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CHIASMUS IN CHRONICLES: INVESTIGATING THE
STRUCTURES OF 2 CHRONICLES 28:16-21;
33:1-20; AND 31:20-32:33

Mary KATHERINE YEM HING HOM
University of Cambridge
Cambridge, England

This article is a brazen, but wary, demonstration of chiasmus in three
narrative passages of varying length and complexity from the last half of
2 Chronicles: 2 Chron 28:16-21; 33:1-20; and 31:20-32:33. After necessary
methodological discussion, we will evaluate and explore the particular ways
chiastic aspectfunctions in these texts. Some comments on the literary-theological
implications of the chiastic aspect of each passage then follow, though it is
the hope of this author that investigation and dialogue will continue beyond
this study with regard to the presence of chiastic aspect in Chronicles and its
relevance for interpretation.

L. Methodology

The term chiastic aspect is coined here to denote literary counterpositioning,
which can vary in degree of strength. For example, all else being equal, a rare
word is more likely to have a greater chiastic aspect than a common word,
and two verses equidistant from the pivot will almost always have greater
chiastic aspect than two verses not equidistant from the pivot. Chiastic aspect
may be contrasted to chiasmus in that the latter implies that the ensirety of a text
explicitly exhibits chiastic aspect. It seems safe to say that chiasmus proper in
biblical narrative prose is extremely rare, and when it does occur, it borders
on—if not crosses over—the gray divide between prose and poetry. Perhaps
it would help if we qualify as narrative chiasmus a narrative text with overall
strong chiastic aspect approaching chiasmus propet.

In line with this, it may be said that I have a somewhat circular perspective
of chiasmus. A legitimate narrative chiasmus has a strong enough overall
chiastic aspect that it may be recognized as an intentional structure. Elements
of the text signify the chiasmus; the chiasmus, in turn, contributes its own
meaning to the text. As seen in the relationship between other literary biblical
structures and their content, one may expect that the chiastic structure’s
contribution is consistent with other meanings and emphases clearly conveyed
through the text’s content.

Chiastic aspect, on the other hand, does not necessarily render a text as
a chiasmus. Weak chiastic aspect may help to delineate a pericope, or mildly
accentuate its unity, but the text of which it is a part may not be further
involved in the chiastic dynamic. Strong chiastic aspect draws more of the
text into chiastic relation. The stronger the chiastic aspect, the more a text
approaches chiasmus proper and the “circular” effect of structure-informing-
content dynamics may be considered.
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164 SEMINARY STUDIES 47 (AuTumN 2009)

The most rigorous procedure for discerning chiasmus that I have
encountered so fat is by Butterworth, of “Isaiah 67” fame.! I have summarized
his procedure below:

1. Establish the text form and its divisions independently of structural
considerations.

2. Examine a// repetitions, and discard those that seem to be
insignificant.

3. Estimate the likely importance of the repeated words that remain.
Butterworth gives more priority here to repetitions of whole phrases,
rare words, words used in characteristic ways, and clusters of related
words. He gives less priority to technical terms.

4.  Consult and compare conclusions with the work of scholars in
various branches of OT research.

5. Attempt to explain the purpose(s) of the authors in presenting
material in this particular way.

In addition to my focus on chiastic aspect instead of chiasmus, there are two
matters on which I diverge from Butterworth’s approach that deserve further
comment here. The first regards his evaluation of the repetition of common
words. While I agree with Butterworth that, in general, “common words are
of minimal value in indicating structure” because of the natural frequency of
common words in longer passages,” I cannot agree that this necessatily calls
for complete disregard of common vocabulary. True, more often than not
common vocabulary is simply used in a common way. But let’s not throw the
baby out with the bathwater. Common words may indeed be used chiastically;
their chiastic aspect may not be strong and one should approach common
words with more reserve than not, but still their potential contribution to
structure should not be presumed null.

Second, with regard to the more subjective element of a text (i.e., its
conceptual content), Butterworth finds it “strange for a writer to avoid using
certain words more than once, if he wanted to draw the readet’s attention
to the correspondence [between one part and another].”” This assumes a
particularly rigid style on the part of the writer, and that is a presumption
I am not led to make concerning the authors of the ancient Hebrew text.
Furthermore, Butterworth’s wariness of eisegetic misinterpretation of
subjective material is such that it results in a complete avoidance of the
consideration and evaluation of subjective elements. I readily concur that the
evaluation of subjective aspects of a text is difficult. Yet, difficult as these

'See Mike Butterworth, Structure and the Book of Zechariah, JSOTSS 130 (Sheffield:
Academic Press, 1992), 13-61, esp. 53-61. Butterworth’s randomly created “Isaiah 677
entertainingly demonstrates that repetitions can sometimes be mere coincidences.

“Ibid., 55-56.
*Ibid., 59.
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matters are, subjective elements remain a vital part of the text and should not
be excluded from evaluating its structure.

For this article, the chiastic structures presented were incidentally found
during exegetical translation of the passages. The texts and delineation of
units had already been established independently of any consideration
of chiasmus or chiastic aspect. Unusual repetition of vocabulary, phrases,
and motifs presented themselves, however, and chiastic aspect appeared
evident. To evaluate the apparent chiastic features in the passages, I applied
Butterworth’s procedure, mutatis mutandis, and further tested the strength
of my own observations by discussing, presenting, and forwarding them to
various colleagues for critical feedback. Naturally, for good or ill, I assume full
responsibility for the final results regarding the presence of chiastic aspect in
2 Chron 28:16-21; 33:1-20; and 31:20-32:33, as shown below.

1L The Structure of 2 Chronicles 28:16-21

The chiastic structure of 2 Chron 28:16-21 may be discerned as follows:

28:16: King Ahaz sends to Assytia for help
A5 T MR "35075w).

28:17-18: Invasion by foreign enemies
(Edomites and Philistines).

28:19: The reason for Judah’s troubles: YHWH
humbles (¥33) Judah as judgment on Ahaz’s infidelity
against him (T 172—50 71017772,

28:20: Enmity from foreign enemy (Assyria).

28:21: Ahaz gives tribute to Assyria, but receives no help

A2 TTYO RO MR o).

A/A" (28:16, 21): These verses share the keyroot T8, “to help.”* The
root 1TV occurs thirty-one times in Chronicles, four times in chapter 28: in
vv. 16 and 21, and twice in v. 23. On its own, the occurrence of 71TV is not
exceptional. However, vv. 16 and 21 also have end-phrases that are similar in
meaning and sound:

TR oM M5W 8T NP2 2 Chron 28:16

50T DTN TV ST IR PO 2 Chiron 28:21
{xial=aalay

*Unless otherwise indicated, figures for occurrences of roots do not include
propet nouns.
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In addition to the above, these verses are evidently located at the terminal
positions of the unit. Taken together, the chiastic aspect of vv. 16 and 21 is
high.

B/B’ (28:17-18, 20): The correspondence I have identified here is based
purely on content and is fairly subjective, hence chiastic aspect for this pair
is low.

C (28:19): MM 25U DIWM—TTIT2, a strongly chiastic
construction, is continuous in the text. The paronomasia of 111172 and
1771772 is strong and reinforces a symbolic relation in which Judah is posited
opposite YHWH because of Ahaz’s faithlessness.

Verse 19 is distinctly theological in vocabulary and tone. The
tetragrammaton_appears twice, as does 1111717, in addition to a single
occurrence of YR, The Hiphil of ¥33, “to humble,” occurs in this
chapter in v. 19; root '73]?3, “to be/act unfaithfully,” appears twice in v. 19, but
also once in v. 22. Add to all the above the central location of v. 19 in the unit,
and its overall pivotal function should be recognized as evident and strong,

In comparing my results with the work of other scholars, it seems that vv.
16-21 are well-recognized as a unit, though not as a chiasmus (e.g., Williamson,
De Vties, Japhet).” The NIV, NJPS, NRSV, GNB/TEYV, and NASB reflect
this as well. The connection between vv. 16 and 21 through the keyroot TV
is also acknowledged.® Verse 19 has been recognized by other scholars as
distinct for its theological, explanatory nature.” On the whole, the general
conclusions of secondary literature regarding 28:16-21 do not recognize the
chiastic structure, but are harmonious with our proposed structure.

The overall function of the passage’ chiastic aspect appears to be (1)
to delineate vv. 16-21 as a unit; (2) to emphasise the folly of Ahaz’s reliance
on Assyria for help; and (3) to emphasise Ahaz’s responsibility in Judah’s
afflictions.

Considering the whole of the unit, 2 Chron 28:16-21 appears to have
high chiastic aspect for biblical narrative and may be considered a narrative
chiasmus.

*H. G. M. Williamson, 7 and 2 Chronicles, NCBC (London: Matshall, Morgan
and Scott, 1982), 347-348; Simon J. De Vries, 7 and 2 Chronicles, FOTL 11 (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 362, 364-365; Sara Japhet, 7 and 2 Chronicles: A Commentary,
OTL (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1993), 904-907; and Martin J. Selman, 2
Chronicles, TOTC (Leicester: InterVarsity, 1994), 481-482; implied in Gary N. Knoppers,
“Treasures Won and Lost: Royal (Mis)appropriations in Kings and Chronicles,” in
The Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text and Texture, ed. M. Patrick Graham and Steven
L. McKenzie, JSOTSS 263 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 181-208,
see esp. 200-201; and Michael E. W. Thompson, Situation and Theology: Old Testament
Interpretations of the Syro-Ephraimite War, Prophets and Historians Series 1 (Sheffield:
Almond Press, 1982), 94.

SE.g., Japhet, 907; Williamson, 348-349; De Vries, 364-365; Knoppets, 200-201.

"E.g, Japhet, 906; De Vties, 362, 364-365; Thompson, 95.
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1I1. The Structure of 2 Chronicles 33:1-20

To my knowledge, there has been no extensive treatment of the chiastic
structure of 2 Chron 33:1-20, the pericope concerning Manasseh. Smelik,
Japhet, and Abadie all present basic chiastic outlines of 2 Chron 33:1-20,% but
none goes beyond discussing general content and broad, somewhat subjective
desctiption in identifying their chiasms.” If indeed 2 Chron 33:1-20 is chiastic,
it needs to hold up to more rigorous testing.

On the basis of repeated words and phrases, as well as content, 2 Chron
33:1-20 appears to have the following complex structure. Correspondences
are matched by number, and those within a subunit are connected by a solid,
curved line, while those uniting the overall passage are connected by straight

Klaas A. D. Smelik, “Portrayal of King Manasseh: A Literary Analysis of 2 Kings
21 and 2 Chronicles 23,” in Converting the Past: Studies in Ancient Israelite and Moabite
Historiggraphy, OTS 28 (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 129-189, see 170:

Part I (v. 1)
Part IT (vv. 2-8)
Part IIT (v. 9)
Part IV (vv. 10-13)
Part V (v. 14)
Part VI (vv. 15-17)
Part VII (vv. 18-20)

Japhet, 7 and 2 Chronicles, 1000:

(@) Introduction: Manasseh is king (v. 1)
(b) Manasseh’s transgressions (vv. 2-8)
(¢) Punishment: exile to Assyria (vv. 10-11)
(d) Repentance and delivery (vv. 12-13)
(¢) Manasseh’s earthly enterprises (v. 14)
(f)  Religious restoration (vv. 15-17)
(g9 Conclusion: death and burial (18-20)

Philippe Abadie, “From the Impious Manasseh (1 Kings 21) to the Convert
Manasseh (2 Chronicles 33): Theological Rewriting by the Chronicler,” in The
Chronicler as Theologian: Essays in Honor of Ralph W. Klein, ed. M. Patrick Graham, Steven
L. McKenzie and Gary N. Knoppers, JSOTSS 371 (London: T. & T. Clark, 2003) 89-
104, see 96:

A Manasseh is king (v. 1)
B The religious infidelities of Manasseh (vv. 2-9)
C  In punishment, Manasseh is deported to Babylon (vv. 10-11)
D Repentance of the king, following his deliverance (vv. 12-13)
C'  Manasseh restores Jerusalem (v. 14)
B'  The religious reforms of Manasseh (vv. 15-17)
A" The end of the reign. Amon is king (vv. 18-20)

’Abadie, 96, offets one exception in that it contrasts Manasseh’s deportation to
Babylon in v. 11 with his restoration of Jerusalem in v. 14.
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lines. Though incidental to our discussion, the frequent occurrences of 1112
are in 50% grayscale:

Subunit I v. 1: Introductory formulage

V. 20 U 0y, I w2t YR 2R, U, SRwe a2 en e
d 5 b

v. 31127, Pm3ne, N

Subunit II V. 42 a3
- low chiastic
aspect contributes v. 51920

cogency and
emphasizes theme
of M.’s apostasy

- content: M.’s

apostasy and reign v. 7: I7T3ﬂ3, aa?
before Y. acts
v. 8 \

v. 9: 7 Propb!) SR ovan)s S

V. 6: ym PR, oy

- pivot
- content: Y. acts

Subunit ITI v. 10: 5% mm w:m-w“>

v. 11: amby mm xan®

Subunit IV v. 12: piom™t
- no chiastic aspect

within subunit v. 13: 5522, 5 p

- inclusion

emphasies M.s ’
5

humbling and v. 14: maa,
prayer, and Ys
receipt of both
- content: M.’s
faithfulness and
reign after Y. acts v. 16: [’:‘]

v. 15: Smont, iz

v. 17: mnaa¢
v. 18:

v. 19: n5om 2, 15manpat, ma nmal, oo, jbisnt

Subunit V v. 20: Closing formulae
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I will first discuss the structure of 2 Chron 33:1-20 with regard to its
subunits. Subunits I and V are fairly self-explanatory in that they mark the
terminal points of the unit as a whole. They also feature standard introductory
and concluding formulae, respectively.

Subunit II contains the thrice-repeated combination ¥7 + 1D in vv.
2,6, 9. Though it is a phrase, it is also a technical term, or idiom, that occurs
elsewhere in Chronicles—notably, eleven times in 2 Chronicles; and even
a fourth time in chapter 33, in v. 22. Still, 27% of the total occurrences of
U7 + WY in 2 Chronicles are in subunit II. The combination that follows,
117 72702, also is an idiom appearing faitly frequently in Chronicles (19
times; 18 of which are in 2 Chronicles). The repeated idioms and distinctive
locations of vv. 2, 6, 9 contribute some chiastic aspect. An envelope figure, or
inclusio, is strongly made between vv. 2 and 9% verse-ending phraseology of
DR "2 177*—(Verb in the Hiphil Petfect 3ms)*— 1R 0712172

The remainder of subunit II lacks further chiastic aspect. The overall
chiastic aspect for the subunit is low, and its function appears to be simply
that of emphasizing (1) the cogency of vv. 2-9 as its own subunit; and (2) the
overall theme of subunit IT as the apostasy of Manasseh.

Subunit III is composed of two verses, both of which begin with the
construction (wayyigtol 3ms form) + 11" + (guttural—'? preposition), which
is generally unexceptional in biblical literature. However, being that the
constructions here are chapter-unique, parallel, and centrally located in the
pericope, they distinguish vv. 10, 11 as the pivot. This differs from the more
subjective, content-based conclusions of Smelik, Japhet, and Abadie, all of
whom include at least vv. 12-13 in the pivot, shifting the center’s emphasis to
Manasseh’s action and condition instead of YHWH’s action, which vv. 10-11
convey and which seems more theologically resonant with the emphases of
the Chronicler (e.g;, the sovereignty of YHWH and the decisive quality of His
intervention in the course of history)."

Moving on to subunit IV, we bear in mind that U)2J is frequent
vocabulary in Chronicles. Y33 occurs 19 times in Chronicles, 16 of which
are in 2 Chronicles. The verb also occurs later in chapter 33, in v. 23, and
nearby, in 32:26. On its own, the repetition of this root could be coincidental.
Howevet, the clustetring in subunit IV of Y2 with forms detived from root

D and the more unique occurrences of 1+ 7 + 7MY strengthens its
distinctive use here.! The parallel aspect for subunit IV’s beginning and end,
which suggests an inclusio, may not seem to be strong at first because of the
distance between elements in vv. 12 and 13. It could be argued that vv. 12 and
13 belong together, but in such cases one must be especially careful to make
judgments independently of structural concerns. With that in mind, it may be

"For further discussion, see Sata Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and Its
Place in Biblical Thounght, BEATA] (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1989), 62, 125-136.

"In addition to these unique occurrences of 15+ 2D, it is worth noting that
0D occurs twenty-four times in the OT, of which three are in Chronicles, of which
two are in 2 Chronicles (namely, in these verses).
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seen that vv. 12 and 13 do share similar content and are distinguished from
the rest of subunit IV by the J737 MR that begins v. 14. No other inner
subunit features are present. In terms of content, vv. 12-19, along with the
formulaic conclusion of v. 20 (i.e., subunit V), share the subject of Manasseh’s
reign affer YHWH acts.

Thus far repetitions have formed inclusios and appear to delineate
subunits. Taking a look now at the general structure of 33:1-20, we may recall
that subunit I includes a standard introductory formula, naturally placed in
counterposition to subunit V, which features a standard concluding formula.
Subunit II has shared phraseology at the beginning, center, and end (vv. 2,
6, 9), which demarcates the boundaries of that unit while also emphasising
its primary motif of Manasseh’s apostasy against YHWH. In contrast to the
focus on Manassseh by the overwhelming majority of verses, subunit III (i.e.,
the pivot; vv. 10-11) empbhasises a different subject: YHWH. In both verses
of this pivot, YHWH appears immediately after the initial verb and before a

guttural-> preposition (58 and 5Y). As we observed, this is 70 unusual for the
OT. However, the constructions gain distinction here as the only chapter-wide
occurrences, and the verse pair overall is reinforced as a subunit by their central
location and parallel positioning. Subunit IV is marked by an inclusio of shared
vocabulary between vv. 12-13 and v. 19. While the repeated words and roots
underline the key changes in Manasseh’s behavior to which God responded
and thus enabled the king’s recovery in subunit IV, the lack of repetition at the
center of subunit IV (which one might expect, in correspondence to subunit
II) may be because the emphases of other significantly located verses (i.e.,
the subunit’s inclusio) also do not entirely reflect the general content of its
subunit. Or, this situation may simply be because the portrayal of the reinstated
Manasseh is more complex (cf. v. 17; 2 Kgs 21:10-16). At any rate, subunits
II and IV clearly present a contrast of “before” and “after” the events of the
pivot, Manasseh’s apostasy and recovery.

Considering the unit as a whole, there do appear to be some chiastic
elements functioning across it. In particular, note the occurrences of
D2, OTIWR /NN, and DD, N2 occurs 106 times in the OT,
17 times in 2 Chronicles. In 2 Chron 33, 12 occurs in vv. 3 and 19,
which are generally equidistant of the pivot. However, S11722 also occurs in
v. 17, which lowers its chiastic potential. That said, S1132 also appears in vv.
3 and 19 with the only chapter-wide occurrences of O TR /MWN. This
combination of 1132 and O UR /M1IUR occurs 10 times in the OT, in the
books of Kings and 2 Chronicles alone. Of its six occurrences in 2 Chron,
two are here in vv. 3 and 19. I would rate the chiastic aspect of vv. 3 and 19
as low. While the pairs of words are, as I pointed out, faitly equidistant,
it is not clear that the clustering of cultic technical terms S1132 and
D UR /N1 is significant, nor that §1132°s multiple occurrences
are not merely dependent on the message of the content. Our third
cultic reference, 2D, is not a technical term, though it is rare.'> 2130

2See Butterworth, 60, tegarding the importance of rare words and relative
unimportance of technical terms in discerning chiastic structure.
P g
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occurs a total of five times in the OT, two times in 2 Chronicles (those
two occurrences being vv. 7 and 15), and is attested outside the OT only
in Phoenician and Punic inscriptions.'> Further, the combination mo + 1
occurs in the OT only in 2 Chron 33:7 and 15. Even more distinction is added
when it becomes appatent that the Chronicler deliberately chose 20T in
place of ITWNT in his Kings Iorlage (cf. 2 Kgs 21:7)."* Possibly the chiastic
use of SN2, D UNR /MW, and 201 functions to underline Manasseh’s
idolatry, though the frequent use of such terms may be coincidental to the
content, which focuses heavily on Manasseh’s apostasy and restoration.

Less certain, though perhaps worth mentioning, is the appearance of
"7 in vv. 7 and 14. 7717 occurs in Chronicles 261 times; in 2 Chronicles,
74 times. Its only appearances in chapter 33 are in these two verses, but
given the high concentration of 7717 instances in 2 Chronicles—such that
a chance double occurrence of 1717 in any one chapter of 2 Chronicles is
more likely than not—I consider the chiastic aspect of vv. 7 and 14 as very
low. Another weak connection may be between vv. 4-5 and v. 17. With regard
to content, the contrast between vv. 4-5 (in which pagan worship is conducted
in YHWH’s temple) and v. 17 (in which YHWH worship happens at pagan
sites) is striking. Still, given the subjective nature of this correlation and the
absence of clearer “signals,” the chiastic aspect of vv. 4-5 and 17 is relatively
insignificant.

The general infrequency of these chiastic elements and the relatively
minor role of their subject matter suggest that their function is simply to
tighten the whole together. By linking individual parts of two large and clearly
demarcated subunits together (that is, subunits II and IV), the whole gains

BJohn W. McKay, Refigion in Judah under the Assyrians: 732-609 b.c., SBT 26 (London:
SCM Press, 1973), 21-22. The other three uses of 510 are in Deut 4:16; Ezek 8:3, 5.

"Looking at other scholars’ wotk on this matter, the chiastic relationship between
vv. 7 and 15 has heretofore not been observed, though the marked change by the
Chronicler of TR to 70 in v. 15 has been undeniable. Scholars since McKay,
22, usually explain the change as reflecting specification of an idol type, probably
Phoenician. J. M. Hadley, “5?30,” NIDOTTE 3:271-272, makes a different suggestion:
I7DD in chap. 33 emphasizes a sense of image, in contrast to a being. She remarks
that the use of 1D “may suggest that D0 s specifically the goddess Asherah,
but it is more likely that the Chronicler wished to remove any suggestion that an
existent deity was involved, and asserted it was merely an image.” Either or both of
McKay and Hadley’s proposals may be operative for 2130 in 2 Chron 33. It seems to
me, however, that a chiastic relationship best explains both unique occurrences of
S0 Tt is possible to harmonize the theories and suggest, e.g., that the Chronicler
wished to emphasize through the chiastic pairing the foreign, Phoenician nature of
the Asherah that Manasseh erected. Being that the etymological evidence for pas)
remains inconclusive, however, I hesitate to advocate such theoties. What one can
more confidently forward is the strong presence of chiastic aspect through palei
in 32:7 and 15. See “'?DD,” HAILAT 3:717. For further discussion on the term 930
itself, see Christoph Dohmen, “Heif3t 5?30 ‘Bild, Statue’®” ZAW 95 (1984): 263-266.
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more of asense of cogency as one large unit concerning Manasseh. The seven
occurrences of keyroot 112 serve no apparent chiastic function, though their
relatively high frequency here serves to unite the passage further.'

Taking into account the broader chiastic structure of 33:1-20 in terms
of its repetition-delineated subunits (which are affirmed by content) and the
few occurrences of detailed chiastic aspect within that broader structure, 2
Chron 33:1-20 has an overall chiastic aspect that, in terms of clarity, is high
for its general structure; in terms of chiastic complexity, it is low. All that to
say, chiastic aspect is present in 33:1-20—it functions generally, in the service
of structure, contrast, and cogency. Most would consider 2 Chron 33:1-20,
by way of its general outline, to be a chiasmus, though it should be further
qualified as a weak or “general” narrative chiasmus.

IV. The Structure of 2 Chronicles 31:20—32:33

Finally, 2 Chron 31:20-32:33 demonstrates strong enough chiastic aspect
that, for all intents and purposes, it may be considered a narrative chiasmus.
Chiastically arranged verses and elements exhibiting strong chiastic aspect are
described in plain, black print in the following diagram. Elements with weaker
chiastic aspect are noted in 50% grayscale, though my discussion in this paper
will concentrate on the stronger chiastic pairs in this pericope.

The chiastic structure of 2 Chron 31:20-32:33:

A. Summary formulae about Hezekiah (31:20-21)
B. Foreign power (Assyria) tests Hezekiah’s faithfulness (32:1-2)
C. Hezekiah OO0 the springs (32:3)
D. 2-7 occurs twice; abundant resources for Jerusalem in time of
war (32:4)
E. D7) made; Hezekiah’s building projects in time of war (32:5)
(32:0)
(32:7)
(32:8)
E Introductory statement, 11 IMR; “to Hezekiah, king of
Judah”; content: foreign nation hostile to Jerusalem (32:9)
G. cluster: “Sennacherib king of Assyria” and issue of what
happens to o2 ... 0"2W’; Sennacherib’s questions
...(see G, v 22) (32:10)
H. Content: Hezekiah defamed by the king of Assyria;
Sennacherib predicts death for Jerusalemites . . . ;
Sennacherib challenges the ability of the Jerusalemites’
God to save them (32:11)
L. Content: Sennacherib looks at the Israelite cultus and
begins his challenge of the exclusivity of the one God
YHWH and the centralized cultus (32:12)

157722, “to build,” occurs 61 times in 2 Chron. Its various uses in 33:1-20 may be
seen to draw attention to Manasseh’s dramatic change in relation to his political and
religious building projects.
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J. cluster: “the lands”; root TUY; “my [Sennacherib’s]
hand”; implicit comparison of YHWH to other
gods (32:13)
(32:14)
(32:15)
K. PIVOT: self-contained chiasm and
assonance (32:16)
(32:17)
(32:18)
J". cluster: “the land”; root MUY/ /radicals -0~ D; “the
hands of humanity”; explicit comparison of YHWH
to other gods (32:19)

I'. Content: Hezekiah and Isaiah appeal exclusively to
YHWH in a way not restricted by the formalisms of
the cultus, but pray “(to) the heavens” (32:20)

H'. Content: Hezekiah proven correct by YHWH; Assyrian
enemy forces and Sennacherib himself die; Sennacherib
not saved in “the house of his own god” (32:21)

G'. cluster: “Sennacherib king of Assyria” and issue of what
happens to O pinmy Y2"; .. .are well-answered! (see G, v.
10) (32:22)

F'. Concluding statement, J37" RMD; “to Hezekiah, king of
Judah”; content: foreign nations honor the king in
Jerusalem (32:23)

(32:24)
(32:25)
(32:20)
E'. 0212 in treasuries; Hezekiah’s building projects in time of rest
and prosperity (32:27-28)
D'. 2-7 occurs twice; abundant resources for Hezekiah in time of
peace (32:29)
C'. Hezekiah OO the spring (32:30)
B'. Foreign power (Babylon) tests Hezekiah’s faithfulness (32:31)
A'. Concluding formulae about Hezekiah (32:32-33)

A/A" (31:20-21; 32:32-33): These verses bookend the remainder of
chapter 32 in an inclusio of formulae about Hezekiah. These are standard
formulae in predictable places. The verses share no distinct vocabulary, and
chiastic aspect for these verses is low.

C/C' (32:3, 30): The correspondence relies on the distinctive occurtrences
of the faitly rare root TN0, “to shut, stop.” This root occurs 13-15 times in
the OT,' three times in Chronicles, all of which appear here in 2 Chron
32. Lowering the chiastic aspect is the fact that there is a third occurrence,
in v. 4. Strengthening the chiastic aspect, though, is the particular motif of

1See discussion in B. Otzen and H.-J. Fabry, “C10,” TDOT 10:359-362, esp.
359-361.
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the manipulation of springs leading to Jerusalem. The sharing of this motif
was observed by Ackroyd, who unfortunately did not discern further literary-
structural relevance.'” Similarly, Otzen noted the shared use of OO, with
both occurrences being in the Qal, and surmised an indirect connection,
but to no further discussion.”® Overall chiastic aspect for this chiastic pair is
strong.

D/D' (32:4, 29): The repetition of 21 by itself is unexceptional. The
combination initial-7 followed by 2 occurs 118 times in Chronicles, 68 times
in 2 Chronicles, and 8 times in 2 Chron 32. Its occurtences in vv. 4 and
29 have an additional distinctive feature, however, and that is 2—1’s double
appearance in each verse.

7D O2 TR MNO™ 270D 13PN 2 Chron 32:4
S MRS PARTTTIND AT SN
'DO0T O IR IR 1250 W

"2 275 P21 IRETTIPM 15 WY 071 2 Chron 32:29
TN 127 2T OR 15T

Still, the frequency of 2-71in 2 Chron 32 and beyond keeps the chiastic
aspect between these verses low.

E/E' (32:5, 27-28): These verses share the word 07121, “shields,” which
occurs 10 times in 2 Chronicles, twice in this chapter. The placement of 07121
in v. 27 has been considered so unusual at times in history that the Greek and
Latin interpreters preferred to emend 071 to the biblically unattested form
0727720 (“choice, excellent things,” cf. 32:23)." 071112 is maintained in the
MT, however. Bearing in mind the unusual use of O7J213—at least, in antique
and modern eyes—the chiastic aspect here is significant.?”

F/F' (32:9, 23): Both verses share similar positions marking the beginning
or conclusion of a subunit within the plain prose structure of the text by means
of temporal markers incorporating TN, This also occurs in v. 1, which could be
understood as reinforcing an echo of the uses in vv. 9 and 23, or, contrarily, may
indicate that the correspondence in vv. 9 and 23 is less exceptional. The latter
conclusion is supported by the fact that TN is very common vocabulary. At

"Peter R. Ackroyd, “The Chronicler as Exegete,” [SOT 2 (1977): 11-12.
80tzen, “BN0O,” 359-360.

P[13723] occurs in the OT in only the feminine plural form and in just three
clear instances: Gen 24:53; 2 Chron 21:3; 32:23.

“For modern interpreters questioning the use of 011D, see BHS; NAB; NJB;
Wilhelm Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, HAT (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1955), 312; Peter
R. Ackroyd, 7 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nebemiah, TBC (London: SCM Press, 1973), 195;
and Williamson, 387. See also discussion in Mark A. Throntveit, “The Relationship
of Hezekiah to David and Solomon in the Books of Chronicles,” in The Chronicler
as Theologian: Essays in Honor of Ralph W. Klein, ed. M. Patrick Graham, Steven L.
McKenzie, and Gary N. Knoppers (London: T. & T. Clark, 2003), 105-121, esp. 116.
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the same time, the epithet i1 111” -[IWJ TTPIMNY (“Hezekiah king of Judah”)
occurs five times in the whole of Chronicles (1 Chron 4:41; 2 Chron 30:24;*
32:8, 9, 23), which is surprisingly seldom, relative to the thirty-eight occurrences
of WT'PTM and five occurrences of WP in Chronicles. What should
not be taken into account for the chiastic aspect are the shared occurrences
of “to Jerusalem,” a phrase that uses different prepositions in the two verses.
Morteover, D JLNT" occurs 12 times in chaptet 32 alone, half those occurrences
being preceded by a preposition.

G/G' (32:10,22): MUK 7 palubinizhle) (“Sennacherib king of Assytia”)
occurs fairly frequently in chapter 32, and it seems that the Chronicler is
simply following his Kings I"or/age in repeating this epithet. The combination
D57 + 2 also occurs frequently in 2 Chronicles with at least thirty-
eight instances, and in chapter 32 with four instances.”? The clustering of both
these combinations together occurs only in vv. 10 and 22, but that could be
coincidental, given the unexceptional nature of both. Chiastic aspect for this
possible correspondence is so low that it is relatively insignificant.

J/] (32:13, 19): By way of compatison to G/G’, this pair also shates
frequent vocabulary that is possibly clustered. The cluster of J"WR (“land”),
derivative root MUY (“to do, make”), and 7" (“hand, power”) may seem
unusual, but the combination actually occurs approximately twenty-six times
in the OT, three of which are in 2 Chron—twice through this pair and once
in 2 Chron 13:9. Still, the combination is distinctive enough to suggest a
correspondence between the two verses.

K (32:16): This verse has the central position in the chiasmus and comprises
a self-contained chiasmus and consonantal assonance (1,77, 7, 2, Y). For these
obvious reasons, its chiastic aspect is very high.

The self-contained chiastic structure is:

1727 71D X (anacrusis)
1"T3D A

“bv B
o oNT M C
b1 B
172D TP A
The primary effect of this chiastic structure is to highlight 27 7 afaAta

and his central role in chapter 32. The effect of the assonance is to render the
verse aesthetically pleasing and hence attention catching and memorable, as

“'Minor vatiant spelling: 1717 PT m.

2Accordance search of ‘0 '?@17’ <WITHIN 3 Words><FOLLOWED BY>
:w~ »
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well as to reinforce the unity of v. 16’ content.” Verse 16’ structure conveys
the message that YHWH is in control: in the midst of the conflict between the
D720 (“servants”) of Sennacherib and the T2 (“servant”) of YHWH,*
and even in the midst of—ironically—Assyria’s insults and attacks, YHWH
is the determinative factor; he is the hinge on which everything changes and
the circumstances make a turn for the better. Further, YHWH is at the center
of all the events of chapter 32, as the pivot indicates in its relation to the rest
of the verses. Possibly the centrality of YHWH in the structure reflects the
Chronicler’s concern to uphold throughout his work the centrality of the
cultus and exclusive worship of YHWH.*

The epithet D 5% T s rare in the OT (41x) and unique within
chapter 32.% With the few occurrences we have to considet, it may seem at
first glance that “the use of YHWH [Ha]Elohim’ is sporadic and does not
seem to point to any particulat intent ot requisite context.””” However, its use
in chapter 32 appears to be more intentional than not, as 0T 2RIT occurs
in 31:21; 32:16, 31—at the beginning, middle, and zear (but not quite a7 the
end of the unit.

Even without recognizing the chiastic structure, Japhet writes concerning

the significance of 071 OR[T]:

The use of “Elohim” as the proper name for the god of Israel neutralizes any
plural connotation the word might have and expresses the abstract idea of
“godliness.” The determinate form (“ha-Elohim”) as a proper name suggests
the fuller sentence “The LORD [is] God” (C"I-“?&ﬂ RIT M77).% Not
only does it express an abstract understanding of the divine essence, it also
emphasises God’s gualities of uniqueness and exclusiveness. The increased use of the
determinate form testifies to a stronger awareness of God'’s exclusiveness and may be
seen as a theological-linguistic development typical of late biblical literature,
including the book of Chronicles.”

“Appreciation of the multiple effects of literary devices such as paronomasia
and other consonantal wordplay was first brought to my attention by Isaac Kalimi,
“The Contribution of the Literary Study of Chronicles to the Solution of its Textual
Problems,” BibInt 3 (1995): 210-211.

#7720 also occurs in v. 9 inconsequentially to the chiasmus here.
»Consider esp. couplet I/T’, vv. 12, 20, which explicitly concerns that issue.

*Japhet, Ideology of the Book, 38, obsetves that the phrase appeats twenty times in
the story of the Garden of Eden (Gen 2:4-3:24), twelve times in Chronicles; and in
the rest of the OT, nine times (mostly in Psalms).

“Japhet, Ideology of the Book, 41.

#W. H. Schmidt draws out the exclusiveness implied in this sentence more cleatly,
translating and scripturally explicating the confession “Yahweh is (the true, only) God”
G=Nn '7&,” TLOT 1:115-126, esp. 124).

#Ibid., 30, emphasis supplied.
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Japhet’s conclusions above concerning the use of O™ OR[M] are
reinforced by my observation, based on the chiastic structure of 2 Chron 32,
that one of the chapter’s dominant, implicit messages is that YHWH alone
is God. Further, the Chroniclet’s combining of 071 5R™T with T in v. 16
to emphasize YHWH’s uniqueness, exclusiveness, and determinative power
seems to affirm Japhet’s proposal that the determinate form @17 I?&ﬂ)
suggests “The LORD [is] God.”

The chiastic structure of v. 16 also contrasts Sennacherib’s servants
(17 72D) with YHWH’s servant, Hezekiah (17721). In many respects, the battle
in chapter 32 is staged between these two representative parties, though the
“servants” cannot be separated from their masters in this situation. Beating
in mind that the role of Sennacherib’s ambassadors and King Hezekiah is
likened to that of faithful representatives, to counter the “servant” is to
counter the servant’s master.

Hezekiah’s exceptional status as the only king besides David to be
designated in Chronicles as the servant of YHWH by a voice other than his
own is no small honor, and the Chronicler’s awareness of this is probably
reflected in the placement of the servant title in this central verse. The use
of 172V in v. 16 impresses upon the reader the dependence, favored status,
and faithful fulfilment of commissioned task(s) by Hezekiah.?! Furthermore,
the strength of the theology inherent in the use of T2V with YHWH as
genitive object (namely, that the “servant” of YHWH acknowledges his/het
dependence upon and service to YHWH, and that YHWH assumes a degree
of ownership and responsibility for his servant) reinforces the polarization
between Hezekiah and Sennacherib’s ambassadors.

Overall, I would rate the chiastic aspect of 2 Chron 32 as above average.
In addition to the chiastic aspect of several pairs, the impressive maintenance
of chiastic symmetry across 34 verses contributes to its strength. Emphases,
nuances, contrasts, and reinforcements of literary elements are highlighted
by varying degrees throughout the chiasmus. Some of the more salient ways
by which recognition of the narrative chiasmus proves informative, if not
necessary, to our reading of the text are emphasis of the symbolic centrality
of YHWH; identification of the conflict as being between the representatives
of YHWH and of the Assyrian king; affirmation of the text (the case of
0722 in vv. 5 and 27 being an eminent example); and delineation of the

*Relatedly, Brevard S. Childs observes by way of compatison with the 2
Kings/ /Isaiah accounts: “The Chronicler does not allow the enemy for a moment
to play Hezekiah off against Yahweh as B* had pictured. Their positions are identical
throughout and the issue of faith is clear-cut between God with his servant Hezekiah
and the Assyrian threat” (Isaiah and the Assyrian Crisis, SBT 3 [London: SCM Press,
1967], 110).

'See H. Ringgren, U. Riitersworden, and H. Simian-Yofre, “721D” TDOT
10:376-405, esp. 395; R. Schultz, “Servant, Slave,” NIDOTTE 4:1183-1198, esp. 1190-
1193; C. Westermann, “T2D.” TL.OT 2:819-832, esp. 826-829; E. Carpenter, “72D.”
NIDOTTE 3:304-309, esp. 306-307.
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narratival unit, which includes vv. 24-33 by way of the structural balance and
meaning it contributes to vv. 1-23 through the chiasmus.

The attention evidenced by the Chronicler in arranging chapter 32 as a
chiasmus suggests several intents. To structure such a sizable length of text
at the end of a kingly account signals more than closure to a section. The
chiasmus gives a sense of unity to otherwise disparate parts. As well, chiastic
structures contribute an aesthetic quality of balance and craftsmanship, which
themselves often serve to highlight the chiastically arranged text. Further,
as we have seen, the primary emphases of the chiasmus are indispensably
relevant for understanding the pericope and have proven to coincide with
known aspects of the Chronicler’s ideology (e.g., the centrality and exclusivity
of YHWH worship). These emphases of the chiasmus, in turn, may be seen
to create thematic connections at least between the chapters concerning
Hezekiah, if not the whole of the book.

When its chiastic structure is taken into account, 2 Chron 32 accomplishes
too much to be regarded as a mere summary or minimized report of the 2
Kings // Isaiah account. Rather, the passage’s chiastic structure may be seen
to highlight Hezekiah’s handling of the Assyrian attack and its aftermath.
Possibly the chiastic structure marks the events as climactic in relation to the
other features of Hezekiah’s reign. At the very least, this narrative chiasmus
distinguishes the situation between Hezekiah and the Assyrians as deserving
of attention.

One final note is that the final redactor of Chronicles apparently
maintained and/ot crafted the chiastic structure as part of his work. The
narrative chiasmus of 2 Chron 32 highlights themes that are consistent with
the Chronicler’s emphases elsewhere, which strongly suggests that the chiastic
structure is the Chronicler’s own creation.

V. Summary-Conclusion

To review, I will recall here only the most salient points of this paper. In the
discussion of methodology, I introduced the concept of chiastic aspect, a more
nuanced concept than straightforward chiasmus in that the former recognizes
the possibility of varying degrees of chiastic presence. Butterworth’s procedure
for discerning chiasmus was also discussed.

Analysis of 2 Chron 28:16-21; 33:1-20; and 31:20-32:33 demonstrated
different degrees and ways in which chiastic aspect may function in a text. The
parameters of 28:16-21 were confirmed as a unit, and the chiastic structure
was evaluated as strong. As well, this narrative chiasmus emphasizes Ahaz’s
folly in relying on Assyria and his responsibility regarding Judah’s afflictions.
While chiastic structures have been suggested in the past for 2 Chron 33:1-
20, I proposed a fresh, new, and more detailed chiastic structure quite unlike
previous attempts. The passage is organized into subunits, which demonstrate
various degrees of chiastic aspect within and between themselves. The overall
chiastic structure is clear and contributes cogency to the text. It does not
appear to significantly influence meaning apart from the pivot’s emphasis on
the actions of YHWH in bringing about the reversal of Manasseh’s heart and
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behavior. Second Chronicles 31:20-32:33 is identified for the first time here as
a chiasmus. This recognition explains details in the text that have long intrigued
scholars—namely, the use of the root D in vv. 3 and 30, and the presence
of 0"J2 in v. 27. Another exciting discovery found by way of the chiasmus is
the location of the pivot in v. 16, itself a chiasmus emphasizing (1) the conflict
occurring between Sennacherib’s ambassadors and Hezekiah; and (2) the central
role of YHWH in the midst of the conflict and even through the Assyrian
thetotical-psychological onslaught.*

*I would like to thank R. P. Gordon, M. J. Lynch, and A. Lynch for their helpful
comments on previous drafts of this article. Any errors or inconsistencies are solely
mine, of course.



Andrews University Seminary Studies, Vol. 47, No. 2, 181-202.
Copyright © 2009 Andrews University Press.

THE PARABLE OF THE TARES AND MATTHEW’S
STRATEGY VIS-A-VIS EXTREME SECTARIAN
IMPULSES FROM WITHIN HIS COMMUNITY

LucA MARULLI
Campus Adventiste du Saléve
Collonges-sous-Saléve, France

Opinions on the sociohistorical location of the author of the first Gospel and
its intended readers with respect to Judaism are many and varying. A classical
way to develop a taxonomy of these diverse opinions is to divide them into
three categories:'

1. Matthew was written for a Gentile community that had ceased
debating with Judaism;

2. It was written for a Jewish-Christian community that had recently
severed ties with the synagogue and was dialectically debating with
Judaism;

3. It was written between 70 and 85 C.E. for a Jewish-Christian audience
that still considered themselves a part of Judaism.

Although none of the above solutions overcomes all the raised difficulties,
I favor in this article an understanding of the Matthean community as still
dealing with fundamental questions of Jewish identity. As Anthony Saldarini
writes:

the [first] gospel is in a real sense a Jewish document, written within what
the author and his opponents understood as Judaism. They were debating
the shape of Judaism and forging competing identities in contrast to one
another. But they did this within the Jewish tradition, in Jewish categories,
concerning Jewish questions.?

'Richard E. Menninget, Israel and the Church in the Gospel of Matthew, American
University Studies 7, Theology and Religion 162 (New York: Peter Lang, 1994), 24-62.

*Anthony Saldarini, Matthew’s Christian-Jewish Community (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1994), 110. Cf. Wayne A. Mecks, “Breaking Away: Three New
Testament Pictures of Christianity’s Separation from the Jewish Communities,” in “To
See Ourselves As Others See Us”: Christians, Jews, “Others” in Late Antiquity, ed. ]. Neusner
and E. S. Frerichs (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1985), 93-115; Gunther Bornkamm,
“End-Expectation and Church in Matthew,” in Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew,
New Testament Library, ed. Guinther Bornkamm et al. (London: SCM, 1963), 15-51;
Michel de Goedt, “I’explication de la parabole de I'ivraie (Mt. XIII : 36-43),” RB 66
(1959): 32-54; Kenzo Tagawa, “People and Community in the Gospel of Matthew,”
NTS 16 (1970): 149-162; Robert R. Hann, “Judaism and Jewish Christianity in Antioch:
Charisma and Conflict in the First Century,” JRH 14 (1987): 341-360; Donald A.
Hagner, “Matthew: Apostate, Reformer, Revolutionary?” NTS 49/2 (2003): 193-209.
Others, while acknowledging Matthew’s Jewish origin and character, allow for a more
substantial differentiation between the Matthean community and formative Judaism:

181



182 SEMINARY STUDIES 47 (AuTUuMN 2009)

Thus the working hypothesis, for this article is that the Matthean community
was a Christian-Jewish group—probably living in Syrian Antioch—and that
the redactor of the first Gospel was striving to (a) keep his fellows from
creating too wide a gap with the leaders of Formative Judaism, and (b) show
that the solution to his congregation’s crisis and uncertainties was not to
be found either in a hysterical attempt to constitute a holy assembly or in
refraining from any contact with the “others.”

We will proceed as follows. After a quick look at Antiochene Judaism
contemporary to Matthew, we will undetline the internal tensions between the
contrasting statements and attitudes found in his Gospel. We will attempt to
understand Matthew’s strategy vis-a-vis his own community using the parable
of the Tares and its explanation (Matt 13:24-30; 36-43) as a case in point.

Antiochene Judaism(s)

According to Josephus (B.J. 7.44), a Jewish community existed in Antioch
since the second century B.C.E. It seems fair to assume that between the midle
of the second century B.C.E. and the end of the first century C.E., Antiochene
Judaism was quite fragmented—as elsewhere in Palestine or the Diaspora—
exhibiting a broad range of movements and sects.” Formative Judaism can be
reconstructed in the light of writings such as (a) 7 Enoch; Psalms of Solomon; 4
Ezra; 2 Baruch; (b) descriptions given by Josephus and the Pharisees; and (c)
documents such as those stemming from Qumran. All of these writings were
produced by different sects that considered themselves to be the righteous
minority.

Andrew J. Overman notes that

[those sects] would have been primarily at odds with the religio-political

powers in their setting. These powers could have been the priests in the

temple in Jerusalem or the local boule, or authorities who exercised power

because they enjoyed the favour of a ruler or Roman client.*

Robert R. Hann warned that any attempt to obtain an objective picture of
Judaism from such writings is a difficult task for they were all produced by
passionate partisans and composed in the context of conflict. Nevertheless,
we can still attempt a generic reconstruction of the Sitz im Leben of
Antiochene Jews living around the end of the first century c.E. According to
David C. Sim, data seems to indicate a certain level of anti-Semitic violence in

David C. Sim, Apocahptic Eschatology in the Gospel of Matthew (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 182, 203; Graham N. Stanton, “The Gospel of Matthew and
Judaism,” BRL 66 (1984): 264-284; Andrew J. Overman, Matthew’s Gospel and Formative
Judaism: A Study of the Social World of the Matthean Community (Boston: University of
Boston Press, 1989).

*Overman, 8-16; Hann, 343; Martin Hengel, Besween Jesus and Paul: Studies in the
Earliest History of Christianity, trans. ]. Bowden (London: SCM, 1983), 12.

*Overman, 15-16.
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Antioch duting and after the first Jewish Wat (66-70 c.E.).” Logic implies that
Matthean Christian-Jews suffered persecution in the same manner as other
Jews. Moreover, Jewish minority sects were exposed as well to another form
of persecution—or at least pressure—from their own kindred. Following
William D. Davies, Sim argued that

After the war the economic conditions of Palestine were extremely difficult
and many Jews emigrated to Syria in general and to the capital Antioch
in particular in the hope of a better life. It is quite probable that certain
Pharisees and their supporters were involved in this migration and that they
became influential in the Jewish communities at Antioch.®

One might wonder if Antiochian Jews were influenced by the coalition of
Pharisees and Scribes who were reorganizing and consolidating Judaism after
the destruction of the Temple. Davies argued that Matthew’s Christian scribes
were a response to Yavneh’s rabbis.” Revitalizing Ulrich Luz’s thesis, Donald
A. Hagner more recently claimed that there was no relationship at all between
the Matthean community and Yavneh.® Perhaps more wisely, Wayne A. Meeks
urged caution, recalling the scarcity of elements we possess to draw this or
that conclusion.’

Regardless, Matthean Christian-Jews and other Diaspora Jews, along
with other Jews coming from Palestine (among whom there might have
been some Pharisees), were all living side by side in the same city, generating
the unavoidable conflictual situations that played an important role in the
redaction of the Gospel of Matthew."

An Attempt to Describe Matthew’s Community

Given the scarcity of information regarding Antiochene Judaism at the end of
the first century C.E., it is not surprising to hear a most prominent Matthean
scholar affirm that

nothing is certainly and directly known about the group within which
and for which the Gospel of Matthew was written—not its size, nor the

*Sim, 205.

‘Ibid., 191-192; William D. Davies, The Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966), 295-296.

"William D. Davies, The Sesting of the Sermon on the Mount (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1964), 315.

®Hagner, 198; Ulrich Luz and Wilhelm C. Linss, Matthew 1-7: A Commentary
(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989), 88.

“Meeks, 110.

19R. Stark, “Antioch as the Social Situation for Matthew’s Gospel,” in Social History
of the Matthean Community, ed. D. L. Balch (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 192-193.
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background of its members, not its organization and internal relations, nor
its social relations with other groups, not even its place or date of origin."

Saldarini also acknowledges the fact that such a group can be only known
“from its imperfect reflection in Matthew’s narrative,” and that therefore “no
clear and unambiguous categotization of it can be made.”'? Howevet, such a
quest is inevitable and we must at least make an attempt.

Graham N. Stanton suggests that Matthew’s pages emanate a mix of
apocalyptic fervor, concerns about internal discipline, and a “keen interest
in and ‘scholatly’ approach to the re-interpretation of Scripture for the new
citcumstances in which the community believed itself to be living””* He also
recognized that although Jesus’ story and his significance are Matthew’s first
concern, “yet since he interprets that story in the light of the needs of his
own community it is possible to try to understand the concerns and the fears
of that community.””"* We essentially accept Stanton’s analysis here, with the
addition that in Matthew’s Gospel it is also possible to perceive the redactot’s
strategy as he deals with an ongoing conflict within the community itself.

Before attempting to portray the basic traits of Matthew’s community,
however, we must briefly address an objection raised by Richard Bauckham,
who challenged the widely accepted paradigm that the Gospels were addressed
to specific communities, and argued instead that they were originally written
for a more widespread audience than generally admitted."> Against this view,
we still find convincing the atguments presented by Richard S. Ascough,'
whose conclusion is summarized here:

In the case of Christianity, the “translocal” link among a number of the
various congregations is Paul. However, Paul had trouble enough maintaining
the unity of his local congregations (especially Corinth and Galatia) and
there is little evidence that there were ties between different locales, with the
exception of the missionaries themselves. At least during its formative stage
Christianity seems to have been comprised of local groups with only very
loose translocal connections—much the same as some of the voluntary
associations."”

11Saldarini, 84.
2[hid., 121.
B3Stanton, 283.
“Ibid., 284.

PRichard Bauckham, “For Whom Were the Gospels Written?” in The Gospels
Sor All Christians: Rethinking the Gospel Andiences, ed. R. Bauckham (Grand Rapids:
Eedermans, 1998), 30.

!Richatd S. Ascough, “Translocal Relationships Among Voluntary Associations
and Eatly Christianity,” JECS 5/2 (1997): 223-241.

Richatrd S. Ascough, “Voluntary Associations and the Formation of Pauline
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Further, even Bauckham concedes that “it may be argued that #he community
in which a Gospel was written is likely to have influenced the writing of the Gospel even
though it is not addressed by the Gospel.”*®

Tensions in Matthew’s Gospel

Any attempt to depict Matthew’s community must take into consideration the
tensions found in the first Gospel. These tensions might point to an ongoing
conflict between different ideologies coexisting in the same community. We will
now provide a glimpse of these tensions by surveying what Matthew’s Gospel
has to say about the Pharisees, the Law, the Gentiles, and the Discipline.

The Pharisees

As Douglas R. A. Hare remarked, in Matthew “there is no attempt to
distinguish between good and bad Pharisees. The scribe who in Mark receives
approbation is altered by Matthew into an enemy who ‘tests” Jesus in an
effort to gain evidence to be used against him (Mk 12:38-24, Mt 22:34-40).”"
Moreover, passages such as Matt 15:3-9 (“You hypocrites! Isaiah prophesied
rightly about you. . . “This people honors me with their lips, but their hearts
are far from me; in vain do they worship me, teaching human precepts as
doctrines”’; cf. 15:14—“blind guides of the blind,” and 16:6, 11—*“beware of
the yeast of the Pharisees”) leave little room for a conciliatory attitude toward
the Pharisees.”

But along with this strong anti-Pharisee position, we also find in Matthew
more accommodating statements. Hare notices that Matt 5:38-48 (a softening
of the “eye for eye” and the instruction to love your enemies) points to a
passive resistance against and shunning of hatred for the persecutors (among
whom there might have been some Pharisees) in favor of a more positive
attitude. The Sect of Qumran seemed to espouse a less indulgent attitude
towards its “enemies” (cf. 1QS 1:9-11: “He [the Instructot] is to teach them
[the members of the community] both to love all the Children of Light—
each commensurate with his rightful place in the council of God—and to

Christian Communities: Overcoming the Objections,” in Vereine, Synagogen un Gemeinden
im kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien, ed. Andreas Gutsfeld und Dietrich-Alex Koch (Ttibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 177.

*Bauckham, 44, emphasis supplied.

“Douglas R. A. Hare, The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christians in the Gospel
According to St. Matthew, Society for the New Testament 6 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1967), 162.

2““[The tejection of the Jewish leadership during this period within Judaism was
widespread among these sectarian communities” (Overman, 23). Cf. Sim, 184-185.
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hate all the Children of Darkness, each commensurate with his guilt and the
vengeance due him from God.”).?!

William G. Thompson, too, discerns an attempt by the redactor to
cushion the clash between his community and the Pharisees. According to
Thompson, Matthew was facing a “concrete pastoral situation™:

Matthew included advice about paying the half-shekel (17:24-27) because the
Jewish members of his community were concerned about their relationship
to the religious center at Jamnia, and wondered whether they should support
the new High Council. The emphatic statement about the sons of the king
(v. 26b) reaffirmed their radical freedom due to their union with Jesus and
their relation to the Father. But the practical instructions (v. 27) urged them
to pay the half-shekel rather than risk creating an unnecessary gap between
themselves and their fellow-Jews.?

Although one cannot be sure about the relationship between Matthew’s
community (and the Antiochene Jewish community at large) and Yavneh,
Thompson was probably correct in that Matthew was trying to bridge the
gap between his community and (local?) Jewish authorities (represented in his
Gospel by the already destroyed Temple). According to Matt 23:2-3, what is
condemned is not the Pharisees’ authority or teaching, but “the discrepancy
between what they teach and what they do, their hypoctisy (23:41f; 6:1££).”*

The Law

Scholars mostly agree in depicting Matthew’s community as holding fast
to the Law* Nevertheless, some Matthean statements beg for explanation.
Ginther Bornkamm, referring to Matt 5:21-48 (“You have heard that it was
said . . . but I say to you”), argued that Matthew is simply being inconsistent
because of his allegiance to Jesus’ own words. To Bornkamm, Matthew was
unable to deal with the tension between the understanding of the Law in the
“Judaistic Jewish-Christian tradition” and his new interpretation in light of
Jesus” authoritative words.®

Contrarily, we believe that Matthew was fully aware of what he was doing:
he was simply opening the way to a certain degree of “tolerance for halakic

*Michael Wise, Mattin Abegg Jr., and Edward Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New
Translation (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1999), 127.

2William G. Thompson, Matthew’s Advice to a Divided Community: Mt 17:22-18:35,
Analecta Biblica 44 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), 259.

ZBornkamm, 24.
#See, e.g., Overman, 89-90, 157; Sim, 190, 209, 214-215; Saldarini, 49; L. Michael
White, “Crisis Management and Boundary Maintenance: The Social Location of the

Matthean Community,” in Socia/ History of the Matthean Community, ed. D. L. Balch
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 241-242.

*Bornkamm, 25.
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non-comformity”:* Matthew 5:19 is all about being the least or greatest

in the kingdom of heaven, and not about being excluded from it. Robert
G. Hamerton-Kelly found three attitudes toward the OT in the Gospel of
Matthew: the rigorist, the liberal, and the moderate.” Matthew could hold the
moderate view without necessarily resolving the conflict. Whether or not this
thesis completely stands in all its components, it shows that in Matthew there
is a convergence of two or more different attitudes toward the Law.

The Gentiles

Sim noticed that it is possible to find pro-Gentile, contra-Gentile, and anti-
Gentile statements in Matthew.® The first group includes statements found
in Matt 4:15-16; 8:5-13, 24-34; 12:18-19; 15:21-39, 22-28 and 28:19. Second,
a degree of diffidence toward some non-Jewish characters (contra-Gentile)
is present in Matt 8:34 (rejection of Jesus in Gadara), in 27:27-37 (Pilate),
and probably also in 27:54 (the Centurion’s confession at the cross), for
fear appears to motivate the confession (27:51b-53). Finally, a strong ant-
Gentile feeling is apparent in Matt 5:46-47 (// Luke 6:32-33), 6:31-32 (//
Luke 12:29-30)—both from Q, 6:7-8—and 18:15-17. Sim emphasized the last
group of verses when depicting the Matthean community. We perceive here
a more complicated picture, where the redactor simultaneously accounts for
drastically different attitudes.

Discipline
Matthew 18:8-9 seems to be a reformulation of Mark 9:43-47 in the following

terms:

Matthew has transformed a passage that initially appears to have been a
word about the disciples loosing themselves from worldly encumbrances
into a word of caution and protection for the community against corrupting
influences and people.”

To use Thompson’s words, Matthew “sharpened the practical advice
about avoiding scandalous conduct (Mt 18,8-9 = Mk 9,43-48) because such
radical action was necessary when many were actually stumbling and falling
away (24,10).7% Other texts, such as Matt 7:15, 21 and 10:17, cleatly evidence
a strong suspicion against the “men” and “false [Christian] prophets,” who,
from outside, constitute a threat to the Matthean community. In addition,

*Hare, 141.

“Robert G. Hamerton-Kelly, “Attitudes to the Law in Matthew’s Gospel: A
Discussion of Matthew 5.18,” BR 17 (1972): 19-32.

#Sim, 201-203, 218-219; cf. Stanton, 277.
¥Overman, 102-103.

*Thompson, 262.
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Matt 12:49 is especially addressed to the members of his own community,
rather than to people in general as in Mark 3:33 and Luke 8:21.*!

More striking is the omission of the exorcism found in its source
(Mark 9:38 // Luke 9:49) petformed by an “outsider,” and the rephrasing
of Mark 9:40 (// Luke 9:50) in Matt 12:30. Apparently, Matthew made no
acknowledgement of outsider Christians. To say it with Overman:

The form and definition of the Matthean community were not vague or
amorphous. Matthew had a clear understanding of who was in and who was
out of the community. . .. The verse regards allegiance to a particular group
ot community and not simply ot generally to Jesus and his work.*

However, the strong group identity is not paired with an adequate sharpness
in dealing with those who, for one reason or another, disqualify themselves
from membership in the community.

Matthew surrounded his disciplinary instructions (Matt 18:15-18) with
the parable of the Lost Sheep (Matt 18:12-14, pointing to an ulterior effort
toward the lost), an injunction about unlimited forgiveness (Matt 18:21-22),
and the parable of the Unmerciful Steward (Matt 18:23-35, underlining the
reason for extended forgiveness). In doing so, Matthew was strongly mitigating
the attempt of the community to hysterically purge itself.”® Thompson
underscores the fact that Matthew

distinguished between the sheep going astray and one that was lost (Mt
18,12-14 = Lk 15,4-7) and separated the sayings about fraternal correction
and unlimited forgiveness in order to expand and develop each theme (Mt
18,152.21-22 = Lk 17,3-4).%*

In the same chapter, we find also an appeal to the disciples (i.e.,
community’s members) to become like children (v. 3), to humble themselves
(vv. 3-4), and to receive others in the name of Jesus (v. 5). At the same time,
the community was exhorted to avoid despising or causing a “little one” to
stumble (vv. 6, 10), even though he might be considered lost (v. 11). If the
Matthean community was struggling to maintain internal order, expelling
some membets would have been an inevitable choice in some instances.”

But, as Overman argued, Matthew “may have included this disciplinary
process reluctantly,” while inviting the community to exett forgiveness and

'Overman, 111, 126-130.

*Ibid., 110.

See also Bornkamm, 20; Overman, 101; Hare, 48-51.
*Thompson, 262.

»Ibid., 259.

*Qverman, 103, 113.
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to “if at all possible, hold off until the eschaton or, big time, when all will be
judged, gathered, or destroyed.”

It could even be postulated that Matthew used apocalyptic eschatology as
a means to preserve internal harmony and social control: “[S]ince anger and
bitterness between community members can have a detrimental effect on the
whole group, social harmony must be preserved at all costs, even by threat of
eschatological damnation.”*® According to Matt 5:22 (“if you are angry with a
brother or sister . . . if you insult a brother or sister””) and Matt 25:1-13, 14-30
(the parables of the Virigns and the Talents), punishment is the wage of the
unfaithful insiders. Interestingly enough, Matt 25:31-46 (Son of Man Judging
all Nations) does not differentiate between this or that group, but between
those who have or have not followed the will of God revealed in Christ:”
by adopting this position, Matthew shook the very foundation of the bold
sectarian attitude he perceived within his community.

Matthew’s Evolving Community

We will now attempt to reconcile the different themes that characterize the
Gospel of Matthew. The Matthean community might have started under the
influence of Christian-Jewish missionaries coming from (rural) Palestine.
After a couple of decades, the group evolved into an urban, economically
stable community. It has already been noted that the parables of Enoch
(7 En. 37-71) and the epistle of Enoch (7 En 91-108) describe economic
oppression, whereas the Matthean community seemed to be comparatively
wealthy.*” Hann remarks that ol mtwyol (poor) and ol TeLv@vteg ViV (now
hungry) of Luke 6:20-21 are changed into ol Telw@vreg kol SLYiduTeg ThY
dukatoolvny (“those who hunger and thirst for righteousness™) in Matt 5:6;
and the injuction [wAfoate T Umapyovte VUGV (“sell your possessions!”)
of Luke 12:33 becomes M1 Onocvpilete tuiv Onoavpolg émt thg yfic (“Do
not store up for yourselves treasutres on earth”) in Matt 6:19."

The Matthean group probably experienced change and growth the
passing of time. The letter of Ignatius appears to indicate that the Matthean
community was exposed to the dual influence of the Pharisees flecing

TAndrew J. Overman, Church and Community in Crisis: The Gospel According to Matthew,
The New Testament in Context (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity International, 1996), 199.

#Sim, 237. See also Matt 18:23-35 and 24:45-51.
¥Bornkamm, 23-24.

“Sim, 181; Jack Dean Kingsbury, Matthew, Proclamation Commentaties
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 152-153; Michael Crosby, House of Disciples: Church,
Economics and Justice in Matthew (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1988): 39-43.

“'Hann, 349.
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Palestine and to a new generation of Gentile Christian leaders.*” On the
one hand, there were internal conflicts as Gentiles joined the ranks, and a
rural mindset clashed with a more utrban one; on the other hand, there were
external frictions with other Jewish communities in the surrounding areas.
Meeks notes that “the Matthean community went through several stages of
interaction with the Jewish communities close to it, and that these stages have
left fossils in the strata of tradition and redaction.”®

Matthew, to counteract sectarian impulses coming from within his
community, accounted for different (and often incompatible) ideologies
and attitudes, reorganizing them in the more comprehensive picture given
by Jesus’ historical teaching and the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. What
Matthew wrote is not a monolithic theological tractate,* but something that
has more the chatacter of a catechism.” In so doing, Matthew’s purpose was
to facilitate a difficult, though vital and necessary, transition.

The Parable of the Tares and Its Explanation

To support our hypothesis, we move now to the study of the parable of the
Tares among the Wheat that acknowledges the tension between the parable
and its explanation (Matt 13:24-30, 36-43).%

Other than the parable of the Sower (Matt 13:1-9 // Mark 4:1-9 // Luke
8:4-15), the parable of the Tares among the Wheat is the only parable in the
Synoptic Gospels with a developed explanation or interpretation (Matt 13:24-
30, 36-43). Both parables are allegorized, and in both cases the explanation
follows a question posed by the disciples. Though all three Synoptic Gospels
record the parable of the Sower and its explanation, only the Gospel of
Matthew contains the parable of the Tares and its explanation. Traditionally,
commentators have proposed three scenarios to explain the origin of this
parable and its explanation:"’

1. both the parable and its explanation originated with the historical
Jesus: this is the thesis defended by, among others, E. Lohmeyer and
W. Michaelis;

“Ibid., 352-353.

BMeeks, 110.

“Tagawa, 149-162.

“Bornkamm, 17, who draws a parallelism with Did. 1-6, 8.

“For a mote detailed discussion on the narrative structure of the parable of
the Tares and its explanation, see Luca Marulli, “The Parable of the Tares and Its
Explanation (Mt. 13:24-30, 36-43): A Narrative Criticism Study,” Rivista Teologica
Adpentns 18 (2008): 55-64.

De Goedt, 32.
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2. the parable is original, while the explanation is a Matthean creation:
V. Taylor, C. H. Dodd, J. Jeremias, and W. G. Kiimmel, among other
scholars, that adhere to this hypothesis;

3. both the parable and its explanation are a product of the Matthean
genius: this is the opinion of A. Jilicher, T. W. Manson, R. Bultmann,
and and others belonging to their school of thought.

The last position seems to be gaining more proponents. In fact, many
modern commentators dedicate only a few lines of commentary (or none at
all) to the parable of the Tares.” The Jesus Seminar® considers the parable
to be useful in determining Jesus’ ideas, but certainly not as his utterance. We
hold that the parable is otiginal,®® but this papet’s argumentation gains only
from answering the following question: Why did Matthew include this parable
and its explanation in his Gospel?

Tension between the Parable and Its Explanation

Many arguments support the thesis that the explanation of the parable is, in
its redactional form, a secondary addition.”" Matthew 13:40 (the explanation),
which claims to reveal the true meaning of the parable (domep o0V — oltwe,
“therefore, justa. . .so”), omits the exhortation to patience and tolerance that
characterizes the parable (cf. Matt 13:30: “Let both of them grow together”).
The explanation emphasizes the destiny of the tares: v. 36b (“Explain to us
the parable of the tares of the field,” emphasis supplied) clearly betrays a change
of perspective. From a narrative point of view, the climax of the parable
occurs in the interaction between the servants and their master. The master
utterly rejects the servants’ proposal (anticipated collection of the tares). The
master’s order is an invitation to consider the present exercise of tolerance
as necessary and useful for the resolution of the problem:** “Let both of them

“E.g., see Eta Linnemann, Jesus of the Parables: Introduction and Exposition (London:
SPCK, 1966); John Dominic Crossan, In Parables: The Challenge of the Historical Jesus
(New York: Harper & Row, 1973); Bernard Brendon Scott, Hear Then the Parable: A
Commentary on the Parables of Jesus (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989).

“Robert W. Funk, Bernard Brendon Scott, and James R. Butts, The Parables of
Jesus: Red Letter Edition: A Report of the Jesus Seminar (Sonoma: Polebridge, 1988), 65.

*Luca Matulli, “The Parable of the Tares (Mt 13:26-30): A Quest for its Original
Formulation and Its Role in the Preaching of the Historical Jesus” (unpublished article,
2008).

SICE. Joachim Jeremias, Les paraboles de Jésus, Livte de vie 85-86 (Le Puy, France:
Xavier Mappus, 1962), 88-90.

*?As John Pilch and Bruce J. Malina temark, in the ancient Mediterranean wotld
“patience bears so close a resemblance to resignation that distinctions between them
virtually collapse” (Handbook of Biblical Social Values [Peabody: Hendrickson, 1993], 148;
cf. Job 1:21-22; 2:9-10; 7:1 and Eccl 1:12-18); and “Resignation in Mediterranean culture
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grow together” refers to the present time, while maintaining validity in the
future. Although the future’s resolution does not belong to the servants, it is
naturally rendered possible by their “patience” and their required attitude to
“let [it] grow.” Notice that both the actions of the sower and the enemy in the
parable are petformed only once, and they ate limited to the past.™

In the explanation, however, we witness a change in perspective: the
sower, now identified as the Son of Man (v. 37), is the “sowing one” (v. 37,
0 omeipwr—which gives to his action a status of mixed prolepses), while
the enemy (the Devil now) is the one who “sowed” (v. 39, 6 omeipac). The
enemy/Devil’s action is situated in the past (analepsis), but is by now revealed.
The most interesting shift between the point the parable is trying to make
and the perspective of its explanation occurs in the second part of the
explanation: here the parable’s emphasis on the servants’ action (the passive
action of letting the seeds grow—mixed prolepses) is totally ignored, and
instead replaced by a long description of what will happen at the end of the
time (external prolepsis). In other words, the temporal elements found in the
parable (analepsis, mixed prolepses, and external prolepses) are resumed in
the explanation, but with a displaced accent:

Parable Explication

V. 24b-25 Analepsis v. 39a Analepsis
(Sower who had sown / Enemy who | (Devil who had sown)
had sown)

should not be mistaken for either pessimism or despair. On the contrary, resignation,
understood as patience, indicates acceptance of status and condition of the individuals
and/or family or tribe, and nation as a whole, together with the cause of events which
affect them all, as ordered by God” (cf. Matt 5:45); “unlike human patience (=resignation),
God’s patience is identified with compassion, generosity, and generativity (Ps 62; 103:8-
13; 106; Is 43:22-44:5; 55; Jer 33:2-26; Sir 18:6-22)” (ibid., 149-150).

»A. J. Kerr notes that in the Digest (D.9.2.27.14, published in 533 c.E. in the
Justinian’s Corpaus Inris Civilis) that ““Celsus asks, if you sow tares [lo/ium] or wild oats
in another man’s crops and spoil them, not only can the owner bring the interdiction
against damage caused secretly or by force, but he can proceed in factum under the
lexc Aquilia”” Celsus was consul in 129 c.E. Kerr also notes that in D.1.3.4 Celsus says:
“Out of those matters whose occurrences in one kind of case is a bare possibility,
rules of law do not develop,” and in ID.1.3.5 he continues: “For the law ought rather
to be adapted to the kinds of things which happen frequently and easily, than to those
which happen very seldom” (“Matthew 13:25: Sowing Zizania Among Another’s
Wheat: Realistic or Artificial?”” JTS 48 [1997]: 108). Accordingly, one can argue that,
during the second century c.E., spoiling a man’s crop by sowing tares was not a rare
event (cf. Giuseppe Ricciotti, |7 di Gesa Cristo, Religioni, Oscar Saggi Mondadori 385
[Cles, Italy: Mondatoti, 2000; 1941], 408-409.
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v. 30a Mixed Prolepses

(“Let both of them grow together,”
coexistence of the plants until the
harvest)

v. 37 Mixed Prolepses
(Son of Man “sowing,” accent upon the
sons of the Devil until the Judgment)

v. 30bed External Prolepsis
(Harvest, fire, barn)

vv. 40-43a External Prolepsis
(End of time, Kingdom of the Son
of Man coming as Judge, Judgment,

punishment, reward)

The center of the narrative structure in the parable is identified by mixed
prolepses. The explanation, however, drops the exhortation to be patient and
accentuates only one aspect of the wheat-tares coexistence: in the lengthy and
detailed “Little apocalypse” (vv. 41-43), most of the narrative focuses on the
bad seed/sons of the Devil. This phase of the redaction cleatly creates a shift

in interest and accent.

This short analysis thus identifies three main points:

1. The explanation of the parable is cleatly tendentious: once the reader
is informed of the importance of this private revelation (13:11, 17,
306; cf. v. 51), he is invited to ignore the useful and necessary attitude
required by the master of his servants. The explanation also shifts the
patable’s climax: v. 40 induces the reader to view the main teaching
of the parable as the gathering and destruction of the tares.

2. The redundant repetition of the verb ouAAéyw (28b, 29a, 30c, 40,
41b) in describing the collection of the bad seed is a clear attempt
to capture and redirect the reader’s attention. The ambiguous
sitnation in which the servants find themselves in the parable (they
had good intentions, but were fated to destroy the wheat!), and
therefore the readet’s engagement in a process of self-questioning,
is totally erased. In the explanation, the dualism is more radical,
since the servants disappear from the picture, leaving room only

for the two kinds of seeds.

3. The master’s words regarding the destiny of the two plants (v. 30)
seem to evince a calm and balanced attitude. In the explanation, on
the contrary, we feel a kind of excessive fierceness toward the tares:
the entirety of vv. 40-42 is consecrated to describing their gloomy

demise.

Finally, note that the explanation (vv. 41-43a) introduces an apocalyptic
element totally absent in the parable. In this “little apocalypse,” what might
be a source of stupefaction is the fact that the lawless (tobg Tolobvtag thy
avoplov) are found within the Kingdom of the Son of Man: the Kingdom of
the Son of Man is therefore described as a corpus mixctum. The final logion (v.
43Db) is an appeal to comprehend the meaning of the explanation.
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Corpus Mixctum, Soteriological Security,
and the Matthean Community

In his doctoral dissertation, Daniel Marguerat argued that two opposite ways
to deal with apostasy coexisted within the same community: tolerance and
excommunication.” The latter approach is, of course, the one desctibed in Matt
18:15-17 (“If your brother sins against you, go and show him his fault. . . if he
will not listen, take one or two others along, . . . If he refuses to listen to them,
tell it to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church, treat him as
you would a pagan or a tax collector”).

Marguerat argued that the eschatological foundation of the church’s
authority (excommunication equals deprivation of salvation: 18:18; cf. 16:19b)
is also found in the Qumran sect. In Matthew, there is no hierarchy of who
exerts the powet, but it is the community as a whole who is in charge of it.”

We believe that Margueratis rightin discerning atleast “deux ecclésiologies
parfaitement incompatibles” in Matthew’s Gospel: the redactor of the first
Gospel did not censor his sources, but reorganized them to convey a more
accurate and complete legacy of the historical Jesus. Matthew wanted his
community to read the parable of the Tares as

une appréciation correcte du temps de PEglise: le présent doit étre accepté
comme le temps de la coexistence (ouvevEdvecbut, 30a), et la communauté
comme un cercle ambigu ou voisinent le bien et le mal, sans que la souveraineté
du maitre soit en cause. . . . Notre parabole met en question toute tentative de
réduire ’hétérogénéité de la communauté au moyen de mesures disciplinaires:
ce serait usurper la prérogative du Dieu-Juge et faire main basse sur le salut.”’

In other words, Matthew uses the same argument of those who want
to enforce a strict discipline within the community (viz. Matt 18:18) with a
twist in favor of Jesus” own view. The eschatological element, which for some
justifies excommunication, becomes for Matthew the very reason for which the
community members should not be so quick in purging and condemning (cf.
Matt 13:41: “The Son of man shall send forth his angels, and #ey shall gather
out of his kingdom all things that offend, and them which do iniquity”).

Concluding his analysis, Marguerat describes Matthew’s own vision in
the following terms:

L’Eglise n’est pas le conventicule des élus, punissant a sa guise ses membres
réfractaires par la privation du salut. Si la procédure disciplinaire (18,15-18)
est ratifiée, elle trouve son sens et sa légitimité dans un effort inlassable en

*Daniel Marguerat, Le jugement dans I'évangile de Matthien, Le Monde de la Bible 6,
2d augmented ed. (Geneva: Labor et Fides, 1995), 425.

>1QS 2:25-3:12; 6:24-7:25; 8:16-9:2; CD 9:2-4, 16-23; 19:32-20:13. Marguerat,
427,

*Marguerat, 430.

*"Ibid., 429-430.
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faveur du frere égaré et dans la réalité du pardon partagé. La séparation des
‘bons et des mauvais’ reste 'apanage du Juge eschatologique : anticiper dans
le présent ne contrevient pas seulement a la nécessite du pardon (18,21-35) ;
I’Eglise s’avere inapte a extirper le mal sans porter du méme coup atteinte
a la vérité (13 :29). [...] Matthieu a cherché ainsi sa voie, entre la vérité et
I'amour, dénongant explicitement le mal qui ronge le cercle des croyants,
mais déniant a quiconque le droit de s’intituler uste’ avant que retentisse
le verdict de Dieu (13,43). Lieu d’affrontements théologiques cinglants,
I’Eglise est également appelée par Matthieu a reconnaitre son ambiguité
comme une réalité constitutive de son existence dans le monde. Ainsi, /la
question du salut est placée sous la réserve eschatologique du jugement. La séparation
finale traversera I'Eglise, et cette perspective emporte avec elle fout sécurité sotériologiqne
dont pourraient s'entourer les croyants>

Matthew presents the parable of the Tares according to his inspired
theological and ecclesiological perspective as expressed in the entire chapter
18 of his Gospel. In other words, those who are going astray need, first, to be
accepted as s#// being a part of the community; second, to be forgiven; third,
to be looked after and patiently rescued and encouraged; and only as a last and
drastic measure to be disciplined.

Matthew reshapes the Greek wording of the inherited Aramaic parable
of the Tares to highlight that: (a) the tares ate found in the midst (@vé péoov)
of the wheat and that the bad seed had been sowed upon and among the good
seed;” (b) the servants are surprised by the presence of the tares in the field;”

*Marguerat, 446-447, emphasis otiginal.

¥Matthew and Gosp. Thom. 57 disagree in theit tespective description of the way
the enemy spreads his seeds. Gosp. Thom. 57 tells that the tare is sowed “upon the
seed which was good” (EXIN-TTE-6PO[6 €]-T-NANOY-(|), while Matthew refers to a
bad seed which is thrown “in the midst” (@vi péoov, 13:25) of the wheat. Matthew
emphasizes the cohabitation of the two seeds until the angels will take the scandalous
and the evildoers “out of his Kingdom” (€x thc Paoireiag adtod, v. 41). The Greek
wording of Matt 13:25 might very well be a Matthean redactional trait, too, since
Matthew does not feel it necessary to use the same concept (bad seed “in the midst”
of the good one) in the parable of the Sower (13:5, where he reads émi, “upon”), while
Mark 4:7, 8 and Luke 8:8 both use €l¢ followed by an accusative.

“The question “from whence then has it tares?” (Matt 13:27b) seems to be supetfluous
since the presence of the undesirable plant was anything but surprising in Palestinian fields
(E. Levesque, “Ivraie,” in Dictionnaire de la Bible, ed. F. Vigouroux, Fascicule XVI, 2°partie: G.
Gazer (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1899), 1047. However, the first question, “Master, didn’t you
sow good seed in your field?” (v. 27a) points to the fact that the servants’ astonishment is
provoked by the presence of the tares in a field that was supposed to have only good plants.
The “absurd” astonishment is perhaps a feature introduced by Matthew to captivate the
attention of the reader and introduce a metaphorical understanding of the situation. The
absurd astonishment of the servants is totally foreign to the parable as recorded in Gosp.
Thom. 57. Cleatly, the Matthean parable gives the master, called kUpLog at this point, a chance
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(c) the “fruit” (symbol of deeds) will indicate the difference between the two
plants;®" (d) the danger is pulling up the good plants along with the tares
because of theit intermingled roots;** (¢) the master asks the servants to wait
(@dinur), a word which can be also translated as 7 forgive ot to permit®

to explain to his servants the truth about the presence of tares in the field.

' Accotding to Matt 13:26, the difference between the tares and the wheat was
clear “when the grass sprouted and made fruit.” Apparently, (1) the tares are noticeable
well before they bear their fruit (De Goedt, 52; Gustaf Dalman, Die Worte Jesu wit
Beriicksichtignng des nachkanonischen Jiidischen Schrifttums und der Aramdischen Sprache erirtert
[Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1930], 325), and (2) “bearing fruit” in Matthew is often a question of
doing “good deeds.” The Greek term kapmdc is found in the first Gospel 19 times. The
expression KapTOV TOLELY (“to make, bring forth fruit”) in Matthew is always used in the
context of an appeal to the “deeds” (Matt 7:16-20 [// Matk 4:8 and Luke 8:8]; 12:33 [//
Luke 6:43-44]; 3:8, 10 [// Luke 3:8, 9]; 21:19, 34 [/ / Mark 11:14; 12:2; and Luke 20:10]).
Matthew is the only Gospel that includes, at the end of the parable of the Vineyard
(Matt 21:33-41 // Mark 12:1-2 and Luke 20:9-19), the following verse: “Therefore I
say to you, the kingdom of God will be taken away from you, and be given to a nation
producing the fruit of it” (v. 43, NAS). In the parable of the Tares, it is exactly when
the grass bears fruit that the tares are manifested (Matt 13:20), therefore the fruit is the
proof of the quality of the plant (cf. Matt 12:33). The metaphorical dimension of the
word “fruit” shines in the parable of the Tares in all its splendor.

“2Gosp. Thom. 57: “(For) on the day of the harvest the weeds will appear forth (Na
OYWNMZ EBOA).” Matthew uses the verb ¢aivw, which indicates a clear and incontestable
manifestation in its aorist form, to describe the manifestation of the tares well before the
time of the harvest (v. 26) (See, e.g,, F Schenkl and F. Brunetti, “doivw,” Digionario Greco-
Italiano | Italiano-Greco [Genova: Polatis, 1990], 918), while Gosp. Thom. 57 employs its
Coptic equivalent—in the future tense—to refer to the harvest time. Logically, the tares
are visible and recognizable well before the harvest: even the Gosp. Thom. 57 seems
to postulate this. Otherwise, how can the interdiction to go and eradicate the tares be
explained? Why then should Gosp. Thom. 57 underscore that the tares will appear at
the harvest time? Probably Gosp. Thom. 57 meant that “the tares will be manifested at
the harvest time without the possibility of being mistaken for the wheat.”” In this case,
according to Gosp. Thom. 57, the danger of eradicating the tares before the harvest
time lies in the possibility of eradicating the wheat along with the tares because of their
similar appearance (this would already be an interpretation of Gosp. Thom. 57 since the
first part of his version of the parable shares the same concern of the Matthean version:
the tares are easily spotted before the harvest time). Matthew, on the other hand, did not
see any possibility of confusion between the two kinds of seeds. Matthew then could
have felt the need of anticipating in the parable the use of the verb ¢paivw to show that
the interdiction to eradicate the tares is not motivated by the fear to extirpate the wheat
believing that it was tares, but was motivated instead by the risk of eradicating the wheat
along with the tares (13: 29b dpo adtolc: “with them,” and not “instead of them”)
because of entanglement between their roots (Levesque, 1899:1046).

Stupete (Matt 13:30), the imperative form of @inpL, means “leave, permit, leave in
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If to those redactional traits we add the fact that the word olkodeomdtng
(“master of the house”) may refer to Jesus as well as to the Christians,* it is
natural to conclude that the redactor’s intention was to underline that Jesus’
parable was, in fact, encouraging the community to accept and deal with its
status of corpus mixtum. The “servants” in the parable do not receive any
allegorical counterpart in the explanation. Matthew does not censure the
radical dualism that sees the “children of God” as opposed to the “children of
the Evil one,” but reframes it into the correct original context: the Kingdom
of the Son of Man (13:41). In the /little apocalypse Matt 13:40-43),% following
the /fexicon (vv. 37-39), the Kingdom of the Son of Man is inhabited by the
righteous (who will eventually enter into the Kingdom of the Father) as well
as by the scandalous and the unrighteous. The difficulty of the text lies in the
understanding of the nature of the Kingdom of the Son of Man (13:41).%

place,” but also “forgive” (e.g., Matt 6:14; Schenkl and Brunetti, “4dinut,” 145-146).

In Matthew, the word olkodeomotng is used as referred to Jesus (10:25), God
(20:1, 11; 22:33), and every Christian (13:52; 24:43). It is unlikely that Jesus used the
word oikodeamdtng to identify himself in a technical way: in Mark the word is used only
once (Mark 14:14 // Luke 22:11; missing in Matthew) and it refers to neither Jesus nor a
disciple. In the context of our parable, the “master of the house” could designate a small
independent farmer or, less likely, a “local rich resident favored by the government” to
receive a portion of the government estate (Zeev Safrai, The Economy of Roman Palestine
[New York: Routledge, 1994], 322). It is also possible that the oikodeamdtng is here a title
for a tenant farmer (sharecropper), who is using slave labour (Safrai, 335).

“Overman, Matthew’s Gospel, 17-18: “Two terms that are characteristic of these
sectarian communities and are regularly found in their writings are lawless’ and ‘righteous,”
referring to 4 Ezra 7:17, 51; 9:14ff (community of righteous); 8:48 and 15:23 (wicked
ones as opposing the righteous community); 7:51 (many ungodly among a few righteous);
7:48 (future world promised to the righteous); 9:36 and 7:81 (lawlessness); 2 Baruch 14
(rewards for the righteous); 7 En. 94:1,4; 103:11-12 (righteousness—wickedness); Pss.
Sol. 1:1; 2:16, 35; 3:11; and 17:23 (sinners); 3:3, 8; 10:3; and 14:1-2 (righteous); 1:8; 2:3,
12; 4:1, 8, 12; and 17:11 (lawless ones); 4 (lawless leaders; cf. 1:4-8).

66Sim, 109, states: “That Jesus would be accompanied by angels upon his return
was a common notion in eatly Christianity, but only Matthew (24:4-31) and Revelation
depict them as heavenly soldiers and Jesus as their military leader. This myth of the final
wat which we find in different versions in Matthew and Revelation is likewise found in
the Qumran War scroll where it receives its fullest expression. . . . Whereas the Qumran
community expected the archangel Michael to lead the heavenly forces, this role now
falls to the returning Jesus in Matthew and Revelation. In both these Christian texts and
in distinction to other strands of the New Testament, it is emphasized that when Jesus
returns he will do so as a saviour figure who relieves the plight of the righteous in their
darkest hour. . . . [U]nlike Mark and Q, which both describe Jesus as an advocate at the
eschatological judgement, Matthew ascribes the role of judge to Jesus himself in his role
as Son of Man. This is made clear in his redaction at 16:27 of Mk 8:38.”
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Without claiming exhaustiveness, we will present here the three main
interpretations of the Kingdom of the Son of Man:”’

1. The Kingdom of the Son of Man is the Chutch as a corpus mixctum.

2. The Kingdom of the Son of Man is the world, according to the
hermeneutical key given in Matt 28:18-19 and 25:32, which sees in
the Son of Man the universal Judge: “Le point de vue de 'explication
de la parabole de Iivraie serait donc universel et strictement éthique:
la seule chose qui comptera au jugement est de savoir si 'on a
accompli la volonté de Dieu, méritant ainsi d’étre appelé Guste.”®

3. The Kingdom of the Son of Man is an eschatological reality: “il
s’agirait du Royaume qui doit commencer avec 'avenement du Fils
de ’homme; les mauvais en seront extirpés, en ce sens qu’ils en sont
exclus: ils ne pourront y avoir part.”®

Regardless which position one may stand for, it is logical to see the
church’s bailiwick in the field/cosmos (Matt 18:24, 38). However, it is more
difficult to explain the relationship between this field and the Kingdom of
the Son of Man when the latter is an eschatological reality (v. 41) that could
affect the whole cosmos, since the Son of Man is also presented as the one
who has power and authority in heaven as well as on the earth (Matt 28:18).
Moreover, the action of “sowing” performed by the Son of Man, in this post-
Easter interpretation, is not limited to his past terrestrial life, but continues
in the present time: Matt 13:37 clearly reads a present tense: ‘O omelpwv t0
KoAOV oTéppe €0Tiv O LLOG T0D Gvbpwmou (“the one somwing the good seed
is the Son of Man”), whereas the parable reads the aorist omelpavtL (v. 24).
The fact that Matthew puts the scandalous and the motodvtag v dvopiey
(“those committing lawlessness,” v. 41) within the Kingdom of the Son of
Man might be an attack against a form of soteriological security common in
contemporary Palestinian Judaism.

The Psalms of Solomon witness to the certitude that a member belonging to
the sectarian community had on finding mercy before God on the Judgment
day.” That day was expected to be synonymous with national liberation, and

“Jacques Dupont, “Le point de vue de Matthieu dans le chapitre des paraboles,”
in I.’Evangile selon Matthien. Rédaction et Théologie, BETL XXIX, ed. M. Didier (Gembloux,
Belgium: 1972), 224-227. Cf. Robert K. Mclver, “The Parables of the Weeds among
the Wheat (Matt 13:24-30, 36-43) and the Relationship Between the Kingom of God
and the Church as Portrayed in the Gospel of Matthew,” JBL (1995):643-659.

“Dupont, 226. Cf. Anton Voegtle, “Das christologische und ekklesiologische
Anliegen von Mt. 28, 18-20,” in Studia Evangelica, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1964), 2:266-294.

“Dupont, 227. Cf. De Goedt, 44.

""Daniel Marguerat, “L’église et le monde en Matthieu 13: 36-43,” RThPh 110/2
(1978): 111-129.
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the foregone favor with which God would have looked upon his people filled
the Israelites” hearts with optimism (Pss. So/ 11; 17: 8-31; 18). Why such an
optimism? Like Matthew, the Psalms of Solomon does not employ the word
dikatog only in its eschatological connotation, but also to refer to the children
of Istael tout court (Pss. Sol. 15:6, 7)."" God’s graciousness toward people is
portrayed as unquestionable (Pss. So/ 14:2s, 6; 15:1-2, 8, 15), and the people,
because of their election, cannot fail in fulfilling the Law (Pss. So/ 14:1; 15:5-
6). It is true that there is an awareness of the presence of transgression, but
it is also true that every transgression is expiated by the atoning sufferance
endured by the righteous Israclites (Pss. Sol 8:29-32; 10:2-4; 13:5-11; 14:1;
17:5; cf. Heb. 12:4-11). This means that trust in God was coupled with
self-confidence of being the chosen people; and certitude of divine mercy
toward the righteous, who are, in fact, identified with the suffering people,
dialectically corresponds to the appeal to repent. The same optimism is shared
in the Syriac apocalypse of Baruch, a contemporary of Matthew.”> Matthew
acknowledged the infinite mercy of God (Matt 18:23-27), but for him this
mercy is an imperative leading to imitation (18:28-35). A possible optimism
fostered by the reality of belonging to the chosen nation is annihilated by a
fierce self-criticism (Matt 7:1-5) and by questioning the spiritual leaders of
the people (15:12-14). On the other hand, the only way to face the Judgment
with assurance is provided by an imitation of Christ in his obedience to the
Father’s will (e.g., 21:43; 15:13; 8:10-12; 21:28-22:14).

The Matthean insistence on “good deeds” is reminiscent of the Tractate
Abot. However, the difference is striking: Tractate Abot preconizes a guantification
of the good deeds.” The Judgment is thus seen as a retribution given to men,
a salary for their obedience (4:11a; 2:16; 3:11; 6:9b).™ Matthew never attempted
to quantify good deeds, although he insisted on ethical behavior and faithful
practice (cf. Matt 16:27). He knows that quantity is probably not the way to
heaven, as the parable of the Workers seems to indicate: ““These men who were
hired last worked only one hout,’ they said, ‘and you have made them equal to us
who have borne the burden of the work and the heat of the day”” (20:12).

Another document akin to Matthew is the Rule of the Community found in
Qumran, particularly 3:13 to 4:26, where dualism is the undergirding leitmotif.
1QS 3:17-21 reads: “He created man to rule over the world, appointing for
them two spirits in which to walk until the time ordained for His visitation.
These are the spirit of truth and of falsechood. . . . The authority of the

""Benno Przybylski, Righteousness in Matthew and His World of Thought (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1980), 104.

"“Marguerat, “L’église,” 127. Cf. 2 Baruch 14:2, 12-13; 15:7; 51:1ss; 16:1-17:4;
48:12ss; 75:5ss.

P“With benevolence shall the wotld be judged, nevertheless all will depend on
the quantity of the deeds” (T. Abot 3:15).

"Marguerat, “L’église”, 126.
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Prince of Light extends to the governance of all righteous people . . . the
authority of the Angel of Darkness embraces the governance of all wicked
people.”” This cosmic dualism penetrates the very nature of the human being
(1Qs 4:23); humanity cannot avoid this conflict (4:15-16) and it must face a
choice that leaves no room for compromise (4:18).”® Furthermore, God has
appointed a time on the eschatological horizon to visit men and to reveal by
which spirit they were animated (4:18-26). In spite of undeniable parallelisms
with the first Gospel,” Qumranian dualism
vise donc non 2 élucider une situation de mixité de la communauté, mais—
dans la mesure ou Iesprit de perversité menace les sectaires (3: 21-24)—a
sanctionner Iétat de la pureté de la communauté et a justifier la séparation
sectaire.

On the other hand, Matthew 13:24-30 (parable of the Tares) and 306-
43 (its explanation) refuse any anticipation of the eschatological judgment.
Whereas the Rute of the Community, 2 Baruch, and the Psalms of Solomon foster
absolute confidence in the members’ immunity against God’s judgment,
Matthew makes the Kingdom of the Son of Man the theater of this judgment.
By doing so, Matthew follows a tradition already found in Ezek 9:6 (“Begin at
my sanctuary”’) and 12:2 (cf. also Matt 13:13-16 and Isa 6:9-10): it is precisely
the people of God, as Israel, but also as the Kingdom of Christ, that the
Judge will sift.” Moteovet, while the Rule of the Community sees the origin
of the evil tendencies in the human heart as somehow related to God’s will,
Matthew underscores that any evildoer is originally motivated by an action of
the “enemy” and that they are plants not sown by the Father (Matt 13:25, 37,
39; 15:10-20).

The Matthean perspective seems to be the following: the ecclesiological
issue of the presence of evildoers within the community is a localized
manifestation of a cosmic conflict that awaits its resolution in eschatological
times. Matthew addressed his community with the hope that ecclesiastical
discipline might be exerted in the context of the cosmic conflict between Jesus
and Satan, and God’s untiring efforts to rescue the “lost.” The final Judgment
will surely proceed over “His [the Son of Man’s] Kingdom” (Matt 13:41),

Michael Owen Wise, Mattin G. Abegg, and Edward M. Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls:
A New Translation (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996), 130-131.

"“Marguerat, “L’église,” 128.

As in Matthew, Qumranian dualism is expressed by ethical categoties: 1QS 4:
2-8 (cf. Matt 14:43; 25:35-40, 46) depicts the deeds of the spirit of truth and the
eschatological destiny of the “wise ones”; 1QS 4:9-14 (cf. Matt 13:41; 25:41-46) is a
revelation of the deeds of the spirit of perversity and of the punishment reserved to
those who ate controlled by it (Marguerat, “I’église,” 128).

"*Ibid., 128-129.

"Ibid., 129; idem, Jugement, 447.
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and this should be reason enough to discourage any illusion of soteriological
security and to foster in the community a new self-understanding that would
lead its members away from excessive and fietce sectatian attitudes.

Conclusion

In closing, I wish to acknowledge that it is possible to find in Matthew’s
Gospel a negative vision of the outer world, which is also described as
“dominated by the devil (see 4:8) and in need of liberating (see 5:14). [As] ...
a realm of rejection more than acceptance (three quarters of the seed comes
to naught, 13:3-9, 18-24).”% But this does not necessarily mean that there is
no room in Matthew for reconciliation and cooperation with other leaders of
Formative Judaism.* We cannot overemphasize the necessity of taking into
account the tensions and different perspectives which co-exist in Matthew’s
Gospel. Therefore, Sim and Stanton are correct in drawing a parallel between
the sectarian nature of the Qumran community and the motives found in the
first Gospel.*

Saldarini is also correct in stating that

The tension between Matthew’s Jewish group of believers-in-Jesus and the
majority of the Jewish community does not mean that Matthew’s group
is Christian in contrast to the Jewish community. Matthew’s group is still
Jewish, just as the Essenes, revolutionaries, apocalyptical groups, and
Baptist groups all remain Jewish, . . . Like many other groups, including the
carly rabbinic group, Matthew’s group seek to reform Jewish society and
influence the way it will live and interpret the will of God.*

It is necessary to acknowledge that it is possible to find arguments for
both sectarian and conciliatory attitudes in the same Gospel: the Gospel of
Matthew might not stem from a monolithic community, but from one in which

8\Warten Cartet, Matthew and the Margins: A Sociopolitical and Religious Reading, The
Bible and Liberation Seties (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 2000), 293. Cf Overman, Church,
199.

81Contra Overman (Church, 416; Matthew’s Gospel, 153).

#28im, 182-183, holds that the sect of Qumran “shared the basic outlook of the
wider Jewish world—the belief in one God, the importance of the covenant with
that God, the observance of the Torah and so on—yet it consciously stood outside
‘normative’ or majority Judaism in the following ways. . . . The group at Qumran
distanced itself, both physically and metaphorically, from the wider Jewish world and
derided the leaders who controlled the parent body. Its sectarian nature is emphasized
by the fact that it possessed its own rules and regulations and devised its peculiar
interpretation of the Torah. It set strict boundaries around itself by the adoption of its
own code of practice and also by the adoption of dualistic language which describes
the respective natures of the insider and the outsider. . . . [M]any of these sectarian
motifs are paralleled in the gospel of Matthew.” See also Stanton, 283.

#Saldarini, 121-122.
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conflicting views coexisted, although uncomfortably. It is not surprising then
to see that Matthew has been well received by “those groups gathered [such
as those who originated the Didache, Ezra, and pethaps the Gospel of Peter]
around Jesus in the early second century who could not imagine a faithful
life outside of Judaism” and by the Adversus Ioudaios authors.* In otrder to
grasp the intentions of the first Gospel’s redactor and the circumstances in
which he wrote, one needs to concentrate on the tensions between different
statements and on how they have been contextualized.

Matthew counters sectarian impulses coming from within his community
by undermining soteriological security and discouraging his people from
any utopian attempts to constitute themselves into a community free of all
impurity. Self-understanding, community discipline, and interrelation with
other Jewish groups are all closely intertwined in the first Gospel. Matthew
would not have disdained a more positive and proactive relationship between
his group and Formative Judaism. This possibility may even be strengthened
by Ascough’s claim that urban Christianity (and Matthew was probably writing
for an urban group) in the latter part of the first century would have allowed
for less exclusivity than generally admitted.®®

#Overman, Church, 414.

¥ Ascough, “Voluntary Associations,” 171-176.



Andrews University Seminary Studies, Vol. 47, No. 2, 203-216.
Copyright 2009 Andrews University Press.

REVIEW ARTICLE OF ADELA COLLINS'S MARK,
HERMENEIA COMMENTARY

TOM SHEPHERD
Andrews University
Berrien Springs, Michigan

Collins, Adela. Mark. Hermeneia Commentary, ed. Harold Attridge.
Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 2007. xlvi + 894 pp. Hardcover,
$80.00.

In her commentary on the Gospel of Mark in the Fortress Press Hermeneia
series, Adela Collins has provided a rich source of valuable information for
the understanding and interpretation of the second canonical Gospel. She
has compiled a vast array of research both in ancient and modern sources in
the 818 pages of text, along with a useful appendix and several indices.

Collins's commentary was reviewed at a session of the Mark Group at
the annual meetings of the Society of Biblical Literature held in Boston in
November 2008. Three respondents spoke to different aspects of the
commentary: Rikk Watts on OT backgrounds, Keith Elliott on textual-
criticism questions, and | on literary questions. Collins responded to our
critiques and a discussion followed.

What I will present below could be described as a conversation between
Adela and me. First, | will present a typical book review with details of the
content of the commentary and my reaction to her emphases.® Next, | will
provide details of our discussion at the Society of Biblical literature meetings in
three steps: (1) Collins's position from her commentary and other works, (2)
my critique presented at the Society meetings, and (3) her response at the Society
meetings (Adela kindly provided me with a copy of her response, titled
Response to Reviewers). However, since | want to carry on the discussion
further, I will also add a rejoinder to her response, not given at the Society
meetings, but based on my continuing reflection after the meetings.

Since it is easier to follow an argument on a particular topic through to
its conclusion than to follow a strictly chronological presentation, I will list
the discussion by topic, presenting my critique, Collins's response, and my
rejoinder, as if they all took place in a present setting. This allows the reader a
"front-row seat" on the discussion. Though I critique Collins's positions, this
review is not meant in any way to diminish the value and importance of this
commentary, nor of Collins's achievement in producing such a monumental
work. I welcome further discussion.

Throughout this review article, references to pages in the commentary will be
placed in parentheses. Reference to other works by Collins will include an abbreviated
title and the page reference.
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Book Review

In keeping with the Hermeneia series approach, Collins has written a historical-
critical commentary that begins with an extensive introduction to the text of
Mark, and then proceeds to the commentary on the text. The commentary
section follows the series pattern of presenting a fresh translation of the
text, copious text-critical notes, discussion of literary history, context, genre,
tradition history, and then commentary on the verses under discussion. It is
a special characteristic of this commentary that Collins quotes numerous
ancient sources at length in presenting parallels to the text of Mark. She
provides not only English translation, but also the respective Greek or Latin
text of the sources.

In the 125-page Introduction, Collins carefully weighs the evidence,
particularly of ancient sources, and comes to conclusions that, in some cases,
step away from some of the accepted positions of the last century (e.g., on
Mark as history, authorship, and place of writing).

One of the great strengths of this commentary is the wonderful historical
and cultural detail that Collins provides in discussing the text of Mark. A
few examples will suffice to illustrate. Regarding John the Baptist in Mark 1,
Collins demonstrates how the baptism of John was both parallel to and yet
different from ritual immersions at Qumran. She maintains that John's
baptism was new in the first century, since Jewish proselyte baptism was not
done until the second century (142). Regarding eating with tax collectors in
Mark 2, Collins informs us that even the Gentile author Lucian disdained to
eat with tax collectors (194). Regarding purification rites in Mark 7, she
illustrates (contrary to the claims of many commentators) that many Jews of
the first century tried to live in ritual purity (345-349). Also in regard to the
healing of the deaf/mute in Mark 7, she lists seven ways that Pliny the Elder
said to use saliva in healing, what Galen said it could cure, and a story of how
Vespasian cured someone's eyes with saliva (370-371).

I found the discussion of genre of special interest. Collins spends nearly
30 pages (15-43) weighing carefully the evidence for and against exactly what
genre best characterizes Mark. She indicates the importance of this decision
when she notes, "Assumptions about the literary form of Mark affect the
way this work is allowed to function in the lives of readers, in the life of the
church, and in society” (17). She concludes that Mark is best classified as an
eschatological historical monograph. She parallels the work of the Evangelist to
the work of Herodotus and to writers of the HB and considers that as such
Mark is "a mixture of free composition and the creation of redactional links
between independent blocks of material of different types and genres, some of
which already existed in written form" (38).

I was surprised that the section on the Synoptic Problem was only
two pages long, without an expression of Collins's position. However, it
becomes clear in the commentary that she favors Markan priority. The lack of
emphasis on synoptic relationships in the Introduction is mirrored in the
commentary with a dearth of references to parallel texts in Matthew and
Luke. One is hard pressed to suggest that a commentary of 800 pages be
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expanded (though one may note Luz's three-volume set on Matthew in the
Hermeneia series), but | think the addition of more parallels to these two
Gospels would be useful. Allow me to illustrate. In describing how Jesus dealt with
the demons in the story of the Gadarene demoniac in Mark 5, Collins references an
apocryphal psalm and the Songs of the Maskil from Qumran that describe sending
away demons, the first making reference to the abyss (271- 272). But the same
Gadarene story in Luke 8 also refers to the &Buoooc (Luke 8:31) and the pigs end
up in the watery grave of the lake.? It is not a large point, but the reference
in Luke is corroboration of the texts from Qumran that are quoted as parallels.
Perhaps Collins consciously decided to minimize reference to Matthew and Luke
in order for Mark's voice to be unencumbered by "Synoptic interference.” All
this having been said, Collins provides what many commentaries do not-
many parallel references to ancient works of the time period that help illumine the
study of Mark.

Society of Biblical Literature Discussion and Further Reflections

My critique contains two central points: (1) just how one knows when a text
from the ancient world serves as an interpretive guide for the text of Mark
(thus the question of intertextuality—a methodological question), and (2) the
question of the makeup of the Pre-Markan Passion Narrative (PMPN) that
Collins proposes in the commentary (a content question with literary and
historical implications). Space does not permit a full discussion of the issues |
and others raise, but hearing Collins's response and having the discussion,
and doing more parallel reading following the meetings, has helped me to
better understand Collins's perspective and interpretive style in approaching
the Gospel of Mark.

The Question of Intertextual Influence
Collins's Position

As noted above, Collins quotes profusely from ancient texts that form a
historical milieu of ideas around the Gospel of Mark. Interestingly, in her
Introduction she does not express a methodology for their usage except to
say laconically that "This commentary emphasizes the interpretation of Mark
in its original and earliest contexts” (119). However, in earlier works, Collins
gives fuller expression of her methodology In her book Crisis and Catharsis:
The Power of the Apocalypse (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1984), she differentiates
her methodology from that of Paul Ricoeur.® For Ricoeur, the text creates its
own world that becomes separate from the intentions of the author and the
author's historical context. Collins demurs, stating that the

2Cf. Gen 1:1-3 with &Buocog and ¥8wp

%Paul Ricoeur, Philosophical Hermeneutics and Theological Hermeneutics: Ideology, Utopia,
and Faith (Berkeley: Center for Hermeneutical Studies in Hellenistic and Modern
Culture, 1976).
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logic, the sense of a text, is discovered only when it is read in terms of a
specific culture, specific historical circumstances, a particular point of view If
this point of view is not a reconstruction of the original context of the text,
it will inevitably be the cultural perspective of the interpreter (Crisis & Catharsis,
20).

This is filled out a bit more in her book The Beginning of the Gospel: Pro/rings
of Mark in Context (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), where she states:

The essays in this volume are programmatic studies, written between 1988 and
1991, for the Hermeneia commentary on Mark that | am preparing. They have
been informed by literary approaches to Mark, but use primarily the methods of
the history of religion and tradition history (Beginning of the Gospel, viii).

Critique

I applaud Collins's emphasis on original context. | agree that the original
context is vital to understanding literary documents. Literary works are acts of
communication between author and audience. If a work is cut loose from
its original setting it can easily become an ideological tool of whoever uses it.
As Collins puts it, "the cultural perspective of the interpreter" takes over.
However, | would like more clarity on the question of intertextual
methodology | do not think Collins ever insists in the commentary that an
ancient text outside of the HB is clearly quoted or alluded to in Mark, but she
does use surrounding texts as interpretive guides (see, e.g., the interpretation
of "hand," "foot," and "eye" in Mark 9:42-50; 449-456). So, what principles
guide her in this process? When is a parallel an interpretive key and when is it
not?

Collins 's Response

Collins sees her task as one of filling in the background of the text of Mark so
that it is seen within its historical setting. In agreement with Hans-Georg
Gadamer, she argues for discovering the "horizon of the text" and for
bringing our questions to the text, but insists that "unless we engage in a
rigorous effort to understand the text historically we will fail to establish a
conversation with those who originated the tradition that has come down to
us" (Response to Reviewers).

Collins also helps clarify matters by her difference of opinion with
Rikk Watts over the meaning of Jesus walking on the water in Mark 6. Watts
proposes that this passage is reminiscent of YHWH walking on the sea as
described in the OT and that, therefore, the Gospel of Mark teaches that
Jesus is YHWH. Coffins disagrees, arguing that Mark differentiates Jesus from
God. She sees Jesus' action of walking on the water as more parallel to the
reports in ancient Greek texts of rulers and kings walking on water.

Rejoinder

I find myself somewhere between these two. On one hand, | think the
theophanic overtones of Jesus walking on the water are stronger than Collins
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suggests. | do not find the parallel to rulers and kings walking on water
compelling, especially since these individuals are from a pagan tradition that
Jesus opposes (10:41-45). In fairness, Collins states: "Although he [Jesus]
lacked literal kingship, he was a true king. Whereas other rulers overreached in
their claims to power, his ability to walk on water manifested his actual and
potential power" (Response to Reviewers). However, | find it difficult to parallel
Jesus to these kings in Mark 6 and then contrast him with them in Mark 10.

On the other hand, | agree with Collins that Mark differentiates Jesus
from God and never explicitly calls him YHWH. But | do not find Mark's
presentation incompatible with Trinitarian belief as she does. It is simply not
the fully expressed Trinitarian teaching of later centuries. One can suggest
that as Jesus' Messiahship is veiled in Mark, so is his divinity. In the end, | am
closer to Watts than Collins on this topic.

This exchange between Watts and Collins illustrates the issues involved in
my methodological question of intertextual influence. Always before us is
the evidence of the passages in Mark, but the values and data expressed in
Mark are weighed via the methodological yardstick of the interpreter and this
leads to a determination of intertextual influence and, hence, Markan
interpretation. Scholars will differ over what values predominate in Mark
and what methodology best reveals them. Hence, they come to differing
conclusions about intertextual parallels. 1 would have preferred that the
Introduction contain a careful delineation of Collins's principles for assessing
intertextual influence, paralleled with a description of her sense of the values
expressed in the Markan text. This would have provided the reader of the
commentary a useful measuring stick and guide for assessing the judgments
made by Collins about individual passages.

The Question of the Pre-Markan Passion
Narrative (PMPN)

Collins's Position

Collins makes the claim in her commentary that the content (not the wording)
of the Pre-Markan Passion Narrative (henceforth, PMPN) can be deduced
tentatively by careful observation of the wording and transitions within the
current text of Mark (625-627; Beginning of the Gospel, 103-106).* She argues
that "it seems best to use literary criteria exclusively to recover the outlines of
the source” of the PMPN (625). She posits that the PMPN consisted of the
scene in Gethsemane, the arrest, the trial before Pilate, and the crucifixion,
concluding with the rending of the veil at the death of Jesus. She sees these
scenes manifesting clear spatial and temporal markers with a simple and
straightforward narrative flow The rest of the narrative she considers Markan
composition or based on traditions that Mark makes use of. The difference
between the PMPN and "traditions" is not spelled out by Collins per se, but

“Having more of this data in the commentary would obviate cross-referencing Beginning
of the Gospel in order to be able to follow Collins's argumentation.
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it is clear that the difference for her resides in the PMPN being a narrative
whole.

Collins proposes that Mark 14:1-2, 10-11 does not belong in the PMPN
for a variety of reasons (625-627, 635-636; Beginning of the Gospel, 104).°
Space does not allow in this review a discussion of all the points Collins and
Bultmann make, but | address the terminology "One of the twelve." One
reason Collins gives for exclusion of these verses is the repetition of the
phrase "one of the twelve" in Mark 14:43 when Judas comes with the crowd to
Gethsemane—"This introduction would not be necessary if he had already been
introduced (as 'Judas Iscariot, who was one of the twelve') in the same document in
what is now preserved as 14:10" (Beginning of the Gospel, 104).

In regard to 15:38 (the rending of the veil), Collins suggests that this
points to Jesus' ascent to God (and possibly the rending of the barrier
between God and humanity). She maintains that the earliest NT teaching on
the resurrection (1 Cor 15) is that Jesus' resurrection was spiritual in nature,
not physical or bodily in the sense of requiring an empty tomb to prove it
(626-627, 635-639, 735, 759-764, and 781-801, especially the excursus on
"Resurrection in Ancient Cultural Contexts," 789-791; and Beginning of the
Gospel, 119-148). Paul, indeed, she notes, does not refer to the empty tomb
and in describing the resurrection he indicates that flesh and blood will
not inherit the kingdom of God (1 Cor 15:50). Furthermore, he parallels
resurrection to the glory of stars (1 Cor 15:41), which Collins sees as parallel to
Dan 12 and consistent with spiritual resurrection (784-785; Beginning of the Gospel,
123-127).

Collins appears to modify this view along the lines of the work of Jeffrey
Asher,® which she follows extensively (789-791). She notes that "The story
of the empty tomb in Mark is compatible with Paul's view as expressed in 1
Corinthians 15 only if Paul's language of change and investiture signifies the
transformation of the earthly body into a heavenly body" (791). Nevertheless,
Collins still presents her position concerning 15:38 as the likely end of the
PMPN with Jesus' ascent to heaven, as noted above, stating:

As the first to write such an extended account, Mark was faced with the challenge of
expressing the proclamation of Jesus' resurrection in narrative form. He chose to do so
by narrating the discovery of the absence of Jesus' body in the tomb because his
understanding of resurrection, unlike Paukr, involved the revival and transformation of
Jesus' earthly body, as well as the exaltation of his inner self (781, emphasis
supplied).

As will become clear, Collins's position is that Paul teaches the "exaltation
of the inner self," but not necessarily the revival of the earthly body She
parallels Mark 15:38 to the book of Hebrews' discussion of the heavenly

°She also references Rudolf Bultmann's discussion in The History of the Synoptic
Tradition, trans. John Marsh from the 2d German ed., 1931 (New York: Harper & Row, 1963; rev.
ed. with additions from the 1962 supplement, 1968), 262-263.

8Jeffrey Asher, Polarity and Change in 1 Corinthians 15, HUTh 42 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2000)
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sanctuary and the entry of Jesus into the presence of God (626-627). For the
preservation of the PMPN she suggests a liturgical setting most likely linked
with an annual commemoration of Jesus' death or with the Lord's Supper
(638, 774; Beginning of the Gospel 118).

Collins argues that the burial and resurrection scenes should be excluded from
the PMPN on the basis of vague spatial markers of the location of the tomb
in Mark and because 15:40-41, referring to the women who came with Jesus
from Galilee, seems like an afterthought (626, 773-774).” She argues for 15:40-
16:8 being traditional material added on to the PMPN and wishes to disconnect
it from the previous section on literary grounds (626, 773-774; Beginning of the
Gospel, 129-138). She maintains that the Evangelist may freely have invented 16:1-
8 because he believed in the bodily resurrection of Jesus and made up the details
to accord with his sense of what must have happened (626, 781; Beginning of the
Gospel, 145-146). In support of this viewpoint, Collins (Beginning of the Gospel, 145)
cites the words of the ancient historian Thucydides (The Peloponnesian War, 1.22)
about constructing speeches in his history of the Peloponnesian War: "my habit has
been to make the speakers say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the
various occasions, of course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of
what they really said."

Critique

I question the content of the PMPN as reconstructed by Collins. | suggest
that both 14:1-2, 10-11 (the plot against Jesus and Judas's perfidy) and 15:40—
16:8 (the burial and resurrection) should be included. In line with Collins's
argument, noted above, that literary criteria exclusively be used to determine
the outline of the PMPN, my comments arise from the perspective of
narrative analysis.

Aside from the fact that in 14:10 the phraseology is To0dag "IokapLa® 6
ei¢ v duwdexa (“Judas Iscariot, one of the twelve™) is more specific, while
in 14:43 the phrase is simply €i¢ t@v duwéeke. ("one of the twelve"), there is a
storytelling reason for using the title "one of the twelve" in both locations in
the PMPN. In 14:10, with the reference to’Iokapsd® ("lIscariot") and the use of
the article, the phrase gives specificity to which Judas is being referred to - he is
(possibly) from the town of Kerioth in Judea and he is the close associate of
Jesus. But the use of the phrase also lends a certain gravitas to the entire scene -
how could one of the twelve, the closest associates of Jesus, do such a deed? Collins
notes this well in her translation of the phrase at 14:10 as "the

Collins, it seems to me, undercuts this contention by a statement in Beginning of the
Gospel, 141, when she says, "The focus on the tomb in Mark may have been inspired by
the importance of the graves of the heroes in the Greco-Roman world. Even if the
location of the tomb of Jesus was unknown to the author of Mark, and even if there
were no cultic observances at the site of the tomb, it would still be important as a literary
motif in characterizing Jesus as herolike." (emphasis original). But if the tomb is
important as a literary motif for the Evangelist, why, in his editorial invention, did he
miss the opportunity to create a specific place reference to the tomb (Collins's reason
for excluding the passage from the PMPN)?
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[notorious] one of the twelve" (644). The reassertion of the phrase in 14:43 in the
Gethsemane scene serves the narrative role of reemphasizing the perfidy of one
of the inner circle of Jesus in betraying him to his enemies. Thus, from a
narrative perspective, the reintroduction of the phrase is not a problem and this
literary reason for excluding the 14:1-2, 10-11 from the PMPN is removed. This
statement does not address the question as to whether the PMPN included other
material between Mark 14:11 and 14:43. Just the inclusion of 14:1-2, 10- 11
would suggest the need for other material between the two passages since the jump
from one scene to the other would be abrupt otherwise. But the exclusion of 14:1-
2, 10-11 based on the use of the term "one of the twelve" does not seem to
have sufficient grounds on a narrative level.

Interestingly, the plot against Jesus in 14:1-2, 10-11 is the outer story of
one of Mark's intercalations and that may be related to Collins's rejection of
14:1-2, 10-11 from the PMPN (Beginning of the Gospel, 104). The inner story
of the intercalation is of a woman who anoints Jesus with precious perfume
(Mark 14:3-9). The point of the intercalation is that the woman illustrates true
discipleship, while Judas, one of the twelve, illustrates a failed discipleship of
perfidy.® An interesting question we will return to later is the interface between
historical occurrence and testimony in story. Does the use of a storytelling
technique rule out historicity or inclusion within the PMPN? Does it make it less
probable? If so, why? If not, why not? In other words, what is the relationship
between what happens and what is told and the way in which it is told?°

Regarding the proposal of the PMPN ending at Mark 15:38, the question
can be asked, who would preserve a passion-narrative ending simply with the
rending of the veil? Collins refers to the PMPN as a "transitional text" that
was "probably discarded eventually” (625), but this seems to beg the question.
Although she links 15:38 to the book of Hebrews' discussion of the heavenly
sanctuary and the entry of Jesus into the presence of God, the parallel to Mark is
not as strong as she suggests. The reference to the veil is fine, but there is
nothing more narrated beyond this in the PMPN as reconstructed by Collins.
However, all other NT references to what happened to Jesus refer either to
him being raised and/or alive again (Acts 2:24, 32; 3:15, 26; 4:10; 5:30; 13:30-
37; Rom 4:24-25, 6:4, 9, 7:4, 8:11; 1 Cor 15; 2 Cor 4:14; Gal 1:1; Rev 1:18) or
to Jesus entering the presence of God (Heb 6:20, 9:11-12), sometimes with
both described or implied (Rom 8:34; Eph 1:20; 1 Thess 1:10; 1 Peter 1:21). It
is striking that ending the PMPN at 15:38 does not narrate Jesus as risen,
alive, or as entering the presence of God. That the action of 15:38 is done

8For more on the narrative definition and function of intercalation see Torn Shepherd,
Markan Sandwich Stories: Narration, Definition, and Function, Andrews University Seminary
Doctoral Dissertation Series, 18 (Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1993); and idem, "The
Narrative Function of Markan Intercalation,” New Testament Studies 41 (1995): 522-540.

°Cf. Richard Bauckham's interesting discussion of the meaning of testimony in Jesus and
the Eye Witnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2006), 472-508.
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by God with the veil torn "from above to below" is clear.'” But it is an action
done to the veil and not to or by Jesus.'' Standing alone, 15:38 hardly appears to
suggest Jesus' entrance into the presence of God.

This sense of the incompleteness of 15:38 can be expressed in another
way from a parallel passage that Collins notes (781-791; Beginning of the Gospel
123-127). In the description of the gospel in 1 Cor 15:1-8, Paul uses four main
verbs to describe the content of the message—Christ died (amébavev, 15:3), he
was buried (étadn, 15:4), he was raised (éynyeptat, 15:3), and he was seen (d¢on,
15:5-8). It is exactly these ideas (though not always the same words) that are
found in the Markan Passion Narrative (he expired, ¢émvevoer, 15:37; Joseph
of Arimathea placed him in a tomb, énkev adtov & wnuelw, 15:46; he was
raised, Myépdn, 16:6; you will see him, adtov O6yeabe, 16:7). The PMPN
reconstructed by Collins contains only the first of these concepts.

In regard to the Pauline perspective on resurrection raised by Collins, Paul
does not merely say that flesh and blood will not inherit the kingdom of God. He
also describes the flesh of various types of creatures and uses this along with other
ideas to indicate that there is a spiritual body (15:39-49). Resurrection is never
described as disembodied. Thus the reference in 1 Cor 15:50 to "flesh and blood"
likely refers to the earthly body. Furthermore, the type of resurrection Paul
describes does not occur for saints until the Parousia, at which time "we will be
changed" (likely from earthly to spiritual bodies, 1 Cor 15:52, cf. Dan 12:1-3—
"many who sleep in the dust will awake"). Thus these eschatological ideas also
support a bodily resurrection, since a "spiritual" resurrection would more naturally
be thought to occur at death. Furthermore, in Dan 12 (and 1 En 91-104) the
resurrected ones are described as shining like the stars, not as stars
themselves. The saints will shine brightly like the brightness of the expanse
of heaven, and those who turn many to righteousness like the stars forever.
The saints do not become these astral bodies or the expanse of the heavens,
but rather they shine like them. Collins notes Dan 12:2-3 (784-785), but
indicates that "the context does not say anything about the earthly bodies of
‘the wise" (785). One can counter that it does describe them when it says they
will awake, and when referring to them as a group, they are described as being
"the wise," "those who lead the common people to righteousness." It is their
earthly deeds that mark them, hence a reference to them would imply their bodies.
The concept, it seems to me, is fairly different from the deification of pagan
heroes that Collins refers to in her commentary (791-794)."

10 ¢oyicbn "it was torn is clearly a divine passive.

""Some commentators argue a parallel between the baptismal scene in Mark 1:9-11
and the scene at the cross in 15:33-39 and suggest that the rending of the veil is from the
Spirit leaving Jesus. But Collins rejects this idea as problematic and bizarre (763).

2 One of the major differences is the one deity of the HB and the NT versus
the many gods of the pagans, and that, for the pagans, people/heroes can become
gods. This is different than, for instance, angels who are at an order of being below
the one God.
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In regard to Collins's view on the burial and resurrection scenes, we can
note that the vague spatial markers are at the end of the burial story and at the
beginning of the resurrection story. This is significant, because the narrative
emphasis of the two stories is on the events that take place and the people who
observe them rather than on the location of the tomb. Indeed, the lists of
women in the burial and resurrection scenes take tip much narrative space
and shift subtly from one scene to the next, emphasizing their importance. In
regard to the spatial marker of the tomb, on a narrative level the location of
the tomb is deemphasized (thus not mentioned specifically) as part of the thrust
of the passage—"He is risen, he is not here." As to 15:40-41 being an
"afterthought,” these verses would probably be better described as a bridge.
They refer back to the events of the women coming with Jesus from Galilee,
but look forward to those who will be witnesses of the resurrection.

Collins, as noted above, suggests that 16:1-8 may be a Markan invention
and that the Evangelist was doing something analogous to what Thucydides
describes in his writing. However, this seems to me a poor fit. Thucydides
not only delimits the extent of invention ("adhering as closely as possible to
the general sense of what they really said"), he also goes on to indicate his
rigorous attention to detail:

And with reference to the narrative of events, far from permitting myself to derive it
from the first source that came to hand, | did not even trust my own impressions,
but it rests partly on what | saw myself, partly on what others saw for me, the
accuracy of the report being always tried by the most severe and detailed tests
possible. My conclusions have cost me some labour from the want of coincidence
between accounts of the same occurrences by different eye-witnesses, arising
sometimes from imperfect memory, sometimes from undue partiality for one side or
the other. The absence of romance in my history will, | fear, detract somewhat from
its interest; but if it be judged useful by those inquirers who desire an exact
knowledge of the past as an aid to the interpretation of the future, which in the course of
human things must resemble if it does not reflect it, | shall be content. In fine, | have
written my work, not as an essay which is to win the applause of the moment, but as a
possession for all time.™®

What Collins posits that Mark did is quite different _free invention of a
narrative because he believed it actually occurred.

Thus, on several levels, it seems to me unlikely that the PMPN would
be preserved in the form Collins suggests. Its proposed ending in the
tearing of the temple veil seems incomplete as a narrative and has no other
precedent in the NT as a depiction of what happened after Jesus died.
For example, in 1 Corinthians 15 Paul speaks of death, burial, resurrection,
and appearance (found in Mark only with both the burial and resurrection
narratives included), emphasizing the bodily nature of the resurrection.*

BThucyclides, The Peloponnesian War, 1.22.

¥A further indication of the difficulty of a proposed passion narrative without a
resurrection scene is found in the difference between Jesus' death and that of
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Thus the vague spatial markers in the burial and resurrection theme have a
narrative purpose __emphasis on the resurrection. The liturgical setting of the
preservation of the PMPN that Collins suggests seems reasonable, but that
very setting, as we will note below, is counter to her reconstruction of the
content of the PMPN.

Collins's Response

Collins maintains that there is a clear difference between the parts of the
Markan Passion Narrative that she includes in the PMPN and those she does
not. She refers to the spatial and temporal markers and the simple sense of
flow that her reconstruction of the PMPN has, while the other parts of the
Markan Passion Narrative contain episodic material not unlike that found in
Mark 1-13 stitched together, in her view, with editorial links.

After 15:38, Collins sees a major shift in Markan composition, stating:

No longer do we have a seamless sequence of events with clear specifications of time and
place. The statement that follows the rending of the veil portrays the centurion (who
is suddenly introduced here for the first time) as recognizing Jesus as God's son. Since
the idea of Jesus as God's son is a major theme in Mark, it is more likely that Mark
composed this saying than that it was part of his source (Response to Reviewers).

In regard to 15:40-41 (the women who came with Jesus from Galilee),
Collins maintains her view that this seems like an awkward afterthought. In
her view, the women should be mentioned earlier in the Gospel of Mark and
thus the reference to them in 15:40-41 seems editorial.

Regarding 1 Corinthians 15, Collins feels that if Paul had known
the tradition of the empty tomb he would have mentioned it. In her
perspective, Paul's view of resurrection is bodily as in Daniel 12, but it
does not necessitate an empty tomb. She states: "The 'bare seed' seems to
refer to whatever one would like to call the inner self, the personal identity
that provides continuity between the earthly body and the spiritual body
that God will give" (Response to Reviewers). She finds that the resurrection
narrative in Mark has a much stronger sense of bodily resurrection and is
more kerygmatic in nature than that described in 1 Corinthians 15. In her
view, if the narrative in Mark were mere factual reporting it would list where
the tomb was and would narrate the women reporting the resurrection to
the disciples.

Rejoinder

Concerning the Pauline view of resurrection, | think there are elements that
Collins and I have in common. The dispute may be more over the nature of the

Socrates as described by Collins (754). Whereas Socrates welcomed death and spoke of mundane
matters as he parted life in calmness, for Jesus death was all darkness. Without the resurrection,
darkness hangs over the cross and over the book of Mark, and we can add, over the PMPN.
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spiritual body. She sees this in contrast to Mark's emphasis on the empty tomb, I
do not. She does note, however, that "The story of the empty tomb in Mark is
compatible with Paul's view as expressed in 1 Corinthians 15 only if Paul's
language of change and investiture signifies the transformation of the earthly
body into a heavenly body" (791). This is exactly what I suggest Paul teaches. In
Rom 8:10-11, the Apostle speaks of "your mortal bodies" (té 6vntd cdpota HUOV)
that "the one who raised Christ from the dead will make alive." The reference to
Christ's resurrection linked with the future tense points toward the eschatological
resurrection of the saints, a resurrection of the "mortal body.""®

It is interesting that Collins settles on the spatial and temporal markers in
the Markan Passion Narrative as the criteria for inclusion in the PMPN. It is
quite common in scholarship to see the passion narrative as a much more
cohesive whole than the rest of the Gospel accounts. This cohesive sense
clearly revolves around spatial and temporal markers. However, Collins's real
concern in her reconstruction of the PMPN seems to be spatial markers. This is
what she focuses on in excluding the scene of the burial and the resurrection. The
temporal markers, in contrast, are quite specific both at the beginning of the
Markan Passion Narrative with references to the Passover and Feast of Unleavened
Bread in 14:1 and 14:12 and at the end with references to the Preparation,
Sabbath, and First Day of the Week in 15:42 and 16:1 e

What are these specific spatial markers that Collins uses as indicators for
inclusion in the PMPN? They are Gethsemane, the Praetorium, and Golgotha. It
hardly seems appropriate to make these three specific locations carry such
weight in determining the PMPN. While Collins argues for specificity of time
and space and a "seamless sequence of events," one can as easily argue for
the sequential nature of almost the entire Passion Narrative in Mark and for
both specific and nonspecific spatial and temporal markers that link together to
make a whole.!”

Collins also contends that the absence of the location of the tomb in the
text of Mark points toward editorial invention by the Evangelist. First, this
suggests that the PMPN was consistent throughout in its use of spatial markers.
Second, it suggests that any variance from this presupposed consistency is a
sign of redaction and is consistent with invention of the entire passage. Both
contentions are questionable—the first, since every written source can have
variance in its approach to spatial and temporal markers and there is no way to
test such variance since we do not have the PMPN, and the second, because it

"See Robert Jewett, Romans, Hermeneia Commentary, ed. Eldon Epp
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 492-493.

"“The nonspecific temporal markers that occur elsewhere in the Markan Passion Narrative
fall within the context of these more specific markers.

"One exception may be 14:3-9 (the anointing at Bethany), but this story finds its
specificity through the intercalation device of story telling. See Shepherd, Sandwich Stories, 241-
266. We also can note the rather specific spatial marker "Bethany" in

14:3.
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is far too sweeping in its contention that exclusion of one point from a source
would lead to a view of wholesale invention of a passage.

Collins dismisses the importance of the personal names that serve as
markers of specificity in the burial and resurrection scenes (Beginning of
the Gospel, 129-130). In response to her claim that the women in 15:40-41
should have been referenced earlier in the narrative of Mark, we can note that
it is the typical pattern in Mark that characters appear in the narrative where
they first play a role. In the narrative, the important role of the women is
exactly at this point of the burial and resurrection.

Richard Bauckham has noted the importance of such specific names in
numerous Gospel stories and posits that these names are present as markers of
the eyewitness testimony of the individuals named.?® It is quite telling and
important to notice the subtle shift in the names from 15:40 to 15:47 to 16:1.
The one constant name always referred to in the same way is Mary Magdalene. In
15:40 she is joined by Mary the mother of James the Less and Joses and by
Salome. But in 15:47 Salome is absent and the second Mary is linked only
to Joses. Then in 16:1 Mary Magdalene is accompanied by Mary again, but
this time linked only to James, and by Salome. In each case there are at least
two individuals, but the specific details shift from list to list. The subtle shifts
point to the importance these individuals play in the narrative and the Evangelist's
concern with these details. While Collins is correct to insist that specific markers
such as time and space be criteria for determining the PMPN, she has,
nevertheless, failed to give due weight to the variety of markers that indicate
such specificity. In regard to 15:40-16:8, she deemphasizes very specific temporal
and personal markers. | suggest that the specificity of spatial makers has
disappeared in 15:40-16:8 for the narrative emphasis that "He is not here" and
that this is replaced with very specific temporal and personal markers that serve to
emphasize the veracity of the account.

Collins rules out the burial and resurrection scenes as part of the PMPN
based primarily on nonspecific spatial markers. However, she posits the
preservation of the PMPN within a liturgical setting of commemorating Jesus'
death annually at the time of Passover or in the celebration of the Lord's
Supper. But this creates a problem that | think she is aware of. She notes that
the PMPN was a "transitional text probably discarded eventually" and that in its
liturgical usage the "resurrection or exaltation of Jesus was probably assumed,
but not narrated in this early document” (625, 774). Here is the rub—the
reconstructed PMPN does not contain the burial or resurrection scenes, but is
used in a liturgical setting where the resurrection is presupposed and celebrated.
This creates a tension between liturgy and text that Collins never fully resolves.
Placed in the context of the rest of the NT's univocal testimony about what
happened to Jesus after his death, and in light of the narrative characteristics of
the Markan Passion Narrative noted above, Collins's reconstruction of the
PMPN seems unlikely.

83ee Bauckham, 49-51, 114-147.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, | would like to come back to the issue of the relationship
between history and testimony in texts. In her response, Collins makes an
interesting statement in this regard:

Mark has the women find the tomb empty since he has portrayed the disciples as having
fled. His account of the finding of the empty tomb is more kergymatic than
historical or apologetic. If he were making a historical point, he would have
indicated where the tomb was and probably would have included a report of the
women conveying the news to the disciples (Response to Reviewers, emphasis
original).

| find it significant that Collins distinguishes between historical discourse
and kergymatic address. Perhaps this indicates one of the underlying criteria
Collins uses to determine the PMPN. The difficulty is that it applies a
dichotomic perspective of history and testimony to a text that clearly does not
share the same point of view. The problem, it seems to me, is well expressed
by Richard Bauckham when he critiques the historiographic epistemology of
R. G. Collingwood:

Collingwood's account of historiographic epistemology has seemed plausible to
some historians, as well as to other readers, because it is not completely wrong. It is
really a considerable exaggeration of the undoubted fact that modern historical work
has not only developed more searching critical methods of assessing the reliability of
testimony but has also come to depend greatly on asking questions the sources do not
profess to answer and on enabling the sources to give evidence "in spite of themselves."
This can make the historian feel in control of her material rather than dependent on it.
Intelligibly, perhaps, this exaggerated sense of the historian's independence of the
past has now been challenged by a postmodern view of historiography that finds it
barely distinguishable from fiction freely created by the historian. As in other fields,
Enlightenment individualism has led to postmodern skepticism.*®

History is dependent on testimony. Testimony is transmitted in story. A
PMPN that ends with the rending of the veil seems an unlikely story,
particularly in comparison with the other ways early Christians shared their
testimony concerning Jesus. This calls into question the usefulness of utilizing a
dichotomic view of history and testimony in determining the underlying
story of a text such as Mark.

Regardless of these disputes, Collins has clearly produced a monumental
work that advances the study of Mark and brings to easy access ancient
references that help illuminate the text of this Gospel. Its wealth of
information from the ancient world, its thoughtful introduction, its textual
notes, and its argumentation concerning the meaning of Gospel of Mark will
make it an important voice in the continuing interpretation of this Gospel.

®Bauckham, 486.



Andrews University Seminary Studies, Vol. 47, No. 2, 217-240.
Copyright © 2009 Andrews University Press.

INVESTIGATING THE PRESUPPOSITIONAL
REALM OF BIBLICAL-THEOLOGICAL
METHODOLOGY, PART II:
CANALE ON REASON

OLIVER GLANZ
Amsterdam, The Netherlands

2.1 Introduction

The first article of this series focused on Dooyeweerd’s interpretation of
Reason.! Tintend to draw on Dooyeweerd’s conception for the development of
an exegetical methodology that does justice to the multiaspectual phenomena
of the text as well as to the chosen hermeneutical presuppositions. As
mentioned eatlier, Dooyeweerd’s conception must be critically reflected on if
an unbiased application of his thought is to be made. In order to allow for a
critical analysis of Dooyeweerd’s thought I choose the work of the Christian
philosopher Fernando Canale. Thus this article will present (for the first time)
Canale’s analysis of Reason. The third article of this series will show how
Canale’s and Dooyeweerd’s work can be utilized in order to investigate the
ontological foundations of specific methodologies. In the fourth and final
article, I will critique Dooyeweerd’s and Canale’s conceptions and sketch my
own basic portrait of the functionality of human reason. My aim is to inspire
the reader to begin a critical and productive reflection on methodology in
general and biblical exegetical methodology in particular.

The background of Canale’s analysis of Reason? lies in the great vatiety
of contradicting theological systems.” This state, in which the contemporaty
theological debate finds itself, is most problematic since it seems to hinder
mutual understanding and unity. Furthermore, the current state of theological
disagreement challenges the very foundation of Christian theology.
Consequently, Canale sees the need for an analysis of theological reason
in order to discover the root of the problem of the many contradicting
theological systems, all of which claim to be rational and teasonable.” In his
dissertation, “A Criticism of Theological Reason,” he inquires into the general
formal structure and condition of Reason by means of a phenomenological
analysis. Besides this, he searches for a biblical interpretation of the primordial

'Oliver Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodology, Part I: Dooyeweerd on Reason,” AUSS 47 (2009): 5-35.

*Throughout this text Reason, Logos, and Knowledge, when used in the specific
Canalean sense, will be capitalized.

*Fernando Luis Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason: Time and Timelessness as
Primordial Presuppositions, Andrews University Seminary Doctoral Dissertation Series
10 (Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1987), 10.

‘Ibid., 3.
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presuppositions of Reason. Both the formal structure of Reason and its
biblical interpretation on the level of primordial presuppositions allow him to
develop the possibility for theological criticism.

In my presentation of Canale’s thought, I will start with a description
of his understanding of Reason’s formal structure (1.2). Subsequently, I will
describe how Canale sees the structure of Reason at work from a biblical
perspective (1.3).°

2.2 Canale’s Structure of Reason
2.2.1 Object of Phenomenological Analysis: Reason

Reason, the object of Canale’s phenomenological analysis, is not meant in its
narrow sense as an ability that pertains to human being, a typically human
cognitive potential or characteristic. Reason goes beyond the intellectual activity
or logical thought of the cognitive subject. Therefore, it is fundamentally
different from Dooyeweerd’s understanding of theoretical thought. The
structure of Reason is not the structure of the epistemic; the interpretation
of Reason is not an epistemology. Canale uses Reason more broadly as that
which makes meaning possible. Reason, therefore, includes all processes and
structures by which meaning is constituted.® Thus Reason is not limited to, but
includes, rational analytic thinking, Different levels, factors, and aspects may
pertain to Reason. Canale speaks of Reason as being a whole, and the processes
and frameworks it entails as being parts. This is important to understand
because when Canale talks about the hypotheticity of Reason, he does not
refer to epistemology alone, but to all levels and processes of Reason.

In A Criticism of Theological Reason, Canale uses “Logos” or “Knowledge”
as synonyms of Reason. This may be confusing, but it shows the broad sense
in which he analyzes Reason. Reason is understood hermenecutically. The
primary function of Reason, then, is to create and formulate meaning, i.c.,
to provide unity and coherence for that which surrounds us and is in us—to
provide unity and coherence to the variety of being (entities). In order to
make this clearer, Canale explains that Reason as Logos can be described
as that which enables the expression of “meaningful words.”” Theo-logy,
for example, tries to express meaningful words about God. Meaning and its
expression in words cannot be separated; they belong together as aspects of

*The main source of my presentation is Canale’s dissertation. However, his
thought on the matter of Reason did not find full expression in his dissertation.
Additionally, not all of his thinking had been published yet. For that reason not only
Canale’s publications, but also e-mail communication with him helped me to clarify
crucial elements of his thought. Accordingly, not all the sources of this presentation
will be found in the bibliography.

®Canale, 45, n. 1.

Ibid., 20, n. 1.
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the same rational activity. According to Canale, meaning is always logical in
the broad sense of the term.® Meaning is always a product of human Logos.

Consequently, Canale universalizes Reason to coincide with human
knowledge. However, he does not want to be misunderstood as absolutizing
Reason. The absolutization can only take place when it is made a particular
capability of human beings. Like Dooyeweerd, Canale criticizes the
absolutization of particular reason as observed in the history of philosophy
and particularly in classical and modern interpretations of reason.

The central question of phenomenological analysis, then, is how
Knowledge as Logos or Reason is possible. What is structurally demanded
in order to be able to formulate meaning? This question is central, as Reason
represents the human activity that generates meaning.” Meaning is always
constructed meaning. Consequently, there is no meaning outside of Reason,
i.e., no meaning outside of Undetstanding.'” This implies that Knowledge
can hinder further understanding, as Logos/Reason is the condition for
understanding, misunderstanding, and even error. According to Canale, this
allows for the experience of meaning in something that is not understood.
This is because nonunderstanding takes place when interpretation according to
Logos is generated. What is the structure of Logos that makes the expression
of meaningful words possible? What levels, factors, and aspects are involved
in Reason in order to make Reason function?

To analyze Reason, then, means to analyze the constitution of meaning
as meaningful knowledge. In order to prevent the adoption of an ideological
starting point, Canale specifies his question in terms of formal analysis. What
is it that is structurally needed by Reason in order to construct meaning? He
believes that one can discover the structure of Reason only by means of a
phenomenological analysis that is concerned with the act of knowing,

Only a phenomenological analysis will make it possible to uncover the
given structure of Reason apart from the actual interpretation of Reason.
Thus the description of the structure of Reason is not the formulation of a
theory of Reason (which necessarily takes place in the development of any
ideology). In his phenomenological analysis, Canale seems to be constantly
aware of the danger of including any ideology as a framework for interpreting
Reason. Basically, he follows Hartmann’s phenomenological analysis.

Canale sees an urgent necessity for a structural analysis of Reason
because it is only on the basis of a good structural understanding that one
can build a theory in the full awareness of its presuppositions. Although
it is especially theoretical and scientific thinking that is the object of his
critique, nevertheless the structure of Reason can be applied to both naive

*Ibid.
’Ibid., 10.

"Canale refers to “Understanding” in the most general way, rather than in a
specific, concrete way.



220 SEMINARY STUDIES 47 (AuTUMN 2009)

and theoretical thinking, The difference is that the structure of Reason is
made more explicit in theoretical knowing, while remaining implicit in nafve
knowing"

2.2.2 The Structure of Reason

2.2.2.1 A General Description of Reason’s
Subject-Object Relationship

In order to create meaning, Reason needs a subject and an object. Both a
knower (subject) and a known (object) are needed. This relational structure
is a priori ontic condition for Reason. In any philosophical endeavor, the
interpreted subject-object relation is a necessary fundamental of a detailed
construction of a philosophical system. Thus the basic framework of Reason
is the subject—object relationship, and it is this relationship that is the center
of meaning. In the cognitive realm, i.e., Reason’s structure, the subject-object
relation is at work. By “cognitive realm,” Canale means the very basic setting
by which understanding is generated in both its general and specific sense.'?
“At work” means that the subject and object sides need to contribute to their
relationship in order to create meaning. There are two directions because of
the two perspectives that are at work: the perspective of the object (direction:
object = subject) and the perspective of the subject (direction: subject =
object). From the perspective of the object, the communication of its ontic
properties (which in biblical rationality are the lines of intelligibility, as I will
discuss below) to the subject takes place. In this perspective, the subject is
essentially receptive. From the perspective of the subject, the subject creates a
logical image/idea of the object through its interpretative activity that enables
it to grasp the object and create meaning, In this perspective, the subject is
essentially active. The active interpreting of the subject supposes a framework
by which interpretation is possible. Consequently, the contribution of the
subject to the subject-object relation is presuppositional. This means that in
order to generate meaning, the subject always contributes with some content
in the form of an interpretational framework. This content basically entails a
foundational understanding of the subject-object relation.

2.2.2.2 Reason’s Frameworks as Part of the
Subject-Object Relationship

The communication on the object’s side is characterized by its ontic properties.
The epistemic potentiality of the subject and the ontic properties of the object
need to be complementary, thus need to unite in the same Logos. This is why
the concept of the epistemic (epistemology) must unite with the concept
of the ontic (ontology). One can characterize the subject-object relation as

Canale, 27, n. 4.

2By “general” I mean the wotld in its totality; by “specific” I mean any chosen
aspect of reality.
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communicative when the concept of the epistemic (epistemology) and the
concept of the ontic (ontology) are complementary. The presuppositional
content that the cognitive subject needs in order to make sense of the
received ontic information of the object demands some basic frameworks for
interpretation. In the phenomenological analysis of the structure of Reason,
on the most basic level one can detect three main frameworks: a concept of
reality (ontological framework); a concept of knowing, including a concept
of the functioning of cognition (epistemological framework); and a concept
of a system that provides unity and guarantees coherence (theological
framework). The formulation “epistemological framework” indicates that
Reason structurally needs a concept of the epistemic (epistemology) as a part
of its realm (framework). The “ontological framework™ points to Reason’s
structural need for a concept of the ontic (ontology). The theological
framework, or “system” as Canale puts it, holds together the epistemological
and ontological framework in unity and coherence. Thus the structure of
Reason demands that the ontic, epistemic, and theos need to be interpreted in
order to make Reason function. Therefore, the ontolsgical, epistemological, and
theo/gical frameworks of the phenomenological structure of Reason should
not be understood as referring to an existing concept of the ontic, epistemic,
or theos, but to the structural necessity of formulating a concept of the
ontic, epistemic, and theos. Reason necessarily works by the “logicalization”
or conceptualization of the ontic, epistemic, and theos. The interrelations
between the three frameworks are “empty.” Their interpretation will bring
forth structural interrelations.

The main feature of the subject is its potentiality to become cognitively
active: to interpret and create a meaningful image of the object. In its
cognitive activity, the subject is epistemically dependent on the object. The
epistemological framework of the structure of Reason is mainly centered
in the subject’s cognitive activity. Because of this, Canale understands the
epistemological framework to be dominated by the subject. The main
feature of the object in this fundamental relationship is its transobjectivity.
Transobjectivity means two things: on the one hand, that the object exists in
ontic independence from the subject, and, on the other hand, that the object
is open in the sense that it does not hide, but communicates its properties
within the structure of Reason. Because of this, the ontological framework
in a way transcends the epistemological framework. The ontic can exist
without the subject’s logic, but the epistemological framework cannot exist
without the conceptualization of the ontic as ontological framework. This
ontological transcendence, through which all knowledge can be generated
by the cognitive activity of the subject, stems from projecting the content
of previously experienced and mentally stored subject-object relations
on the object. Thus the ontic properties that were communicated in past
subject-object relationships constitute the content of the presuppositional
contribution of the subject to the present subject-object relationship. In this
sense, transobjectivity refers to the fact that the object’s ontic properties are
materialized in the memory of the subject. Therefore, all knowledge that
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originates