv. %–(would thereby show itself to be false in retrospect (i.e., the
narration would prove to be “unreliable,” to use narratological terminology). By con-
trast, if the Galatians comply with the exhortation, then they thereby guarantee that
they can claim this narrative for themselves, also for the future.

!#. Disnarrated Events as Narrative Fragments of Proto-Narratives

Thephenomenonof calling intoquestionor evendenying the occurrence of past events
is very frequent in Paul. Precisely in connection with a)rmative statements about the
past, i.e., with actual narratives, the relevance of these portions of text for a narrato-
logical perspective becomes especially clear. Through the fact that the episodes are
emphatically not narrated, they point to the excluded option of this narration. These
“anti-narratives” thus excludewhole classes of explicit narratives –namely, all those that
would exhibit the disnarrated event as their plot. This phenomenon of “disnarration”
(Chapter !#) is attested in very di*erent shades in Paul (Chapter !"). It becomes clear
that Paul does indeed exhibit an extensive and – as regards the situations’ relationship
to reality – nuanced use of this category of references to events.

!!. Future Events as Narrative Fragments of Proto-Narratives

Future events (Chapter !!) can also frequently be understood as narrative fragments of
implicit proto-narratives. This often becomes clear precisely when references to the fu-
ture are connected to explicit narratives. For example, it can be shown with reference
toRom !$ (Chapter !!, section +) that the future references are very skillfully connected
to events of the past and present. There arises in this way a network of actual and pos-
sible events, within which Paul attempts to navigate the reader. The prayer to which
he exhorts the Romans is assigned an important role here. It ensures that the events de-
velop in such a way that the momentarily only potential narrative can one day actually
be narrated explicitly in retrospect.

In dialogue with categories of the narratologists Lämmert and Genette (Chapter
!!, section %), I highlight with respect to Paul above all the signi,cance of those events
which contain “foreshadowings” of his own future (Lämmert), where Paul “predic-
tively narrates” (Genette). An analysis of the future forms in Romans shows that Paul
uses these forms only in a small minority of their occurrences for “certain foreshad-
owings” (zukunftsgewissen Vorausdeutungen), i.e., to create narrative !xed points for
narratives that cannot yet be narrated at the present point in time (Chapter !%).
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By contrast, the “uncertain foreshadowings” (zukunftsungewissen Vorausdeutun-
gen), with which Paul points out possible developments of the plot, are very frequent and
extremely multiform (Chapter !$). Here, Paul has at his disposal, in addition to the
modal future in declarative clauses or an adverbial weaking of the same, also a mul-
titude of other linguistic means (e.g., interrogative clauses and desiderative clauses or
purpose-oriented connections), with which he can con%gure potential storylines in re-
spectively very speci%c ways and modulate them in their relation to reality.

For example, within the conditional connections (Chapter !$, section &.#), it is pos-
sible todi’erentiate between theuse of inde%nite andprospective conditional construc-
tions, which make quite distinct contributions to the con%guration of a potential plot
thread. In the framework of an exegetical approach that does not place such narrative
dynamics at the center, this speci%c contribution (e.g., in # Cor !#.() is often not ad-
equately recognized. In Chapter !$ it was not possible in all cases to pursue in detail
how events with reference to the future are embedded in larger proto-narratives. How-
ever, individual in-depth analyses, such as the examination of the purpose clause inGal
!.!$ (Chapter !$, section &.".#.() demonstrated that Paul ably puts the linguistic means
at his disposal in a very intentional manner into the service of the text-function of the
respective overall letter.

!#. Explicit and Implicit Narratives as Elements of the Text Sort Pattern

The analysis of narrative textualizations in the Pauline letters provide initial build-
ing blocks for the description of the text sort(s) to which they are to be assigned. It
is initially conspicuous that Paul narrates explicitly only in isolated cases with purely
informing-assertive intention. In context, such narrative textualizations sometimes
support argumentation that is meant to lead to a new evaluation of a situation by the
addressees; this is especially noticeable in #Corinthians.

More frequently, explicit narratives are invoked in a remindingway, in order to serve
as a point of reference for anticipations and disnarrations. The network of events that
is set forth in this way then usually has an appellative text-function; this is especially
clearly recognizable with respect to Galatians. It is more the normal case rather than
the exception that the addressees are (meant to be) stimulated by the text to formmen-
tal proto-narratives. In the course of this narrativization, in which the recipients of the
letter must usually then integrate themselves as narrative %gures, it is also necessary to
make decisions pertaining to the “action,”which then also have direct e’ects upon their
“actions” in the real world (e.g., Rom !&.#$). Sometimes Paul intentionally leaves gaps
in what is narrated (e.g., Gal !.$) or even hypothetically calls into question the coher-
ence and thus reliability of the narrative (e.g., Gal $.!–!#). Moreover, at least in Rom
(, we even seem to be dealing with intentional ambiguity, which allows for di’erent
receptions, with the text exhibiting di’erent text-functions depending on the circum-
stances of the respective readers/hearers.

Precisely the consideration of disnarrated and future events underscores the obser-
vation that also the disputedPauline letters “tell stories” in amanner that is indeed com-
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plex. Sections that are often classi&ed as incoherent in the secondary literature, espe-
cially in German-language scholarship, can sometimes be adequately explained against
the background of a proto-narrative, which can often be reconstructed with good rea-
sons. It remains to be seen towhat extent this observation can contribute to the debates
about authenticity, which are still conducted in a livelymanner on an international level
(especially with respect toColossians and "Thessalonians). (In fact, one could evaluate
some observations on “Pauline” narration as a counterargument to the signi&cance of
the secretary hypothesis, which is often put forth as an alternative to pseudepigraphy
– cf. Chapter ’, section "). It is, however, in any case, at least necessary to perceive the
&ction that is created through the aforementioned narrative fragments: the narration
itself and thus the &gure of the narrating Paul is part of the imagination that the let-
ters encourage. The narration of Paul – and his diverse mental pondering of di(erent
sequences of events – thus constitutes the frame narrative, which must not be over-
looked.

With regard to the di(erentiation between authentic and pseudepigraphic Pauline
letters in di(erent text sorts, no consistent di(erences in the underlying text sort pat-
tern have become apparent, at least with regard to narrative textualizations and implicit
proto-narratives. The hypothesis lies close to hand that a demarcation of di(erent text
sorts here would have to take place above all on the level of pragmatics, i.e., with a view
to the di(erent functions that the writings most certainly had for the communication
sphere of early Christianity. (If a late date is assigned to a pseudepigraphical letter, then
one must, of course, take into account the change in the social system as well as the
continuing in)uence of the older letters in a secondary reception context.)

!%. The Conceptions of Hays andWright and Proto-Narratives

After the category of implicit narrative wasmade plausible narratologically (Chapter *)
and it was demonstrated through concrete text-analysis that “narrative fragments” can
be identi&ed in the whole corpus Paulinum (Chapters !#–!’), the conceptions of Hays
andWright could be discussed in conclusion.

A careful comparative analysis of the two authors (Chapter !$) shows the diverse
roles that narrative aspects play in the two conceptions. The aspects that have to do
with the intersection of Pauline thinking and text-production are especially signi&cant
for exegesis.

A rough distinction can be made between two di(erent conceptions (Chapter !$,
section’.$), which canbe di(erentiatedwith reference to their di(erently oriented lines
of questioning. Wright is interested in a “larger implicit narrative” that can be construed
from the letters, while Hays’ talk of “narrative substructures” has the primary objective
of illuminating the structure of individual passages.

If the two conceptions are related to the category of the mental proto-narrative,
then it becomes evident how the two approaches can, in fact, be used in a narratologi-
cally justi&ed way in the text-analysis (Chapter !$, section $). Hays’ narrative substruc-
ture can be understood as a proto-narrative that has in)uenced the con&guration of a
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non-narrative or – though Hays does not focus on this option – narrative section.
Insofar as this proto-narrative has the content postulated by Wright, the two con-

ceptions overlap at this point. The proto-narrative reconstructed by Wright then be-
comes the source of the narrative substructures. From the opposite perspective, the
substructure that is derived from the concrete text can be viewed as a narrative frag-
ment of themore comprehensive implicit narrative ofWright. Proto-narratives that are
not part of theWrightian version of the comprehensive Pauline proto-narrative can, of
course, also in$uence the discourse. The conceptions that are respectively brought into
focus by these two authors deserve their own examination.

!#. Narrative Substructures according to Richard B. Hays

The category of narrative substructures, whichHays introduced into the exegetical dis-
cussion, should continue toplay an important role inPauline exegesis. It proves to be an
extremely promising heuristic tool – both with respect to the analysis of non-narrative
textualizations (Chapter !%, section &) and with regard to the con’guration of explicit
narratives with di(erent content (Chapter !%, section ").

In practice, however, it is always necessary to pay attention to the “explanatory
potentials” of this assumption and to that of the competing hypotheses (Chapter !),
section #): Thus, with reference to the example of & Cor &.!#, I illustrate both the
promise of the category and the danger of postulating narrative substructures because
elements of the text would “make sense” against this background, even though the text
as a whole does not correspond to what one would expect in the case of the assumed
proto-narrative. It is also always necessary, of course, to give equal (!) consideration to
the (respective estimation of the) background plausibility of the substructure hypothe-
sis. Provided that these guiding principles are observed, a careful application also of this
category of “implicit” narrative to the Pauline letters is indeed desirable and promises
numerous new insights in the engagement with individual problems relating to the in-
terpretation of speci’c texts.

!). The Comprehensive Worldview Narrative of Paul according to N. T. Wright

The approach ofWright is characterized by the fact that he proceeds from the assump-
tion that a single, coherent “implicit narrative” can be derived from the Pauline letters.
As a theoretical basis, Wright points to a study of Petersen on Philemon. Peterson had
compiled and chronologically ordered all the events that are contained or also only im-
plied (thus, e.g., the reception of thewriting) in the letter (Chapter !*, section &). Upon
closer examination, however, the narrative that is obtained in this way proves to be
the narrative of the exegete. While such an approach may have a justi’ed place (e.g.,
in the framework of a “narrative history”), it stands in sharp contrast to Petersen’s and
Wright’s claim to identify “the story of Paul.” This claim makes an understanding of
the implicit narrative as proto-narrative, i.e., as a nexus of events that is narratively con-
nected through Paul’s mental activity. The fact that Paul could potentially have identi-
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&ed with our construct is not su’cient to turn the narrative into “his” narrative. If we
accept the idea thatWright’s larger implicit narrative needs to be understood as a proto-
narrative, it follows, in turn, thatWright cannot appeal toPetersen for hismethodology.

This criticism, however, doesnot applyonly toWright’s comprehensive conception
but also to much more cautious reconstructions, which are also found among critics
of the “narrative approach,” for example, when scholars reconstruct a narrative of Paul
with the aid of a certain “topic” or with a focus on a certain “&gure” – without provid-
ing evidence that this connection has not been &rst established by them (see Chapter
!(, section %).

Such an approach is fundamentally problematic because it cannot simply be as-
sumed that scattered statements on an entity in the text are part of the same storyline
of a proto-narrative. As is also the case with explicit narratives, the same &gure can ap-
pear with quite di!erent functions in di!erent narratives or in di)erent threads of the
proto-narrative. Instead of the common concentration on individual &gures as crystal-
lization points of proto-narratives, it is therefore necessary, formethodological reasons,
to recommend an analysis of the text that follows the order of the text (Chapter !(, sec-
tion *.!). It is only in this way that proto-narratives, which initially appear disparate,
actually belong together (cf., for example, the analysis of Gal *). The quest for di)er-
ent storylines that follow individual narrative &gures belongs in the aftermath of such
a reconstruction, since this is an act of describing interpretations, which presuppose a
text that is to be interpreted in the &rst place.

For the combination of several proto-narratives into a single, more comprehensive
narrative, one must, in addition to taking one’s orientation from the order of the text,
also consider the fact that very di)erent constellations are possible here (Chapter !(,
section *."). For example, in two independent mental acts of narration, reference can
be made to events that, though they follow upon each other chronologically in the real
world, do not, in fact, belong to the same proto-narrative, so that it would not be ap-
propriate to synthesize them here.

Thus, Wright’s thesis must be problematized from a methodological perspective,
and yet it simultaneously presents an attractive research program. Scholarship still
needs to show whether and to what extent the di)erent proto-narratives that we can
reconstruct on the basis of the Pauline letters can also be synthesized. The overview in
Chapter !* of the di)erent possibilities of establishing future references (with di)erent
degrees of certainty) and thus of creating narrative fragments may provide especially
helpful categories and pointers for this analysis.

For this evaluation of the thesis of the comprehensive “larger implicit narrative” of
Wright, which still remains to be done, it is necessary, of course, to be able to adequately
grasp its exact form. For this reason, the present work also seeks to +esh out Wright’s
conception in narratological terms (Chapter !(, section $). A precise reproduction in
narratological categories is made di’cult at times by the fact thatWright’s terminology
is sometimes polyvalent and his illustrations are sometimes misleading. In the narrato-
logical categories used here, Wright’s conception may be sketched out as follows:
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!. One could assume that in the wake of the Damascus experience, Paul meditates
upon the proto-narrative, which is primarily taken from the Holy Scriptures,
and reformulates it in such a way that the cruci$ed Messiah could be integrated
into it (Chapter !%, section &.#). One can speak here of a mental “leading act of
narration,” which gave rise to a comprehensive proto-narrative.

’. Since this narrative grounds the Pauline self-understanding, onemight postulate
that it $nds expression in fragmentary form time and again. One could there-
fore assume that isolated references to events, miniature narratives, and narrative
substructures respectively represent narrative fragments of this narrative, which
Paul has mentally present in the moment of writing. These fragments would
thus give insight into di(erent sections of the proto-narrative and could be syn-
thesized into a comprehensive proto-narrative, with it being especially necessary
to pay attention to the thematic and temporal connections that the text itself
signals.

". If the attempt to reconstruct this narrative succeeds, then its overall plot can be
established, which may involve a chronological rearrangement of the events as
they allegedly occur in the proto-narrative. Subsequently, one could attempt to
describe it by way of abstraction as consisting of three plots/storylines (Chapter
!%, section &.%). For this task, it is important to keep in mind that a plot is not
simply “part” of a narrative, but it presupposes interpretation. The question of
whether this interpretation is plausible is connected not least to the question of
how a narrative is narrated. Thus, the task is not simply to identify references
to events. Instead, it is also necessary to examine whether speci$c matters are
connected within the narrative fragments in the particular way that one would
expect in the case of the postulated narrative. For example, it must be clari$ed
whether the Pauline letters contain narrative fragments in which Israel is indeed
related to humanity in the role that Wright assumes (and analogously whether
the Messiah is integrated into the history of his people as “true Israelite,” etc.).

). A potential critique of Wright in light of the last consideration reckons with
the possibility, however, that exegetes are not the only ones who can interpre-
tively evaluate the proto-narrative of Paul. Paul himself might have identi$ed
individual storylines as such out of the entirety of the events contained in his
proto-narrative (Chapter !%, section &.*). Just as Wright can paraphrase these
plot threads sequentially as three narratives (cf. Chapter !%, section &.)), it is also
possible for Paul to draw on the storylines as bases for new acts of narration. In
that case, one could, for example, explain the fact that inGal !.)only the “story of
humanity” $nds expression and the Israel components –which present another,
supporting plot thread in the main narrative – are “lacking.”

&. Wright couldmake the case that these “shortened” narratives can be understood
adequately only when one correctly grasps that they arise for Paul out of the
interpretation of his own guiding narrative, which thus never completely fades
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into the background, even though Paul, in the meantime, tells stories at times
with a wider and at times with a narrower focus.

The individual assumptions are not without di’culties and in any case not without
alternatives (cf., e.g., Chapter !&, section $.(." for Hays’ di)erent understanding of the
“main act of narration” as a process that accompanied the Pauline mission). On the
other hand, with its emphasis on the implicit narrative in the Pauline letters, the con-
ception takes up an aspect that does indeed appear to be underdeveloped in previous
scholarship. Even thoughWright’s sketch–both indetail andwith respect to theoverall
contours – still requires extensive scrutiny with reference to the text and even though
the paradigm in its absoluteness, as a more or less monocausal explanation of all the
phenomena of the text, probably will not gain (broad) acceptance, it is thus at least
necessary to acknowledge this important push in the right direction. The precise un-
derstanding of what it means to speak of Paul “as storyteller” and the clari*cation of
the question of the extent to which this manner of speaking about the apostle is appro-
priate is and remains an important task of Pauline scholarship.

!(. Looking Forward

The present work had the goal of critically taking up the impulses introduced by the
“narrative approach” and integrating them into a narratologically founded and text-
linguistically explicated perspective on the Pauline letters. In the process, both explicit
narrative textualizations and implicit mental proto-narratives have proven to be ex-
tremely relevant entities for the interpretation of the text.

At the same time, however, it has proven to be true again and again that one must
proceed with great caution here in order to prevent exegetical uncontrolled growth. I
hope that scholarship will not be scared o) by the potential problems of the analysis
and by the fact that I have highlighted them frequently. These discussions of the ob-
stacles – which are undoubtedly real in my opinion – can ultimately be understood as
constructive guidelines for a comprehensive analysis of the Pauline texts from a narra-
tological perspective.

It is my hope that this book will help to advance the discussion in two respects.
First, Chapters + through & o)er a very detailed presentation of the text grammar of
Heinrich von Siebenthal, which will hopefully contribute to an increased use of his ap-
proach in exegetical scholarship. At the same time, however, concrete Pauline texts are
also already discussed here. Chapters !" to !+ also provide individual observations on
numerous passages throughout the whole Pauline epistolary corpus, so that otherNew
Testament scholarsmay *nd diverse building blocks that can also be used to subject the
letters they work on to a narratological approach, i.e., alongside other approaches that
retain their justi*cation.

A disadvantage of the presentation chosen for Chapters !" through !+, which are
oriented to the variety and breadth of the linguistic possibilities of expression, lies in
the fact that it can obfuscate the fact that narrative structures actually hold together
andmake intelligible, in context, larger portions of text or entire texts. This also applies
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– to a lesser extent – to earlier chapters (e.g., Chapter $). To be sure, cross-references
to phenomena that can be analyzed in conjunction were inserted into the text when
possible, but it should also be stressed again here that it is the systematic assessment of
larger text parts in relation to the letter as a whole that ultimately allows for the most
signi%cant insights.

A brief look at Galatians demonstrates this. Of course, I focused on the exten-
sive narrative textualization of Gal !.!"–&.&!, highlighting di’erent narratologically sus-
picious features and attempting an overall interpretation." This fundamental under-
standing is, however, also con%rmed by the immediate embedding of the narrative –
and, moreover, it can be demonstrated on this basis that the narrative exhibits a very
speci%c function that has its place within the broader communicative intention of the
author (cf. Chapter #, section (.) on the narration-speci%c tasks, as they are carried out
especially in Gal !.!*–!& and in the transition to ".!). Fragments of proto-narratives,
such as the petition in Gal ).!&, also contribute to this text-function (cf. the discussion
of Gal ).!& and of Gal )."* in Chapter #, section ).).)). It is part of a small proto-
narrative, which is clearly identi%able in the immediate context. The way Gal ).!& in-
terlocks with these earlier signals concerning Paul’s communicative intention demon-
strates that this smaller proto-narrative is part of amore comprehensive proto-narrative
about theGalatians (on the smaller proto-narrative ofGal ).!–!&, cf. Chapter +, section
(; see also Chapter !$, section ).&.& on the unity within that proto-narrative; cf. also
the discussion of the narrative substructure within Gal ).!–$ in Chapter !,, section ").
Since this extensive proto-narrative underlies the writing as a whole, it also casts light
on very small fragments, such as Gal !., (cf. Chapter #, section ).).!) or even the pur-
pose clause in Gal !.) (Chapter !), section (.".&.,). This last verse, in particular, raises
the question of the extent to which this proto-narrative is itself part of a largermentally
simulated proto-narrative (cf. Chapter !$, section (.# on the possibility of the “rework-
ing” of a very comprehensive original Pauline main narrative).

As this – very selective – overview shows, the discussion of individual) Pauline
"See the index ofC.Heilig,Paulus als Erzähler? for details. Someof the discussed aspectswould be, in the

order of the text, the following ones. Text structure and plot/theme in Gal !.!"–!$ (Chapter (, Section (.&.&),
elliptical narration and contextual prior knowledge inGal !.!(–!$ (Chapter #, section ".)), themacrostructure
of the propositional macro-structure in Gal !.!(–!$ (Chapter (, section (.!.&.!), the in-uence of aspect and
tense on the information structure in Gal !.!, and Gal !.!$ (Chapter ), section #.!.".) and Chapter ,, section
".".).)), the adversative connection in Gal !.!,c–!$ (Chapter (, section ".,), the disnarration in Gal !.!,c–!$a
(Chapter !*, section !), the meaningful connection of temporal blocks in Gal !.!#, !.&!, and &.! (Chapter (,
section (.&."), the elliptical narration on the basis of world knowledge in Gal !.!#–!+ (Chapter #, section ".,),
the embedded narration type in Gal !.!#–&! (Chapter #, section $."), elliptical and summary narration in Gal
!.&!–&.! (Chapter #, section ".&), the explicative connection in the embedded narrative in Gal !.&" (Chapter
(, section ".#), foreshadowing to the past of the storyteller in Gal &.& and &.!,–!$ (Chapter !!, section ,.&),
embedded narration in &.) and &.( (Chapter ,, section ".(), narrative %gure and text function in Gal &.!!
(Chapter #, section ).).)), embedded narration in Gal &.!& (Chapter ,, section ".(), etc.

)Ona canonical level this can, of course, also go beyond the letter as awhole, inwhich case the intertextual
connections – which the present work often perceived to be inadequately integrated in the interpretation –
within the framework of the assumption of pseudepigraphy could also %nd an appropriate place. Cf., for
example, M. Ebner,Der Brief an Philemon, EKKNT !# (Ost%ldern: Patmos, &*!$), !)#–(* on Col ).$–+ as
narrative connection of Phlm !", &!.
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letters in text-sequence under the aspect of narrativity would be possible and poten-
tially very pro’table. In themedium term, a commentary series on theNewTestament
texts – including the Pauline letters – from a narratological perspective would there-
fore be extremely desirable. The same verdict applies to a text-grammatical analysis of
the propositional macrostructure of the New Testament texts as well as, in general,
the text-linguistic description of text sorts used in the communication sphere of early
Christianity by participants in this communication.$

The cases of plagiarism in the genre of New Testament commentaries, which have
repeatedly made headlines in recent years, point to a fundamental problem, namely,
that the variety of the descriptive and interpretive approaches to the text and the (ood
of the secondary literature that must be cited – which sometimes does not even take
into account the fact that these di)erent operations are sometimes incompatible – ba-
sically no longer permit the production of all-encompassing biblical commentaries.*

It would therefore be very advisable to limit the tasks that authors of the individual
series are obligated to ful’ll. The combination of highly specialized commentary se-
ries that comment on individual descriptive dimensions of the text (and only on these
and only where they are present), and proposals on text-meaning composed within the
framework of di)erent theories of interpretation (which consider only the descriptions
relevant for this purpose and only alternative interpretations that make use of the same
conception of meaning and are, thus, ultimately comparable) appears to o)er the best
chance of escaping from the present misery.+

$F. Simmler, “Textsorten des religiösen und kirchlichen Bereichs,” in Text- und Gesprächslinguis-
tik/Linguistics of Text and Conversation. !. Halbband: Text- und Gesprächslinguistik, ed. G. An-
tos, K. Bringer, W. Heinemann, and S. F. Sager. Handbücher zur Sprach- und Kommukationswis-
senschaft/Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication Sciences !*/! (Berlin: de Gruyter, "###), *,!: “As
for the Old Testament, so also for the New Testament writings (Gospels, Acts, Apocalypse, Letters) there is
no complete linguistic text analysis or text sort classi’cations.” Paul is not even mentioned in the short con-
siderations that follow. Since the text grammar of Heinrich von Siebenthal relies to some extent on the work
associatedwith the SIL International, the volumes of the Semantic and StructuralAnalysis Series o)er at least
some initial contribution toward closing the ’rst of these two gaps. See the interaction in the present work
with E. M. Rogers, A Semantic Structure Analysis of Galatians (Dallas: Summer Institute of Linguistics).

*S. E. Porter analyzes commentaries on Romans from di)erent periods of time against the background
of (what constitutes in his judgment) the respectively current linguistic state of knowledge. See S. E. Porter,
“TheLinguisticCompetence ofNewTestamentCommentaries,” inOn theWriting ofNewTestament Com-
mentaries: Festschrift for Grant R. Osborne on the Occasion of his !"th Birthday, ed. S. E. Porter and E. J. Schn-
abel, TENTS , (Leiden: Brill, "#!"). Despite all disagreement with respect to the insights linguistics holds
for exegetes (on this, see, in detail, Chapter *, section %.%.-, on information structure and section %.! in the
same chapter on the temporality ofGreek tenses), Porter’s concluding judgment (pp. $"–$%) is to be a.rmed.
The claim to discuss every dimension of the text leads – already due to the mass of secondary literature and
also because of the great breadth of necessary competencies – to an over-taxation, which ’nds expression in
the fact that many “commentaries have become less commentaries on the Greek text, or even on the text in
translation, and more commentaries on previous commentators – as these commentaries provide the major
source of information for current commentators.”

+Porter, “Linguistic Competence,” $% calls for at least the ’rst of these two steps in a way that is indeed
convincing: “I believe that it is time to re-assess what it is to write a commentary, and to adjust our sights
to something much more manageable and attainable – commentaries that specialize in particular elements
of the text, or that re(ect particular viewpoints, and that can make a valid attempt to cover the most impor-
tant secondary literature and actively respond to it in the commentary itself, all the while keeping the text
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as the center of focus. In other words, we should have commentaries that investigate the linguistic issues of
the Greek text (I don’t know of a commentary series devoted to such an approach), the historical and liter-
ary issues, or the theological issues; as well as commentaries that approach the text from a particular point
of advocacy, such as an epistolary commentary, or a historical commentary, or a particular ideological com-
mentary.” The “Papryologische[n] Kommentare zum Neuen Testament” (edited by P. Arzt-Grabner, J. S.
Kloppenborg, andMauro Pesce) provides such an approach (with di,erent degrees of success, of course). In
other commentary series (which, for example, apparently have something “sociological” in view), the concep-
tual orientation is unfortunately often less clearly recognizable. This unfortunately applies also to numerous
series that are committed, according to their titles, to a speci&c concept ofmeaning. The Semantic Structural
Analysis Series of SIL provides at least a stimulating text-grammatical preliminary work that is sketched out
in rough lines. However, the interaction with Rogers, Galatians in the present work also reveals a lack of
sharpness with respect to individual propositional connections, which also has an impact upon the analysis
of higher levels of the semantic structure. It also becomes clear that the narratological approach, on the one
hand, and the semantic-communicative interpretation of narrative textualizations that integrates these narra-
tological categories, on the other hand, require amore comprehensive “toolbox.” At least as onework among
many others, the New Testament is planned to be included in the forthcoming series “Brill’s Narratological
Commentaries onAncient Texts” (edited by J. F. de Jong andR. Kirstein). The theoretical basis for the series
is to be provided by I. J. R. de Jonge,Narratology andClassics: APracticalGuide (Oxford: OxfordUniversity
Press, $#!"); M. Fludernik, An Introduction to Narratology, trans. P. Häusler-Green&eld and M. Fludernik
(Abingdon: Routledge, $##(); D. Herman, Basic Elements of Narrative (Malden: Wiley-Blackwell, $##().
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Perfect Life Through Special Nourishment: Irenaeus,
Adversus Haereses $

Christine Jacobi

Translated by
Wayne Coppins!

!. Introduction

In his listing out of the tasks of Christian theology and instruction inHaer. !.!#.&, the
Gallic bishop Irenaeus ranks the redemption of the ’esh as one of the central, univer-
sally agreed upon contents of the proclamation of the church. In the (fth book of his
large-scale work Adversus haereses, he himself also presents a detailed examination of
this topic ($.!–!%) and embeds it in his conception of the economy of salvation, which
makes an arc fromGod’s action at the creation of the world to its complete restitution
and salvation at the end of time and seeks to provide a bullwork in the con’ict with
competing early Christian-gnostic systems. Thus, for Irenaeus, the redemption of hu-
man ’esh belongs to amore comprehensive argumentation for the value of the created,
material world. Consequently, Irenaeus understands his remarks on the role of the Eu-
charist in the salvation of the ’esh in Haer. $.".&" – a central text in what follows –
as one of several argumentative building blocks that he uses to contest such teachings,
which, in his view, denigrate creation and exclude human !¨΅῭ from the end-time sal-
vation.&

At the same time, Irenaeus shares some fundamental convictions and frameworks
of thought with his opponents.% He is connected to them by the re’ection on the ’esh
of Jesus and human beings within the framework of a worldview in which the !¨΅῭ or

!For the German version of this work, see C. Jacobi, Leiblich vermitteltes Leben. Vorstellungen vomÜber-
winden des Todes und vom Auferstehen im frühen Christentum (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#"&), "#!–&)
(https://www.mohrsiebeck.com/buch/leiblich-vermitteltes-leben-)*+&!,!$))$#*/).

"Alongside this text, it is also necessary to mention Haer. %.!+.$, where Irenaeus likewise describes the
Eucharist as a ritual in which the ’esh of the recipient receives a share in “life” and in a “heavenly element.”
On this, cf. also Y. de Andia, Homo Vivens. Incorruptibilité et divinisation de l’homme selon Irénéé de Lyon
(Paris: Études Augustiniennes, !)+,), "&*–$$; A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, eds., Irénée de Lyon: Contre
les Hérésies, vol. $.!: Introduction, notes justi!catives, tables, SC !$" (Paris: Cerf, !),)), "!"–!&.

&However, onewill not do justice to the comprehensive salvation-historical conception of Irenaeus if one
reduces it to a mere skirmish and to an anti-heretical counter-conception to gnosis.

%On this, cf. M. J. Olson, Irenaeus, the ValentinianGnostics, and the Kingdom of God (A.H. Book V). The
Debate about " Corinthians "#:#$ (New York: Edwin Mellen Press, !))"), *: “Sometimes the bitterest of foes
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!¨΅ of human beings is a fundamental part of the created, changeable, material, and
perishable cosmos. The discussion of anthropological questions in a principles-based
cosmological framework is something that he has in common with gnostic thinkers,
such as Valentinian theologians, and it is only against this background that he can enter
a discussion with them at all.$

As a community theologian connected to ecclesiastical piety, Irenaeus – as will be-
come clear in what follows – places his view of the fate of the %esh and of the %eshly
resurrection on a&rm creation-theological foundation. Thismeans that he consistently
ties back his argument to a speci&c image of God as the creator of the world and of
human beings. Against the background of a biblically oriented picture of the human
being, whowas created and enlivenedbyGod as a unity of body and soul, Irenaeus’ cen-
tral concern lies in demonstrating that the human being, including his body or %esh,
participates in imperishable, eternal life and divine being and thus can overcome his
destiny of perishing also with respect to his body. He wishes to show that the %esh can
receive imperishable life. Here, Irenaeus argues for the salus carnis on an epistemolog-
ical, ethical, and ontological level.’ In what follows, the concern will be only with the
last of these dimensions, i.e., the ontological, substantial salvation of the %esh.

Irenaeus follows the tradition in the conviction that the Eucharist mediates be-
tween the present, perishable existence and the future, glorious existence. Perfect life is
bestowed upon the human being through it. But he concretizes the traditional notion
of the gift of life in the Eucharist in such a way that the eucharistic elements introduce
eternal life as a fundamentally new quality to the %esh of the recipient of the Eucharist.
Therefore, he ascribes essential signi&cance to it for the preparation for imperishabil-
ity under earthly conditions. Irenaeus interprets this kind of participation in salvation
as the progressive growth of the believer until his perfecting and as continued divine
creative activity. On the whole, the theology of Irenaeus is characterized by a speci&c
kind of interpretation and argumentative use of Scripture in a speci&c hermeneutical

share common perspectives which they do not even question, of which they themselves are not even aware.”
Cf. also E. Pagels, The Gnostic Paul: Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline Letters (Philadelphia: Fortress, !()$); E.
Thomassen, “§ (!. Valentin und der Valentinianismus,” in Philosophie der Antike, vol. $/!: Philosophie der
Kaiserzeit und der Spätantike, ed. C. Riedweg, C.Horn, andD.Wyrwa (Basel: Schwabe, #*!+), +’)–),, here
+),.

$At the same time, alongside this kind of argument, Irenaeus is also familiar with a speci&c salvation-
historical interpretation of the human being and his relationship to God. This, however, recedes entirely
into the background inHaer. $.#.,, i.e., in the text with which we are concerned in what follows.

’Corresponding to his twofold interpretation of the economy of salvation, which has a creation-
theological support and a support related to the sin of Adam and Adam’s recapitulation in Christ, Irenaeus
also presents multiple conceptions of the mediation of salvation. The epistemological and ethical approach
can be sketched only brie%y here. With the incarnation of Jesus, knowledge of God becomes possible for the
human being. The human being can turn to God and be reconciled with him. If he receives the Spirit of
God, the human being becomes capable of good works and in this respect becomes the spiritual human be-
ing, even though the substance of his %esh does not change (cf.Haer. $.!*.#). He is now no longer only “%esh
and blood, but pneumatic human being” ($.!*.#). By contrast, the one who does not receive the Spirit re-
mains %esh and blood and therefore cannot inherit the kingdom ofGod (!Cor !$.$*). Irenaeus interprets the
passage in !Cor !$.$, in this context not in relation to the substance of the %esh but in relation to the desires
of the %esh and as a pointer to the gift of the Spirit that is necessary for the overcoming of these desires.
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framework.’
Adversus haereses $.!–!% deals with the relationship between human (esh as formed

and enlivened earth and the rest of the world created from earth. Adversus Haereses
$.".&, the section that is of special interest here, is situated in this context.

". The Text: Haer. $.".&

(!)Quando ergo etmixtus calix et factus panis percipit verbumDei et!t Eu-
charistia sanguinis et corporis Christi, ex quibus augetur et consistit carnis
nostrae substantia, quomodo carnem negant capacem esse donationis Dei
quae est vita aeterna, quae sanguine et corpore Christi nutritur et mem-
brum ejus <est>?)

When, therefore, both the mixed cup and the prepared bread receive the
wordofGod andbecomeEucharist of the blood andbodyofChrist, from
which the substance of our (esh is increased and is composed, how can
they contest that the (esh is capable of receiving the gift of God, which is
eternal life? It is nourished through the blood and body of Christ and is
a member of him.

The argumentation in Haer. $.".& is initially developed in demarcation from people
who contest the capacity of the (esh to receive eternal life (cf. Haer. $.!). Against this
view, the text presents two beginnings of an answer to the question of how the perish-
able(esh can attain imperishability. The*rst answer is given in the*rst section,which is
quoted here. Against the view that is to be refuted, itmarshals the transformation event
in the celebration of the Eucharist, in which the eucharistic elements of the mixed cup
and prepared bread receive the word of God through invocation and thus become the
body of Christ. The argument of Irenaeus boils down to a continuous activity of the
word of God: for the substance of which the (esh of the human being is composed is
incorporated into the Eucharist event. By taking the eucharistic food to himself, the
(esh of the human being is nourished and put together as in the case of a normal in-
gestion of food, so that it “grows.” The word of God that has previously gone over to
bread and cup nowmediates itself via the nourishment further to the (esh of the recip-
ient of the Eucharist. The substance of the (esh is not transformed or transmuted, but
it does take on the heavenly qualities of the gifts. It is made capable of receiving the life
that God gives. This is the *rst part of Irenaeus’ answer to the objection of his oppo-
nents, and it refers to the present preparation of the human being for his imperishable
resurrection existence.

’Cf. B. C. Blackwell, “Paul and Irenaeus,” in Paul and the Second Century, ed. M. F. Bird and J. R.
Dodson (London: T&TClark, "#!!), !+#–"#,, here !+’: “Since unity inGod’swork in creation and salvation
is the center of Irenaeus’ work, he expected God’s revelation through the scriptures to speak with one voice.
Therefore, methodologically Irenaeus argues that the part should be read in light of the whole.”

)Here and elsewhere, the Latin text of Adversus haereses is quoted from N. Brox, ed. Irenäus, Adversus
haereses I-V, FChr )/!-$ (Freiburg: Herder, !++&–"##!).
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(!) Quemadmodum et beatus Apostolus ait in epistola quae est ad Ephesios:
Quoniam membra sumus corporis ejus, de carne ejus et de ossibus ejus, non
de spiritali aliquo et invisibili homine dicens haec – spiritus enim neque
ossa neque carnes habet – sed de ea dispositione quae est secundum verum
hominem, quae ex carnibus et nervis et ossibus consistit, quae de calice qui
est sanguis ejus nutritur, et de pane quod est corpus ejus augetur.

As the blessed Apostle says in the letter to the Ephesians, “We are mem-
bers of his body, from his #esh and from his bones.” He does not say this
about some sort of pneumatic and invisible human being – for a spirit
has neither bones nor #esh – but about the disposition of the true (real)
human being, which is composed of #esh and nerves and bones, which is
also nourished from the cup, which is his blood, and built up from the
bread, which is his body.

The line of argumentation is interrupted in the second part through an insertion that
aims to clarify what kind of substance is exactly in view here. Irenaeus must apparently
reckonwith reinterpretations of the terms !¨΅῭ (caro) and !%·΄ (corpus) among his op-
ponents. To guard against this, he o$ers a sort of scriptural proof for the substance of
the #esh. To this end, he combines a quotation from Eph %.&’ that has been expanded
though allusions to Gen (.(&) – which was already present in the tradition available to
Irenaeus – and an allusion to Luke (".&).!’ The combination of these scriptural pas-
sages aims, *rst, to demonstrate that the #esh of the incarnate Jesus is identical with
human #esh, i.e., that the body of Jesus is not composed of a di"erent substance. Ire-
naeus reinforces thereby his preceding interpretation of the Eucharist, for only because
our bodies are “members” of the body of the incarnate Word of God can our #esh be
nourished and built up by the eucharistic elements.!! Second, with the further speci*-
cation of the #esh via “nerves and bones” this section con*rms that the concern here
is not with an invisible, pneumatic body but rather with the body created from earth.
The insertion at this point is an anticipation of a more detailed argumentation about
the #esh of Jesus in Haer. %.!".!–(, where Irenaeus addresses the possible objection
that Jesus’ #esh was composed of a di$erent substance than the #esh of human beings.
There too, the goal of the argumentation is to make plausible the salvation of human
#esh. InHaer. %.!".!–(, however, Irenaeus pursues a di$erent path of justi*cation. His

)Eph %.&’: ()* ·+,- .!·/0 )12 !3·΄)14 ΄5)12. Cf. Gen (.(&LXX: 6΄7 89:80 ·῾΄· =12)1 020 ᾿!)120 .6 )%0
᾿!)+;0 ·1῟ 6΄7 !Α΅῭ .6 )Β4 !΄΅6῝4 ·1῟Δ ΄Ε)- 6,-ΦΓ!8)΄* Η῟0Γ, ()* .6 )12 Ι0῾΅Θ4 ΄5)Β4 .,Γ·ΚΦ- ΄Ε)-. (Vulgata:
dixitque Adam hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis et caro de carne mea haec vocabitur virago quoniam de viro sumpta
est).

!’In Haer. % Irenaeus also elsewhere draws on scripture extensively to demonstrate that the #esh is not
unimportant. In Haer. +.+.!–(, for example, he argues that ! Cor &.!+–!,; +.!%; and John (.!) refer to the
body of the human being as “temple of God” or “members of Christ.” Thus, our #esh is not irrelevant and
will not be destroyed but resurrected.

!!Cf. O. Perler, “Logos und Eucharistie nach Justinus I. Apol C. ++,” in idem, Sapientia et Caritas.
Gesammelte Aufsätze zum #$. Geburtstag, ed. D. van Damme and O. Wermelinger, Par. () (Freiburg: Uni-
versitätsverlag, !))’), ",!–)!, here "-).



AGNTS ! (September "#"$) !%$

concern there is with the recapitulation of the &esh in the incarnate Logos and notwith
the continued activity of the creator God on the &esh of the human being. In the third
and longest section in $.".’ Irenaeus returns once more to this creative activity and to
the Eucharist:

(!) Et quemadmodumlignumvitis depositum in terram suo fructi"cat tem-
pore, et granum tritici decidens in terram et dissolutummultiplex surgit per
SpiritumDei qui continet omnia, quae deinde per sapientiam in usum ho-
minis veniunt, et percipientia verbum Dei Eucharistia "unt, quod est cor-
pus et sanguis Christi, sic et nostra corpora ex ea nutrita et reposita in ter-
ram et resoluta in ea resurgent in suo tempore, Verbo Dei resurrectionem
eis donante in gloriam Dei Patris: qui huic mortali immortalitatem cir-
cumdat et corruptibili incorruptelam gratuito donat, quoniam virtus Dei
in in"rmitate per"citur, ut non quasi ex nobisipsis habentes vitam in#e-
mur aliquando et extollamur adversus Deum ingratam mentem accipi-
entes, experimento autemdiscentes quoniam ex illiusmagnitudine, sed non
ex nostra natura, habemus in aeternum perseverantiam, neque ab ea quae
est circa Deum gloria sicuti est frustremur aliquando, neque nostram nat-
uram ignoremus, sed ut sciamus et quid Deus potest et quid homo bene"cii
accipit, et non erremus aliquando a vera comprehensione eorum quae sunt
[et] quemadmodum sunt, hoc est Dei et hominis. Et numquid forte, que-
madmodum praediximus, propter hoc passus est Deus "eri in nobis reso-
lutionem, ut per omnia eruditi in omnibus simus diligentes, neque Deum
neque nosmetipsos ignorantes?

And just as a cutting from the vine planted in the ground fructi(es in its
season, or as a corn of wheat falling into the earth and becoming decom-
posed, rises with manifold increase by the Spirit of God, who contains all
things and then, through the wisdom of God, serves for the use of men,
and having received the word of God, becomes the Eucharist, which is
the body and blood of Christ; so also our bodies, being nourished by it,
and deposited in the earth and su)ering decomposition there, shall rise at
their appointed time, theWord of God granting them resurrection to the
glory of God, even the Father, who freely gives to this mortal immortality,
and to this corruptible incorruption, because the strength ofGod ismade
perfect inweakness, in order thatwemay never become pu)ed up, as if we
had life fromourselves, and exalted againstGod, ourminds becoming un-
grateful; but learning by experience that we possess eternal duration from
the excelling power of this Being, not from our own nature, we may nei-
ther undervalue that glorywhich surroundsGod asHe is, nor be ignorant
of our own nature, but that wemay knowwhat God can e)ect, and what
bene(ts man receives, and thus never wander from the true comprehen-
sion of things as they are, that is, bothwith regard toGod andwith regard
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to man. Andmight it not be the case, perhaps, as I have already observed,
that for this purposeGodpermitted our resolution into the commondust
of mortality, that we, being instructed by every mode, may be accurate in
all things for the future, being ignorant neither of God nor of ourselves?!$

Thus, after clarifying what kind of carowas being spoken of in the second section, Ire-
naeus returns in the third section to his actual answer to the question of how our %esh
can receive imperishability. In this concluding part, Irenaeus now also discusses the
end-time resurrection. For this he expands his perspective far beyond the actual Eu-
charist celebration, while simultaneously remaining connected to it. His concern is to
show that the Spirit of God is not active for the &rst time in the Eucharist but, &rst,
already before it through the ordering creative power of God, which creates fruits from
the inanimate wood of the vine put into the earth and from the seed, and, second, also
after the Eucharist, when this life-giving power has gone over to the bodies of the dead
and resurrected them. The Eucharist event is thus placed as a punctiliar event, in which
the activity of the Spirit coalesces and the Spirit goes over to the !¨΅῭ of the human be-
ing, in the framework of a comprehensive process of creation. In conclusion, Irenaeus
draws ethical consequences for human beings fromwhat has been presented and inter-
prets what happens in the sense of a pedagogical intention of God.

The aspects that have beenworked out here – namely, (!) the transforming and life-
giving activity of the Spirit in the Eucharist, ($) the character of the %esh of Jesus and
of human beings, and (’) the activity of the Spirit in nature and on human beings as a
continued activity of the creatorGod, and, &nally, (") the exhortation to human beings
to&nd the proper stance toward this –must nowbe interpreted further and also viewed
in the context of the writing as a whole. Since it is advisable to address the processes in
the Eucharist and in created nature in relation to one another, I begin, &rst, with the
second point, the character of the %esh of Jesus and of human beings.

’. The Character of the Flesh of Human Beings and of Jesus’ Flesh

!." The Signi#cance of the Flesh for Irenaeus’ Anthropology

Irenaeus develops his anthropology in opposition to a view of human beings that traces
back the various, di(erently redeemable parts of the human being to di(erent creator
deities – a view that he regards as heretical. To the one, whole humanbeing corresponds
his complete creation by the one God.!’ Beneath this level, Irenaeus distinguishes be-
tween the %esh and soul of the human being, to which the spirit, as an enlivening third,
is added. The great signi&cance that Irenaeus assigns to the $esh in this trichotomic
speci&cation of the human being is instructive. InHaer. ).*.$ he makes a fundamental
anthropological statement about the nature of the spiritual human being: “He is alive

!$Trans. A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” inThe Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol.
! (New York: The Christian Literature Company, !+*#), )$+ (modi&ed).

!’Cf. D. Wanke,Das Kreuz Christi bei Irenäus von Lyon, BZNW ** (Berlin: de Gruyter, $,,,), !,,.
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through participation in the Spirit, but human because of the substance of the ’esh
(homo autem propter substantiam carnis).” According to Irenaeus, the ’esh substance
of a human being is decisive for the nature of the human being, including the saved. A
pneumatic human being is not one who gets rid of the ’esh but one who participates
with his ’esh in the Spirit (Haer. $.(.!).!% It is not the nous or the like that makes the
human being a real human being but rather the ’eshly substance, the ’eshly formation
made by God out of dust.!$ For this he appeals to Gen ".& as evidence that the human
being is a being who has been created from earth and enlivened entirely by God (cf.
Haer. )."; !%."). The whole human being comes from the dust of the earth, so that the
term “’esh” can be used synecdocally also for the entirety of the human being.

For Irenaeus, the event of the creation of the human being possesses consequences
not least for the image of God. The creative power of God reveals itself precisely in the
fact that he can form something living out of dust. What was formed originally pos-
sessed the image of God.!( Irenaeus can even say that “we belonged by nature to the
omnipotent God” (cf. natura essemus Dei omnipotentis, Haer. $.!.!). Not only the in-
visible soul of the human being but also his visible parts are the image of the invisible
God. Here, the body is “the image” of God,!& the soul “the likeness” of God, as can be
seen from Irenaeus’ presentation of the apostolic proclamation (Epid. !!):

ButHe fashioned (!¨΅῭῭%) manwithHis ownHands, taking the purest,
the *nest <and the most delicate> [elements] of the earth, mixing (῭·-
΄()΅**·+,) with the earth, in due measure, His own power (-.*/+,0); and
because He <sketched upon> the handiwork (!¨΅῭+/) His own form –
in order that what would be seen should be godlike (1232,-40), for man
was placed upon the earth fashioned <in> the image (25(6*) of God.!+

!%Cf. alsoHaer. $.+.!, where Irenaeus explains that we already have the Spirit now as a pledge and for this
reason already nowbecome pneumatic human beings who do not live according to the ’esh. This shows that
for the pneumatic being it is not necessary – and also not possible – to lay aside the ’esh.

!$InHaer. $.&.!–" Irenaeus endeavors to prove that there is no immortal element in the human being but
rather that the talk of the resurrection of the dead (cf. !Cor !$.)(, %"–%); Rom +.!!) can refer only to the ’esh,
which dies and goes into the earth.

!(Cf. Haer. $.(.! (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $)!): “For by the
hands of the Father, that is, by the Son and the Holy Spirit, man, and not [merely] a part of man, was made
in the likeness of God. Now the soul and the spirit are certainly a part of the man, but certainly not theman;
for the perfect man consists in the commingling and the union of the soul receiving the spirit of the Father,
and the admixture of that ’eshly nature which was moulded after the image of God.”

!&On the question of the corporality of God, which naturally follows from this, cf. C. Markschies,Gottes
Körper. Jüdische, christliche und pagane Gottesvorstellungen in der Antike (Munich: Beck, "#!(), "(!–(& (ET
=C.Markschies,God’s Body: Jewish, Christian, and Pagan Images of God, trans. A. J. Edmonds [Waco: Bay-
lor University Press, "#!,], !,)–,+). In his review of the texts, Markschies concludes that Irenaeus (amidst all
unclarity in his statements) does not attribute a material body to God but a body in the “form of immaterial
structures of amaterial corporeality” (Markschies,God’s Body, !,$; cf. Markschies,Gottes Körper, "(): “Form
von geistigen Strukturen einer materiellen Körperlichkeit”).

!+Trans. J. Behr, ed., St. Irenaeus of Lyons, On the Apostolic Preaching (Crestwood: St. Vladamir’s Semi-
nary Press, !,,&) %(with Greek words inserted by Behr.
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Irenaeus can ground the special dignity of human $esh not only with recourse to the
creation of the human being according to Gen %.& but also with reference to the end of
salvation history, the incarnation of the Word of God. For the incarnation of Jesus is
also said to show that the $esh of the human being comes fromGod and that the body
of the human being has been formed by God, according to his image.

The human being, however, lost the image of God through apostasy, the
Fall.!’ This loss is the starting point of the development of the economyof
salvation and of the event of recapitulation. In this line of argumentation,
Irenaeus traces back the conception of the redeemability of the $esh to its
recapitulation through the incarnation of theWord ofGod. According to
Irenaeus, Christ has come in the $esh (cf. John !.!"a) because the $esh of
the human being was meant to be saved.%( The incarnation of the Logos
serves the recapitulation of Adam, the formation of God, in Christ, and
reconciles human $esh withGod again.%! It makes the human being to be
in the image of God again.

With the reconciliation of the $esh and the restoration of the image
of God lost through the Fall, there is a recognizable change to a di)erent
level of justi*cation in which the sin of Adam stands at the center. Per-
ishability and death appear here not as qualities of matter but rather as a
consequence of human beings’ distance fromGod, which is overcome by
the incarnate Logos. Irenaeus develops here a reciprocal understanding of
the incarnation. The Lord becomes like us in order that we may become
perfected to him: “by letting God come down to human beings through
the Spirit and through his incarnation letting the human being ascend to
God” (Haer. +.!.!). It is conspicuous that here the Spirit does not serve to
let the human being come toGod and it is not the incarnation that brings
God to the human being, but vice versa: The gift of the Spirit brings God
to the human being, while the incarnation lets the human being ascend to
God. This interpretation of gift of the Spirit and the incarnation shows

!’Cf. Haer. +.!.! (N. Brox, ed., Irenäus, Adversus haereses I–V, trans. N. Brox, FChr #/!–+ [Freiburg:
Herder, !’’,–%((!], #/+, %-; trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” +%&): Et quo-
niam iniuste dominabatur nobis apostasia et, cum natura essemus Dei omnipotentis, alienavit nos contra nat-
uram, suos proprios faciens discipulos . . . (“And since the apostasy tyrannized over us unjustly, and, though we
were by nature the property of the omnipotent God, alienated us contrary to nature, rendering us its own
disciples ...”).

%(C. Uhrig,“Und dasWort ist Fleisch geworden.” Zur Rezeption von Joh !,!"a und zur Theologie der Fleis-
chwerdung in der griechischen vornizänischen Patristik, Münsterische Beiträge zur Theologie -, (Münster:
Aschendor), %(("), !%" points out that that the history of Israel and the prophetic promise of Christ are
already adduced and interpreted by Irenaeus with a clear emphasis on the incarnation of the Logos.

%!Cf. here again the central passage ofHaer. +.!".! (Brox, ed., Irenäus, #/+, !!"; trans. Roberts andDonald-
son, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” +"!): si enim non haberet caro salvari, nequaquam Verbum Dei caro
factum esset [. . . ]; “For if the $esh were not in a position to be saved, theWord of God would in no wise have
become $esh.”
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the soteriological intertwining of the human being with Christ and what
is exemplary in the Christ event.""

As becomes clear, Irenaeus can use the term “’esh” for the whole person, thus stressing
his creatureliness and thereby also taking up biblical language (cf. Gen (.!); &.!!; Lev
!*.*; Isa %#.$–(; %&."(; and elsewhere; cf. also ! Pet !."%). Beyond this, he di+erenti-
ates the ’eshly substance of the human being more ,nely into veins and arteries (the
conduits for blood and pneuma), nerves, bones, eyes, ears, hands, tendons, di+erent
innards, and blood, which is the connection of soul and body. All this is formed in
this way through God’s art and wisdom and therefore also has a share in God’s power
(Haer. $.*."). God’s creative power shows itself precisely therein (Haer. $.*."):

But that He is powerful in all these respects, we ought to perceive from
our origin, inasmuch as God, taking dust from the earth, formed man.
And surely it is much more di-cult and incredible, from non-existent
bones, and nerves, and veins, and the rest of man’s organization, to bring
it about that all this should be, and tomakeman an animated and rational
creature..."*

For Irenaeus the !¨΅῭ thus occupies a central place in the de,nition of the human being
and is understood by him as a decisively physical, substantial entity. This also a+ects
his understanding of physical death. In Haer. $.!–!%, death interests Irenaeus not as a
consequence of sin and of human beings’ disturbed relationship to God but rather as
an essential quality of the earthly substance. This substance-ontological embedding of
the question of the salvation of the ’esh is, among other things, also recognizable in
the fact that Irenaeus speaks of the body and ’esh of the human being not only in an
ethical dimension pertaining to life conduct and does not only use “’esh,” following
Paul, as a cipher for a ’eshly conduct that takes its orientation from what is earthly
or understand ’esh merely as an anthropological component that comes alongside the
soul and characterizes the humanbeing inhis creatureliness. Rather, goingbeyond this,
Irenaeus, in Haer. $.!–!%, de,nes the ’esh of the human being as a part of the whole,
perishable matter that comes from the earth, upon which the creator God has acted.
This is central for his train of thought. Via nourishment, for example, the ’esh has a
direct connection to gifts of creation, such as the fruit of the vine and wheat. With all
the works of God created from the earth, it also shares, however, the characteristic of
being something that came to be and something that changes and is perishable. These
same characteristics also applywhen Irenaeus comes to speak of the humanity ofChrist
and of his salvi,c activity.

""The event of redemption realizes itself exemplarily in relation to Christ; in his incarnation the assump-
tion and redemption of human ’esh as such takes place. The model of an exemplary validity of the Christ
event is also present in the Gospel of Philip, when Jesus’ baptism is recounted there in such a way that it
appears as a paradigm for the ritual of baptism and as pre,guration of Christian baptism.

"*Trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $"&.



!"# Christine Jacobi

!." Jesus’ Flesh is Like Ours

Also in the presentation of the event of salvation, Irenaeus can introduce the “$esh”
both as a direct subject and as an object of the events, and thus inHaer. ".!%.&, follow-
ing a quotation from Col !.&!–&&, he can write:

He says, “Ye have been reconciled in the body of His $esh,” because
the righteous $esh has reconciled that $esh which was being kept under
bondage in sin, and brought it into friendship with God.&%

Thus, in this text Irenaeus can even designate the saving reconciliation withGod of the
human being who is far fromGod as a deed of the $esh itself; the “$esh” appears as the
agent of this event. InHaer. ".!.! he can analogously describe the salvi’c signi’cance of
the death of Jesus as follows:

Since the Lord thus has redeemed us through His own blood, giving His
soul for our souls, and His $esh for our $esh . . . .&"

The saving death of Jesus is divided into the individual components of his human exis-
tence (“his $esh for our $esh”) to emphasize that this death decidedly also includes the
physiological components of the human being in redemption.

The presupposition for the event of redemption described in this way is the convic-
tion that the Irenaean de’nition of caro as a substance that originates from the forma-
tion made from dust (Caro enim vere primae plasmationis e limo factae successio,Haer.
".!%.&) applies also to Jesus’ $esh. A central statement in the line of argument of book "
ofAdversus haereses is then also that Jesus’ $esh does not di(er fromour $esh according
to its substance. Irenaeus therefore speaks of the $esh of Jesus not only in the context
of the incarnation and the reconciling salvi’c death but also explicitly in the context
of general corporeal, physical contexts. Along with the $esh of Jesus, he mentions his
blood, veins, nerves, and bones and then pointedly states inHaer. ".&.&: “which [sub-
stance] theWord ofGodwas trulymade.”&)Here, John !.!%a stands in the background,
though in a clearly concretized reworking. The Word of God has, so to speak, himself
become creation, the dust from which ears, eyes, nerves, bones, etc. come. In Christ,
the passive matter that receives life thus connects itself to the life-giving Spirit – in this
regard the Christian anticipates the glorious existence of the human being.

There is thus only one real $esh. If the $esh of Jesus had been of a di(erent sub-
stance – a view that is advocated, among others, in the Gospel of Philip (cf. Gos. Phil.

&%Trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” "%!.
&"Haer. ".!.! (Brox, ed., Irenäus, */", &+; trans. Roberts andDonaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,”

"&+): Suo igitur sanguine redimente nos Domino, et dante animam suam pro nostra anima et carnem suam
pro nostris carnibus . . . .

&)Cf. Haer. ".&.& (Brox, ed., Irenäus, */", ,&; trans. Roberts andDonaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Here-
sies,” "&*): Sanguis enim non est nisi a venis et carnibus et a reliqua quae est secundum hominem substantia,
quae vere factumVerbumDei (“For blood can only come from veins and $esh, and whatsoever else makes up
the substance of man, such as the Word of God was actually made”).
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%"c, NHC II,&, p. ’(.&!–&%) – then, according to Irenaeus, it could not have reconciled
human )esh."% This line of argument is developed especially inHaer. $.!*.":

But if the Lord became incarnate for any other order of things, and took
)esh of any other substance, He has not then summed up human nature
in His own person, nor in that case can He be termed )esh. For )esh has
been trulymade [to consist in] a transmission of that thingmoulded orig-
inally from the dust. But if it had been necessary for Him to draw the
material [of His body] from another substance, the Father would at the
beginning havemoulded thematerial [of )esh] from a di+erent substance
[than from what He actually did]. But now the case stands thus, that the
Word has saved that which really was [created, viz.,] humanity which had
perished, e+ecting by means of Himself that communion which should
be heldwith it, and seeking out its salvation. But the thingwhich had per-
ished possessed )esh and blood. For the Lord, taking dust from the earth,
moulded man; and it was upon his behalf that all the dispensation of the
Lord’s advent took place. He had Himself, therefore, )esh and blood, re-
capitulating in Himself not a certain other, but that original handiwork
of the Father, seeking out that thing which had perished."(

In contrast to ours, the )esh of Jesus does, however, possess a special ethical quality.
It is righteous and therefore reconciles the )esh that is held fast in sin with God. The
previously cited interpretation of the Colossians quotation inHaer. $.!*.& also clari,es
this connection. The fact that the )esh of Jesus is righteous and is not under the rule of
sin also manifests itself in the conception and birth of Jesus. According toHaer. $.!.&,
Jesus’ birth di+ered from every natural birth, for (according to Luke !.&$), “the Holy
Ghost came uponMary, and the power of the Most High did overshadow her: where-
fore also what was generated is a holy thing, and the Son of the Most High God.”"-
Thus, God himself brought about the incarnation and “showed forth a new [kind of]
generation”&# (Haer. $.!.&).

Finally, one last aspect of Irenaeus’ use of!¨΅῭ is conspicuous. Although,with John
’.$!–$(, the letters of Ignatius, and Justin’s apology, the expression “!¨΅῭ of Jesus” had
already become established for the eucharistic bread at the time of the composition of
Adversus haereses, Irenaeus, as far as I can see, never identi,es the bread with the !¨΅῭
(caro) of Jesus but always with his !%·΄ (corpus). This is noteworthy insofar as Irenaeus

"%Cf. also de Andia, Homo Vivens, "*(–*-: “L’eucharistie repose sur la consubstantialitié charnelle du
corps et du sang du Christ avec notre corps et notre sang.”

"(Trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $*!.
"-Trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $"%.
&#Trans. Roberts andDonaldson, eds., “IrenaeusAgainstHeresies,” $"%. Irenaeus speaks in this context of

two kinds of begetting, a natural one, from which human beings inherit death and a new begetting through
which human beings receive life (Haer. $.!.&). This is reminiscent of the notion of begetting in the Gospel
of Philip. There, however, this special begetting or birth of the new body of the redeemer is individually
retraced by the believers in the ritual and through this life is obtained; the Christians are themselves begotten
anew. By contrast, Irenaeus a.rms that it is the same God who formed Adam and the living human being;
it is even “the same hand” of God (Patris manus).
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does not otherwise distinguish between corpus and caro (sometimes he also uses plasma)
but rather uses these terms synonymously with reference to human beings. For the eu-
charistic elements, by contrast, Irenaeus uses – also inHaer. $.!%." and ".#.& – the terms
“body and blood of Jesus” (corpus et sanguis Christi), which likewise occur in the Syn-
optic words of institution. However, for describing the humanity of Jesus (e.g.,Haer.
".!.#), the expression caro et sanguis is a composite phrase that is preferred by Irenaeus,
and there is talk of the “’esh of Jesus” in this way also in the context that is of interest
to us here. In Haer. ".#.&, in the passage that I specify as the second part and as an in-
sertion, which is concerned in general with the substance of the ’esh of Jesus and with
the constitution of every human being, there is also talk of the caro of Jesus (cf., e.g.,
alsoHaer. ".!(.#).

$. The Transforming and Life-Giving Activity of the Spirit in Nature, in the
Eucharist, and in the Resurrection

!." Introduction

The substantiality of the ’esh is emphasized not only via the semantic )eld of phys-
iological components (“nerves and bones”), in which it appears in Irenaeus, but also
through the fact that Irenaeus connects it to biological processes such as the ingestion
of nourishment. Thus, its growth, buildup, and nourishment through food and drink
come into view. At the same time, Irenaeus can use this aspect for his interpretation
of the Eucharist, which he initially speci)es in a biological, natural-scienti)c approach
as ingestion of nourishment. In the Eucharist, the ’esh is built up through the gifts of
creation and nourished (Haer. ".#.&), for example, through the fruit of the vine and
through wheat. In this way the ’esh becomes part of a large, divinely established and
enlivened connection between the dust of the earth, the fruitfulness of the earth, and
their gifts (vine, wheat), which then become the human being’s nourishment. In this
way, Irenaeus establishes a direct connection between the creation of the human being
fromearth, his bodily character, andhis continuing subsistence through created things.
All these processes and conditions have a share in the earth and emerge from it. At the
same time, they all need an enlivening principle from outside, which shall be examined
more closely in what follows.

!.# The Concept of Life in Irenaeus

In the quoted text fromHaer. ".#.&, “eternal life” ismentioned right at the beginning. It
is designated as the “gift of God,” which is given in the Eucharist to the communicants.

How can they contest that the ’esh is capable of receiving the gift of God,
which is eternal life?

With the view that the reception of the Eucharist meal elements mediates “life” to the
recipients of the Eucharist, Irenaeus takes up a traditional understanding of the Eu-
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charist, as it is also represented in the Didache and letters of Ignatius.%! With respect to
the !¨΅῭ of Jesus, texts that connect the Eucharist to the term life (John &.$!–$’; Did.
(.%; !#."–%; Ign. Eph. "#."; Ign. Smyrn. ).!) show an interest in its e*ect, but, in distinc-
tion from Irenaeus, do not give special attention to the quality of the !¨΅῭ as substance.
In the Didache, the meal elements are placed in a connection to ordinary nourishment
and give not only transitory life but eternal life. Both forms of nourishment are, how-
ever, gifts of the one creator God, a point that is reminiscent of Haer. $.".%. Prior to
Irenaeus, Ignatius presents a medicinal metaphor for the life-giving e*ect of the cor-
rectly celebrated Eucharist in his letter to the Ephesians (Ign. Eph. "#."), where he gives
the Eucharist the designation%¨΅·΄()* +,΄*΄!-΄.. It is common to these texts that they
connect (sometimes in an unspeci+c way) the gift of eternal life to the eucharistic ele-
ments, which as nourishment or “medicine” exercise a corresponding e*ect, and that
the +nal resurrection is at the same time still expected in the future.

According to Irenaeus, too, “eternal life” is not, for example, a +xed, naturally given
quality of the substance or nature of a human being (for example, of a pneumatic per-
son)%" but rather something that is given to the humanbeing from outside, in the Lord’s
Supper. In this respect, Irenaeus stands in the tradition described above, which views
eternal life as a salvi+c good mediated in the Eucharist. Unlike John &.$!–$’, however,
inHaer. $.".% Irenaeus does not understand the gift of life as a relation between the be-
liever and Christ constituted by faith; he does not understand it spatially as remaining
in Christ or in the “salvi+c sphere” of Christ. Instead, it is more likely that he takes up
a conception of nourishment that is also attested in the Didache, according to which
the bread and the wine are special, spiritual foods that make possible not temporal but
rather eternal life. For him the meal elements have a direct e*ect upon the ,esh of the
believer,%% to the point that this “life” bene+ts the ,esh of the recipient via the meal el-
ements and becomes its special quality. Here too, the focus is again on the !esh, which
actually comes into view as the component that creates continuity between the present
and the future life.

The ,esh is conceptualized as a passive entity, which can, however, take on charac-
teristics of the actively operating Spirit, for which Irenaeus uses the image of a burning

%!On this, see Chapter " on Ignatius in Jacobi, Leiblich vermitteltes Leben, %$-)&. Cf. also D.-A. Koch,
“Eucharistievollzug und Eucharistieverständnis in derDidache,” inThe Eucharist – Its Origins andContexts.
SacredMeal, Communal Meal, Table Fellowship in Late Antiquity, Early Judaism, and Early Christianity,
vol. ": Patristic Traditions, Iconography, ed. D. Hellholm and D. Sänger, WUNT %)& (Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, "#!)), ’-$–’!; L. Wehr, “Die Eucharistie in den Briefen des Ignatius von Antiochien,” in The Eu-
charist. Its Origins and Contexts. Sacred Meal, Communal Meal, Table Fellowship in Late Antiquity, Early
Judaism, and Early Christianity, vol. ": Patristic Traditions, Iconography, ed. D. Hellholm and D. Sänger,
WUNT %)& (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!)), ’’%–(##; L.Wehr,Arznei der Unsterblichkeit. Die Eucharistie
bei Ignatius von Antiochien und im Johannesevangelium, NTA.NF !’ (Münster: Aschendor*, !(’)), %$!–$&.

%"Cf., however, the interpretation of John &.$% among the Naassenes (Hippolytus,Haer. $.’.!!).
%%Cf. here also the correspondence between the ,esh and blood of Jesus and our ,esh and blood, which

Justin ("Apol. ##) describes (on this, see the excursus on "Apol. && below). Justin also interprets the elements
of bread andwine as nourishment, though precisely not as ordinary food but as !¨΅῭ (΄/ ΄0·΄ of the incarnate
Jesus that, after a transformation, nourish our,esh and blood. In Justin a connection to eternal life is lacking.
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torch and a wet sponge.$# The %esh can in principle receive life.$" After all, it lives also
in the present, i.e., one can already recognize now that it has a share in temporal life.
From this Irenaeus infers that it is even more capable of having a share also in the fu-
ture, eternal life. He understands the %esh as the one bearer of both the present and the
future life, and insofar as it is enlivened at every time by God, it becomes the connect-
ing link between the two forms of existence. On the one hand, in its materiality and in
its connection via nourishment, for example, through bread and wine, the %esh is part
of the whole perishable creation. On the other hand, through the reception of the gift
of eternal life it participates in the imperishability of God. Irenaeus apparently avoids
a potential view of eternal life and imperishable corporeality in the glori&ed existence
in which this appears completely detached from the earthly corporeality that exists in
creation. Instead, his concern is to connect the future life as well to the %esh that comes
from the creation and to continue to understand it as part of the divine creative activ-
ity. Even though the %esh is not itself heir of the kingdom of God, even though it is
passive, it nevertheless shows – in its special di’erentiation in the human body with all
its organs and speci&c functions – the artistry and wisdom of God, as it is recognizable
in the whole creation and as it will show itself again also in the heavenly glory.

In the Eucharistic section inHaer. ".(.$, there is also then talk of the caro, especially
with reference to the recipient of the Eucharist. His caro is, so to speak, the actual ad-
dressee in the event of the Eucharist. Irenaeus describes eternal life as something bound
to the eucharistic gifts, whence it is passed on to the recipient of the Eucharist, in order
to build up his %esh and change its quality. In thisway, the dynamic and relational char-
acter of the giving of life in John, the opening of an intensive relationship and mutual
immanence through faith in Jesus and his saving death, for which the “chewing of the
%esh of Jesus” stands metaphorically, is “materialized” inHaer. ".(.$ and interpreted in
the sense of a biological event of receiving nourishment. The giving of life starts with
the %esh, works upon the %esh of the recipient of the Eucharist, and changes it. This
ultimately enables the %eshly substance to receive imperishability. In this way, Irenaeus
establishes a direct, substantial connection between the reception of the Eucharist and
the future resurrection of the dead. Above all, however, his interpretation of the Eu-
charist is oriented in such a way that it becomes an argument for his central thesis re-
garding the salvation of human %esh.

$#In this sense, the %esh can also be “inherited” (cf. Haer. ".).#).
$"Cf. J. Behr, Asceticism and Anthropology in Irenaeus and Clement, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, (***), )+ (with reference to Haer. (.$# and ".$.$): “this passage emphasizes that man lives as long as
God wants, or as long as God confers life on his %esh. It is important to note that although it is God who
provides life, it is man who lives. Participating in this life provided by God, man does not lose his identity;
nor does the gift exist apart from him or superadded to him; but, rather, the gift is ‘personalized’ by each
human being: the gift is life, yet it is the human being who lives this life in their %esh.”
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!." How is Imperishability Mediated to the Flesh? Adversus haereses #.$." in the Frame-
work of Ancient Theories of Nourishment

To ground the end-time resurrection of the %esh vis-à-vis critics, Irenaeus must answer
the question of how the immaterial Spirit can a&ect human %esh. The starting point
is the view that %esh/matter and spirit stand over against each other and are distinct
spheres. Since Irenaeus a’rms the material, substantial %eshliness of the human being
also in the resurrection and avoids the notion of a transformed “pneumatic body,” he
must conceptualize how imperishability can bemediated in a correspondinglymaterial
and substantial way.() In doing so, Irenaeus endeavors to satisfy contemporary scien-
ti*c theories about the character and development of human nature. Here, he stands
in the tradition of early Christian apologists.(+

He begins his argument with the eucharistic elements bread and cup or wheat and
vine and presupposes here that human – and then also Jesus’ – %esh, just like bread and
cup, come from the earth. Between the human body and the gifts of the earth there
operates, as an establishment of the divine order of creation, a circle of nourishment.
Presupposing this view, Irenaeus can, *nally, draw on ancient theories of nourishment
regarding the growth of human %esh for his explanation of the salvation of the %esh

()One of the presuppositions comes from the Jewish or early Christian tradition of the word of God as
“bread” for human beings. Cf. also the image of “milk” for Jesus’ teaching and person/saving work, which
is received and interiorized by human beings in faith (cf. John ); ! Cor () – this metaphoricism actually
pictorially depicts faith.

(+Cf., for example, Athenagoras’ tractate on the resurrection (De Resurrectione). In this work, Athenago-
ras, on the one hand, critically engageswith views that contest the bodily resurrection and, on the other hand,
presents positive arguments for the bodily resurrection. He *rst presents a picture of the body, in which this
is composed of individual parts. The living human being is composed of soul and body together (it also
corresponds to this view that bodily continuity of the human being after his resurrection is not linked to
material correspondence but to the rejoining together of the body’s own parts [!¨΅῭% ·΄¨()*% +(,῭%]). In
Res. !,, Athenagoras then also speaks of the double nature of the human being: taken on its own, the soul is
free of desires, whereas the body recognizes neither law nor right. Correspondingly, death is the separation of
soul and body and the dissolution of the composite body (Res. !)). Athenagoras consequently understands
the resurrection of the body not as a re-enlivening of the bodily substance but as the rejoining together of
the parts of the body that fell apart in death. For Athenagoras, the *rst argument for the bodily resurrection
consists in the creative power of God. Thus, he describes the event of resurrection (interfused with Pla-
tonic conceptions) in analogy to creation. His second argument is natural-scienti*c in character and aimed
against an objection that comes from outside. A body that serves the nourishment and thus the building up
of a di&erent body could not rise. Against the background of a theory of digestion in which nourishment
builds up the body, the devoured human being is partly assimilated to the animal body (and evenmore com-
plexly: if the animals, in turn, are eaten by human beings and thus serve the building up of their bodies –
to whom, then, do the parts belong in the resurrection?). In Res. (–-, Athenagoras engages critically with
this “chain-nourishment-argument.” Not only is it possible for God to bring together scattered parts again.
The chain-nourishment-argument can also be invalidated from a scienti*c perspective. Some nourishment
is inappropriate and does not serve the building up of the bodily substance. In its case, parts are not digested
and assimilated to the body that is to be nourished (Res. $). The nature of the human being (and the natu-
ral development of all living beings) would also show that they pass through serious bodily changes – they
develop from seeds via adolescence and mature to an old person (Res. !+). These observable changes let one
infer that the human being can undergo fundamental bodily changes again also after his physical death. On
Athenagoras, see, in general, N.Kiel,Ps-Athenagoras, “DeResurrectione.”Datierung undKontextualisierung
der dem Apologeten Athenagoras zugeschriebenen Auferstehungsschrift, SVigChr !(( (Leiden: Brill, "#!)).
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and against this background sketch out the speci$c e%ect of the Eucharist.
Information about ancient conceptions regarding theway that nourishmentworks

in the human organism can be found, among others, in the writing of Ps.-Hippocrates
titledDe alimento orNutriment, which is to be dated to the beginning of the $rst cen-
tury CE.&’ There, we read (Alim. !.(–&):&)

(() !¨΅῭% ·΄ (!) *+,,-.% (!) .!/(01 (!) 230%01 (!) 4,030%01 56 7, 8(9.50%:
(!56 ·῾.%, 5=, (&) 8(9.50- (!) 5=, 4/᾿;: ·῾,!3%,.

(() It [the nourishment] increases, strengthens, clothes with *esh, makes
like, makes unlike, what is in the several parts, according to the nature (&)
of each part and its original power.

Thus, the e%ect of the nourishment consists in the promotion of the growth, strength-
ening, and building of the *esh, and it does this in the form of assimilation and dis-
similation (230%01 (!) 4,030%01, “like and unlike”). On the one hand, this manner of
operation is dependent on the organs, upon which the nourishment has an e%ect. On
the other hand, it is dependent upon the kind of nourishment, with there being dis-
agreement in ancient tractates about the exact processes involved. Thus, it appears that
the organs have the capacity to assimilate related substances but also the capacity to cut
out nourishment. The text quoted from De alimento does not clearly indicate what
assimilates and what is assimilated, i.e., whether the organs assimilate the nourishment
or the nourishment the organs.

The presentation of the ingestion of nourishment is somewhat clearer in Galen,
fromwhom an investigation of the processes related to nourishment titledDe natural-
ibus facultatibus is likewise handeddown. According to this text, powers of assimilation
and dissimilation operate between the nourishment and the respective organ (De fac.
nat. &.!"".!"–!"#.!):+,

῟: Α6/ (4(῭1,! ·Β·῭%(5!% ῝0%05Δ5Ε, 3῭5!Φ0ΓΗ Α%Α,Ι3῭,!, (!56 5Θ, !Κ5Θ,
5/Ι῝0, (!) Λ 7, 5Η Α!.5/) ῝ΒΜ%: 5Ν, .%5ΟΕ, ῭Π: 5=, 0Π(῭Ο!, 7.5) 5Χ 5/῭·03Β,Ρ
῝0%Ι5Σ5! 3῭5!Φ0ΓΔ.

&’Thus K. Deichgräber, ed., Pseudohippokrates Über die Nahrung. Text, Kommentar und Würdigung
einer stoisch-herakletisierenden Schrift aus der Zeit umChristi Geburt, AAWLM.G !)-&/& (Mainz: Akademie
der Wissenschaften und der Literatur, !)-&), !(.

&)Alim. !.(–& (LCL !+-, &+( [Jones]); trans. Jones, LCL !+-, &+& (Jacobi’s insertion). Cf. also the trans-
lation of Deichgräber, ed., Pseudohippokrates: “Sie [die Nahrung] stärkt und baut auf, bekleidet mit Fleisch
und macht ähnlich bzw. Unähnlich das in jedem Einzelnen (Enthaltene), gemäß der Natur jedes Teils und
der ursprünglich (vorhandenen) Kraft.”

+,K. G. Kühn, ed., Claudii Galeni Opera omnia, vol. (: Medicorum graecorum opera quae exstant !
(Hildesheim: Olms, !)#+ [!’(!]); trans. A. J. Brock, LCL -!, (+!.
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For, just as it has been shown that these two processes depend upon a
change of qualities, similarly also the digestion of food in the stomach
involves a transmutation of it into the quality proper to that which is re-
ceiving nourishment.

Galen interprets the event of nourishment as leading like to like and unlike to unlike.&!
In his view, nourishment is an assimilation of the thing nourishing to the thing that
is nourished, i.e., a transformation of the nourishment into the substance or into the
characteristics of the nourished organ. Nourishment can be understood as a dynamic
relationship between the organism and the nourishment substance, with powers of at-
traction, repulsion, and assimilation being active between the nourishment substances
and the body. Bread is transformed through themedium of the power into bodily sub-
stance, whereas nourishment that cannot be adapted to the respective organ is cut out.
In this way, ’tting is drawn to ’tting and assimilated, whereas the un’tting is rejected.
This is possible not only on account of the active powers but also because nourishment
substances are similar to the body substances and therefore can assimilate themselves
to the organs through transformation. And vice versa, the organs are also akin to the
nourishment.&"

The medical tractates cast light upon the presentation of the e(ect of eucharistic
nourishment upon human beings, which Irenaeus sets forth in Haer. $.".). Potential
for the interpretation of the Eucharist is possessed especially by the notion, developed
inmedicalwritings, that the*esh can absorbnourishment and receive its powers. Thus,
the *esh appears to be fundamentally in a position to assimilate stu( from outside, to
adapt it to itself, and thereby to build up its substance.

Irenaeus describes the special way inwhich the eucharistic food a(ects the recipient
as an adaptation, i.e., as an assimilation of the human *esh to the characteristics of this
special food. At the same time, when he uses the modi’ed Ephesians quotation to af-
’rm the sameness of our bodies with the body of Jesus, he emphasizes the physiological
principle of the e(ect of like upon like. Not onlywheat andwine, which come from the
earth and the vine, are components of the one creation of God and come, like the hu-
man being himself, from the earth but also the *esh of Jesus as such is like human *esh
and can also only for this reason enter into a relation of impact to the human bodies, in
which the gift of life is then transferred. Finally, the powers that, according to Galen,
operate between nourishment and bodily substance can be understood in analogy to
the power of the word of God in the Eucharist.

&!Cf. Deichgräber, ed., Pseudohippokrates, !+.
&"On this, cf. C. Ho(stadt, F. Peschke, A. Schulz-Buchta, and M. Nagenborg, eds., Der Fremdkörper,

Aspekte der Medizinphilosophie , (Bochum: Projektverlag, "##+).
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Excursus: Forerunners and Aftere$ects of the Irenaean Interpretation of the
Eucharist: Justin, ! Apol. %%.& and Gregory of Nyssa,Oratio CatecheticaMagna ’(

In his !Apology, Justin could already presuppose not only that the Eucharist is a special food – as Did.
).’; !*.&–’ and Ignatius, To the Romans (cf. Ign, Rom. (.’, where the “bread of God” stands over
against perishable food) already attest for early Christianity – but also that themanner of its operation
presents a special form of the ordinary process of nourishment.

The text of Justin’s ! Apology is addressed to Emperor Antonius Pius, his adoptive son Marcus
Aurelius, andLuciusVerus (aswell as theRoman senate and thewholeRomanpeople, as a presumable
gloss adds+’) and understands itself to be a petitionary writing and appeal for the “unjustly” hated and
maligned people from “every tribe” (! Apol. !). Alongside the fact that the grievance is addressed to
the emperor, the elements of the genre include the portrayal of the legal problem (&.!–+), the petition
for administrative intervention (’.!–"), and the reproduction of a “judicial document to establish the
legal situation.”++ Justin expands this schema to include an extended refutation of the accusation that
the Christians are deniers of God, atheists, despisers of morals, and enemies of the state, in which he
presents Christianity as a rational and honorable philosophy (!’–%*) and elucidates the cultic practice
of the Christians (%!–%(). The Christians are said to worship the one, true God with reason and in
truth (%). On the one hand, time and again, Justin presents the similarity of the Christian doctrine
to the philosophy and mythology of the Greeks and Romans. On the other hand, he postulates a
reversed relation of dependency, according to which Plato in particular had read Moses (cf. ")–%*).+"
Hiswriting demands that the addressees judgeChristians impartially andwith reason. Thepersonwho
proceeds in this way will recognize the truth of Christianity. Justin also points out that the Christians
could deny their faith in the trials but do not do so because they expect an end-time judgment and
hope for eternal existence with God (#).

The passage that is important for our context appears in ! Apol. %%, where Justin comes to speak
of the Eucharist. Only interrupted by an excursus on the “aping” ofChristian doctrine and practice by
the “demons” and on the correct interpretation of Moses and the prophets (%&–%+), ! Apol. %!.%!–%(
deals with the Christian ritual practice and the order of the worship service. After his elucidation of
baptism, which he describes with a quotation from John ’.’ as a bath for rebirth and illumination
(! Apol. %!), Justin presents the course of the celebration of the Eucharist, which follows baptism.
After baptism, everyone gathers for prayer and for the kiss of peace.+% After this, bread and a cup with
water and wine are handed to the presider; he speaks the thanksgiving over these, and they are then
distributed to all by the deacons (! Apol. %"; ! Apol. %( is similar, there as part of the Christian Sunday
worship service). In ! Apol. %%.!–&, Justin grounds the exclusivity of participation in the Eucharist,
to which only those who are baptized are admitted, with a description of the nature of the pro$ered
elements of bread and wine or drink. In doing so, he formulates a parallelism, which places aspects of
the Eucharist in relation to the salvation-historical incarnation of Jesus.

!¨ ΅῭% ·΄ (!)*+* ,%-!* !¨./ (!)*+* 0123 -34-3 5326῭*!27*, 855’ 9* -%10!* .): 51΅!·
῾7!4 =3%(!0!)᾿῾7;΄ ῟Α᾿=!4΄Β%)=-+΄ ῝ =Δ-Ε% Φ2Γ* (3; =῭%(3 (3; 3Η23 Ι0/% =Δ-7%Θ3΄ Φ2Γ*
Κ=Λ7* !Μ-Δ΄ (3; -Ν* .)’ 7¨ΛΕ΄ 51΅!· -!4 03%’ 3¨-!4 7¨Λ3%)=-᾿῾7Ο=3* -%+Π᾿* ΧΡ Σ΄ 3Η23 (3;

+’Cf. D. Minns and P. Parvis, eds., Justin, Philosopher and Martyr. Apologies, trans. D. Minns and P.
Parvis, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University Press, &**)), ’".

++Cf. D.Wyrwa, “Justin,” inPhilosophie derAntike, vol. "/!: Philosophie derKaiserzeit und der Spätantike,
ed. C. Riedweg, C. Horn, and D.Wyrwa (Basel: Schwabe, &*!#), ()*–#*%, here ()&.

+"Cf. also ! Apol. &&.
+%Cf. Tertullian,Or. !#.
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!¨΅῭%· ῭΄() *%(΄+,-./ (΅01,/(΄2 3*4/ 5῭%6/,7 (,8 !΄΅῭,9,2:·0/(,· ῾=:!,8 ῭΄᾿ !¨΅῭΄
῭΄᾿ ΄;*΄ 5῟2῟¨Α·:*%/ %Β/΄2.&’

For we do not receive these things as ordinary bread or ordinary drink.
But just

as through God’s word
Jesus Christ was made (esh,
our Savior,
and had (esh and blood
for our salvation

So we have been taught
that also the through a word of prayer&) from him
with thanksgiving furnished nourishment,
from which our blood and (esh according to a transformation are nourished,
is (esh and blood
of that Jesus who was made (esh.

The parallel structure already shows that Justin introduces two kinds of analogies. One analogy is be-
tween the activity of the word in the incarnation of Jesus and the activity of the word of prayer in the
Eucharist. The other analogy is between Jesus Christ’s assumption of !¨΅῝ and ΄;*΄ in the incarnation
(!΄΅῭,9,2:·%᾿· =:!,8· Δ΅2!(Ε· . . . ῭΄᾿ !¨΅῭΄ ῭΄᾿ ΄;*΄ . . . Φ!Α%/) and the fact that according to Christian
doctrine the eucharistic nourishment “is” the (esh and blood of Jesus (%ΓΑ΄΅2!(:·%Η!΄/ (΅Ι1:/ . . . 5῭%-
6/,7 (,8 !΄΅῭,9,2:·0/(,· ῾=:!,8 ῭΄᾿ !¨΅῭΄ ῭΄᾿ ΄;*΄ 5῟2῟¨Α·:*%/ %Β/΄2).

In the second analogy, it is conspicuous that there is not talk of a transformation of the meal ele-
ments into the (esh and blood of Jesus, and Justin also does not clarify how bread and drink become
Jesus’ (esh and blood.&% It is true that Othmar Perler assumes that %ΓΑ΄΅2!(%Η/ is already used here
as a terminus technicus, which is to be translated with “become Eucharist” and not with “bless with
thanksgiving.”$# In that case, there would be talk here, in the clause ῭΄᾿ (./ ῟2’ %ΓΑΘ· -ΕΚ,7 (,8 9΄΅’
΄Γ(,8 %ΓΑ΄΅2!(:·%Η!΄/ (΅Ε1:/, of the “Eucharist becoming” of the elements bread and drink, and this
would be connected with the activity of the word. Against this view, however, nothing suggests that
%ΓΑ΄΅2!(%Η/ already has this meaning here. For Justin it is solely decisive that we are not dealing here
with ordinary (῭,2/Ε·) food and that the entire event has its correspondence in the incarnation of Jesus
Christ for our salvation. It is true that one could infer from this correspondence that the activity of the
word plays a role, but this is not developed further.$! Thus, %ΓΑ΄΅2!(:·%Η!΄/ (΅Ε1:/ is here, initially, to

&’Justin, !Apol. **.!–" (M.Marcovich, ed., IustiniMartyris Apologiae pro Christianis, PTS +) [Berlin: de
Gruyter, !%%&]).

&)The expression ῟2’ %ΓΑΘ· -ΕΚ,7 (,8 9΄΅’ ΄Γ(,8 can be interpreted in di,erent ways. If -ΕΚ,· is dependent
on %ΓΑΛ, it would need to be translated with “through a prayer of the Word” (i.e., of the Logos, genitivus
subjectivus) or “through prayer of aword” (the words of institution that Christ spoke) or “through a prayer
for theWord” (Logos, genitivus objectivus). If, by contrast, %ΓΑΛ is dependent on -ΕΚ,·, then onemust render
it with “through a word of prayer” (i.e., through a prayer word, genitivus explicativus). On this, cf. Perler,
“Logos und Eucharistie nach Justinus I. Apol C. **,” &’$.

&%Cf. also A. Lindemann, “Die eucharistische Mahlfeier bei Justin und Irenäus,” in The Eucharist – Its
Origins and Contexts. Sacred Meal, Communal Meal, Table Fellowship in Late Antiquity, Early Judaism,
and Early Christianity, vol. ": Patristic Traditions, Iconography, ed. D. Hellholm and D. Sänger, WUNT
+’* (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, "#!’), %#!–+&, here %+#.

$#Cf. Perler, “Logos und Eucharistie nach Justinus I. Apol C. **,” &’%.
$!Cf. also J. Schröter, Das Abendmahl. Frühchristliche Deutungen und Impulse für die Gegenwart, SBS

"!# (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, "##*), )+–)&: “As in the Didache, there is thus also in Justin a close
connection between the prayers of thanksgiving and the special character of the food of the Eucharist.”
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be translated simply with “nourishment over which a thanksgiving has been spoken.”$%
Nevertheless, the text does speak of a transformation – namely, with the term !¨΅῭%·΄( in the

relative clause, which refers to the nourishment of the blood and &esh of human beings. Under the
presupposition that the concern of the sentence construction is above all with the transformation of
the food in the Eucharist and is to be translated with “to become Eucharist,” J. Betz therefore assumed
that for the event of the transformation of the food, Justin, with the relative clause )* +, ῭-!῭ .῭/ 012.¨,
.῭΅3 !¨΅῭%·΄45 ΅267·5΅῭8 9!:5, invokes a quasi-natural-scienti’c argument of the general transforma-
tion of nourishment and the assimilation of nourishment into bodily substance in order to explain the
transformation of the eucharistic food. “From the natural transformation capacity of food, which
becomes &esh and blood in the living organism,” Justin derives the ability “that also in the Eucharist
nourishment can become the &esh and blood of Jesus.”$( Betz therefore translates: “Not like ordinary
bread and ordinary drink do we take it. Rather, in the same way as Jesus Christ, our redeemer, who
became &esh through the logos of God, had &esh and blood, so, according to our doctrine, the food
that has become Eucharist through a prayer for the logos that comes from him (God) is the &esh and
blood of that very Jesus who became &esh, as (also otherwise) with us &esh and blood are formed from
food on the basis of the transformation of the nourishment.”$)

In my judgment, J. Betz is correct in his view that ancient conceptions of the transformation of
nourishment into bodily substance stand in the background of this text, as they are also found, for
example, in the quoted passage fromGalen. This is supported not least by the fact that Galen likewise
uses the term !¨΅῭%·΄( for this process. But is the !¨΅῭%·΄( in the ingestion of nourishment in the rel-
ative clause in ! Apol. "".% ultimately meant to ground a transformation of the eucharistic elements?
The attachment of )* +, ΅· ¨·῾῭280΅=᾿¨;0῭5 ΅2῟7=5 speaks against the translation and interpretation by
Betz. The relative pronoun undoubtedly refers to the previously mentioned eucharistic nourishment,
which nourishes (our?)$$ &esh and blood “according to a/our transformation.”Only this nourishment
is spoken of here – and not other, ordinary nourishment. To this extent, Betz’s translation, which
understands the relative clause as a general statement about the physiological transformation of nour-
ishment into &esh and blood, is unconvincing. If, however, this understanding is excluded, why then
does Justin speak at all of human ῭-!῭ .῭/ 012.¨, at this point? After all, in !Apol. "".%, Jesus’ 012* and
῭-!῭ is conspicuously set in relation to our ῭-!῭ .῭/ 012.¨, (and in order to distinguish the &esh and
blood of Jesus from that of human beings Justin changes, when he speaks of human &esh and blood,
the order of the word pair and uses the plural 012.¨,).

One possibility is that the “transformation” refers simply to the transformation of the nourish-
ment into bodily substance, as the event in which we are nourished (cf. Ps.-Hippocrates,De alimento
and Galen,De naturalibus facultatibus). Thus, Justin could simply emphasize here that the Eucharist
also presents an ingestion of nourishment in which the &esh is built up. Against this view, one can,
however, invoke (in addition to the fact that this information is actually super&uous and delivers noth-
ing for the special signi’cance of the Eucharist with which Justin is, after all, concerned) the fact that
the whole sentence structure is constructed in parallel and that alongside the two aforementioned par-
allels, i.e., the activity of the W/word and the salvation-historical and eucharistic “incarnation,” there
is also a possible third parallel that pertains to the salvi’c e*ect. In the ’rst part Justin states that the

$%Thus, C. Markschies, “Abendmahl II.!: Alte Kirche,” in RGG4 ! (!++,), !$–%!, here !" (ET = C.
Markschies, “Eucharist/Communion II. Church History !. Early Church,” in RPP ) [%##,], "%!–%$, here
"%%).

$(J. Betz,Die Eucharistie in der Zeit der griechischen Väter, vol. !/!: Die Aktualpräsenz der Person und des
Heilswerkes Jesu imAbendmahl nach der vorephesinischen griechischen Patristik (Freiburg: Herder, !+$$), %-%.

$)J. Betz,Die Eucharistie in der Zeit der griechischen Väter, %",.
$$The reference of 9!:5 is not clear and is interpreted in di*erentways. Cf. Perler, “Logos undEucharistie

nach Justinus I. Apol C. "",” ),%, who assigns 9!:5 to !¨΅῭%·΄(, and Schröter, Das Abendmahl, ,), who,
by contrast, relates 9!:5 to ῭-!῭ .῭/ 012.¨,.
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incarnation took place for our !¨΅῭%·΄. This statement of salvation could have its counterpart in the
comment about the salvi&c transformation of our ’esh and blood that is brought about through the
eucharistic nourishment: () *+ ΄,-΄ .΄/ !0%.1+ .΄΅2 -1΅΄34567 ΅%8947΅΄: ·-῾7.

If this is correct, then Justin does not stop with a description of our nourishment through the
eucharistic food as an ordinary process of the transformation of nourishment into bodily substance.
Rather, as the incarnation in the&rst part, he enriches also the eucharistic incarnationwith a soteriolog-
ical signi&cance. Not only the historical but also the eucharistic incarnation is there for our salvation,
in that Jesus’ ’esh and blood, through a transformation, nourish our ’esh and blood and prepare them
for the resurrection and eternal glorious existence.$% If one views this text from the perspective of the
later interpretation of the Eucharist in Irenaeus, then the result of the -1΅΄345= can only be the en-
abling of the human ’esh and blood for imperishability. The signi&cance of the Eucharist as spiritual
nourishment and as a ritual that mediates perfect life is already attested in the Didache and in the let-
ters of Ignatius. Thus, this would also be nothing unusual in the context of !Apology. However, Justin
would be the &rst transmitted witness to locate the e(ect of the Eucharist speci&cally in the !0%) and
΄,-΄ of the believer and to describe this e(ect as a physiological process.$)

It is problematic for such an understanding of the text that Justin, beyond the short relative clause
and the parallel constructed sentence structure, does not adduce any further arguments that would
support this interpretation. However, the concern in the context is with describing and defending
the gatherings of Christians for worship to outsiders and not, by contrast, with the Christian belief in
the resurrection of the ’esh. This is di(erent in Irenaeus, who engages in detail and against the back-
ground of very di(erent fronts with the salvation of the ’esh and therefore deals at length with the
eucharistic e(ect on human ’esh. Justin, by contrast, professes the resurrection of the ’esh in another
place, namely, inDial. *#.$, in the context of a disputewith di(erent streamswithinChristianity: ᾿;῟Α
Β8, .΄/ 1῝ ΅:78+ 1Δ!:7 Ε%Φ4῟7Γ-471+ .΄΅2 Η07΅΄ Ι%:!΅:΄74·, .΄/ !¨΅῭%· ΄()!*¨!+( ῟17=!1!Φ΄: (Η:!΅0-1Φ΄
. . . . Thus, he does indeed reckonwith the ’eshly resurrection and defends the resurrection belief there
against the view of other Christians who maintain that there is no resurrection of the dead but that
souls are directly received into heaven at death.

Beyond this, Justin also adduces other, conventional arguments in support of the bodily resurrec-
tion of the dead. For example, in ! Apol. !*–!+, he appeals to the omnipotence of God and the power
of transformation in creation, which already becomes recognizable in the earthly development of the
human being from seed to adult man.$* According to ! Apol. !+, the omnipotence of the creator God

$%A similar interpretation of this text is also advocated by Perler, “Logos und Eucharistie nach Justinus I.
Apol C. %%,” ,)- and Schröter,Das Abendmahl, *,.

$)Cf. also Markschies, “Eucharist/Communion II. Church History !. Early Church,” %"" (GV =
Markschies, “Abendmahl II.!: Alte Kirche,” !%): “By way of the transformation of this food within the body
during the process of digestion . . . the human being receives both physical and spiritual nourishment.”

$*Cf. ! Apol. !*.!–!+.* (trans. Minns and Parvis, eds., Justin, !"-, !"$, !"), !"+): “!".!. Consider what
happened to each of the kings that have been. They died just like everybody else. Which, if death led to
unconsciousness, would have been a godsend to all the unjust. !".#. But, since consciousness endures for all
those who have existed, and eternal punishment lies in store, take care to be persuaded and to believe that
these things are true. !".$. For conjurings of the dead – both visions obtained through uncorrupted children,
and the summoning of human souls – and those whommagicians call ‘dream-senders’ or ‘attendants’ – and
the things done by those who know these things – let these persuade you that even after death souls remain
in consciousness. !".%. And let these too persuade you of the same . . . . !".&. Receive us, at least like these,
since we believe in God not less, but rather more, than they do: we who expect even to receive our own
bodies again, after they have died and been put in the earth, since we say that nothing is impossible for God.
!’.!. And what would seem more incredible to someone thinking about it than if we were not embodied
and someone said that from some small drop of human seed bones and nerves and ’esh were able to come
to be, depicted as we see them? !’.#. For, consider the hypothesis now. If, while you neither were such as
these, nor were derived from these things, someone said to you with conviction, while showing you human
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shows itself in the fact that he can create human beings with all di$erent body parts (bones, tendons,
%esh) from the small seed. Likewise, at the end of time God can let “the human bodies that have been
dissolved and, like seeds, been placed into the earth rise” and put on imperishability. In !Apol. !&, with
the Christians’ view that not only the souls live on after death but that God can raise again even the
dead bodies that are laid in the earth, he wishes to show that Christians stand not only in the tradition
of the philosophers (Empedocles and Pythagoras, Plato, and Socrates) but, beyond this, also distin-
guish themselves especially by their piety. Here, he criticizes the notion that God is not able to raise the
dead and that everything instead returns towhere it came from. ThisMiddle Platonic body of thought
also includes the notion of the imperishability of the soul, with which Justin critically engages espe-
cially inDial. ’–".

Thus, it becomes evident that at other points in his works Justinmust argue both against the view
that the soul is immortal and against the view of the powerlessness of God in the face of the funda-
mental perishability of the human body. For according to Middle Platonic conceptions, which had
also fundamentally shaped Justin himself in his pre-Christian period, matter is, to be sure, eternal, but
not the human body. In both contexts, the argumentative goal of the urban Roman apologist is to
place the power of the creator God over the creaturely conditions of the human being.

The interpretation of the Eucharist that becomes visible in ! Apol. "".# can be embedded in this
larger nexus and understood in the context of all the extant writings of Justin. Justin was concerned
to a(rm the bodily – indeed %eshly – resurrection of the dead, for reasons relating to the Christian
picture of God. The interpretation of the Eucharist in ! Apol. "".# could already re%ect the attempt
to explain the transformation of the bodily substance in the resurrection, so to speak, scienti)cally. It
could imply the notion that bread andwine as %esh and blood of Jesus have an e$ect upon the %esh and
blood of human beings in a special way and yet at the same time analogously to ordinary nourishment
and prepares them for the imperishable glorious existence.

This type of argumentation is fully developed in the fourth century in Gregory of Nyssa, in his
Oratio catechetica magna, where the Eucharist is described as an event in which the human being re-
ceives the imperishable body of Christ and transforms Christ’s whole nature into his own nature.*+
The basic pattern of this conception of the Eucharist is “union with life also brings about participa-
tion in life.” From the double nature of the human being, who consists of body and soul, one can in-
fer, according to Gregory, that both components must eachmake a distinct connection to the “author

seed and a painted image, that from such could come to be, before seeing it come to be youwould not believe
it. Who would dare to contradict this? !".#. So in the same way, it is because you have never seen a dead
man raised that you remain incredulous. !".$. But just as in the beginning you would not have believed that
human beings could come from a small drop and yet you see it happening, so now take into account that it is
not impossible that human bodies, when they have dissolved and, like seeds, been resolved into earth, do rise
in due time, at the command of God, and put on incorruptibility. !".%. For what sort of power worthy of
God those people are talking about who claim that each thing passes into that from which it came, and that
not even God is able to do anything further beyond this, we cannot say. But let us consider this – that they
would not have believed that it was possible that such things would ever come to be as they see have come to
be, and from such origins, in the case both of themselves and of the whole world. !".&. But we have learnt
that it is better to believe both these things and also those that are even impossible for human beings by their
own nature, than to be incredulous like the others, since we know our teacher Jesus Christ said: ‘Things that
are impossible for human beings are possible for God,’ !".’. and: ‘Do not fear those who kill you and after
this are not able to do anything. Fear rather the one who is able after death to send both soul and body to
Gehenna.’ !".(. And Gehenna is a place where those are going to be punished who live unjustly and do not
believe that these things will happen just as God taught through Christ.”

*+Cf. Markschies, “Eucharist/Communion II. ChurchHistory !. Early Church,” "#, (GV =Markschies,
“Abendmahl II.!: Alte Kirche,” !&): “Gregory presents the probably most elaborate ancient attempt to com-
prehend the mode of this transformation ...”
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of life.”%# Interestingly, he assigns to the soul and the body respectively di’erent ways of connecting
themselves to Christ as the bearer of life. For in contrast to the soul, the body cannot unite with life
through faith. The connection of the body to life must occur via a material medium that penetrates
into the innards. Like Ignatius (Ign. Eph. "#."), Gregory thinks here of an antidote that, according to
a typological (gure of thought, nulli(es the deadly poison ingested by Adam. Thus, not the transgres-
sion of the commandment byAdambrought death but the bad paradisical nourishment. Over against
this stands a new nourishment, the imperishable body of Christ, which, when it is ingested in the Eu-
charist, transforms the bodies of the believers to itself. The enlivening dynamis that is necessary for
this, which makes bodily substance from nourishment, is received together with the nourishment. In
order to fully clarify for his addressees the process that he has in mind in the working of the Eucharist,
Gregory very explicitly turns to the physiological processes in the ingestion of nourishment:%!

Therefore it is(tting for the argument to digress a little into the physiology of the body,
so that, looking to the order [of the argument], our faith might have no doubt about
the proposed thought. For who has not known that the nature of our body itself, in
itself, does not have life in its own subsistence, but it holds itself together and remains
in existence by an in)ux of power into it, that draws to itself what it lacks by a ceaseless
motion, and casts out what is super)uous?”

Nourishment is the power that keeps the body alive at all. It already contains, according to potentiality,
the complete body that it will build up:%"

Therefore he who looks at these things [bread and drink as ordinary nourishment of
the human being] sees the bulk of our body in potential; for inme these become blood
and body, the nourishment correspondingly changed into the form of [my] body by
[a nutritive] power of alteration.

The body of Jesus, in which God’s word dwelt at the same time, also nourished itself from bread and
built up his body from this. This process repeats itself, as it were, in the Eucharist, when, there too, the
bread is passed, which nourishes the bodies of the believers and lets them, because it is transformed into
the body of Christ through blessing, become sharers in imperishability (cf. Oratio catechatica magna
&*.!").%&

Irenaeus’ writingAdversus haereses is an importantmilestone on theway to an interpre-
tationof theEucharist that operates extensivelywith contemporary theories ofnourish-
ment, such as we (nd in Gregory of Nyssa. For the bishop, the corresponding medical
insights of his time do not, of course, stand outside of his Christian understanding of

%#Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catechatica magna &*.! (trans. I. Green, ed., Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Cat-
echetical Discourse: A Handbook for Catechists [New York: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, "#!+], !,,): “But
since humanity is twofold, being a commixture of both soul and body, it is necessary for those who are being
saved to lay hold of him who leads to life through both.”

%!Gregory of Nyssa,Oratio catechetica magna &*.$ (trans. Green, ed., Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical
Discourse, !,%).

%"Gregory of Nyssa,Oratio catechetica magna &*.* (trans. Green, ed., Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical
Discourse, !,* [the (rst insertion is from C. Jacobi, the others are from Green]).

%&See Green, ed., Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Catechetical Discourse, !,+. Cf. Markschies, “Eu-
charist/Communion II. Church History !. Early Church,” %"& (GV = Markschies, “Abendmahl II.!: Alte
Kirche,” !-).



!"# Christine Jacobi

reality but rather are made plausible by him through their integration into a larger con-
ception of the enlivening and preservation of the material world through the wisdom
of the creator God.

On this basis, Irenaeus then advances to the decisive point of his argumentation:
since the wine and blood that come from the earth receive the word of God (verbum
Dei) into themselves in the Eucharist and thus – so he explains inHaer. #.!$.% – can re-
ceive a heavenly element (res caelestis), the strived for unity of matter and spirit realizes
itself already in the eucharistic gifts:

Forwe o&er toHimHis own, announcing consistently the fellowship and
union of the ’esh and Spirit."#

Just as these gifts can consequently receive spiritual quality, so also human ’esh, which
likewise comes from the earth, can also take on this characteristic in the ingestion of
nourishment. According to Irenaeus, the special quality of imperishability is present
in the eucharistic bread and wine in the same way as the strengthening, ’esh-building
powers in ordinary nourishment. From there, it transfers itself to the ’esh of the recip-
ient, which adapts itself to this characteristic. How then can someone claim that we
cannot receive the gifts of God (cf. Haer. %.(.))?

Their e&ect stands on the whole within the salvation-historical and creation-
theological framework insofar as God, within the temporal, transient world, prepares
the human being for imperishability as the goal of his creation and for this purpose
also uses matter and what comes from the earth as an aid. Irenaeus is thus concerned
with the connection between the action of God in creation and the end-time perfect-
ing, with the unity of creator God and Father of Jesus Christ, and with the salvation of
the created world."%

This can also be seen in Irenaeus’ treatment of the Jesus tradition. It likewise dis-
plays a creation-theological emphasis. In Haer. ).!!.%, Irenaeus interprets the transfor-
mation of water into wine at the wedding in Cana (John (.!–!!) and the blessing of the
bread at the feeding of the %,*** as indications that the sameGodwho is active in Jesus
is also the creator of the earth, since Christ, the Word of God, does not create some-
thing out of nothing but rather acts upon the existing, created natural matter."" At

"#Irenaeus,Haer. #.!$.% (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” #$"; cf. Brox,
ed., Irenäus, $/#, !#+). On the di&erent contexts of the passages, cf. de Andia, Homo Vivens, ()$: “Mais
le contexte est di&érent au livre IV et au livre V: dans le premier texte, Irénée insiste sur l’identité du Dieu
Créateur et Sauveur pour montrer que l’eucharistie ne peut être l’oblation des prémices de la création que si
c’est le même Verbe de Dieu qui a créé le pain et le vin ‘coupe de la création,’ et les a o&erts en s’o&rant lui-
même auPère. Dans le second texte, il souligne l’identité de la chair duChrist et de notre ‘substance’ charnelle
. . . , la réalité de l’incarnation du Verbe fait chair prouvant la réalité de notre espérance de la resurrection de
la chair.”

"%B. Mutschler, Irenäus als johanneischer Theologie. Studien zur Schriftauslegung bei Irenäus von Lyon,
STAC (! (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, (**#), ((!–(((: “Here Irenaeus sees with John the unfathomable, in-
visible Father at work in the visible and fathomable Son.”

""Cf. also Mutschler, Irenäus, ((!, “Irenaeus places the Johannine feeding of the ,ve thousand alongside
the wine miracle. In both Christ, with bread and water, took a starting point from the creation into service,
even though he did not need to do so.”
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the same time, here too, there is an echo of the Lord’s Supper, since Irenaeus, with the
connection of the wine story and feeding story, comes to speak of the gift of food and
drink through Christ (cf. the pair of terms in John %.$$).

$. Resurrection as Process

How then does this a&ect the conception of the resurrection of human beings in Ire-
naeus? Here, it is, ’rst, conspicuous that Irenaeus, in accordance with his general pat-
tern of thought with its orientation to the whole Bible, does not reckon with a present
resurrection. The Spirit received in the Eucharist is, initially, a pledge of the future res-
urrection to imperishability.%( However, the resurrection – as a gift of life that comes
from God and is intended for creation – is understood as the endpoint of a more com-
prehensive process that reaches from the creationof thehumanbeing to the completion
of salvation history. Thus, in Irenaeus, “resurrection,” as high point of the developing,
perfect life in the human being, is embedded in a whole series of similar life-giving ac-
tions of the creator God, which can be summarized as follows:

!. Already at the ’rst creation, God had formed the earth/dust and enlivened it
through his Spirit.

". In the order that henceforth kept the creation in operation, his Spirit then be-
comes active when the roots of the vine, which lie in the earth, bring forth fruit
and when wheat grows from the seed. The language that Irenaeus uses for these
events inHaer. $.".)possesses corresponding eschatological overtones (cf. the ex-
pressions depositum in terram, in terram et dissolutum, surgit per SpiritumDei).
These expressions are, of course, formulated already with a view to the resur-
rection of human beings, which is spoken of at the end. As examples from na-
ture, vine and wheat are intended to make the resurrection plausible, entirely in
the vein of apologetical argumentation. Nevertheless, Irenaeus goes beyond the
mere formulation of an analogy here and already interprets the natural growthof
the plants themselves as an activity of the Spirit and an enlivening by God. The
“manifold rising” (multiplex surgit), in turn, makes an arc back to the beginning
of creation and God’s commission to his creation to be fruitful and multiply.%*

). In a certain, indirect way, the life-giving Spirit is also active in the nourishment
of the human being through the gifts of creation and in the wisdom of human
beings to prepare the gifts of creation into bread (and wine). All this is set in
motion by the art and wisdom of God.

%(Cf. Behr, Asceticism, (+.
%*Cf. Gen !."", "*. Cf. de Andia,Homo Vivens, "+$.
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#. The Spirit becomes active once more in the Eucharist, when the prepared bread
that comes from the earth (Haer. #.!$.%) and the cupbecome the body andblood
of the Lord."&

%. These characteristics transfer themselves to the recipients of the gifts when they
eat and drink. In the same way as the ’esh of the human being grows in the
case of the ordinary ingestion of nourishment through the assimilation powers
of the organs, in the Eucharist, as well, the special character of the nourishment
– namely, the heavenly element that is productive in them, i.e., the word of God
– has an e(ect on the ’esh of the human being. The ’esh is prepared in this way
for imperishability. In the process, the substance of the ’esh is not altered. It
remains unchanged also for the “pneumatic,” i.e., spiritual human being who
acts ethically. Nevertheless, the ’esh can accept the characteristics of the Spirit
and be made conform to the Word of God. InHaer. %.&.), Irenaeus formulates
this in as follows: ibi . . . caro a spiritu possessa, oblita quidem sui, qualitatem
autem Spiritus assumens, conforma facta Verbo Dei.*+

". Finally, the word of God or the Spirit is active in the end-time resurrection.*!

Thus, this last, end-time resurrection does not stand by itself as a singular event but
rather is the endpoint in a series of di(erent life-giving activities of the Spirit and of a
process that strives toward the end-time resurrection. Irenaeus understands the end-
time resurrection of the ’esh as part of the whole creative activity of God, which is
already operative among temporal, earthly conditions. The consistent protagonist of
these events isGod, whereasmatter, the earth, fromwhich the humanbody, thatwhich
nourishes it, and the eucharistic elements come, constitutes the object of his activity.

While Irenaeus reveals a connection to the creation-theological grounding of the
resurrection in the apologists Theophilus of Antioch,*, Athenagoras, and Justin,*) he
simultaneously goes a step beyond them. The end-time resurrection of the ’esh is not
only pre-gured in the processes of nature but directly presupposes them. According to
Haer. #.!$.%, the gifts of nature, after the invocation of God, receive a heavenly element
(ex duabus rebus constans, terrena et caelesti), whose characteristic then transfers itself to
the bodies of those (corpora nostra) who receive the Eucharist. This activity of the Spirit

"&In the context of this passage, Irenaeus explains that the “heretics” cannot a.rm this if they donot regard
Christ as the Son of the creator. They devalue the creation by sacri-cing to someone other than the creator
or by claiming that the creation arose out of a misstep or out of ignorance. Since, however, the eucharistic
gifts are said to come from creation, their identi-cationwith the body and blood of Christ also demonstrates
Christ’s closeness to the creation.

*+Irenaeus,Haer. %.&.) (Brox, ed., Irenäus, $/%, *$; trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against
Heresies,” %)%); “[there is] the ’esh possessed by the Spirit, forgetful indeed of what belongs to it, and adopt-
ing the quality of the Spirit, being made conformable to the Word of God.”

*!Cf. also the four transformations that de Andia, Homo Vivens, ,#%–,#* identi-es in Haer. %.,.): a
natural transformation (that occurs in creation), a eucharistic transformation, the transformation of mortal
bodies into immortal bodies, and the transformation of water into wine in the miracle at Cana.

*,Cf. Theophilus, Autol. !.!).
*)Cf. Justin, ! Apol. !&.
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already nowbegins to transformhuman beings and prepare them for the eschatological
resurrection and imperishability. According to Irenaeus, theEucharist is the bridge that
connects God’s activity in creation with the ’nal resurrection.

%. The Educative Approach and the Co-working of the Human Being in his Growth
unto Imperishability (Haer. (.)*.!–))

In another paradigm– namely, in the context of the human being’s capacity for knowl-
edge and his development unto perfect knowledge – Irenaeus can also speakmetaphor-
ically of “bread” and “+esh” or of “milk” for the activity of the Spirit and the teaching,
person, and saving work of Jesus, which is received by human beings in faith and in-
ternalized and through which they grow in their perfection. Here, he builds on early
Christian tradition.

Talk of the word of God as “nourishment” is known in Israelite-Jewish
tradition.&( For example, the manna in Deut *.) is correspondingly in-
terpreted: “And he humbled you and let you hunger and fed you with
manna, which you did not know, nor did your fathers know; that he
might make you know that man does not live by bread alone, but that
man lives by everything that proceeds out of the mouth of the LORD.”&$
On the word of God as “food,” cf. also Jer !$.!%: “Thy words were found,
and I ate them, and thy words became to me a joy and the delight of my
heart; for I am called by thy name, O LORD, God of hosts.”&% The idea
of a progressive development and growth in knowledge is connected with
the metaphor of food in ! Cor )." and ! Pet ".".&& Hebrews $.!"–!( des-
ignates with “milk” the !¨΅῭%·΄( ¨)* +,%)* ¨-. /΅012. ¨΅3 4·΅3, the ’rst
principles of the oracles of God. The Johannine bread discourse, and es-
pecially John %.)$, also builds on the role of wisdom as nourishment or
giver of nourishment (cf. Sir "(."! and Prov. ,.!–%). The Johannine Je-
sus identi’es himself with the bread that comes from heaven. The pretext
of the bread discourse is the miracle of the manna, invoked through the
quotation from Ps &*."(: “Bread from heaven he gave them to eat.” The
bread discourse in John % quotes from this and is then developed in the
form of an interpretation of this quotation (in John %.($, Isaiah $(.!) is

&(Cf. K.-G. Sandelin,Wisdom asNourisher: A Study of anOld-Testament Theme, Its Development within
Early Judaism and its Impact on Early Christianity, AAAbo.H %(/) (Åbo: Åbo Akademis Förlag, !,*%).

&$Trans. RSV.
&%Trans. RSV.
&&On the reception of !Cor )."–) in Irenaeus, cf. R. Noormann, Irenäus als Paulusinterpret. Zur Rezep-

tion undWirkung der paulinischen und deuteropaulinischen Briefe imWerk des Irenäus von Lyon, WUNT
"/%% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, !,,(), (&#. On the soteriology of Irenaeus and his reception of Pauline
theology, cf. B. C. Blackwell, Christosis: Pauline Soteriology in Light of Dei!cation in Irenaeus and Cyril of
Alexandria, WUNT "/)!( (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck "#!!), %,–&#.
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cited in addition) in which words from the quotation are paraphrased in
a homily like manner.

In Irenaeus the term “bread” occurs metaphorically for the “nourishing” function of
the Spirit, which illustrates its growth-promoting, educative activity, which contributes
to the perfecting of the human being.$# The human being’s process of growth and
the role of the Spirit as “nourishment” for the human being are summarized in Haer.
%.&#.&.$’

Here, the educative approach comes to expression in the !¨΅!῭!%·΄ of Irenaeus. Hu-
man beings cannot initially grasp the Logos as he is in his true glory but only in weak-
ened form. In connection with John, Irenaeus develops from this an interpretation of
the incarnation. The incarnation of the heavenly, perfect “bread”#( is a form of turn-
ing to the human beings that corresponds to them and accommodates their capacity
for understanding. At the same time, with it, a cognitive and educative process for the
human being begins. These two sides of the incarnation – on the one hand, the appear-
ance of the Logos that is adapted to human beings, and, on the other hand, the start
of a strengthening and growth-promoting pedagogical e)ect of this appearance upon
human beings – leads Irenaeus to the picture of the gift of “milk for small children.”#!
Expressed *guratively, the nourishment with milk prepares one “to eat and to drink”

$#According to de Andia, Homo Vivens, +!%, Irenaeus designates the Spirit in its nourishing, life-giving
function as “bread”: “Cependant, que l’Esprit soit nommé ‘eau’ ou ‘pain,’ ce qui est désigné à chaque fois
c’est cette fonction nutritive ou fécondante de l’‘Esprit de vie’ qui ‘nourrit et accroît,’ tout en uni*ant ce qu’il
multiplie.”

$’Haer. %.&#.& (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” ,+!–,++). “By this ar-
rangement, therefore, and these harmonies, and a sequence of this nature, man, a created and organized
being, is rendered after the image and likeness of the uncreated God, – the Father planning everything well
and giving His commands, the Son carrying these into execution and performing the work of creating, and
the Spirit nourishing and increasing [what is made], but man making progress day by day and ascending
toward the perfect, that is, approximating to the uncreated One. For the Uncreated is perfect, that is, God.
Now it was necessary thatman should in the *rst instance be created; and having been created, should receive
growth; and having received growth, should be strengthened; and having been strengthened, should abound;
and having abounded, should recover [from the disease of sin]; and having recovered, should be glori*ed; and
being glori*ed, should see his Lord.”

#(Cf. John ".,!. This interpretation of the incarnation also underlies the bread discourse in John ", where
the bread that comes from heaven is ultimately identi*ed with the -esh of Jesus in ".,! and is thus made to
correspond to the Johannine motif of the ΅΄(΄)*+,-.

#!Cf. Haer. %.&#.! (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” ,+!): “If, however,
any one say, ‘What then? Could not God have exhibited man as perfect from the beginning?’ let him know
that, inasmuch as God is indeed always the same and unbegotten as respects Himself, all things are possible
to Him. But created things must be inferior to Him who created them, from the very fact of their later
origin; for it was not possible for things recently created to have been uncreated. But inasmuch as they are
not uncreated, for this very reason do they come short of the perfect. Because, as these things are of later date,
so are they infantile; so are they unaccustomed to, and unexercised in, perfect discipline. For as it certainly is
in the power of a mother to give strong food to her infant [but she does not do so], as the child is not yet able
to receive more substantial nourishment; so also it was possible for God Himself to have made man perfect
from the *rst but man could not receive this [perfection], being as yet an infant . . . and therefore it was that
He, who was the perfect bread of the Father, o)ered Himself to us as milk, [because we were] as infants. He
did this when He appeared as a man, that we, being nourished, as it were, from the breast of His -esh, and
having, by such a course of milk-nourishment, become accustomed to eat and drink the Word of God, may
be able also to contain in ourselves the Bread of immortality, which is the Spirit of the Father.”
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the word of God. The “eating of the word of God” can be a metaphor for the study of
Scripture, for listening to God, and for the reception of salvation, asHaer. $."#." also
shows:

but to ’ee to the Church, and be brought up in her bosom, and be nour-
ished with the Lord’s Scriptures . . . therefore says the Spirit of God,
“Thoumayest freely eat from every tree of the garden,” that is, Eat ye from
every Scripture of theLord; but ye shall not eatwith anupliftedmind, nor
touch any heretical discord.("

However, eucharistic practice can also be heard in the connection to “eating and drink-
ing,”which themetaphoricism inHaer. ).*(.! establishes. According to this, the “bread
of imperishability” can refer to the word or speech of God (after all, it is also identi+ed
with the Spirit; cf. alsoHaer. ).*(."), but it can also designate the eucharistic bread.

According to Irenaeus, both have the same e,ect – the human being receives the
Spirit into himself and preserves it, so that he himself collaborates in his upbringing
and continued creation until his perfect conformity to the image of God and imper-
ishability.(* As in John %.$!–%(, the echoes of the Eucharist are only hinted at and not
completely unpacked inHaer. ).*(.!–*. “Body and blood of Jesus” are not mentioned;
the “’esh” also does not appear in connection to the Eucharist but with the incarna-
tion; and the text never speaks of an action at ameal. Here, it is not the ritual that stands
in the foreground but the e!ect of the Eucharist, which is comparable to the growth in
faith in Jesus.

-. Summary: The Receptions of John %.$!–$( and !Cor !$.*$–$)
in Irenaeus and in the Discourse Context

In the investigation of the interpretation of the Eucharist inHaer. $.".*, it has become
clear that Irenaeushas developedhis conceptionof the’esh’s capacity tobe redeemed in
proximity to the principle-based thinking of the popular philosophy of his time and to
the gnostic teachings combatted by him, though he can neither be regarded as a spec-
ulative thinker nor identi+ed as a +gure who engages intensively with contemporary
philosophy. The particular way in which he develops his ideas about the resurrection
is also shaped by his critical engagement with gnostic thinking in the +fth book of Ad-
versus haereses.

On multiple occasions, scholars have observed the thematic commonalities be-
tween the group of sayings on the resurrection and ’esh of Jesus in Gos. Phil. "*b
(NHC II,*, p. $%.*"–$-.() and the eucharistic section in Haer. $.".*.() The Gospel of

("Trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $)(.
(*The substance of the spiritual human being does not change but remains the same. However, by means

of an interpretation of the Pauline image of the olive tree, Irenaeus demonstrates in Haer. $.!#." that the
gifting with the Spirit shows itself in the works of the human being – he produces a di,erent fruit.

()Cf. Noormann, Irenäus als Paulusinterpret, $#*–$#); J. Schröter, “Eucharistie, Auferstehung und Ver-
mittlung des ewigen Lebens,” in Docetism in the Early Church: The Quest for an Elusive Phenomenon, ed.
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Philip agreeswith Irenaeus’ remarks inHaer. $.%.& insofar as they both see realized in the
eucharistic event a transformation of the human being, which, taking up John ’.$&–$(,
is brought into connection with the )esh of Jesus and is regarded as indispensable for
the )eshly resurrection of human beings.

The anti-heretical work of Irenaeus and the Gospel of Philip attest that the new
awareness of the problems associated with the )esh’s capacity to be redeemed brought
forth anewunderstanding of theEucharist, which, independent of the proto-orthodox
or “gnostic” basic tendency of the respective writings, stressed the gift of life that was to
be received in the Eucharist and its e*cacy for the )eshly resurrection. A comparison of
the two texts is also interesting with respect to the reception of writings that later came
to belong to the New Testament. With John ’.$!–$+ and Eph $.&# or ! Cor !$.&$–$(,
both Adversus haereses and the Gospel of Philip make recourse to two witnesses of the
normative time of origin, John and Paul. They refer to these texts already against the
background of a running discussion and are thus familiar with other interpretations.+$
While Gos. Phil. %&b recognizably reproduces a paraphrase of John ’.$&–$( as a saying
of Jesus and places it together with ! Cor !$.$#, the recourses to John ’ and ! Cor !$ in
Haer. $.%.& are somewhat more complex. In the context of the passage (Haer. (.&+.!),
the talk of the “perfect bread of the Father” and the “bread of imperishability” is ini-
tially reminiscent of the Christology of the Johannine bread discourse (cf. John ’.$!: !
¨΅῭%· ! ΄()). Above all, the gift of eternal life can then be traced back to John ’.$!–$+,
which Irenaeus, inHaer. $.%.&, locates in the eating of the eucharistic bread and drink-
ing of themixed cup, which, through invocation, become the blood and body of Jesus.
Here, the life-giving “chewing” of the )esh of Jesus in John ’.$!, $&–$(, $"–$+ can be
heard. Receptions of texts from the corpus Paulinum are also recognizable in Haer.
$.%.&. In addition to the direct quotation from Eph $.&#, we ,nd an allusion to ! Cor
!$.$& inHaer. $.%.&: . . . qui huic mortali immortalitatem circumdat et corruptibili incor-
ruptelam gratuito donat.+’ In addition, inHaer. $.%.& Irenaeus transforms the Pauline
analogy between the sowing and fruit bearing of the grain and the bodily resurrection
(! Cor !$.&"–&+, (%–(() into a direct chain of e-ects that connects with one another
the activity of the Spirit upon the wheat, upon the eucharistic bread, and, ,nally, in
the )eshly resurrection. Thewhole argument of the last part ofHaer. $.%.& is ultimately
in)uenced by the Pauline image of the sowing and bearing of fruit.

It thus becomes clear that contents and individual passages from !Cor !$ and John
’.(%’–$!b,)$!c–$+ became important for the discourse on the resurrection that was in-

J. Verheyden, R. Bieringer, J. Schröter, and I. Jäger, WUNT (#% (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, %#!+), +.–!!%,
here !#+–!!#; O. Lehtipuu,Debates over the Resurrection of the Dead: Constructing Early Christian Identity
(Oxford: OxfordUniversity Press, %#!$), !.+; cf. alsoH. Schmid,Die Eucharistie ist Jesus. Anfänge einer The-
orie des Sakraments im koptischen Philippusevangelium (NHC II !; SVigChr "") (Leiden: Brill, %##"), &%.,
&&%–&+.

+$For example, Ign. Eph. %#.% (*)῭+,%῭%· ῭%- ./ *0%12)34)) appears to stand in the background of Haer.
&.!..!, !# (antidotum vitae).

+’Haer. $.%.& (Brox, ed., Irenäus, +/$, &’; trans. Roberts andDonaldson, eds., “IrenaeusAgainstHeresies,”
$%+); “who freely gives to this mortal immortality, and to this corruptible incorruption.” Cf. !Cor !$.$&: 534
67΅ ῭8 912΅῭8) ῭%-῭% :),·῾2῾12= *912΅῾+2) ᾿2; ῭8 1)῟῭8) ῭%-῭% :),·῾2῾12= *12)2῾+2). Cf. also Haer. $.!&.&,
where, alongside !$.$&–$(, Phil &.%#–%! and %Cor $.( are also cited.
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tensively carried out in the second century CE.&% Above all, themes and motifs from !
Cor !$, such as the images of sowing, transformation, and the “swallowing up” of the
mortal by the immortal, as well as the motif of “inheriting the kingdom of God,” are
broadly attested in texts that dealwith the resurrection.&& Thus, theWirkungsgeschichte
of these texts is not restricted to the Pauline slogan !¨΅῭ %·΄ ·()· *·!+,-.·/ 0-12 %,3΅1-
/1)4!·+ 15 67/·8·+ (!Cor !$.$#) – which was especially coopted by the heretics for their
teaching according to Irenaeus and which has already received great attention in schol-
arship&’ – but also goes far beyond this.

With the problem of corporality in the resurrection and the fate of the human !9΅῭
in !Cor !$.($–$), Paul appears already to anticipate the theme of the later controversy.
His manner of speaking in ! Cor !$.($–$) remains, in the *rst place, pictorial and un-
sharp, and this promoted its utilization for general ontological speculations aboutmat-
ter and the cosmos as such. And it could even – as far as one can believe Irenaeus here
– be connected to christological conclusions about the nature of the body of Jesus and

&%Ign. Rom. %.( could re+ect knowledge of the Johannine bread of life discourse or John ,."%, ((, $!–$,:
“I take no pleasure in corruptible food or the pleasures of this life. I want the bread of God, which is the +esh
of Christ who is of the seed of David; and for drink I want his blood, which is incorruptible love” (trans. M.
W. Holmes, Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations, "nd ed. [Grand Rapids: Baker Books,
"##"], !%$). Cf. also Ign. Eph. $.": “Let no one be misled: if anyone is not within the sanctuary, he lacks the
bread of God. For if the prayer of one or two has such power, how much more that of the bishop together
with the whole church” (trans. Holmes, Apostolic Fathers, !)!). For further receptions of ! Cor !$.($#), cf.
Tertullian, Res. )&; ( Corinthians; Theophilus, Aut. !( (trans. R. M. Grant, ed., Theophilus of Antioch, Ad
Autolycum [Oxford: Clarendon, !’%#], !%): “If you will, consider the termination of seasons and days and
nights and how they die and rise again. And what of the resurrection of seeds and fruits, occurring for the
bene*t of mankind? One might mention that a grain of wheat or of other seeds when cast into the earth
*rst dies and is destroyed, then is raised and becomes an ear.” For the discussion of the +eshly resurrection in
general, cf. also Justin,Dial. &#; Pol. Phil. %.!–"; Athenagoras, Res.; Minucius Felix, Oct. ().!! (trans. G. W.
Clarke, ed., The Octavius of Marcus Minucius Felix [New York: Newman Press, !’%)], !!,): “Furthermore,
notice how thewhole of nature brings us comfort by rehearsing our future resurrection. The sun sinks down
and is reborn, the stars slip away and return, +owers fall and come to life again, shrubs decay and then burst
into leaf, seeds must rot in order to sprout into new growth. As trees are in winter, so are our bodies in this
world; they keep their verdure concealed beneath deceptive barrenness.”

&&Another witness to the reception and processing of !Cor !$.($-. is, for example, the Letter to Rheginus,
which independently reworks again the picture that Paul used of the swallowing up of the mortal by the
immortal.

&’Cf. Lehtipuu,Debates over theResurrection; J. R. Strawbridge,The Pauline E!ect: TheUse of the Pauline
Epistles by Early ChristianWriters, Studies of the Bible and Its Reception $ (Berlin: de Gruyter, "#!$). The
slogan occurs inHaer. $.’.! (trans. Roberts andDonaldson, eds., “Irenaeus AgainstHeresies,” $()): “Among
the other [truths] proclaimed by the apostle, there is also this one, ‘That +esh and blood cannot inherit the
kingdom of God.’ This is [the passage] which is adduced by all the heretics in support of their folly, with an
attempt to annoy us, and to point out that the handiwork ofGod is not saved.” Cf. alsoHaer. $.!(."–( (trans.
Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $(’–)#): “Vain, therefore, and truly miserable,
are those who do not choose to see what is so manifest and clear, but shun the light of truth, blinding them-
selves like the tragic Oedipus . . . so it is with respect to that [favourite] expression of the heretics: ‘Flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God;’ while taking two expressions of Paul’s, without having perceived
the apostle’s meaning, or examined critically the force of the terms, but keeping fast hold of the mere expres-
sions by themselves, they die in consequence of their in+uence (:-΅΄ ·589·), overturning as far as in them lies
the entire dispensation of God. For thus they will allege that this passage refers to the +esh strictly so called,
and not to +eshly works, as I have pointed out, so representing the apostle as contradicting himself.”
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his incorporeal resurrection, as is reported inHaer. !.$%.!$.&% The Pauline argumenta-
tion with natural processes could also be a point of contact for attempts to show the
natural-scienti’c evidence for the resurrection. On the other hand, John (.)!–)* be-
came relevant, for a connection the +esh of Jesus and the present reception of eternal
life was established for the ’rst time there. On this basis, the !esh of Jesus could be de-
scribed as especially e,cacious.

The later receptions of these two texts in Irenaeus and yet also in the Gospel of
Philip, indicate that the passages could be read together and sometimes combined with
each other or with other passages from the Scriptures as if theymutually supplemented
one another. This succeeded through their integration into the described larger frame-
works of substance-ontological, principles-based considerations.

Irenaeus andGos. Phil. #$ also interpret !Cor !) and John (.)!–)* against the back-
ground of the question of the fate of matter as such and of the whole created, substan-
tial world. From this perspective, they reach back to the Pauline line of questioning in
! Cor !) and let this text, together with parts of John (.)!–)*, answer the question of
how perishable matter can receive imperishability. It is conspicuous here that Irenaeus
and the author of the passage in the Gospel of Philip interpret John (.)!–)* in relation
to the more fundamental Pauline question of the fate of the !¨΅῭ and of the bodily res-
urrection.

They refer to John ( to discuss how the human, bodily substance can someday gain
a share in the heavenly sphere. According to them, “resurrection,” i.e., the overcoming
of physical death, can only exist if the perishable substance of the human being receives
a new quality or the human being himself receives an imperishable substance and thus
becomes capable of entering the heavenly sphere. In ! Cor !), Paul, with his solution
of an end-time transformation of the bodies from psychic to pneumatic !%·¨΄¨, had
left open questions about their continuity and described the process of transformation
only by means of analogies. The incarnation of Jesus and the Eucharist as events in
which the heavenly sphere was already connected to the earthly sphere in the present
could ’ll the gap that is felt there. For Irenaeus and the author of Gos. Phil. #$, a trans-
formation of the bodies takes place in the eating of the eucharistic bread and drinking
of the mixed cup, when the eucharistic elements, as body and blood of Jesus, exercise
their concrete e-ect upon the corporeality of the believers. Both receptions take up the
Johannine realism of the eating as a material-bodily event and take it further in the di-
rection of a substantial e-ect upon believers.

The Irenaean reception of John is also developed in Haer. ).#.$, where Irenaeus,
&%Haer. !.$%.!$ (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” $)"): “They a,rm that

many of his disciples were not aware of the descent of Christ into him; but that, when Christ did descend on
Jesus, he then began to work miracles, and heal, and announce the unknown Father, and openly to confess
himself the son of the ’rst man . . . Jesus was cruci’ed. Christ, however, was not forgetful of his Jesus, but
sent down a certain energy into him from above, which raised him up again in the body, which they call both
animal and spiritual; for he sent the mundane parts back again into the world. When his disciples saw that
he had risen, they did not recognize him – no, not even Jesus himself, by whom he rose again from the dead.
And they assert that this very great error prevailed among his disciples, that they imagined he had risen in a
mundane body, not knowing that ‘+esh and blood do not attain to the kingdom of God.’”
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like John ’.$!–$(, connects the gift of life to believers (donatio Dei) with the eating of
the body of Jesus and also connects the future bodily resurrection to this. However,
what stands in the foreground of Haer. $.".& is not eating and drinking as symbolic
processes for the believing reception of Jesus. Rather, for Irenaeus the concern in the
Eucharist is with an event with an e)ect that can actually be demonstrated biologically.
He interprets the way in which the Eucharist works in the framework of nourishment-
physiological categories, i.e., in a natural-scienti*c paradigm, which makes it possible
for him to emphasize the physical and bodily aspects of the process.

This is connected to his rejection of readings of the Johannine text that work, for
example, with the idea of a di)erent, pneumatic, life-giving +esh-substance of Jesus.
Irenaeus wishes to defuse any potential for an interpretation of John ’.$!–$( that goes
in this direction. Moreover, he hedges in the conception of a pneumatic +esh sub-
stance in the resurrection by means of a decidedly creation-theological framework of
the Eucharist, for which he makes recourse to Paul. Like ! Cor !$.&$–$, and some
apologists who make plausible the resurrection of mortal bodies in general through
creation-theological analogies from natural processes of sowing and plant growth and
the transformations that take place therein, Irenaeus also traces back the enlivening and
the transition frommortal to imperishable corporality not to a self-active resurrection
body of Jesus but ultimately to God’s creative activity.-! Going beyond Paul, he there-
fore emphasizes that the resurrection body of Jesus, fromwhich believers are nourished
in the Eucharist, belongs on the side of the created. However, the same Spirit of God
was active on the body of Jesus that is then also mediated to human beings via the Eu-
charist.

Irenaeus’ interpretation of ! Cor !$ is likewise in+uenced by the fact that he has
knowledge of competing interpretations of this text in the principles-based-theoretical
discussion about the place of matter and the redemption of the cosmos. Statements
that more likely stand alone in Paul are therefore systematized by Irenaeus and inte-
grated into his overall argument, which always also has his “opponents” in view. In the
wake of this, it is conspicuous that Irenaeus positions himself in the debate with a deci-
sive subordination of all powers, *gures, and forces under his picture ofGod as creator.
The creator God becomes the vanishing point of his remarks. To him he subordinates
the role of Jesus and the function of his resurrection body in the saving event and yet
also the “weakness of the +esh” of human beings. With respect to the role of Jesus, Ire-
naeus always ties back the Logos and the Spirit to God’s creative activity. The Word
of God and the Spirit are the two “hands” with which the creator God is active in the
world overall and in various ways.-" Irenaeus then also places the plant metaphor of !
Cor !$ under precisely this banner. It is the Spirit of God that acts upon creation in the
enlivening of the seeds and in the fruit bearing of the natural gifts that come from the
earth. He extends the natural process described by Paul to the Eucharist. The bread

-!The regaining of the image of God, which is already perfectly embodied by Christ, is connected to this.
-"Cf. Haer. ,, preface (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” ,’&): “Now

man is a mixed organization of soul and +esh, who was formed after the likeness of God, and moulded by
His hands, that is, by the Son and Holy Spirit, to whom also He said, ‘Let Us make man.’” Cf. also Haer.
,."#.!; $.$.!.
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from the earth always becomes the body of Christ in the Eucharist when it experiences
the invocation of God (#.!$.%) and receives the word of God (&.’.%).

Just as the Logos and the Spirit aremodes of God’s action, the perishability ofmat-
ter must also be subordinated to the conception of God, according to Irenaeus. He
criticizes his opponents for elevating the perishability ofmatter to a principle andmak-
ing their picture of God secondary to it. They place the “weakness of the (esh” at the
center of their argumentation. InHaer. &.’.%, by contrast, Irenaeus, building on ’Cor
!’.), understands the weakness of the (esh as the aspect on which the creative power of
God can *rst fully reveal itself at all. God is not delivered over to the principle of death-
bound matter. On the contrary, he has created temporal, transient, and visible things
as well as intelligible, invisible, eternal things – both are dependent upon him andGod
himself is responsible for the becoming and passing away of theworld.)% In this respect,
the overall conception of the Irenaean salvation history ultimately also transcends the
boundaries of the purely material, principle-based question of whether the (esh sub-
stance must pass away or whether it can become imperishable. For Irenaeus under-
stands perishability and *nitude as framework conditions of human life that have been
intentionally created by God and out of which human beings can develop unto the di-
vine and attain imperishability. Here, aspects of the free will of the human being and
his capacity for ethical life conduct also come into play for the salvation of the (esh.)#
In this framework, Irenaeus interprets the celebration of the Eucharist as a possibility
– which is given to human beings and also is to be seized by them – for allowing God’s
creative activity to continue to work on them.)& The Eucharist is God’s intervention in
the world under temporal conditions and is interpreted by Irenaeus as continued cre-
ation.

The creator God is active not only in the natural order and in the Eucharist; he can
also intervene freely in history, as the examples that Irenaeus adduces from Scripture
show– the threemen in the *re ovenwho do not burn up, Jonah in thewhale, the great

)%Cf. Haer. !.!+.% (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” %%!): “and set forth
why it is that one and the same God has made some things temporal and some eternal, some heavenly and
others earthly.”

)#Cf. Haer. &.!%.%.
)&Here, the ethical aspect of the salvation-historical conception of Irenaeus comes into play. Unlike the

other created things and creatures, the human being was created byGod from the beginning with the goal of
ultimately participating in the imperishability of God (cf. Haer. #.&.!). For this he was equipped with a free
will (cf. Haer. #.%!.!–&). He can himself work toward his perfection or, alternatively, also entirely fall victim
to perishability, namely, by either subjecting himself to the creative power of God and integrating himself
into the action of his creator, i.e., letting God’s creative activity continue to work on him, or by withdrawing
himself from it. A central statement that discloses the backgrounds of the Irenaean argumentation is directed
against the “heretics” inHaer. &.%.’ (trans. Roberts and Donaldson, eds., “Irenaeus Against Heresies,” &’)):
“Those men, therefore, set aside the power of God, and do not consider what the word declares, when they
dwell upon the in*rmity of the (esh, but do not take into consideration the power of Him who raises it up
from the dead.” On the whole, the perfecting of the human being and his resurrection are understood as the
ful*llment of the actual creative intention of God. The human being can already collaborate with this in the
present. To this end he possesses a free will. The perishability of his (eshly substance is not a consequence of
sin but con*gured in this way by God with pedagogical intention. The aspect of development and growth
in faith until the perfection of the human being is re(ected in the Eucharist, which builds up the (esh, lets it
grow, and nourishes it.
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age of the patriarchs, and the translation of Enoch and Elijah (Haer. $.$.!–"). Accord-
ing to Irenaeus, the examples demonstrate that temporal life as well can be extended
and preserved according to God’s wish, with God’s will alone being decisive here. Life,
according to Irenaeus, is always and in every form, whether temporal or eternal, a gift
of this creator God. He maintains that it is solely the activity of the word of God on
material things – on a grain of wheat, on bread, and equally on the &esh of believers –
that can give life in di’erent qualities. For him, eternal life is not categorically di’erent
from temporal life. Rather, in temporal life the continued creative action of God on
human beings realizes itself unto eternal life, so that there is ultimately only a gradual
transition between them. The discontinuity that Paul identi(es between the psychic
(in later reception “sarkic”) and the pneumatic body is &attened out in this creation-
theological overall perspective.

Against this background, the answer that the Gospel of Philip gives to the ques-
tion of the bodily resurrection of believers can also be traced out more sharply. The
text fromNag Hammadi excludes an action of the creator God on the &esh of human
beings. The Gospel of Philip places over the power of the creator the principle of the
perishability of earthly matter and its incapacity for entering the heavenly sphere, in
support ofwhich the author quotes !Cor !$.$# (Gos. Phil. ")a, NHC II,), p. $*.)"–)+).
John *.$!–$, then serves, in view of the weakness of human &esh, to uphold the special
character and life-giving e’ect of the &esh of Jesus: “The one who does not eat my &esh
and drink my blood does not have life within him.”-*

The apocryphal Gospel relates the words of the Johannine Jesus and of the apos-
tle Paul to one another in a complementary way to ground a fundamental di!erence
between Jesus’ resurrection &esh and human &esh, which is also thematized in saying
%"c (NHC II,), p. *,.)!–)%). While ! Cor !$.$# is meant to underpin the fact that it
is precisely human &esh that cannot receive imperishability, the paraphrase from John
*.$)–$+ secures the di’erent character of the &esh of Jesus. The special substance of the
body of Jesus, which originated from a spiritual begetting in the pleroma, accounts for
the e’ect of the Eucharist. In it, believers put on this special &esh of Jesus that is not
created and does not come from the earth and thereby generate a reality in the pleroma
that remains hidden on earth and is also irrelevant for earthly connections. Only with
the postmortem ascent of believers into the pleromawill the &esh of Jesus become their
new glorious garment instead of their own &esh, which is discarded at death. The so-
lution to the problem of a &eshly resurrection that devalues human &esh and ascribes a
di’erent “heavenly” substance to the &esh of Jesus was known to Irenaeus, so that it is
to be surmised that it was attractive not only to the circle of in&uence of the Gospel of
Philip.-%

The two elaborations of the eucharistic preparation for the resurrection di’er in yet
another aspect. Irenaeus understands the Logos and the Spirit of God as entities that

-*Gos. Phil. ")b, NHC II,), p. $%.+–$; trans. G. Smith, Valentinian Christianity: Texts and Translations
(Oakland: University of California Press, "#"#), "*!.

-%As shown already in chapter $, it is also handed down as a view of Valentinus in Ps.-Tertullian (Adversus
omnes haereses +.$: Valentinus is said to have believed not in the resurrection of this &esh but in the resurrec-
tion of another &esh).
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in the Eucharist act upon the body of the recipient of the Eucharist and yet ultimately
cannot be identi$ed with the meal elements themselves but time and again come forth
anew from God. By contrast, it is characteristic for the reception of ! Cor !% and John
# in Gos. Phil. &’b (NHC II,’, p. %".#) that in an independent reception of John !.!(a,
Jesus’ )esh is directly equated with the Logos himself and the Spirit is identi$ed with
his blood. Thus, the believer receives Logos and Spirit directly into himself, and they
appear as available entities to which the believer assimilates himself.
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