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Abstract

This study demonstrates, by the application of a selection of social sniedets on a

selection ofgospel passages, the usefulness of those models for better understanding the
teachings of the Jesus movement on wealth and poverty and what Jesus hoped to achieve by
these teachings. It shows that sociological models are generdilyfos@pproaching té

gospels because they facilitate understanding by formulating new questionarabent

material and highlighting perhaps previously unnoticed themes or concernthdt faffers

the opinion that the Virtuoso Religion model is the most useful for doing this and as such will
be the most useful for providing an understanding of what Jesus envisioned for the future of
society in anticipation of the imminent Kingdom. The model supports Jesus’ preaching on
wealth and daye-day expressions of those opinions as methods by which he might influence
the attitudes of others, especially the rich and powerful, adjusting their foousdve of

wealth to love for God and neighbour.



Acknowledgements

| would like to thankCarterbury Christ Church Univsity for its financial as well as many
other kinds of support during my time as a research student.

| am also grateful to my supervisor and panel for their invaluable guidance.

Most importantly, | wish to thank my family, partner and friends for their love and suppor



Contents
1 Introduction 1

2 Social Science Models

2.1The Strengths and Weaknesses of S&ci@nce Models 4

2.2 Agrarian Society 22
2.3 Commercialisation in Agrarian Society 28
2.4 Wandering Charismatics 32
2.5 Virtuoso Religion 37

3 Exegeses of Selected Gospel Passages

3.1Authenticity 46
3.2 The Paable of the Labourers in the Vineyard 57
3.3 The Parable of the Unjust Steward 67
3.4 The Rich Man 80
3.5 Jesus’ Demonstration in the Temple 89
3.6 The Call Narratives 109

4 Assessing the Usefulness of Selected S&uiince Models 120
4.1 Social Science Models and the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard 121
4.2 Social Science Models and the Parable of the Unjust Steward 130
4.3Social Science Models and the Rich Man 137
4.4 Social Science Modedsd Jesus’ Demonstration in the Temple 146
4.5 Social Science Models and the Call Narratives 157

5 How Virtuoso Religion Explains Jesus’ Teachings on Wealth and SociahiRefor 168

6 Conclusion 178

7 Bibliography 180



Introduction

In this study | will attempt to demonstrate, by the application of a selectioriaf soience
models on a selection of gospel passages, the usefulness of those models for better
understanding the teachings of the Jesus movement on wealth and poverhatdesus
hoped to achieve by these teachings. The social models are Agrarian Society),(Lensk
Commercialistion in Agrarian Society, Wandering Charismatics (Theissen) and Virtuoso
Religion. The gospel sections | have chosen are The Parable of the Labothrergineyard
(Matt. 20:1-16), The Parable of the Unjust Steward (Luke 16:1-13), Jesus’ encountéewith t
Rich Man (Mark 10:17-31 par.), Jesus’ Demonstration in the Temple (Mt. 21:12-17; Mk.
11:12-21; Lk. 19:45-48; Jn. 2:13-22, and associated gayand the Call Narratives (Mt.
4:18-22; 9:9-13; Mk. 1:16-20; 2:14; Lk. 5:1-11, 27; Jn. 1:35-42, 43-51 and associated
sayings). | hope to show that sociological models are generally use&yddovaching the
gospels because they facilitate understanding by formulating new questionarabent
material and highlighting perhaps previously unnoticed themes or concernket fuspe to
show that the Virtuoso Religion model is the most useful for doing this and as such will be
the most useful for providing an understanding of what Jesus envisioned for the future of

societyin anticipation of the imminent Kingdom.

The first section of this study begins with a discussion about the strengths andssealafe

the employment of sociological models. | hope to show that the poteitfizeis of using

models have been taken into consideration but at the same time that careful use of models
which avoids ethnocentrism, ovemplification, excessive rigidity and the imposition of
inappropriate ideas can be extreynehluable for drawing out ehkey features of the texts. |
have provided a description of each of $kéected social modeltheir development as well

as their strengths and weaknesses. The first two are relatively broad ecomudels and the

final two focus more closely on the structure and activity of the Jesus movement.

Following on from this, before looking at each biblical passage in turn, | walisiés

authenticity briefly, although | believe the prevalence of the wealth/pothestye running
throughout my examples and the gospels generally negates the requirement to tunside
authenticity of each individual passage. Every single biblical text chosempenaome

way to issues of wealth and poverty and the social and religious impact of having too much
or too little money, or not knowing how most wisely to use what money one has got. The fact
that all five examples, which cover parables, sayings, and other episodesdusmtieerant



life, have something to do with money at their heaggests that this was a primary concern

of Jesus’ ministry overall. Some of what Jesus says about money is quite shadking a
dramatic and there are times when he appears to be making quite strong demands on people
concerning their own (e.g. Mt. 6:19-24; Mk.6t&: 10:25; Lk.12:13-21). This begs the

guestion: why? What did Jesus hope to achieve? Did he seek reform in society tb make i
fairer?Models like Lenski’s Agrarian Society, for example, explain how greatfsaéibn

between the rich and powerful and the poor and weak in society caused extremedsusta
oppression through methods like taxation and debt. Jesus preached that evergoakyis

entitled to the basics of survival (e.g. Mt. 6:11; 20:1-16). How could this be achieved without

some level of reform to the agrarian economic system?

What | believe will come of examining social models, especially Virtuoso Religidhat a
conplete overhaul of the agrarian economy is impossible for anyone to achieve, let alone
someone not in a position of power within the political establishment. That Jesus had some
sort of idealistic hope for this is not impossible but there is not much evidence to support it
However, the notion that he envisioned an improvement to the economic system through
attitude changes in those with an attachment to their wealth and a desire to maeirtain th
wealthy status by continuing to oppress others is definitely there in the gxik. 10:17-

31; Mt. 6:24; Lk. 12:13-21). So the subtle difference here is that instead of wishing to be a
social reformer in the sense of creating some sort of egalitarian societyonditiisions of

wealth or power at all, he sought the reform of people’s attitude to their own ecoatosc s
and what that status allowed them to do. This is consistent with his apparent critique of
patronelient relations and the culture of reciprocity in first century Palestinef(see,

example, higgromotion of kindness and hospitality for its own charitable sake rather than
reward in Luke 14:12-14, and the apparent transcending of the idea of reward proportionate
to work in the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard, Matt. 20:1-16). Money \a&y cle
necessary he realised. In these two examples, money would have been déssémialing

a banquet but it seems Jesus saw much better value for money in throwing a bankeet for t
poor, crippled, lame and blind than for one’s rich friends. Similadyey is necessary for
paying one’s workers but all workers deserve at least enough to feed thesregelve end of

the day so no one, even someone who worked fewer hours, should be paid less than this.



| believe it is the Virtuoso Religion model thabst accurately shows how Jesus could

criticise the injustices of extreme wealth and poverty and yetestilireoneyas a practical
necessity. He and the disciples relied on the hospitality of wealthy suppftotexsample,

but were able to demonstratéetter way ofnanaging one’s attachment to wealth by sharing
resources and caring for the poor. By setting an example to the world by thadispédind

of practice, the influence he hoped to have on the ruling classes, to my mind, formssthe basi

of asubtle social reform of attitudes.



Social Science Models

The Strengths and Weaknesses of Social Science Models

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a critical assessment of model usaggsjmtjsc

both the strengths and weaknesses of models and briefly noting the possiblefmerits
alternative approaches. | also wish to offer an explanation for my choice toagklling as

a method of approach in this study of Jesus and to discuss why | selected th&apartic
models | did. Before beginning, it is essential to grasp one fundamentally imgartana
model that provides the key to unlocking all the mysteries of the historica figuesus,
explaining what happened and why, does not and never will exist. It is reotrtlué this

study to seek such a model. It is the aim of this study to do what | believe medelest
useful for: to see if they can raise new questions by shining light fronanghes at ancient
information. If they can, then from this we may be dblgéluminate something that went
previously unnoticed. This can take the form of highlighting patterns and connecti@hs whi
may not provide historical certainty about specific events in the gospels butied evhen
attempting to make statements abobtt was typical in the daily life and teachings of Jesus.
| believe this especially relevant to the frequency with which the isswesatth and poverty
are raised within the gospels since the repetition itself leaves a largetavshmaterial that

coud be more easily approached and organised by the use of models.

| would like to begin by addressing some of the common criticisms aimed at nsadge.

One of the models’ harshest critics is Marianne Sawicki whose 2000Gvosising Galilee:
Architectures of Contact in the Occupied Land of Jeleascates a whole chapter to ‘The
Trouble with Models'. Her concerns about the use of models often refer to the inability of
models to extract new information from the old data and point to the danger of using cross-
cultural models to “fill in the blanks” where knowledge is lacking about Jesus’ podtét
information from societies that are simflarShe believes that comparative data, albeit
potentially very useful for enhancing our understanding of the material conditibfes of
economic organisation and cultural practices of first century Galilee, shouldde use
cautiously. Others also advise caution with comparative data, identifying pitfalls such as
overgeneralisation andhetocentrism as well. Sociological models’ attempts to identify what

! sawicki, M. (2000)Crossing Galilee: Architectures of Contact in the Occupied Land of Jesussburg, PA.
Trinity Press Intl.

2 |bid. p.6367.

® Ibid. p.63.



is ‘typical’ in a society may be considered an esienplification’ but the logical answer to
this would be to point out that sociology’s quests for the typical is not necessajigiion
of the distinctivé. All it means is that crossultural models should be used with a certain
amount of care and intelligence. It is foolish to expect a promising lookingautiasal
model to “fit” the data perfectly and it is the scholar’s duty to accept and adoowviten it
doesn’t. This is especially true when developing models from contexts trsijifecantly
distant from the time and place one is studying. Here the danger ej@veralisation is
increasedl It is important to justify th selection of a crossultural model with evidence and
avoid assuming its compatibility with the datBthnocentrism, that is the tendency to view
alien cultures from the perspectives of one’s own, is also something to be avoided where
possible. To an extent we are inevitably going to judge passages in the ggspelsin
modern sensibilities without realising but we must avoid actively framing a metiggdolo
around such thoughts. Using comparative models may be an effective way ofisiguctur
one’s approach to the gospel material, thereby avoiding ethnocentrism, but it ceowmatsal

the ability to view the past in a pure and objective sense. This is impossible fotoaiahs

As much as | age that ‘filling the gaps’ is rigpreferable whensing crossultural models,

where gaps exist we may have little alternative but to guess (and state gxpktithe are
guessing) that the commonalities already identified between the model and theydata ma
extended to explain the gaps until new data can be found. The criticism thatudtosas-

models may be generalised may also be an advantage since it is broad patterns of huma
thought and actidhthat are being sought in the particular case of this study. To seek what is
typical is not to disrgard the unique. To seek what might be typical of the life and teachings
of Jesus using models is also, obviously, not an attempt to find exactly what happened with
indisputable historical accuracy. It is very difficult to ‘prove’ a model but mustels do not

seek to be proven. Models, unlike an historical argument which seeks to prove links between

events, “offer a readynade matrix of possible meanings in light of which the fragmentary

“Horrell, D. G. (1996)The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence: Interests and Ideology From 1
Corinthians to 1 ClemenEdinburgh. T & T Clark. p.13, 22.

® |bid. p.2223.

® |bid. p.13.

" Craffert, Pieter F. ‘An Exercise in the Critical Use of Models: The “Goalo&Fit” of Wilson’s Sect Model’

in Pilch, John J. ed. (200$pcial Scientific Models for Interpreting the Bible: Essays by the Context group in
Honour of Bruce Malina. Leiden. Brill. p.23.

8 Delamarter, S. ‘Sociological Models for Understanding the ScribaliBeadh the Dead Sea Scrolls’ in
Grossman, M. L. ed. (201®ediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment of Old and New Approaches
and MethodsGrard Rapids/ Cambridge. Eerdmapsl 85.
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artefact from antiquity is illuminated. The model “works” when tttefact “comes to

life”...” °

Sawicki raises another issue, closely related to the problems ofcciioss! modelling,

which is the problematic assumption that human society has a systemadictexhand that
anthropological conclusions about specificisties can be drawn from broader empirical
data. She has the work of Lenski, Karl Kautsky and John Kautsky in‘fwimdse work has
formed a popular economic model for approaching the society of Jesus and has been chosen
for particular attention as part tifis study. She is right to state that a model constructed from
multi-sourced data should not become accepted as a fixed set of laws for describing one
particular society, and is right to stress the importance of testing modeistage

information provided by the gospel texts and other available data. It is, of courseytbé dut
the scholar to see if the data provides evidence that matches the societal stroptasedor

by the model, not simply to assume that it does as if the model itself is pgpwielv data.
Where the evidence is not quite in sync with the model, the scholar must avoid any kind of
manipulation to force a better ‘fit". As valid as these concerns are, iarggstito think of a
scholar actually looking at the work on agrarian society by Lenski, for insiamde,

confidently stating that first century Palestine must have been exactly thels&n

acceptable, however, to work from the hypothesis that Lenski’'s model andHiistyce
Palestine are similar on the basis of comparigviels of economic development, then refer

to the data to see if features of agrarian society can be identified in the sbdietys) and

then ask whether this directly affected the kind of life he chose to lead and the kind of
teachings he emphasiséthe worry that modelling which is cross-cultural and constructed
from empirical data might be used to formulate widely applicable laws ofribetaaviour is
answered again by the reminder that patterns are what we seek but it dossessarily

follow that idiosyncrasies of individual societies will be ignored.

On a general level, the imposition of modern or cross-cultural patterns on fitgtyceata
may be a negative thing, especially if it skews our view of reality. Oara epecific level,
which perhaps is ovegritical, Sawicki describes a phase of model application which
involves labelling states, functions and processes in the society under exanmacabrding
to categories already identified in other societies. For example, labblastod

° Ibid. p.186.
19 sawicki, M. (2000).6364.



production, education, defence, government, inheritance, kinship etc. may be applied to
features of one society because they resemble features of other societies alvaaudlyyk

these namés. The way these features interact with each other may form a recognisable
societal pattern that may also be labelled accordingly e.g. market econoangragmpire,
feudal state, and so forthThe issue being raised here is the danger of imposing structures
from outside onto a society where the functions and psasemay have been very different
to our modern understanding or to the version known from other historical examples. To use
categories like ‘economy’ or ‘government’ may be to assume that the eathwvas
distributed and the way authorities made andemgnted decisions was basically the same
as it is in other societies. Caution in using such terms may be necessary tleggmcannot

be completely avoided. An example of such caution can be seen in Oakes’ articlarexamin
the use of economic evidenicethe interpretation of early Christian teXtshere he reminds
himself that economies were embedded, and therefore difficult to studyatiaapby

referring to the study of economic activity as ‘the study of the allmtati scarce resources’.
He ako looks at the economic models derived from Alféldy, Lenski and Ekkehard &
Stegemann, then points out that the way they have differentiated economic grouyes may
inconsistent with other divisions within society or be too generalisedr example, Oakes
sees too little differentiation of the natite groups which makes it difficult to calculate what
counts as poverty, although some data about wage levels amongst the poor can be seen in the
gospels (e.g. Matt. 20: 16) and related to the model. He stdled an economic model must
be derived from economic data only and that, for instance, Alféldy’s comparisdnthwvit

Roman status divisionerdines are not an appropriate short cut.

Being cautious about such issues and being aware that an embeutmdewill always be
difficult to discuss in isolation from other aspects of society like politics &3d,ds not to
say that it cannot be discussed with some confidence when economic data iseavsslabl
Oakes points out, the aim is not a perfect economic model of society but something that
functions well for handling the text.This may incorporate comparative data from

elsewhere. This must mean that categories and labels from outside must alsoitbedoe

2 bid. p.65.

' Ibid.

13 Oakes, P. ‘Methodological Issues in Using Economic Evidence in Intatipreof Early Christian Texts’ in
Longenecker, B. W. &iebengood, K. D. eds. (2008ngaging Economics: New Testament Scenarios and
Early Christian ReceptiarGrand Rapids, MI. Cambridge, UK. Eerdmans.

% |bid. pp.2729.

% |bid. p.31.



albeit cautiously. We need to use words like ‘economy’ with a constant reminder iradsr he
that one society’s system is not necessary like another’s, but that itenusgdt as a general
term from practicality’s sak& The same goes for any functionsystem in society which

may be labelled accding to modern patterns. We may need to describe features of society in
terms that did nioeven exist at the time, which is a concern to the likes of Sawicki, but what
alternative is there? She herself adopts terms from outside for degdeaiares of @lilean
society because it is useful for understanding the economic and social redépeaple

about whom there is limited data but familiar features. She uses the word ‘asmaste”
“anthropological shorthand for the transgenerational assignment of a rankeddsotia)"
derived from how the Mishnah, compiled around 200CE, reflects life in Jesus’ time.
Although she acknowledges this is a borrowed term, the very fact that it is notefindgj to
Galilee means she is also imposing foreign labels nigtisimply a matter of excusing each
other when using these slightly inappropriate terms brought in from outside wheis there
nothing better? Are we not capable of understanding that the use of a term likergene

IS not an assumption that first ¢ery Palestine was being run exactly like modern Britain but
merely a word that generally describes the way authorities organiseratidngs? If using
modern labels to describe ancient phenomena invites some of the same critiessmng of
models, and using such terms is to an extent inevitable, then everyone is using modelling in
one form or another. Modern perceptions being imposed on ancient texts is almost
unavoidable. It is the responsibility of the scholar to be cautious of the implicatitires of
modern terminology they use. As Esler more eloquently summarises, “...useatiodels in

our work; the only question is whether or not we acknowledge them and bring them out into
the open for critical scrutiny. Whenever New Testament critics discussltésatures in

terms such as ‘family’, ‘class’, ‘politics’, ‘power’, ‘religion’, ‘pengality’, ‘conscience’, or

‘boundary-markers’ they are employing models, although usually implicit andagmised

8 wWhile it is true abstract thinking on economics as we know it todapisduct of the industrial revolution,
this does not mean that ‘rational’ economic thinking never occumrpreindustrial societies. There is enough
evidence ranging from fifth century B.C.E. Athens to fourth century Qi#ptHo indicate that there wa
general awareness of issues such as the maximising of resources, thekeepdtoductions costs low and the
possibility of manipulating market demand in order to achieve higheetiFreyne, S. ‘Herodian Economics
in Galilee: Searching for a Sable Model’ in Esler, P. F. (1998odelling Early Christianity: SociaScientific
Studies of the New Testament in its Contexttidon/ New York. Routledge.



ones deriving from modern experience quite remote fridoiical culture, with the inevitable

risk of ethnocentric and anachronistic readints.”

The concept of inevitability is something that many scholars pick up on when discussing
models. Once again, the natural human tendency to identify patterns is at work alowngsid
inability to detach ourselves from our own cultures. The best defence aganst thi
uncontrollable tendency to employ modelling is to declare one’s awarenéss thfe very

least or preferably make it an explicit part of one’s methodoltigye explicit use of models
brings the interpreter’s values and perspectives out into the open. It alse lathowr her to
judge whether those values and perspectives are appropriate to the data ot e etldten
the case, they are a reflection of a-atentiethcentury worldview.*® This is an essential

point in favour of using models which also addresses the question over what alternegive the
is to approaching the distant/poorly-documented past without a particular vienggrhere

is no way of looking at the available information and simply knowing intuitively what is
meaningful, true or false. One’s chosen model, or models in general, may not provide the
perfect safeguard against assumed intuitive knowledge but they may be used alehgside
can be gleaned from empirical data to make an even stronger case for one’s@mw1clits

is fundamentally important to constantly remind ourselves in this debate thasrdodedt
purport to show what is historically true or false and so therefore cannot be judgent on the
own truth or validity. They can only be judged on their usefulness when measured thgains
evidence?® This does mean that models must be selected carefully. Whilst this process will
always have a subjective dimension, it is perhaps pointing out the obvious to warn against
just picking a model by some random method and hoping it will tell you something about
first century Palestine without having first examined the texts and thought abdwkinhaf
models might be helpful to you. Having said this, it shows that the process of medabgel
needs to have an element of presumption about it. Even a glance at the text will give one
sense of what sort of things one will expect to find when employing a model. Tims beg
demonstrate how interwoven the process of conscious model usage and any kind of

supposedly moddtee interpretation can be and it emphasises the importance of always

" Esler, P. F. ‘Introduction: Models, Context and Kerygma in New Testamerpretation’ in Esler, P. F.
(1995)Modelling Early Christianity: SociaGcientific Studies of the New Testament in its Coritertlon/
New York. Routledgep.4.

8 Esler, P. F.1994)The First Christians in Their Social Worlds: Soefdientific Approaches to New
Testament Interpretatio.ondon/ New York. Routledge. pp-13.

¥ Horrell, D. G. (1996) p.14.

D Esler, P. F(1994) p.13; Esler, P. F. (199p.4.



going back to the text for evidence to support any claims. One is forced to abMayking
back and forth between the model and the data and being as aware as possible of where the

model fulfils one’s expectations and where it falls short.

A certain level of selawareness and sadfiticism will not only keep one from any
unrealistic expectains about what a model might reveal but will help prevent the
introduction of ethnocentric questions that did not grow from the text themselvest Whil
one’s modern perceptions cameasily be filtered from one’s interpretation of the text, they
can be aknowledged as alien. As Craffert rightly points out, “If one’s expectatitrats
models should be useful in showing up questions and possibilities not asked before, then
most (ethnocentric and anachronistic) models will pass the*eBhére is absolutely no

point in deliberately using an ethnocentric model because, of course, it selpraviously
unasked questions but these questions will not be focused on trying to gain an understanding
of the true meaning of the text, but will be there for tbein sake. Careful selection of
models involves the cautious anticipation of raising appropriately relevantomsest
Employing those models with caution involves seificism and the acknowledgement that
refinements and updates may be neétsa long ast doesn't stray into the territory of
manipulation. Adaptability is not about the desire to twist a model to fit the dataflmrtaa
acknowledgment that a rigid scientific approach to data that is typicadhedictable

because of human natusdl not always be possible. Unwillingness to adapt a model or
accept when it may be only partially useful is a danger when using sciergthoas for
non-scientific data. The gospels are good examples of the type of data that aanar b
handled to fit a very structured methodology. The nature of their content is often isymbol
conceptual, and sometimes inconsistent and vague. They are open to interpretatiaeaand it i
model’s job to help guide that interpretation. The Lenski model, for example, mayayurid
interpretations of gospel material that deals with secanomic themes but it will be able to
give very little help in interpretations of a theological nature. Since botk tfpaformation

sit side by side in the gospels, we have to makegwith this model’s shortcomings from
the start and realise that this doesn’t add up to a failure of the model but a statualof part
usefulness. Sawicki is wrong to criticise it for overlooking practices of kinsaimey and

inheritancé®. It is not the model’s fault for failing to reveal those kinds of aspects in the text

2 Craffert, Pieter F. (2001) p.24.
22 | bid.
% sawicki, M. (2000) p.68.
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if it did not set out to do so. Misusing the model to infer that kind of information would be a

mistake on the part of the scholar.

Sawicki is very concerned about the imposed rigidity of models, claiming “Thaeroom

for discretion or surprisé”® but | do not believe this is true. A scholar who expects the
patterns of human behaviour to always follow a fixed path is deluded. Adaptability is about
retaining an open mind about one’s methodology. This may also take the form of using two
or more partially useful models side by side. In the case of the Lenski mbas, vas a

very broad scope, it would be more than possible to apply it alongside another that was
perhaps more narrowly focused on the New Testament world. The point is that deciding to
use one particular model is not to reject the significance of other informatmoctroff new
avenues of discussion but to focus study on certain themes. If new data that ch#ikenges
model arises, it is the model that should adapt to accommodate it, not vice versa.rgpmethi
that Sawicki rightly emphasises is the point that models are incapable of ardi rsbicog

used for providing new dafa.For example, Sawicki looks at J. D. Crossan’s use of the
Lenski model and points out that while it seems appropriate to assume that Lemuglosepl
figure of five per cent for the proportion of people belonging to the artisan clagsitaa
societies would apply to Jesus’ society as wietkally should not be stated as such without
support from textual or archaeological evidei&he model must not be used to provide
data. “The model is merely suggestive; it piques the imagination. It bears f@rdssan’s
profound and compelling portraiture of Jesus as a Galilean who worked for a living and who
hated religious power-brokering. But such portraits, no matter how religioussfysey they

may be, do not excuse us from the scientific duty to inquire and thereby to confirmeat corr
them.”’ The question this raises is about the usefulness of a model that cannot be officially
confirmed as providing an accurate template of economic divisions but does provide
information that corresponds with gospel material more broadly, thereby ilitingrthe life

of Jesus in a new way and confirming the importance of certain recurringstirethe

gospels. Perhaps it is unfair to downplay the significance of something nretigiyptsly

satisfying’. All too frequently, scholars can hope for littlere.

#bid. p.6.
% |bid. p.67.
% |bid. p.66.
7 bid.
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Reading some of Sawicki’s criticisms can give the false impression that gleetsusll
model-users of imposing inappropriate models at random to provide new data but she is
willing to acknowledge the possibility of intelligent, cautious use ofefsotthat will produce
pleasing results. She praises Crossan for using the Lenski model to provetéiactems

should be “removed from the realm of taken-granted necessity, and placed in the realm of
hypotheses that need to be confirmed or caedé¢lrough examination of evidenc®."She

admits that careful, comparative, heuristic application of models may beyapprdor

raising questions but not necessarily answering them. “When similan@esbserved

between contemporary societies arotimelMediterranean and the society of Jesus, then we
are justified in formulating a hypothesis that the similarities might extend into bahavio

the ancient world that have not yet been found in any sort of evidéhthis is a fair point.

It is a fairpoint that most scholars who employ models would most probably agree with. It is
also a point that most scholars who employ models would make in defence of the method, in
fact. The formulation of hypotheses and posing of new questions is an aim thatcpedae

on, surely? It would be very unexpected for someone to set out to find new data in a model or
to expect great revelations from the application of a thoughtlessly chosenegtinicanodel,

would it not? Although some scholars may be guilty of mindp as careful with their use of
models as they could have been, how often does one see the application of models that are
wildly inappropriate? This concern has been noted by Elliot to be unfounded. “Some scholars
worry that conceptual models could be morphed from lenses viewing the evidence into
evidence itself. While this is conceivable, not one example of such inappropriatéyseoce

has ever been cited and none is known to me. The fear is a boge{iman.”

There seems to be a general agreement thatlalroan be considered ‘good’ if its

construction arises from the study of the data in question or relevant compdaddiyvi it is

2 |bid. p.67.

2 |bid. pp.7980.

%0 Elliot, John H. (2008) ‘From Social Description to Soaiientific Criticism. The History of a Society of
Biblical Literature Section 1973005’. Biblical Theological Bulletin38. p.31Relating to this point but on the
topic of another worry, Elliot is also unable to cite uses of saciahtific criticism that leave no room for
theological considerations. This is relevant to all scholarship includingh#ssstsince | would argue that it is
almost impossible to approach Jesus whilst ignoring theological esnokthe gospels. Freyne agrees that the
sociological and theological aspects cannot be divorced from one anothet s¥buld not be forgotten,
however, is that Jesus was a social reformer, no matter how embedded redigiin the social structures. One
must therefore hope that, irrespective of the model chosen, considefatiensymbolic universe as well as the
social world of Jesus will not be excluded from the discussFreyne, S. ‘Archaeology and the Historical
Jesus’ in Charlesworth, J. H. (20@@sus and Archaeologérand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans.83.
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used comparatively and heuristically with the aim of raising questiongl@méhating the

texts anew, if it is tested against the relevant data carefully, and if it is moalifeye
necessary or acknowledged to be unfitting where necessary. As far as thectionsbf
models goes, although they are abstract in themselves, their constructioncoamadtom

thin air. Even if they are to be used cras#turally, they must have originated from empirical
study. In many cases they originate from detailed study of thpetpoand a clear
understanding of what models may be employed. The need to have some prior knofvledge o
the field of study might contradict the need to avoid empiricism but really the nfed is
some sort of compromise between the two in which “we clarify the theoreticplgotives

and commitments upon which particular models are basedas to be fullywaare of which
concepts are being imported by the model and which grew directly from the dads.dtso

be that the discussion bears more fruit, as it were, if it allows for greateccime between
data and model. “Simply to adapt a model of an agrarian society such as LensKisrand t
test how it fits ancient Judea would not serve to illuminate ancient history so much as to
provide yet another test of the model. More helpful in the long run, | believe, wilveerk
back and forth dialectically between our sources for ancient Judea and Galilegl{cri
considered) on the one hand, and comprehensive comparative studies such as Lenski's and
Kautsky’s on the other’ Hopefully this reminder can, to an extent, be taken for granted
since back and forth discussion will be occurring naturally anyway, but thisniilbe
because of the way any approach changes the nature of the subject matter. Theaim to u
models heuristically may be endangered if we do not accept the inevitabthignofshaping
the text to which they are applied. “:each model reveals and orders reality from a

particular perspective’We cannot therefore be adequately satisfied with the conclusion that

3 Horrell, D. G. (1996) pp.146.

2 Horsley, R. A. (1995%alilee: History, Politics, Peoplévalley Forge, PATrinity. p.9. Freyne quotes this
same passage and adds that he believes both Horsley and Crossan asermtifpyoperly allowing for this
back and forth discussion and being aware of how (archaeological) eidégice affects their choice of
models.“The point is that neither pays sufficient attention to the counterevidertioeitawn positions, which,
one suspects, were virtually predetermined by the choice of model and therrofits application.” Freyne, S.
‘Archaeology and the Historical Jesun Charlesworth, J. H. (2008gsus and Archaeologérand Rapids, MI.
Eerdmans. p.72. See also the articles in which Horrell and Esler respeachtother over the use of models.
Horrell argues that Esler has not successfully employed modelstivaliisas he set out to do whereas Esler
denies that he is guilty of presupposing certain outcomes but does atrathiiocentrism is sometimes
problematic. Horrell. D. G. (2000) ‘Models and Methods in SeB@eéntific Interpretation: A Response To
Philip Esler’. Journal for the Study of the New Testam&8@t pp.83105; Esler, P. F. (2000) ‘Models in New
Testament Interpretation: A reply to David HorreJlaurnal for the Study of the New Testam@at pp.107
113.
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the evidence appears to fit the model: we must also ask how the modkapead prioritised

and interpreted the evidenc&.”

For sure, there is a lot to bear in mind when applying models but ultimately the gpiyto a
them heuristically is not only, | believe, possible but admirable as wedk &@slends the use

of models by exg@lining that they are not representations of empirical reality but explicit
simplifications and accentuations of empirical reality used for organisatiotddeuristic
purpose¥’. He clarifies his understanding of the ‘historically plausible’ resultsriagtbe
revealed as “...results that a reasonable number of experienced readers migtdsegard
possible or even probable account® As is so often the case with this kind of scholarship,

it is questions rather than answers that are most valuable; in this case th&hatréd?’
questions which might never have come to light without the input of mSdetey provide

a buffer between the ancient texts and us in our modern world which is desperatetamnece
given our complete inability to immerse ourselves in the past or view it with objecfivity
They also help correspond to something Esler also makes a point of defending whach is th
generally predictable nature of human behaviour, that is to say that humares|aesatiy
governed by social convention and the desire to conform rather than to transform the way of
doing things generation to generatiivethodologically, this use of models to help
determine what is typical or predictable in human behaviour is problematic fallHano,

like Sawicki, is concerned that the generalisations created by models wibgleve laws

that will be applied universall? This, however, neveesms to be the aim of the model
user’'s methodology. It links with the worry that models will impose outsiderpatte
inappropriately. Horrell criticises the way Esler seems to judge Paul in Galaitaa model

of standard Mediterranean male behavioureathan by the evidence in the text, which
suggests that this adherence to convention is the only motivation for #disier defends

his method of using challenge-riposte as a model by reminding us that most pedkédyare |
to follow social convention, by pointing out that his model revealed new ways of looking at
the text previously unnoticed, and by suggesting that interpretations that do natrtedwens

3 Horrell, D. G. (1996) pp.146.

3 Esler, P. F. (2000) p.108.

% |bid. p.109.

% |bid. p.110.

37 bid. p.1078.

3 |bid. p.110.

% Horrell. D. G. (2000) ‘Models and Methods in SoeSalientific Interpretation: A Response To Philip Esler’.
Journal for the Study of the New Testam@at pp.8487.

0 lbid. p.92.
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of typical Mediterranean culture into account are ethnocefltAithough | agree that one
mustalways be careful when trying to describe or measure human behaviouraisiitic
methods, it is unfair to suggest it is pointless to pursue the question of what can bee@dnside
‘typical’ or not. Humans do obey conventions and conform to what rsnaldin society for

the most part, but it is particularly in relation to the words and deeds of Jesus that the
guestions is most relevant because if we can understand how unusual something he said or
did would have been, it allows us to judge its significance. We often deal with a mixture of
the typical and the atypical with Jesus, such as in his use of familiar agdtiritagery in

parables to teach something that ultimately would have sounded odd to his listeners.

The other significant thing that rdel users would allow for is the lack of a sogalentific
model to necessarily provide a scientific sort of conclusion. The scientificenaf the
application of models has more to do with organising one’s methodology than actually
expecting a conclinge set of results. If models are being used heuristically, then the
conclusion will likely have more to do with overall usefulness for opening up avenues of
discussion rather than fixed answers about the New Testament world. IndeedicisrBay
remind us, it would be wrong if they did attempt to provide new data. Esler has mentioned
‘usefulness’ being a better measure of models than ‘validity’ or ‘futBraffert also points
out how little ‘goodness of fit’ is considered, which basically comes down to how
comparable the model is to the biblical d&t@nce again, it seems we come back to an
understanding of models that requires a back and forth relationship between modéhand da
comprised of postulating, testing, modifying to avoid superficiality and imacg, and
acknowledging that they may not be scientifically proven correct but maylged as useful

or not useful*

Having discussed some of the main criticisms and responses to usingsiagitific models,
it is clear that scholars who chaimp their usefulness are quick to admit the need for caution,
explicitness and openness to change when the evidence demands it. For the most part the
evidence being dealt with is textual but modern scholars are increasingbatidgdhe need

to incorporate other historical data from the archaeological record. Sintgpihisf evidence

“LEsler, P. F. (2000) pp.11113.

“2Esler, P. F. (1994) p.13; Esler, P. F. (1995) p.4.

3 Craffert, Pieter F. (2001) p.22.

“Malina, B. J. (1993The New Testament World: Insight from Cultural Anthropalagyisville, KY.
Westminster/JohKnox Press. p.19.
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is more concrete than the abstract subjective content of the gospels,iévedélcan reveal
more about the real lives of first century people. There is a difficulty fdvibhieal scholar

who is not familiar with archaeology as a discipline and this may lead to rele¢tanc
investigate its findings as deeply as possible. It may also be less tetedaive very far

into archaeology where biblical interpretation not historical investigation is ithanyraim.
Having said this, of course it would be wrong to neglect archaeological evidentemdyc

help better understand the words and deeds of Jesus and it would be completely nonsensical
to reject archaeologicalvidence on the basis that it contradicted the particular model one
happened to be using at the time. The current debate about models includes a view that
archaeological evidence reduces the need forthieut it is my (and others’) opinion that

one will rot simply trump the other. Both will surely play their part and may even be
complimentary but non-experts in one field should be cautious of using thé%ithenme
cases, using archaeological evidence may actually be accompanied by somarokthe s
problems as models. If not used in conjunction with other evidence, for example, then the
picture it paints of first century life may be as skewed as if one only used an inggpropr
ethnocentric model. In an example given by Jensen, archaeological eviddrsoe@logical
models can be employed to reveal different sets of re¥utts.observes that Herod Antipas

is usually either depicted as a picture of harmony, a buffer against Rormarhahelped
develop trade and urban/rural relations or as a picfurertlict, a tyrant who increased taxes
leading to more debt and tenancy. Jensen argues that archaeological evidpads the
picture of harmony whereas the use of sociological models supports the picturdicf. €nf
After closer examination of sonseholar’s use of models to look at Antipas and Galilee he
even concludes that their picture of conflict is not very well substantiatdchuggh it is not

the priority here to make any conclusions about what type of ruler Antigases@ecially if

it involves detailed study of archaeological evidence for which | am unqualtfisdelevant

to discussions about Jesus since gospel evidence seems to suggest his movementt\aas in pa
response to the economic and political tensions of his day. If, as Jensen suggests, models
point towards a picture of Antipas that better explains the roots of the Jesus mowement

of Jesus’ most influential teachings and his lifestyle choices, then thegr igahard to

“5 Sawicki, M. (2000) pp.5.

“S Freyne, S. (2006) p.68.

" Jensen, M. H. (201Mjerod Antipas in Galilee: The Literary and Archaeological Sources on the Reign of
Herod Antipas and Its SociBconomic Impact on Galiledubingen. Mohr SiebeciSee alsojJensen, M. H.
(2007) ‘Herod Antipas in Galilee: Friend or Foe of the Historical Jesas®hal for the Study of the Historical
Jesusb5. pp.732.

8 |bid. pp. 9, 16.
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guestion. Jensen’s main problems with models though come down to how one goes about
selecting them and how to relate them to the data since they so often seem to produce
different results and whether using crasstural models is appropriate at all because of their
tendency to predetermine resuit$de basically agrees with the view that models can really
only be selected on the basis of textual analysis first and at a glance it sedhnes picitire

of Antipas painted by the gospels also does not support the picture of c8Hftics. is in
contradiction to the conclusions reached by several model Usgwsif it is the better course

to only rely on information derived directly from the texts or from archaeabgiadence,

how does one proceed when the conclusions from one method contradict those of another?
How can the questions raised by the sociological model be ignored if theyyigettdrns

that the textual/archaeological evidence does not highlight? Is this not thefabi@tmodels

in the first place? Is it not bringing us back round to the conclusion that models must be used
in conjunction with other evidence? In the particular case of Antipas, his impactitae Gal

and influence on the Jesus movement, it may be that a compromise between the picture of
conflict and the picture of harmony is appropriate. Even though Jensen seegdiéitee for

the picture of Antipas as a tyrant in the archaeological record and in somes ntloel@lay

Jesus repeatedly makes reference to the injustices of accumulated wealth and gektgre po
and shuns ceain conventions of the economic/political system by living an itinerant
detached lifestyle does suggest a climaten$ionat least if not actual conflict. Models that
are able to highlight these patterns in his words and behaviour are essential fdandiohgys

his motivations and aims and help construct a better-rounded picture of realijygha

textual/archaeological evidence alone.

It is essential to reiterate that, although this is meant to be a defence of modets, fibris n

me to suggest #i archaeological evidence or any other kind of information is not relevant or
useful to our discussion or potentially compatible with sasgantific approaches including
models. In the past it seems that the aims of archaeologists and biblical dchodalbeen

too different but more recently both have realised the potential for gresiggntiinto the

New Testament world by combining forces. Moxnes points to Freyne’s observatidmethat t

Third Quest broadened its scope to include geographical, political, social, ecamaimic

“9|bid. pp.3034.

*0|bid. pp.1245.

*1 |bid. pp.1626. Jensen looks at model usage by Sean Freyne, J. D. Crossan, MniildRelA. Horsley and
William E Arnal “whose arguments will be evaluated as representativas pfdture of Early Roman Galilee
that stresses conflict, hostility andgral or slide of increasing debt and tenancy.”
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archaeological factors as well as religious and literary factors in thextevithin which the
historical Jesus might be better understood. This has put a greater focudemitsali
particular and at the same time archaeological activity has increased there and thanged
more intriguing form. “Focus has shifted from collections of artefactseligious or artistic
nature and major architectural work towards everyday structures, villageshéarsns,

shops, etc., as well as means of production and industry. Examples of the latteeare wi
presses and farming innovations like the form of terracing and water sy3teeresult is
studies of daily life and culture, which imply an intriguing possibility abedinating liteary
and archaeological text$?It has also been noted that whereas once archaeology avoided
drawing inferences about human beliefs, ethics and rites, it is now considered a more
respectable aspect of the discipline and this wider focus that includdssysteans, cultural
change and even ideology may be very valuable to New Testament scholars becéduse it wi
shed more light on the social make-up and religious climate of the ancientiéddmove
within both archaeology and biblical scholarship towagdch other or at least with greater
consideration for each other’s findings is already happening, this reinfoecgw of many
that increased crosgferencing of the disciplines should be encouraged. This may even be
taken one step further to say that the findings from both areas could be bettetomader
through the lens of a model. “Both may soon realise that any evidence must betederpr
the context of the dominant historical politteadonomic system in ancient Roman Palestine,
for which mmparative sociological analyses of traditional agrarian societies (stiobsasof
Lenski [1966] and Kautsky [1982, with appropriate adaptations]) are more appropriate than

early modern market models*”

Having been led to a point in the discussion witeseems archaeological evidence and
sociatscientific approaches including models may be compatible, we come to the thex of
matter especially in terms of what lies at the heart of Sawicki’s criticisms of modetea
preferred course of action. So far, her criticisms of models being too impasingcentric,
over-simple, over-rigid and so on have been fair albeit unconvincing enough to refute their

usefulness entirely to my mind. She has made these criticisms mainly with tegard

2 Moxnes, H. (2001) ‘The Construction of Galilee as a Place for the Histdgsas- Part II'. Biblical
Theological Bulletin31. p65. He cites Freyne, S. ‘Herodian Economics in Galilee: Searching totab!8

Model’ in Esler, P. F. (1999)odelling Early Christianity: SociaBcientific Studies of the New Testament in its
Context London/ New York. Routledge.

> Hayes, J. H. ed. (2004)ethods of Biblical InterpretatiarNashville. Abingdon Press. p.10.

*Horsley, R. A. (1995) ‘Archaeology and the Villages of Upper Gali¥eBialogue with Archaeologists’.
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Reseakith 297. p.14.
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economiceonflict models, which have the most relevance here, as well as gdadirgy
models and honour-shame models. The flaw in these model types, according to her, is their
inability to reflect “how human beings, including Jesus of Nazareth, werecadsett

individual and collective agency by means of their common built environment, through
competent and creative use of their common spacéstet insistence that models must not
attempt to pose new data but can only be drawn from the data itself includes agibaleolo
as well as textual information. The approach she poses makes use of archeoloiged

with Biblical and Mishnaic data to create an “indigenous model”, that is, “aaewtdgy of
Galilean mind™® “Our premise is that, as indicated by both their kinship practices and their
indigenous architecture, Galileans conceived status in terms of circulatnich is to say:

what we call a “place” in the physical or social sense was understood by them as
directionality or even gravitation. The holiness of the land of Israel depended og havin
things travel across it in the right direction: produce, labour, brides, cattiéds &od so

forth.”>” For Sawicki, her spatial reading of Galilee or the Galilean re@tchelps disclose

the logic of kinship, circulation and grounding and exposes the strategies of adaptive
resistance to imperial action whereas the Leskitsky model cannot because of its
overlooking of kinship, gender and inheritarti&Infortunately, there is not the space here to
give a full assessment 8awicki’s techniques and conclusions but her explanation of her
preferred approach raises some interesting issues regarding the debiatecalatiing.

Firstly, there is clearly an issue regarding the difference between whatatogybased
models ane&tconomic models can help reveal. Archaeology seems to favour a more cultural
angle, especially in its ability to provide context on the Jewish featuresiahly sites and

the impact of increasing Hellenisation. It can also give a sense of therapangio

economic conditions under Herod Antipas but potentially relying on archaeologigal da
alone may not give enough attention to social, economic and political perspétiges.
important as it is to try to understand Galilee from a cultural angleyriciear how an
economic model could not also be helpful in attempting to understand the spatiainGalilea
mind-set. Once again, there is a strong argument in favour of using both archaealogjical

economic models to create a more balanced approach.

5 Sawicki, M. (2000)p.61-2.

%5 |bid. p.37.

> bid.

%8 |bid. p.68.

%9 Freyne, S. (2004)esus, A Jewish Galileahondon/New York. T & T Clarkp.14;Moxnes, H. (2001p.70.
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Themain issue raised by Sawicki's proposed approach is that, despite her dgdinatin
entire chapter to ‘The Trouble with Models’, it is undoubtedly also a model. Not only this,
but it appears to be as vulnerable as any other model of falling into the sageesithat she
highlights in this chapter. Already we noticed her adoption of terms such as foaist

outside settings being slightly contradictory to her warnings about cudtssal impositions.
She points out her need to avoid imposing new datheotext and to maintain an heuristic
approach just as other model-users have cautioned in relation to their own methods. For all
her criticisms of models, she faces many of the same ones herself. ltcsl@dytworrying
that she feels able to repediedse the word ‘indigenous’ and suggest that her approach will
allow her to best get an insider’s view of first century Galilee via the tasic crossultural
universal”, the human body which has left its traces in the landscape and amhife8he
treads on thin ice by claiming her ability to gain such an authentic picture &fwheh
response to Roman colonisation and Jesus’ response within that via the archaeology of
gender and caste, but then still admits the need for such work to suppleensutiéh
reconstructions deduced from universal sociological and ideological nfo&aist is not

that Sawicki is favouring archaeological approaches over others but is adhegiag
balanced approach is more favourable for building up a rounded pattGdilee within

which we might better understand the aims of the early Jesus movement. kdér spat
interpretation of Galilee could easily accommodate an economic model to ¢iklatéa
understanding of the archaeological evidence, either as an @raBftical framework, as
help gathering economic evidence or as a resource for interpretation. Ecorumels may

not always be the most appropriate choice in every case but when the prirdancevs
already suggesting the importance of economic teeang&hen economic conclusions are
expected or sought, then they can be very valuable. Sawicki’s focus on thetiomonfla
people and things through their environment includes economic features such assesource
and labour which, of course, might be better understood or organised through the lens of
model. This defence of economic models is a reiteration of the compatibility clapes
mentioned so far as well as a reminder that this study of the gospel mateamtbhdyg

pointed out the prevalencé economically relevant material throughout the life and
teachings of Jesus. Indeed the Lenski model (which, notably, has been so frequently
referenced by others in their own assessment of the usefulness of modbexrhpaid

particular attention in teistudy and will later be judged on its ability to aid understanding of

0 sawicki, M. (2000).63.
1 Ibid. p.198.
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a selection of biblical passages. Even those which are not explicitly economic madelan

economic element to them or at least leave room for economic considerations.

Sawicki’s description of her aims and approach does explain to an extent why she doesn’t
favour models because of their tendency to @uaplify. It is true that the many and varied
aspects of any society will be difficult to grasp all at once by using modets hdbwever, is
precisely the point. The thing that makes model use so valuable is its ability to fosus one
attention on one aspect of the data and see what themes it brings to the surface. ples exam
chosen for closer inspection in this study also demonstrate the breadth of sc@txeavail

the case of the Lenski model, agrarian society as a whole provides an ecoaoraigdrk

by which certain features in the gospels might be understood. Its prevalemugsanmsers of
social science models has madeuite influential to the point where its exclusion from this
study would be strange. The Commercialisation model, also economic, has acdosent

the Galilean context which allowsrfmore detail. Theissen’s Wandering Charismatics model
and the Virtuoso Religion model both focus much more tightly on the life of Jesus, his
disciples and their other supporters and followers. These are not economic models in the
same sense as before although economic themes are still central. In eachezss, tihat

most of the major pitfalls possible with modelling have been avoided since all of pipeiar a

to be at least partially useful. There is an extent to which all of them, | amaseigilty of
imposing some ethnocentric elements in the language for exdmpthis is almost
unavoidable as we have seen. None make any conscious attempt at imposing inag@propriat
crosscultural data and none are too rigid that material inconsistent with the model’s
expectations must be ignored. | am not suggesting that angfahese models will be the

key to unravelling the many mysteries of the gospels but | am suggestingethatai be
helpful in determining the meaning of some major features of Jesus’ Efestgiteachings. |
think they may be very helpful in making sense of the vast amount of gospel material
pertaining to wealth and poverty in particular. This can then be taken a step ifugtbking

what Jesus was trying to achieve, what changes he expected to see in society if any
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Agrarian Society

Gerhard Lenski'#?ower and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificatimntains a detailed
description of agrarian society but his evidence is drawn more often from Bumpea
Chinese sources than ones like the Bible. It has been the taibadl sclolars to apply this
model in such a way that will be relevant for this study. Indeed plenty of thenahawed
Lenski’s work to form the basis for their ownciceconomicexplorations oflesus’ life and
teachings. The lack of specific reference in hislg to the very religious social world of the
gospels reminds us to be cautious in applying a model that may not account for atypical
agrarian features théfe

Lenski identifies two sociological traditions: the conservative ‘functionalistirghe/hich
recognises the inevitability of inequality in a society, and the more radicalictbtheory
which categorises inequality as needless and immoral. He seeks a symtvesentine two
theories in an attempt to address the question of distribdtenresilt is a pattern showing
societies with increaseadchnologyproducing moresurpluswhich increasedistribution
Primitive societies distribute by need; advanced societies distribute accorgmgen This
pattern highlights how stratification i.e. an unequal balance of power and privdege
basically a function of technology. Lenski sets his general theory ageamsirgtions of
various types of social systems: hunting and gathering societies, simplévanded
horticultural societies, agrarian societies and industrial societies. Olyithesiquantity of
variables present in any given society means a theory of distribution canre bet#y
somewhat over-generalised, as this onbusjt is noteworthy that Lenskoes take into
account certairvariables present in industrial societies, such as the massive surplus,lpolitica
democracy and even the ideology of individual powerful figures, which results in aalever
of the trend. Interesting for our purposes then is his finthiagstratification is at its most

extreme in agrarian societies.

Certain characteristic features of agrarian societies, such asxdemp@roved tools, skills
and crafts, better military technology, larger populations, more urban communiges, us
money and writing, increased trade and commerce and so on marked them out as more

advanced than Hunter/Gatherer, Simple Horticultural and Advanced Horticglbaraties. It

62 Ling, T. J. M (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosjssciety for New Testament Studies
MonographSeries 136. Cambridge. Cambridge University Press. p.92.
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is these as well as features like war and conquest, an inclination towardshicaharc
government, grear levels of specialisation and division of labour, debt, the relationship
between state and religion, and the relationship between the tiny urban andalast rur
populations that Lenski identifies as contributing to the cause and increassifi¢ation.
Situations like war naturally favour those with money and power. Measures takenrtb cont
the poor by the powerful, that they both may remain so, include for example extending debts
and moneyending. It is “the fact ofnarked social inequality* thatLenski sees as the most
striking of agrarian society’s features and the one for which the institutiomvefrgment are

the main source. This means that dip@erlayers of agrarian societies are responsible for
creating and maintaining divisions of power, privilege and honour. Thus far, the theosy seem
not to contradict gospel evidence; we know issues such as inequality concerned Jesus
(e.g.Mt.5:3; Mt20:1-16).

The pattern of division consists basically of an upper (elite) and lowere{iteptayer, the
latter, which is mostly made up by peasants, being many times bigger thamike Lenski
presents this visually in his chapter on agrarian society as a8®grdps shows the model in
its simplest form. It shows power and privilege far outweighing the numbers otilbes R

and Governing Class (rarely more than 22yhis group consisted of the highest officers of
state, appointed either by the ruler or by inheritance. Besides what thewmopid,
landownership was a major source of income. There is no middle class to speak of but the
role of the Retainer Class could sometimes be to mediate between the elite-atittnon
classes (though skills and duties varied and the lines on all sides were blyesils

when effecting the transfer of eamic surplus could mean dealing with hostility aimed at
the elites. The fortunes of members of the Merchant Class, whose independeriaktyaial a
move around made them difficult to supervise, could vary too depending on their level of
skill, their merclandise quality, their customers’ social status, their geographical aadgso
on. A similar situation faced those in the Priestly Class, that is, arynhdIreligious leader,
whose status depended on which class they served/originated from. Theyosedéely to

be literate and therefore useful in administrative roles and sometimes thggdegjeat
political favour which could lead to personal gain as well as the spread ofliggon. In
terms of status, the Peasant Class is slightly eastfitee in that it consisted mainly of poor

farmers. Their fortunes rested largely on the quality of their harvesthwhatural

83 Lenski, G. (1966Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificatidtew York. McGrawHill. p.210.
bid. p.284.
% |bid. p.219,245.
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phenomena could easily alter, and their ability to afford the taxes that supiherttate and
upper classes, imposed by said elites, who could demand up to two thirds of their
income/crop. Sometimes worse off than a peasant could be a member of the Aassan CI
Their income could be less reliable but some with particular skills or high demaheifo
labours could prosper. Amongst the Unclean and Degraded Lenski includes groups
considered inferior because of ethnicity, profession and even just offensive cistieste
Those with undesirable jobs like prostitution or the “untouchables” of Hindu society are
classic exampleg-inally, Lenski places those members of a society which produces more
people than there is labour for in the group of the Expendables. Unable to be supported
without diminishing the privileges of the rich, this group included beggars, outlaavs, t
unemployed and the sick who had to survive often by charity or by crime. Worth noeng her
as Lenski does, is the fact that these divisions are largely economic and graggsian
society were often divided along religious or ethnic lines (being of the isdigien as the
ruler, for example, could be advantageous) and legal divisions existed too (e.g. nobility,
serfdom and slaveryT.he vertical axis of the graph cannot really take these into aca@dlunt.
of the above could affect one’s personal statusfrasdiom.

Lenski concludes his chapter on agrarian society by discussing verticdityraoid with a

note on distributive justice. Downward mobility, he says, was very common givendhat m
people usually existed than there were positions for in society, and the surplusdrgm e
level was driven down toward the expendable class. Upward mobility did exist, ushafty

a position created or left vacant meant someone of lower status was graraetbaon but
extreme tales of ‘rags to riches’ were rarengki notes the difficulty of measuring the rate of
mobility in either direction since between any two particular clagbese’ is no single rate
and none which can safely be used as an indicator of all the btheFso many other

factors, including those affecting birth and mortality, those affecting amdeeommerce,

war and conquest, natural disaster or even just the character of the ruler caaseme
decrease upward or downward mobility on a frequent basis. This leads on to what Lenski
says abut distributive justice at the end of the chapter. The level of downward mobility
caused by a high birth rate meant distributive injustice was partly ineviliapteduction

levels stayed the same over any given period, the level of surplus could ahaage

because of how the dominant classes decided to distribute it. Many would be left without

enough to survive. Lenski concludes by defending the upper classes. Although the

% Ibid. p.294.
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relationship between the elite and redite classes was often “exploitativedaparasitic®’
the elites in these societies generally managed to maintain “a fair ded¢meeanfd ordet .
The culture of reciprocity and patrafient relations in Jesus’ time meant order was
maintained by mutual dependence and obligation but herein could also lay tension.

Without applying the model laid out in Lenski’'s descriptioragfarian society tbiblical

texts we cannot yet thoroughly criticise it. Caution is essential, howevee, lsémski’'s
examples of data, many as they are, come largehy &reas such as Europe and China and
less so from the Middle East, although he identifies the region’s fertile alleys as those
from which agrarian societies origina@n a positive note, no obstacle to an application of
Lenski’'s model to the gospels has emerged. Indeed, other scholars have made gféat use

in their biblical investigations.

Fiensy”® adapts his own model from Lenski with input from Alfoidiwho generally agrees
with Lenski on the shape taken by agrarian societies, e.g. thatsditesnore likely to be
urban and comprised about 1% of the population and that the mainly rurelitesrgreatly
outweighed them. Alféldy’s divisions, based on Roman society, are more sinmgigaar

into the upper and lower strata which emphasisektkeof a definable middle class but fails
to appreciate the massive overlap that exists between certain groups, as pointed out in
Lenski’s class descriptions. Stegemann and Stegethavim understand Jesus’ society
based on Alféldy’s and Lenski’s structuring (using it as background, not as a mpdak, s
of lower and upper stratugroupsand criteria for belonging to them (such as wealth, power,
responsibility and birth) in order to acknowledge the gradations that exist withipplee
stratum and lowestratum without undermining the twatrata framework. Fiensy focuses
more on the effect a person’s role, functions, possessions and geographical sbdimgr(ur
rural) in society dictate their fortune and status. He pays particulari@itémthe effetof

land possession comparing the fortunes of land owners to tenant farmers, landbess peas
and slaves. Increased population i.e. more people needing their own farming plots, and
decreased availability of land due to it being bought by the aristocracy or evestatadiby

7 |bid. p.296.

%% Ibid.

% Fiensy, D. A. (1991Yhe Social History of Palestine in the Herodian Period: The Land Is.Mimgistone,
NY. The Edwin Mellen Press. Fiensy, D. A. ‘Jesus’ Séeamnomic Background’ in Johns, L. L. &
Charlesworth, J. H. eds. (19%illel and Jesus: Comparative Studies of Two Major Religious Leaders
Minneapolis. Fortress Press.

0 Alfoldy, G. (1984)The Social History of Romeondon. Croom Helm.
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Edinburgh T & T Clark.
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Herod (Josephu#&nt17.305, 307) are among the reasons for increased tenancy and
landlessness, says FieiS\He also considers this evidence that the Jubilee law (Lev.25:8-
55) which allowed for the restitution of land and the redezsslaves every fifty years was

not being observeéd This suspicion is neither confirmed nor denied explicitly in the gospels
although the parables of Jesus, which are so often concerned with agricitdtupalimt a

picture of strained relationshipstiween landowners, stewards, farmers and day labourers
(e.g.Matthew 20:1-16, Luke 16:13). A certain level of familiarityperhaps because of his
own social status, must have existed for Jesus to be aware of such troubles anddoeshe s
to have beerelatable for his audience. The issues may not have affected his everyday life
(he was not a farmer) but his continued use of rural imagery and agricultural busines

concerns demonstrates the extent of the problem for him.

Fiensy sets about asking where Jesus fits into the agrarian society megahbging Jesus’
geographical and socio-economic place within the structure of his Galileagracd.
Understood to be a téktmv or carpenter as asserted by Mark 6:3 (“Is not this the

carpenter...?”) and supported by Matthew 13:55 (“Is this not the carpenter’s soni), Jes
comes from the artisan class which Fiensy identifies as being a group dffonitxanes
depending on how in-demand an individual’s skills and services were. $iatiiey seem

to have reeived less respect from Greeks or Romans than from Palestiniaf*&egs
Josephué\nt3.200, 8.76. The job itself would have involved making any number of different
products with various tools and techniques and Fiensy asks whether Jesus was a village
artisan making, for example, agricultural equipment (ploughs, yokes etogébfarmers or
whether he was involved in largeale projects in the cities near Nazareth. The
(re)construction of urban centres like Sepphoris and Tiberias may have pravicevé

and sustained periods of employment for the likes of Jesus and his family. Fiensgye

the possibility that they may have even travelled as far as Jerusalenktonntbe Temple,
perhaps explaining Jesus’ familiarity with people in JerusZlamd his ability to comment

on the fortunes of both rich and poor in his teachings. Indeed the gospels show Jesus mixing
with figures from the upper classes (e.g. Mk.14:3; 15:43; Lk.19:1-10) and using esarhple
great wealth and businesses in his parables (Mt.18:23-35; 26;14-16:19) which some

"2 Fiensy,D. A. (1991), pp.7#78.

3 bid. pp.69.

" Fiensy, D. A. (1997pp.23940.

" Fiensy,D. A. (1997, p.250, citing Oakman, D. F1986)Jesus and the Economic Questions of His,Day
Lewiston, NY. Edwin Mellen Prespp.18593.
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would argue was proof of his own good fort(fh&iensy thinks that if Jesus did indeed work
as a travelling artisan his participation in large projects in cities for the ulpgses could
account for his mar developed social experience, that is, his ability to deal with the great
cultural gap between urban and rural. It doesn’t confirm his place amongst €. éitethe

other hand, Jesus seems not to have been destitute.

Examinations such as Fiensylearly demonstrate thaenski's agrarian model is useful for
examining Jesus’ societizenski’'s comments on distribution show agrarian societies to be
quite advanced in that they distribute according to power rather than need andethang/c
the case in the first century. The Galilean elite consisted of a few mainlylhabad wealthy
families including, of course, the Herods and the large rural peasantry maadstugpf the
population and generated most of the wealth that supported the minute elite. Agriculture
forms the basis for many of Jesus’ parables suggesting great frequidauge estates with
absentee landlords who employed stewards, tenant farmers, day labourers at@dnvho |
varying degrees of poverfy The number of references irsdie’ teachings concerning the
poor, his healings and exorcisms and contact with undesirable members of (gogi€tax
collectors and sinners” Mk.2:15-17) seem to confirm the agrarian model’'s descapa

vast amount of the population experiencing downward mobility, living near or below
subsistence level and possibly coming from the unclean/degraded and expendsabte Als
for Jesus himself, it is simple enough to place him within the artisan class butsimops®to
discuss his exact quality of life. The gospels, whilst not recording hiswearkyng days, do
not rule out the possibility that he helped satisfy the demand for skilled aftissose of
Herod Antipas’ building projects because of his appearance in and referende ucoaot
andrural settings. This model, set out by Lenski and put to the test by the likes of, Bens
shown by them to be a helpful way of discuss Jesus, his teaching and his socioeconomic
background. In due course its effectiveness for discussing particular aaedghkesus’
social intentons will be discussed.

®Buchanan, G. W. (1964) ‘Jesus and the Upper Clbss/um Testamenturk(ol.7. pp.195209.
""Fiensy,D. A. (1997, p.252.
8 |bid. p.23137.
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Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

This approach is motargetedhan the model for agrarian society discussed above because it
concerns a particular aspect of agrarian society in the time of Jesus. stxgesierally of

the socieeconomic categories set out by Lenski, applied to Jesus’ setting and the additional
evidence of soci@conomic change within that setting. That is, it approaches the life and
teachings of Jesus through the social, political and economic changes thahpyeneiing

where and when he grew up and preached. Recent scholarship has focused greatly on
investigating the Galilean social situation as context for the life and teachingsusf J
Approaching Jesus from the specific goings on of his home region (as opposediam agrar
societies in general) may affect the research outcome. If certain featurear@ragociety in
Galilee can be isolated to form a separate useful model for approaching Jesus taen

begin to ask what the impact of this was and if that impact, whether positive dvedgat

both), can be identified in the Gospels.

Carney’s study of antiquity’ describeconomic stagnation in society that resulted from a
very powerful minority elite interested only in literary, military and administeagioals for
itself, not commerce or industry beneficial to the whole communityn klesas were allowed

to stagnate since only a tiny proportion of the population would be educated. He describes
these selfish values as ‘atichnological’ and ‘anteconomic®®. Any society this advanced
must include a certain amount of economic activity, however, if only in the distribution of
basic resources like food. Frejhdescribes a Galilee that enjoyed the benefits of certain
naturally occurring features such as its situation near to trade routBgeiand Sidon, and

the Sea of Galilee. The gmels document a thriving fishing industry in places like Bethsaida,
Capernaum and Taricheae. Jesus, of course, called fishermen disciples awtgiiro
businesses (e.g. Mark 1:16-20). So far this paints a positMeomigpicture of Galilean life.
Freyre even notes how Mark’s gospel, at least, seems not to reflect a large proportion of
people living in grinding poverty. Most important for a reply to the points being imade
Carney is the information regarding development happening in Galilee undegthefr

Herod Antipas. As noted in the previous section, the impact of the ruler in Galildeltvas
greatly by his construction work in Sepphoris (just 6km from Jesus’ hometown, Nazaret

and the founding of Tiberias near the shores of the lake (espécatftsmen like Jesus and

" Carney, T. F. (1975)he Shape of the Past: Models and Antiquigywrence, Kansas. Coronado Press.
8 |bid. pp.1067.

8 Freyne, S. (1988palilee, Jesus and the Gospels: Literary Approaches and Historical Investigations
Philadelphia. Fortress Press.
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his family were given employment for these projects). Antipas, carosirthe work of his
father Herod the Great, dedicated these works to the Roman rulers of the timst(&wand
Tiberius respectively), demonstrating the ‘Romanisation’ prétessl massive Roman

influence in Galilee at the time.

As well as largescale politically motivated construction projects, srsalle changes like
merchant activity and interdependency of peasant communes were impacting aethe w
economy. Evidence for such things suggests that Galilee may have been ao®xcepti
Carney’s observation about economic stagnation within ancient agrarian ecoramisy
notes that private landowners were able to make large amounts of profit fromtpalasar.
Although the majority of communities in the Roman Empire weressgficient, any surplus
produced could be traded with nearby communities which naturally favoured thosealose
them®® Those with better connections and less far to transport goods could develop better
business relations with merchants (who became wealthier and more numerous) and could
therefore become powerful landowners gaining more surplus than the craftsmeseot pea
masse¥. This snowballing effect threw out of balanhe selfsufficiency of peasant
communes who developed only as far as their production output would allow because
relationships with merchants brought in otherwise unavailable goods and tradedavoure
craftsmefi®. Since commerce and transportation went hand in hand, merchants were not often
settled and they provided a link between rural peasant areas and urban settiéraentse
markets wer&. Control lay in the hands of the large landowners still and they utilised the
exploitative tactis of slavery andaury (cf. M. 18:23-35) to increase the agricultural surplus
for the betterment of themselves, not those who had prodéediihilst the subjects of
agriculture, landownership and the related issues are frequently addressed irptie @ag

Mt. 20:1-16), Kautsky notes the existence of industry in the time of Jesus was onszaletty
only as was trade and commerce. “Hence the concentration of wealth in a few hards did n
by any means signify increased productivity of labour, let alone a basis faothective
process and so for social existence. Instead of constituting a developnenpaiductive

forces, it meant nothing more than accumulation of the means of pleasure in sucly quantit

8 Freyne, S. (2008) ‘Galilee, Jesus and the Contribution of ArchaeolBug’Expository Timed19. pp.53-
581.
8 Kautsky, K. (2008Foundations of Christianity.ondon.IMG Publications p.2122.
84 i
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that the individual was simply unable to consume them all himself, and had no alteimative

sharing them with other<®

It seems then that any stimulation to the economy through commercialisatibadrety

chance of benefitting the common man was not deliberate but merelyeffsictesf an

avaricious few gueezing more from the peasants than they could use themselves. The same
may be said of the features of Galilean history already mentioned such agipas’An
development and building projects. These were not undertaken to create employment
opportunitiedor craftsmen and merchants but this was certainly-progluct. Other features

like the fishing industry were naturally aided by the position and size of therdke a

uncontrollable variables like the weather.

All this points to the difficulty of summingp the model for commercialisation in agrarian
society since the stagnation spoken of by Carney is generally apparerftieweyibe more
accurate to say that society was intellectually momc@nomic’ than arieconomic. We

find ourselves definingammercialisation irGalileanagrarian society much more easily
because of its unique histoal and political context. $tgeographical location and natural
resources favoured trade and industry in addition to the dominant agricultural industry and
may acount for Freyne’s observation that Mark’s gospel records less severe poverty. The
matter, however, is not simply that Galilee was an agrarian society withyshgtre
commercial activity and fewer problems. The parables in particular rdflestriongy
agricultural setting (e.g. ML3:24-30), the division and tensions between rich and poor
(particularly ine.g.Luke 16:1931), and Josephus records a certain amount of rural/urban
tension in Galilee (e.d.ife, 390-2).

Herod Antipas seems to have posesklof a political threat to Jesus than the Jerusalem
authoritie§® but he does seem to avoid the Galilean urban centres and the gospels are not
without mention of the danger. Luke, for example, does this (13:31) even without the wider
context of the beheaty of John the Baptist (cf. Mark 6:14-29). Such acknowledgements
broaden out the subject of Jesus’ Galilean context beyond the economic issue(s) s may a
help to inform it by answering the question of whether commercialisation in Galileeaif

be identified, is a positive or negative thittgwill certainly be interesting to bear in mind the

guestionand also ask what Jesus’ response to increased commercialisation might have been

8 |bid. p.176.
8 Freyne, S. (1988) p.220.
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His criticisms of accumulated wealth in general would suggesathabusiness

arrangements designed purely for profit should also be criticised.
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Wandering Charismatics

Gerd Theissen's approach to Jesus as leader of an itinerant group of cltapiseaatiers is

an attempt to describe the chodiggstyle of Jesus and his disciples, and explain the
relationship between this and some of their teachings and more radical ethig bfy w
reference to the social context. For Theissen, 'charisma'’ refers to thetahovcio)
attributed to Jesus, evident in his teachings and miracles (e.g. Mark 1:21f.), and dguvelopi
the relationships with his family, teachers, disciples and opponents. It has the gelzdnta
being independent from but not incompatible with other Christological ¥ftfeke ddinition

is sociological in nature, emphasising the importance of interactions.

When looking at Theissen's description of what conditions are necessary foedrspipit
would be natural to question the features that seem to encourage keeping interactions to a
minimum. Homelessness (e.g. Mt.8:20), renunciation of family (e.g. Lk.14:26) and the
criticism of wealth and possessions (e.g. Mk.10:25; Mt.6:25f.) seem to createeljstat
relationships between people. To this, Theissen would answer hyiroythis thesis'It is

only in this context that the ethical precepts which match this way of life cpassed on
without being unconvincing™. That is to say, they practice what they preach so that their
sayings cannot easily be reinterpreted or reduced to allegory. Sepa@tidmoime and

family meant separation from the traditional support network in favour of anatltey, one
that consisted not only of the other wandering charismatics but also of those mefmber
society who were sympathetic teetgroup but remained settled in their hothasd who

might fulfil the role of host to the wanderers if necessary (Mt.10:11-15). Withes¢
supportive interactions the itinerant lifestyle would have been unsustaifbbissen

favours the Christologitaitle ‘the Son of Man’, deeming thiké most appropriate because

it “expresses the internal perspective of the Jesus movement and isgpbrotasely
connected with it*>. It also, apparently, most closely reflects the way the disciples déal wit
their changing sociological role, including issues such as their newfound guttittin

small groups of believers and persecution from outsiders (Mk.2:10; 2:23-28; 9:31;
Mt.11:18f.; 8:20; 10:21-23; 19:28).

O Theissen, G. & Merz, A.(1998)he Historical Jesus: Romprehensive Guidéondon. SCM Press
Ltd.pp.1856.
I Theissen, G. (199Focial Reality and the Early Christians: Theology, Ethics, and the World of the New
TestamentEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.40.
zz Theissen, G. (1978&ociology of Early Palestinian Chtianity. Philadelphia. Fortress Press. p.17f.
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Theissen takes a little time to compare the festof the Jesus movement with groups that
may have shared a common sociological background. He notes certaintssitddifestyle
with itinerant Cynic philosophers (Lk.9:3; 10%)as well as the Qumran community
(Mt.10:9f.; Mk.10:17f.; Lk.6:20f.) ad suggests that these common features may have
attracted the same kind of peofilePeople may have been attracted to the Jesus movement,
for the same reasofifieissen suggests they may have been attracted to other renewal
movements within Judaism such as the Qumran community, resistance figltprshetic
movementsThe ‘social rootlessnessf these movements could also be found amongst
emigrants, new settlers, beggars and roRevovement into a group like the Jesus
movement, then, is just moving from one form of rootlessness to another. This pattern of
rootlessness was quite widespread then, at least amongst certain groups, thedegast of
socioeconomic changes such as natural disaster (Mk.13:8), over-popul&tn3.3.2;Life

45), concentration of possessioAs(17.11.2; Luke 19.26), and struggle for the distribution
of goods (Mt.5:25f.; 18:23f.; Lk.18f.)®". As we know from examining the work of Lenski,
for example, poverty affected a large proportion of the population in societies suchaaslthis
Theissen is aware of its prevalence, but he thinks the causes of social uprootihg do no
necessarily originate with those already included in the lowest classexlites the

disciples of Jesus, who were part of a class that included farmers and fishermen
(e.0.Mk.1:B), in a marginal middle class “which reacted with peculiar sensitivity to the
upward and downward trends within sociéfy’So it is thethreatof poverty as much as
poverty itself that explains movement into a state of soo@lessness. Many people in this
position would be attracted towards the structstabilityand teachings of groups like the
Jesus movement because they not only grew out of but offered solutions to society's socia
problems.

Their stance on wealth apdssessions was mixed to the extent that they were critical of
riches (MKk.10:25; Lk.6:24) but also tolerant (Mk.15:43; Lk.7:36-38; 8:3: Lk.19:1-10) which
Theissen attributes to the needs of their itinerant lifestyle. Wealthy peagésty

sometimes faned an important part of the settled community. They were able to provide

support for the wandering charismatics who in turn were able to maintain bleredi

% Theissen, G. (1993), pp.46 This study explores the Cynic comparison more thoroughly elsewhere
% |bid. p.76.

% Theissen, G. (1978), pp.3¥.
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condemnation of wealth and possessions. For them the system was complimentary, not
contradictory®. From an outward perspective, the contradictory elements of the teachings on
riches remain. To whom did they apply? The implication is that renunciation of vieses

not essential for salvation but that still leaves a question hanging over whethaeits
hypocrites out of the itinerants, ewerady to criticise the wealth that helped keep them alive.
Theissen notes the ambivalence of the teaching but is unconcerned. The gotiogpgwhat
they preached, creating continuity between their lifestyle and their negcihiost

importantly these were the lifestyle and teachings maintained by Jesuff hilmsle meant
continuity between him and the disciples through the missionary charge (Lk.10:16;
Mt.10:40). To take this principle one more step is to question the continuity between Jesus
and his words as they were transmitted by the disciples, by the writers osfredsy and by

the developing Church'lf by the Church we understand local congregations and their
institutions, then there is no sociological continuity between Jesus and Qitgistiats early
form. But it was different in the case of the wandering charismatics. Heré skesab

situation and the social situation of one branch of early Christianity angacable: Jesus

was the first wanering charismatic**® Not everyone can béet alone wasa wandering
charismatic, however. As early Christianity developed, Theissen attribsitgatvival to the
social form love patriarchalism which made it "a practicable form of living for amel

women in general®.

The movement's early days, however, were marred by much térmtfofrom particular
opponents like the Pharisees and from society in general. Tension led to various forms of
aggression which the Jesus movement countered with the commandment to love. For more
radical forms of tension and aggression a more radical form of the love commandmsent w
necessary, the command to "love your enemies" (Mt.5*44This technique could be
manipulated for almost any purpose. Aggression towards the Jesus movement could be
transferred elsewhere, for example@demons which would then be exorcised. It could be
projected forward, in eschatological hope of judgement against the aggressmr. cdigld

be reversed directly against the aggressor but in the form of a moral repreag®al as

well as the calto repentance and the intensification of norms (Lk.13%%f.The

% bid. p.38.
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intensification of certain lagrsuch as those against killing and adultery expected more than
was humanly possible (Mt.5:22, 28) but Theissen identifies that this radicalisatiorabf T

law lead one naturally to the proclamation of the grace of God (Mk.18*Theissen's look

at the sociepolitical background of the love commandment shows it had success due to the
fact that norviolent efforts had proved effective against the Romans previously, but he adds
that effectiveness was not the expectation and the commandment's strengits lay in
adaptability to any time or situatiti. The Jesus movement took its radicalisation ethic to its
extreme end, by turning the usual tension reducing tatbtaming a scapegoat against

itself, in the crucifixion of Jesus (Mk.10:45; 14:24; 1 Cor.1¥%)

Before concluding it is worth briefly drawing attention to some of the criticismsght

against Theissen's argument by Horslegaiology and the Jesus Moven&hiFocusing

on the workSociology of Early Palestinian Christianjtigis criticisms are based both on the
way in which Theissen's investigation is carried out and the thesis itseligdram the

general to the specific. Generally he takes isgtie Theissen's use of the functionalist

method saying it has lead him into the dangers of neglecting to deal adewutdtdlistory,

social change and the seriousness of conflict, and being too abstract with setgscribing
social systems. He haksa not given adequate definitions of certain terms, includsacal
definition of religion, and has made vague use of conceptual apparatus andalnalytic
categories. Horsley's other grievances include leaving Jewish Palkesparate from the

wider cantext of the Hellenistic world and the Roman Empire, a problem exacerbated by use
of functionalist theory. With regard to the wandering charismatics theessdle finds
information is too scarce to speak as Theissen does about the role of the symsatiisthg
community and finds no evidence to support the movement's relationship with the
eschatological role of the Son of Man. It is the lack of evidence in general that untiéspins
criticism and much of what evidence there is he does not think hagsabean appropriately
used. It cannot support, for example, the understanding that ancient Jewish sdaigéyliac
'middle class' and that people like fishermen belonged to it. His procedure of atsiggries

has meant the effect of phenomena like ratdisaster and taxation on the lives of the
common people has not been properly examined, and how the Jesus movement dealt with

such effects like hunger and debt. Therefore there is a gap between the cofferatg st

1% bid. pp.1056.

1% Theissen, G. (1993) p.154.
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the people and the Jesus movement, which is not consistent with the picture of the movement
preent in the gospels. Horsley is not convinced by the connection made with itinenémt Cy
philosophers since their itinerancy served a different purpose to that of Jesus and the

disciples.

Horsley raises a number of critical issues, the key to which seems to be shierqueaised
about the theory’s social background. A theory about the way Jesus lived and conducted his
ministry that is not firmly grounded in the social, economic, politiodl @ultural background

is not a useful one and the extent of this problem will be tested in due course. For now it is
only useful to point out the interesting way Theissen relates the lifestiyle désus

movement to its teachings, by portraying thertivaisg out the very things they preached in
order to justify them. Theissen defines ‘charisma’ as depending heavilyationships and
interactions which is evident in the way he describes the threefold structuramodtbment
(Jesus, the disciples, @the settled sympathisers), despite the initial feeling of contradiction
with the wandering rootless lifestyle. He sees the teachings on wedltheacommandment

to love one’s enemies as answers to the seocomomic ‘tensions’ of the day as well asals
being essential to the radical itinerant ethos. Most interestingly of allggeihthe way in

which he creates structural continuity between the Jesus movement, its egateltol
preaching through Jesus’ Son of Man role, and its development intcCaausyianity. It will

be fascinating to see how (and indeed, if) this theory stands up to critical applibeough

exegesis of scriptural examples.
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Virtuoso Religion

Formulating a model of Virtuoso Religion that may be agapto the Jesus movement relies
on Lenski’s description of agrarian society and the various works that have alssodone
approachindhe society, lifestyle, sechings and person of Jesus whilst acknowledging
Lenski’s lack of specific reference to theustures of first century Palestine. As one may
expect scholars have had to build upon the foundatitimeofAAgrarianmodel by considering
the religious structures that may undermine the typical agrarian pattern. pardslarly
relevant for virtuosaeeligion which, as we shall see, exhibits features incompatible with the
traditional political, economic or even religious hierarcHig&rhis is not to deny the
usefulness of the agrarian model for demonstrating, for example, econonmificaticn
sincethis helps explain Jesus’ stance on wealth which may in turn support claims wes he
a virtuoso. Before being able to address such a claim, the model must be tracdditbroug
development in order to understand a definition.

Max Weber identified thakligious stratification exists not only between those in positions
of organisational authority and those not, but also between virtuosi whose intense upholding
of a tradition’svalues earns them an elevated religious status and those Weber calls
“religiously ‘unmusical™% This naturally presents multiple opportunities for conflict where
the institution wishes to impose values on the masses approved as an official pattitmsal
and the virtuoso follows an autonomous path more spiritual and individualistic in nature. A
key feature of virtuoso religion noted by Weber was asceticism, which pursteipa in

such a way as to generate great public esteem for the virtuoso. Whether singitiniyyas
positive example or by direct participation in the spiritual lives of the wider egagon,

virtuosi exercise quite a powerful influence which may challenwggppeato challenge the
authority of the hierocracy. Tension betweers#te/o types of elite is to be expected as their
religious outlook and intections with the community contrast. Important for this study is the
way Weber says virtuoso religion saw itself in relation to the world. He identifegdvhen
virtuoso religion is contemplative or ecstatic in character it distances itsaltifi®eveyday

life of laymen and is too abstract to bear any relation to the economic life cbmmunity.

Ascetic sects, he says, display feelings of disenchantment with thebumbdde deliberate

198 ing, T. J. M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosg@ambridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.92.

19 weber, M. ‘The Social Psychology of the World Religions’ in Gerth, H. H. &gt Mills, C. eds. (2009)
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociologgndon. Routledge. p.287.
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separation from the world as an obstacle to salvation. Th&yseeould life, to “rationalise

the world ethically in accordance with God’s commandmetits”.

This positioning of virtuoso religion in relation to the tradition from which it originaas

well asits place withinthe sociological context, is included in the main focus of work by
Michael Hill. He built upon Weber’s distinctions by differentiating charismaticiceligs

well as virtuoso and mass religion saying that whilst virtuoso and charismaticrredeem
indistinguishable because of their empirsianilarities they are analytically different.
Virtuosi seek to interpret the normative obligations of their tradition rigorarslyperfectly
whereas charismatics seek to dismantle normative obligations and preach new ones
“Charismatics proclaim a mesge: virtuosi proclaim a method** Hill requires sects to be
distinguished from religious orders to stress their liminal position wherehghput sects in
the virtuoso category. He calls the religious order a “sect within a cHtfettiich, unlike

the set doesn’t set itself apart from both the church and the rest of humanity. Remaining
embedded within the church, however, implies a tension that is ever-present but doesn’t
necessarily boil over into conflict. The exemplary practice of virtuosi myéemain body of
the church often grant them special honour and endorsement, without expecting the whole
congregation to follow their lead. Hill gives celibacy in Christianity as amgxe, a state

that typifies the virtuoso’s perfection idetllathas someitnes been essential for the clergy
but deemed unnecessary and impractical for the wider popdfati®his demonstrates the
potential for disagreement whilst showing that virtuosi can manage their liminal pdosition
respecting both the authority of the order and the wider church.

Discussion of the complex relationship between church and virtuosi is further developed by
Silber who agrees with Hill's distinction of mass, virtuoso and charismaticoreli§he lists

six features of virtuoso religion:
- Virtuoso religion is a matter of individual choice;

- Virtuoso religion involves an intensification of personal commitment over normal

compulsory religious routine norms and behaviour;

10 1pid. p.289291

HLHill, M. (1973) The Religious Ordei_ondon. Heinemann Educational Books Ltd. p.2
12 1bid. p.12.

3 |bid. p.5051.

38



- Virtuoso religion involves the seeking of perfection, an extreme urgelieygmd everyday

life and average religious achievement;

- The seeking of perfection involved in virtuoso religion is sustained in a disciplined,

systematic fashion, a defined rule or method,;

- Virtuoso religion implies a normative double standard; itsragmot only not necessary for
all, but also impossible for all;

- Virtuoso religion is based in achievement and ascriptive criteria, and is in principle an

option for all, although in practice only achieved by an ‘heroic’ mindfity.

She acknowledgebat some of the features may be present in charismatic religion but not all.
The closeness and even fluidity that exists between charisma and virtaegtyconsistent
enough to prevent virtuoso religion from being categorised as a distinctiveogmabtype.

It is not antiinstitutional like charisma which is resistant to rational planning and discipline
but it experiences friction against the institution because of its strict, ideoladteahative
approach to the traditioft® In theory virtuosiy is open to all members of the community,
though that would be redundant and impossible in practice, and so is charisma but that
openness would fundamentally contradict the character of charisma as a spontaneous
personal gift. This explains why the normative double standard Silber desatrtbesneed

not apply to charism&® These different types of elitism, where charisma (which is a gift)
implies greater superiority than virtuosity (which can be taught),tafiet relationship with
the wider community since virtuosity is more s&lffficient and relies less on external
recognition.Silber does point out the difference between occasional localised instances of
virtuoso religion and times when it is institutionally sustained and reinforced pmiteof
forming monasticism, which hints at the many ways virtuositydeaw@op andinteract with
society. Virtuosity's perfection ideal, achievement-based membership gedtess status

can encourage a separation and differentiation from society which both paaties ar
responsible for but at the same time, says Silber, segnegaiiobe counterbalanced by the

on-going material and symbolic exchange. Maintenance of an open relationship andlopti

Y4 Silber, I. F. (1995)irtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological Siidy
Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval CatholidBambridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.1961

151bid. p.191.

1% bid. p.192.
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participation prevents full institutionalisation and leaves the virtsostety complex in a

precarious positiof’

Weber included sects in the category of virtuosity when discussing its positiociatys
whereas Hill and Silber, more convincingly, differentiate sects from votaod mass

religion. Ling agrees and praises Sif&for her treatment of how problematic virtuosity’s
liminality can be both for defining and distinguishing itself whilst also integratitigthe
wider social community and perfectly representing traditional valueg.ddopts Silber’s

use of the term ‘anstructure’>*®“Anti -structure usually refers to temporary, transitory, and
liminal conditions or situations in social life which are conducive to solidary, non-
hierarchical modes of fellowship. Within virtuoso religion, this anti-strecisinot a passing
phase but rather becomes a structure in itself, which eventually may become lpaxtiotier
social structure**° He then, accounting for necessary adjustments to the agrarian model,
focuses this on the socpslitical context of first century Judea which includes a hierarchical
political structure often aidds with the ideology of the Temple-centric religion, and
pressures from Roman ‘patronage’. He sees the resultant eligiteodichotomy as a

typical backdrop to the emergence of virtuoso religion which addresses theityriabil
uphold shared valgeequally. “Such anstructure provides a locus for mediating the cultural
contradictions within the social world. Virtuoso religion generates a set oferouaities

within which both elite and noalite may honourably participaté? This can occur in
sense of active participation in the group or by simply supporting the group froisheatits
both of which could be socially and economically beneficial. Elite patrons would tiiésge
power without compromising themselves politically or morally and non-elite suppait

help them assert and empower themselves. Ling appears to be sayingubsity,by
providing an alternative structure which includes elite andelib@in alternative roles,
transcends them both. He is certainly saying not thaythe context of asymmetrical power
relations and belief in the perfectibility of the individealuld allow virtuoso religion to
appear and flourish, but that in first century Judea it did. The Essenes and sietilsts'pi

17 bid. p.1947.

18 ing, T. J. M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosy@dmbridge. Cambridge University Bse
p.72-4.

195jlber adopted this term from Turner, V. (19B%amas, Fields and Metaphors: Symbolic Action in Human
Society Ithaca, NY. Cornell University Press.

1201 ing, T. J. M. (2006) p.73.

1211bid. p.76.
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responded morally and passively to the dominant order, using their chosen dsséjle lio

demonstrate an alternative to Temple hierarchy thereby undermining its v&fidity

Looking more closely at the Essenes as a real example of virtuoso pradickea is

Capper. He sees some features of the general context and specific feature$eaicthieigs

and practice that are consistent with virtuoso religion, saying that Essgm@anup in the

second century B.C.E. in reaction to the pressures imposed by Greek and Roman powers.
Their greed prompted a focus on the virtue of personal poverty and intense devotion to God
as the real provider. For Essenes this manifested itself in the form otgelibaunciation of
personal property and community shartigThis upholding of oppositvalues to the

political elite served as a protest in itself and elevated their status in terms efbalim

honour. This is consistent with the differentiation seen so far between the twoftgfigs o
Essene documents in the Dead Sea Scrolls (e.&uleeof the Communitglepict them as

strict adherents to rules and method, providing more support to Capper’s recognition of them
as virtuosi*** He has argued statistically for a wider distribution of marrying Essenes
throughout Judea based on numbers of celibate males given by Josephus affdIPhilo.
Essenes were just a small sect detached from the wider community etrQthmy could not

be considered virtuosi but if Capper’s calculations are accepted, an assessniEnmade

of Essene impact on society from a liminal position. Josephus refers to behavioungcludi
making temple offerings, receiving patronage from Herod the Great, sistrasthe

needy?® which Capper observes shows a respect for the Temple establishment, a positive
relationship wth the political authorities, and a desire to serve the wider commahifiis

social integration balanced with features that distinguish Essenes from grecammunity

and earn them special honour is suggestive of virtuoso liminality.

John the Baptist appears to have upheld similar values (see Luke 3:7-14 on sharitg) proper

though he was probably not an Essene himself. His connection to Jesus and his group of

1221hid. p.96.

123 Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Didesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as Stimulus to Economic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclévol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.See Josephus on celibacy,
renunciation and sharing (JW 2.82

1241bid. p.7

125 Capper, B. J. 'The New Covenant in Southern Palestine at the Arresigfideames R. Davila ed. (2003)
The Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early Christiggdgn/Boston. Brill.
pp.90116.

126 30sephusJW18.1.5;:Ant 1510.45; JW2.8.6.

127 Capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religion’ in Coloe, M. L. dradcher, T. eds. (2013phn,
Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery and DAHatda. Society of Biblical Literature.
p.102.

41



disciples is well attested (Magw 3; Mark 1; Luke 3:1-22; John 1:19-43) and they seemed to
share similar itinerant lifestyles and similar theological, soteriological anolgical

ideast?® We know Jesus objected to the economic injustices and religious hypocrisysamong
the ruling authorities, whilst still respecting and remaining part of their staschut

championing proper devotion to God above all things (e.g. Mark 12:13-17). Even if one does
not accept Capper’s calculations for the extent of Essenism in Judeajitheties that exist
between Essenes, John the Baptist and Jesus may support the idea that he was influenced by
these Judehased concepts and took them back with him to Galilee where he began gathering
disciples. Capper argues that these first century virtuosi may haveedheetmodel from a

long history of developments going back to the Old Testament prophets who regularly
opposed the religious and political elites of their day and held a liminal positioni@tys>°

A close familiarity with scripture allowed Jesus and John the Baptist to ckrseliate the

activities and lifestyles of Elijah and Elishi#.Jesus’ call to his disciples is strikingly similar

to Elijah’s call of Elisha (e.g. Mark 1:18%0 cf. 1 Kings 19:19-21), including its voluntariness

to an itinerant career. They also travelled and seem to hawt aalithe support of patrons

rather than on their own wealth (1Kings 1248-2Kings 4:8-37). Jesus did not imitate the
prophets’ virtuosity perfectly; he lays greater emphasis on renunciation oftgrapé

community of goods, living out an ideal altetima in protest to elite society’s greed. “These
differences show thadaptation of the scriptural model to Jesus’ own purpasesto the

needs of the age, and the prominence of the problems of poverty and wealth amongst those

needs.3!

Jesus and the diptes appear to have had a structure in place for ensuring their own financial
security, but only in the sense of havjogt enoughJesus frequently advocated living
according to need rather than desire (see e.g. the Parabld_abthaers in the Vineyard,
Matthew20:1-16; ‘Give us each day our daily bread’, Lukel1:3/Matthew 6:11). The group
received support from wealthy patrons, often figures who had been helpely thyattem

(Luke 8:1-3), and held money under the supervision of Judas, one of the twelve (John 12:6).
From this common purse it appears the needs of the group were paid for as well asslonati
made to the poor (Matthew 26:8-9; Mark 14:4-5; John 13:29). It is mainly John who
mentions these practices, which may reflect links between Hadme tradition and forms

128 Capper, B. J2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as Stimulus to Ecor&iraring in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclé/ol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.
129 i
Ibid.
130 pid.
1311bid. (My italics.) Allowing for Jesus’ adaptability prevents accusations of ecodtsiral contamination.
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of virtuoso religion. Capper argues for an Essene presence at the locationsagirige John
12:6 and 13:29 (that is, at Bethany and the Upper Room in southwest Jerusalem), which
implies that John is acknowledging the similas of practices between the Essenes and
Jesus# If this was the case then Capper’s vision of Jesus taking back to Galileeubsovirt
concepts he learned from Essene connections and John the Baptist, gathering angdaeachi
group of disciples, then bringing them back to Judea to reconnect with what may éaee be

well-established Essene community in Jerusalem may be accurate.

Jesus taught his disciples to live according to rules closely resemblingfttbseravelling
celibate male Essenes (e.gséphuslewish War2.8.4 cf. Mt.10:9-10; Mk. 6:&; Lk. 9:3;

10:4; 22:35). The restrictions he placed on their own personal belongings reflentartifge
he wanted to set as a virtuoso to the rest of the community and served as adfritigue
avaricious elite, on top of the many and varied sayings and parables condemnihdevgalt
Matt. 13:22; Mark 10:25). It is perhaps surprising then that he did not demand renunciation of
property of all his settled followers, except that it does reflect the complicated
virtuoso/society relationship, including the blurred lines that distinguish the \orttiesr
liminal position and the voluntariness of the membership. Also consistent with tinegea
identified so far is the tension felt between Jesus and the religious aush@tiienore than
one occasion is Jesus seen to be clashing with Pharisees and Sadducees. Vigiooso rel
risks its alternative take on values being rejected by the establishmerthsitaance
between simply being exceptionally pious and actually altering orsiegethe traditional
teachings is quite fine (e.g. Matt. 12:1-14). In the case of Jesus his take on thentradg
considered quite threatening and lead to complete rejection but he had ensuredetlod futur
his movement through strong instillation of his values in his disciples and other followers
Capper suggests that the foot-washing incident in John 13:1-17 depicts Jesusssygdoli
servant role and thus setting an example of the servant role the disciples shofdd gdah
other (vv.14-16). This plus his emphasis at the Last Supper on mutual love (13:33-34; 15:12-
15) may indicate the initiation of the disciples into an established virtuoso formc¢hated
sharing property and serving each other but of which Jesus would not be a part'f£3:33).
There is evidence in As of the continuation of the virtuoso property sharing practice which
may have been a new community but may have been incorporated into an exisimgy Ess

132 capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religion’ in Coloe, M. L. dadcher, T. eds. (2013phn,
Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery dmatéAtlanta. Society of Biblical Literature.
p.10812.

133 |bid. p.115.
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group which occupied that area of Jerusatétihat Jesus’ authority was still at the heart of
thesepractices as they were continued in the early Church is important as it was he w
established them and set about building a foundation using the disciples as cornefstones
the new religious virtuoso community which may have continued in this formdogaime
after Pentecost (Acts 2:447; 4:32-35)°

The model of virtuoso religion applied to Judea by Ling and to Jesus by Capper is obnsiste
with the general picture of virtuosity one gets from reading Silber’statilaps of Hill and
Weber. The list bfeatures by Silber is useful for identifying Jesus as a virtuoso not only
because those features are recognisable in the way he ran his community efsdosdi
because the list allows flexibility to accommodate adjustments Jesus made tegddiic
situation and purpose. The Jesus movement also occupies a position of precariouslgt balance
liminality that is a key implication of Silber’s list. For the virtuoso it is significant bsea

they must maintain their own internal structure alongside niagagelationship with the
external structures of society and religion. Ling highlighted howsdnicture can be

difficult to maintain but if done so successfully, can begin to transcend the dogtresties
and lifestyles of elite and neglite. Jesa demonstrated his desire for this in his teachings on
shared property and mutual love. Capper described how the alternative values tal@gisby
were parof a long history of virtuoso religion evolved by its members, in this case tise like
of Elijah ard Elisha, the Essenes, the group lead by John the Baptist and perhaps the
Johannine community too. From the fact that none of these groups are identicaleorigina
from identical circumstances or deal with identical societal issues comes the retmattide
model of virtuoso religion can be rigid in its specific day to day features, evémhié al
attributes listed by Silber apply. Caution for the differentiation betweegaaes of

virtuoso, religious order, sect and so on should be taken since the early sociologyaof reli
features inconsistent use of the closely related terms and scholars like Welosvladge
possible transitions from one type to another. This is particularly pertinenpiguglike the
Essenes$® Hill is right to differentiatesects from the virtuoso category where Weber placed
them; later applications to groups like Jesus’ show it could not be categoriseztas a s
whereas perhaps the celibate Qumran Essenes could. Hill's distinguishingya$ivand
charismatics may prove otusing for interpretations of Jesus, however, since he has been

firmly categorised as a charismatic by the likes of Theissen. Thergfisrgital that clear

1341bid. p.116.
135 bid.
13%|bid. p.98.
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definitions of all social and religious categories are understood before prugeddist also
accounting for the breadth of application terms like ‘virtuoso’ can have, espedmdh
examining them against the backdrop of generalised models like LenskgsisLeéautious in
these ways and presents a convincing picture of Judea that shapgtitthenditions for
virtuoso religion to flourish and Capper too places Jesus within that context and in the

broader context of scripture.
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Exegeses of Selected Gospel Passages

Authenticity

It is perhaps most important to begin a note on authenticity by stating my ladkrdfon to
discuss it in detail for every single biblical passage | have chosen to loolsatotithe aim

of this study to determine the likelihood that Jesus utteaeticular words or performed
particular deeds but to build up a picture of whaptodablythought about certain issues. In
this case, attitude to wealth and poverty is the key theme repeated throughoupéie gos
generally and throughout the followiegamples specifically that suggest it is appropriate to
state that the historical Jesus was critical of accumulated wealth and suppbtiiose
threatened by poverty. Evidence for this appears in all four gospels in variogs form
(parables, sayings, descriptions of Jesus’ lifestyle choices and so on) ansissenit with

the five episodes chosen for closer attention here. If doubt over the likely autherfitay

or indeed all of these episodes exists, it is not relevant enough to this studydta spen
significant amount of time allowing that doubt to raise questions about the ovecalingut
No single one of the passages can be completely ruled out as authentic. Tightalhve

happened; this is enough.

It should be clarified before contingrthat by ‘authenticity’ | mean something that can be
defined as something actually said or done by the real historicalJe€rse major problem
faced by the scholar seeking such information is the lack of a solid startingrpoinihich
other data mighbe judged. If historical surety ischnically in doubt for all the material,
what is to stop the scholar abandoning the quest for authenticity and declaring the whole
thing a fiction? To what historically accurate information can other datadimied and
measured against so that the scholar is not left scrabbling around in the darkirog creat
arguments that are only circular? How is the gospel figure of Jesus setifirndyJewish
context in such a way as to give a rounded depiction of his character and explain the

formation of the early Church? Sanders points out that the many years of gchitdation

137 Stein, R. H. ‘The “Criteria” for Authenticity’ in France, R. T. & Wexh, D. eds. (19803 ospel

Perspectives: Studies of History and Tradition in the Four Gospels. V@hetfield. JSOT Press. pp.22563;
Calvert, D. G. A. ‘An Examination of the Criteria for Distinguighitihe Authentic Words of Jesus’ in Evans, C.
A. ed. (2004)The Histori@l Jesus: Critical Concepts in Religious Studies. Vol. 1. The History of the Quest:
Classical Studies and Critical Questioh®ndon/New York. Routledge. It is worth noting that there is a
difference between questioning the authenticity of material instefrivhether Jesus really said/did it and in
terms of its value or authority as scripture. One should not inytlaéfect the other.
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paid to this subject has yet to reveal a consensus. He says that avoiding aigtutents is
essential and the simplest way to avoid thero fetind study on a bedrock of tradition. He
points to eight “almost indisputable facts” that form this bedrock: 1) Jesus wasetdpt

John the Baptist, 2) Jesus was a Galilean preacher and healer, 3) He callestid2sd4)

His activity was confiné to Israel, 5) He engaged in a controversy about the Temple, 6) He
was crucified outside Jerusalem by the Roman authorities, 7) His folloarmnsuzed

afterwards as an identifiable movement, and 8) The new movement experie rsed jo@n

by the Jews?® These ‘facts’ form what appears to be a safe general starting point bubonly g
so far in helping accurately determine the authenticity of individual occurrentteslife of
Jesus. Of the passages chosen for close study here, some can already beddaisige

likely to have happened, such as the call of the disciples or the demonstration mpie Te
The two parables chosen and the encounter with the rich man are harder to tie to concrete

historical events and must be judged by more detailed n&thod

Scholars are sometimes critical of the criteria avaifablargely because they are unable to
determine authenticity with a satisfactory level of accuracy, especially veieelnom their
own. Nor are they able to bring a consensus of opinion, evenmwhléple criteria applied to
one passage point to authenticity, because it is impossible to rule out all doslatificism

is balanced by an acknowledgement that we may have “nothing better in the scholarly

toolshed**°

and that so long as we do not assume knowledge of authenticity and do not
employ criteria negatively or arbitrarily, they may at least act as a tmdeds the truth.
Historical objectivity may be impossible but application of criteria can aidstensy and

steer our subjectivify".

Same attention must be given to assessing the usefulness of some of the most commonly used
criteria so that we may at least be able to bear them in mind when studying individual

passages of scripture, even if it is not my intention to apply them systelgalicdems

138 sanders, E. P. (1983¢sus and Judaisrhondon. SCM Press Ltd. ppI®. Sanders chooses to use the
demonstration inte Temple as a starting point because it offers a good entry for studyisgidesntion,
relationship to his contemporaries, his historical setting as well as relatimg qoiestion of the Kingdom.
139E g. Allison, D. (1998)esus of Nazareth: Millenarian Prophtinneapolis. Fortress Press. pi3.6
Hooker, M. D. ‘On Using the Wrong Tool’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (20D4@ Historical Jesus: Critical Concepts
in Religious Studies. Vol. 1. The History of the Quest: Classical Studies andl@itiestionsLondon/New
York. Routledge. pp.439, 448

140 Allison, D. (1998) p.6.

141 Rodriguez, Rafael. (2009) ‘Authenticating Criteria: The Use and MistigeCritical Method.Journal for
the Study of the Historical Jesus pp.152167.
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logical to begin with the criteria of Coherence (otherwise known as tlee &

Consistency). This criterion states that material deemed to be in agreathahtinalready
considered authentic must also be so. To some extent it maynlaaethe most sense to deal
with this criterion last since it depends on other criteria, yet to be exanonawvide a
benchmark of authenticity. Having not looked at the others yet does not prevent us from
seeing that its dependence on puthenticated material is a weakness in itself. Having
already seen that certain information about the life of Jesus and the eaidh Caibe
presented as a firm basis of historical certdffitjt is easy to see how this may be used
convincingly to argue that cemamaterial is authentic. For instance, since we accept that
Jesus was crucified outside Jerusalem by the Roman authorities, then a loebEgowmt
could be argued to have really happened if it supports this premise eitherdbly dire
mentioning theevent or by indirectly referencing it or anything that led to it. Meier #gtua
distinguishes Jesus’ rejection and execution as a criterion independent ofeherCoit
Coherence, arguing that controversial words of Jesus that angered the asthersi
important for explaining why they killed him that they are very likely to bE‘fedhe
historicity of the crucifixion is probably about as sound a starting point any Jdmlarscan
hope to find since it is so widely accepted and attested, isuhitapable of guaranteeing the
historicity of material surrounding it. If even this cannot be relied upon, it does not letide w
for this criterion in general nor any other. The problem is even more apparentisihg the
criterion to judge material byow well it holds up against other criteria. This is a much more
unstable starting point and leads in to the territory of circular arguments. &ows; for
instance, judge whether a saying that coheres with known events of Jesus’ lifeegsd agr
with recognised themes of his teaching was said by Jesus himself or was desigmed by t
early Church to fit the tradition and sound like Je&tfs?

The limitation regarding what can be used as a starting base is the bigdestsses this
criterion. Unless the deria on which it relies are without their own problems (which, of
course, they are not) then certainty of authenticity is impossible. Havingipsteptical

12ganders, E. P. (1985) p.11.

143 Meier, J. P. (1991A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Volume 1. The Roots of the Problem
and the PersorNew York. Doubleday. p.177.

1“4\Walker, W. O. ‘The Quest for the Historical Jesus: A Discussion of Melhgy’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (2004)
The Historical Jesus: Critical Concepts in Religious Studies. Vol. 1. TherHidtthe Quest: Classical Studies
and Critical QuestionsLondon/New York. Routledge. p.407; Stein, R. H. ‘The “Criter@”Authenticity’ in
France, R. T. & Wenham, D. eds. (19&)spel Perspectives: Studies of History and Tradition in the Four
Gospels. Vol. 1Sheffield. JSOT Press. p.251.
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view across, however, it is important to acknowledge that material that holds ufipdemu
criteria will look very convincing to any scholar. Nearly all the critesibe examined here
invite the same criticism, that they only have a reasonable effect whemusmgunction

with others. This is to say that the Criterion of Coherence shouldnestsautomatically
employed alongside any other and that, arguably, it is the most important. lfcaicaliy
certain base is impossible to establish, at least an histonwaltableone may be

achievable. Coherence with what Jesus was known to have said is always going to be hard to
establish in terms of individual sayings but themes identified from a broadergeddhe
gospel may be used to judge other material. This is particularly relevanisfetutly which
identifies a common thread throughout the gospels of criticism of wealth and condéen for
poor. It may be impossible to declare for example that Jesus definitelytsaidédsier for a
camelto go through theyeof aneedle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God”
(Mark 10:25) but since the sentiment is reminiscent of material elsewhere, it is fair to
postulate that Jesus disapproved of accumulated wealth in general. It is alpwsamtto

note that lack of verifiable authenticity does not necessarily diminish the aytbioai text. If

a saying can be proven to have been a later addition by the early Church, taetvirat it
coheres with other material suggests it was added because it reflects ashestiahdition.
And maybe this tradition was considered meaningful enough to preserve and maintain

because it had roots with the historical Jesus.

Despite its weaknesses, the Criterion of Coherence/Consistency has valcenddya that

all criteria rely oneach other for support is significant not only because the Coherence
criterion seems to uphold this idea in itself but because it is similar to other critesdl,as
meaning there is a natural overlap between them. The next criterion that ingntodook at

is the Criterion of Multiple Attestation which states that material may be deemed auithentic
it appears in more than one independent source. If material falls into this gaitegjaggests
that it may have had a wide circulation early on and lss likely to have been invented by
a single write*>What a particular scholar takes to be independent sources may vary
according to their take on the synoptic probtétbut generally it refers to Mark, the Q
material and perhaps ‘M’ and ‘L’ too. Of course, the time gap between the aarcidird the

composition of the earliest gospel material leaves opportunity for content tovandeis

1“5Evans, C. A. (2007Fabricating Jesus: How Modern Scholars Distort the Gospeter-Varsity Press.
Nottingham. p.480.

146 Eve, Eric. (2005) ‘Meier, Miracle and Multiple Attestatiodburnal for the Study of the Historical Jesus
3.1. p.28.
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strands of tradition because it meets the needs of the CH{ktbords like this may be
indistinguishable from thauthentic words of Jest#§ once they have been accepted,
repeated and absorbed. It has been observed that all the Criterion of Multigigtidtiesan
do is show that certain material is older than the multiple sources in which it nowsappea

“Chronologically most close does not, of course, mean historically most acctifate.”

Repetition of stories in many places may also have as much to do with their popularity
usefulness than their grounding in realtyThe gospels are of course a reflection of the
needs and concerns of the churches from which they grew. Generally, howeveitgetins cr
is a convincing one because it is difficult to imagine material being sopvesesthroughout
the tradition that it results in the same story cropping up moreoti@in the gospels
without it at least resembling something Jesus might have said or done. One driticism
agree with is that Multiple Attestation is more useful for arguing for the atithg of

themes or motifs recurrent in the gospels than indalidayings of Jesu8? An individual
saying may be reported in more than one gospel but actions and other teachisgs that
consistent with it in essence may be everywhere. As with the Criterion of
Coherence/Consistency, this is relevant to this studgusecthe theme of wealth and poverty
is repeatedly referred to throughout all four gospels and beyond. Jesus’ craticism
accumulated wealth is demonstrated through his sayings and parables, actiomeeaid ge
way of life. This picks up on an importanement of the Criteria of Multiple Attestation
(sometimes referred as a separate criterion) which is the Multiple Attasté Forms, that

is, the appearance of material in more than one literary form. Like befoagpfrisach

comes under criticism farot necessdy proving that material did not enter the tradition
post-Easter but the added level of complexity to how it entered and developed within the
tradition is a strong indicator of early receptiGiAgain, the preservation of the material
may havebeen down to popularity or usefulness within the Church but for an idea to take
root within the tradition and flourish into various forms suggests it was meaningfulhetmoug
deserve revisiting time and again by many people. Both versions of the MAttgdéation

147 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.175.

148 Allison, D. (1998) p.8.

149Eve, Eric (2005) pp.28, 44.

130 Crossan, J. D. (199The Higorical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peadzdinburgh. T & T
Clark. p.xxxii.

151 Eye, Eric. (2005) p.29.

152 McArthur, H. K. ‘Basic Issues, A Survey of Recent Gospel Research’ Artiar, H. K. ed. (1970)n
Search of the Historical Jesusondon. SPCK. p.140.

153 Eve, Eric. (2005) p.31.
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Criterion, though undeniably useful, are susceptible to the same criticism obtmerst
criteria that they do not stand alone comfortably. Just because a sayingmoadgsus was
not recorded more than once, it does not rule out itslesmuthenticity. Material attested in
only one source but appearing in multiple forms within it may also be historicatritér@on

must be considered alongside others to help plead a convincing case.

Another of the main criteria to be examined is@mgerion of Dissimilarity (or Double
Dissimilarity). It argues that material can be ruled out as authentic to J&suay have
originated in Jewish circles or in early Christian circles. This may Haldee explaining

gospel material that surviveatlitorial processes but did not develop into the early Church’s
theology and practice. It may also explain why some of Jesus’ teachsngpvesfferent and
therefore controversial to his Jewish contempordrigBeing able to identify material that is
distinctive to Jesus by this method has convinced some that it can be used as an assured
minimum, a base to work from and judge other matéttshcholars who apply it are

imposing quite harsh conditions on the text because they begin by eliminating amaist am
of material™®® To do so assumes exhaustive knowledge both of Judaism and Christianity, “but
also seems to assume that such knowledge, unlike the portrait of Jesus gained from the
Gospels, has come about in some direct and unmediated fdshi@heimplication is a
complete lack of continuity between the Jewish traditions, the teachings of ddtbs a

early church. Did Jesus not base his ideas on the existing laws, scriptureldiuc tod the
religion with which he grew up? And did he not intend for these ideas to endure amengst hi
followers? First of all, it seems incomprehensible to me that the devianceusftdashings

from the Jewish norm could be considered drastic enough to suggest they came out of thin
air. This only serves to detachmhfrom history, not embed him in it. It also suggests that his
teachings would have been “unintelligible to practically everybfielt is more often seen

that Jesus takes a wdlhown concept and tweaks, inverts or adds to it rather than doing

1% Evans, C. A. (2007) p.50.

%5 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.172, citing Perrin. N. (1967) ppt39Stein, R. H. (1980) p.244.

156 E g. Calvert’s description of Bultmann'’s criteria of authenticitynstsuparticularly restrictive: “One, the
content must be opposed to Jewish morality; two, it must reflect thatekmgical temper characteristic of
Jesus’ teaching; three, it must exhibit no specifically Christian.tra@itdvert, D. G. A. ‘An Examination of the
Criteria forDistinguishing the Authentic Words of Jesus’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (ZD@& Historical Jesus:
Critical Concepts in Religious Studies. Vol. 1. The History of the QuesticaSsudies and Critical
QuestionsLondon/New York. Routledge. p.428, citing Bultmann, R. (1988 History of the Synoptic
Tradition. Oxford. Basil Blackwell.

157 ongenecker, R. N. ‘Literary Criteria in Life of Jesus Redeafn Evaluation and Proposal’ in Evans, C. A.
ed. (2004) p. 457.

%8 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.172.
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away with t entirely*>°. There is every reason to think that Jesus was intimately familiar with
the words of scripture and that he could quote the Old Testament dif@aiycut Jesus off

from his Jewishroots seems nonsensidalis equally strange to attempt to suggest that the
teachings of the early Church did not follow on naturally from those of Jesus.sAll thi

criterion does is to isolate what is distinctive about him and declare this materiakiauthen
dictates its own conclusiori&! It leaves no room for the idea that unique material from other
contributors could have entered the tradititfit also seems to be at odds with the Criterion

of Multiple Attestation which emphasises the importance of material that enterteaditien
early’®® It is unconvincing that this method could help establish a minimum core of authentic

material from which to work.

The idea that material unique to Jesus and disjointed with the early Church bding like
authentic is similar to the idea of material embarrassing to the@auiich being likely
authenti¢®. The Criterion of Embarrassment states that material conflicting with early
Church thought and with the possible power of causing embarrassment is probablycauthent
because it is retained. The real words of Jesus hold an authority that separsgd

evangelist’s scruple. As with the Criterion of Double Dissimilarity, this @ggr isolates a
portion of material that might be authentic to Jesus but is too limited to create acowvin
overall picture of him. Explanationsrfavhy certain ‘embarrassing’ material made its way

into the final draft of the gospels could come from anywhere; how can the moderm schola
know the thought processes of a writer or redactor and how can they presume to know what
might have been embarrasgito them?°° If there is material that does sit awkwardly and

looks like something the author would rather have cut out, then as much as this doesn't serve

1%9Take for example, healing on the Sabbath (Mt. I29Mk. 3:16; Lk. 6:611; 13:1017; 14:16; Jn. 5:118)
which is controversial for adding a new unexpected dimension totigissed Jewish convention of not
working on the Sabbath. Making room for the new conditioes not render the original rule unrecognisable.
10 Hooker, M. D. ‘On Using the Wrong Tool’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (2004) p.447.

%1 Hooker, M. D. ‘Christology and Methodology’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (2004) p.420.

162 Allison, D. (1998) p.9.

183 1bid. p.20.

%4 porter, S. E. ‘A Dead End or a New Beginning? Examining the Critarithenticity in Light of Albert
Schweitzer’ in Charlesworth, J. H. and Pokorny, P. eds. (2684j)s Research: An International Perspective.
The First PrincetorPrague Symposium oegus ResearciGrand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans. p.28.

185 Meier, J. P. (1991) pp.16B71. Meier points to a number of examples of ‘embarrassing’ matetkz in
gospels including Jesus’ baptism by his ‘inferior’ John the Baptikt (M+-11) which the other evagelists feel
the need to omit or excuse by explanation (Mt. &T3Lk. 3:1922; Jn. 1:2230). It is unclear why this so
problematic since John the Baptist’s inferiority is explained bydhsas Jesus’ herald. Meier then also points
to the ‘embarrass@gi ignorance of Jesus begin unable to predict the exact hour of his d&kisE3:32) which
is later suppressed by Matthew and Luke and contradicted repeatedly be.dpli3:33). Again why could

the Church not have invented this reminder of Jesusanumnromniscient side? These examplesonstrate
that ‘embarrassing’ material may be explained in ways other than ¢heffened by this criterion.
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as proof of authenticity, it may appear more likely if it meets other criteria.

The next criterion Will look at is not always referred to in the same way. It may be called the
Criterion of Traces of Aramat&® or of Aramaic Linguistic Phenomeff4or of Semitism&*®

but, as one can probably see, it refers to the likelihood of material that is eoinwishthe
linguistic norms of the Aramaic (or Hebrew) language being authentigydiests that the
process of translation from the Aramaic that Jesus spoke to the Greek of thle golsphave
preserved linguistic features like vocabulary, grammar, syntgthmhand rhyme. These

clues point to a more primitive version of a story and, as with Multiple Attest#tisrearly
connection is a strong point in the criterion’s favour. As before, however, tyeeaam of
material into the tradition does not guarantee its origin with Jesus himself, onigiits or

within an Aramaiespeaking environment. How does one distinguish a saying “first spoken in
Aramaic by Jesus in A.D. 29 from a saying first spoken in Aramaic byiati@hrJew in

A.D. 3371%

Coming undemuch of the same criticism is the Criterion of Palestinian Environment which
asserts the likely authenticity of material that reflects the social, political, ¢egamercial,
agricultural, religious or physical features of the everyday environneéstohce again very
difficult to ascertain how early material that fulfils this requirement enteredati¢idén since
these environmental features did not suddenly alterfpastier. A criterion like this is perhaps
most effective when framed negatively, that is to assert that material reflessinres only
existing outside of Palestine or only after the death of Jesus must be inadtiiarite
scholar’s largest problem is determining what does or does not accuraty ttesl
environment, since background knowledge is lacking. Those features which calewciwfi
be identified as typical are really only judged so by multiple attestation: theefrey of
reference to agricultural practices, for example, tells us a lot aboutimtams but these
probably applied to a much wider area than just PalesfinBetermining the likelihood of
authenticity of specific sayings or deeds of Jesus by this method issajaisng to be

186 |bid. p.178.

167 Stein, R. H. (1980) p.233.

18 Eyans, C. A. (2007) p.50.

19 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.178. “The problem is complicated still &rrtly the fact that the Jerusalem church was
both Aramaie and Greelspeaking from its beginning (cf. the Hellenists in Acts 6). The translaf Jesus’
sayings into Greek is thereforetrsmmething that happened only at a later stage of the tradition.” p.178.
"0Meier, J. P. (1991) p.180.

" Stein, R. H. (1980) p.237.
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difficult. It can only root the tradition in the environment, which may justkatylibe derived
from the Old Testament, other Jewish literature or an acquaintance witledhenathe part

of the writer or editof’? The repeated use of farming imagery like sowing and harvest in the
sayings and parables of Jesus must be an accurateticeflof agricultural practice not only
because of its frequency but because of its need to be relatable to the origarateuti

well as this, studies of agrarian society like Gerhard Lertékihow that peasants engaged
primarily in farming represéra very large portion of the population. No individual saying
can be proven authentic by this criterion but it demonstrates the possibility tgatyma

familiar and relevant to the listening crowd came from Jesus.

The criteria mentioned above by noame represent the entire catalogue of methods
employed for proving authenticity but they include some of the most popular/commonly
used. They are also, despite their myriad flaws, quite significant in tkedinnesss especially
when applied together. Othkesser criteria may play their part but | find it too easy to
dismiss, for example, the criterion that assumes unnecessary added détaNsdmess of
description in a story must be the result of an eyewitness account; it is an inbelt on t
creativity and skill of the gospel writers for a staft The most impractical approach for
employing criteria of authenticity is the negative one. It is very difficultad by stating: “A
saying can be ruled out as authentic if***Too great is the void of kmdedge for such
definitive statements to be made with any suretyoNe possesses the ability to say that any
of Jesus’ words or actions could never be attributed to him, or could never have been
paralleled by anyone else. Frustrated scholars are oftigeadtn describe the historical
Jesus in vague and careful terms, which highlights the importance of being esialtlish a
bedrock of certainty from which to work, based on Sanders’ “almost indisputalsi& fact
and a combination of criteria. A consensus of opinion, however, will always be difficult t
come by and the limited material upon which a consensus exists may natgapdaccurate

portrayal of Jesu¥’’

2\Walker, W. O. ‘The Quest for the Historical Jesus: A Discussionatfibtiology’ in Evans, C. A. ed. (2004)
p.403.

1731 enski G. E. (1966Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificatiodtew York. McGrawHill.

74 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.180.

5 calvert, D. G. A. ‘An Examination of the Criteria for Distinguishime Authentic Words of Jesus’ in Evans,
C. A. ed. (2004) p3b5.

"% sanders, E. P. (1983¢sus and Judaisrp.11.

7 bid. p.4; Longenecker, R. N. ‘Literary Criteria in Life of Jeses&arch: An Evaluation and Proposal’ in
Evans, C. A. ed. (2004) p. 458.
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Pressure to create a realistic picture of theohisal Jesus is in some ways quite stifling.

When the intentioims to identify characteristics that allow one to confidently state ‘the sort of
thing Jesus said/ditf® then passages which hold up rather poorly to examination when taken
in isolation can become another source of frustration. It is here we must actept tha
addressing the question of authenticity is important and should be attempted it! €draes

in the case of oneff instances, should not be allowed to ruin an otherwise strong argument.
It is upon broader statements about Jesus teaching and lifestyle that we often fifebthe sa
ground because they are so easily backed up by criteria like Multipleafittesiand
Coherence/Consistency. The main subjects dealt with in this study fahisitwategory. The
reminder by Jesus that attachment to one’s wealth is a mistake appeaexitepe@ughout

all four gospels in a variety of form&° This idea is reinforced by the way he and his
disciples choose to live their livé&! It is also possibléo make relatively confident

statements about Jesus’ aims in even broader terms. For example, it vidagd no
inappropriate to declare Jesus a seeker of social reform because of the enoltviiags he
challenges the norms of the political or religious establishifiéxthen one is attempting to
draw a picture of the sort of person Jesus was and the sort of ministry he andpiissdis
conducted, and finding emerging patterns that support broad statements likdothaseae

can be more dismissive of individual passages that hold up poorly to testing by othiar criter
of authenticity. This study is not a book about the historical Jesus per se, ahdrfisre

not my responsibility to make extensive arguments for or against the autheofteztgh

pasage referenced throughout. On the other hand, it would be irresponsible either to give
authenticity no thought at all or to target the use of particular criteria at parpassages to
suit a particular purpose. The main problem with the Criteria diéticity is common to

many approaches to studying the gospels; it is a seemingly scientific nieéhadn too

easily be manipulated to fit an individual scholar’s purpose and only becomes trully usef
when the collective results of many begin to reyedlerns in the data. This is why | feel the
criteria of Multiple Attestation, Coherence, and Environment are in manytvaydrongest
because they seek to identify patterns, harmonies between different settiematerial

and between the mater@hd its context of origin. The Criteria of Dissimilarity seems to do

the exact opposite by detaching material from its wider context and arguing thelk it$

18 Meier, J. P. (1991) p.174.

9 sanders, E. P. (1985) p.13.

180 For example, Mt. 20:16; Mk. 10:25; 11:18.9; Lk. 6:20, 24; 16:113.
181 For example, Mt. 9:43; Mk. 1:1620; Lk. 8:13; Jn. 13:29; Acts 2:445.
182 For example, Mt. 12:8; Mk. 3:1-6; 11:1519; Lk. 12:2223.
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agreement with other material makes it more likely authentic. This may the caseein s

placesbut the remaining material leaves one with a distorted picture of Jesus.

The ability to anchor study of the historical Jesus to something that can heifyigatterns

of his behaviour or themes of his teaching is essential and in many ways ineviteble. O
cannot help approaching the material without some subconscious preconceptions. ¥/e requi
some kind of starting point, premise or method of approach by which to order the data and to
avoid the assumption that we already know everything about Jesfissacentury Palestine.
Much more preferable to utilising criteria of authenticity, | would aygaithe method of

utilising models because these provide the anchor we need, can help determintechythe

and provide interpretations of what the taxisart®®. They do this by identifying patterns.

They must be used when trying to identify soet of thingJesus said and did, rather than
preciselywhat he said and did. They also may be used to support the broad kinds of statement
that underpin the understanding we have of Jesus in this study. If they are unglircessf
identifying patterns, then they might be deemed rather ineffective. Iflikeyhe Criteria of
Dissimilarity, create a unique picture of Jesus which sits awkwardly witbiddateloping
tradition, then it may also be questionable albeit not totally inaccurate. Theaspihiat they
provide the scholar with a framework or context against which material magésured.

The method has many similarities withteria usage, although they dotrseek to achieve

the same thing. Seeking the authentic material, although it has engaged cocimbliess for
years, is a thankless task. No criterion has appeared yet to unlock the miydtergaspels

and probably never will. The same is true for models, of course, but they attieagt 40

extract some meaning from the text beyond authenticity. How interestingaiopée, that
Lenski’'s estimate of large numbers of peasants within agrarian societlystmd light on

Jesus’ frequent use of agricultural imagery in his parables. For me, whetheherraatly

uttered that parable suddenly loses significance.

183 Allison, D. (1998) p.36.
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The Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard

By the nature of what it is, no parable can escape need of litbeolpgical comment even
when a sociological interpretation is the aim. Thus itecessary to be warned that while
manyscholars accephat the character of the landowneithe parable of the Labourers in
the VineyardMatthew 20:116) represents Gothis can lead to attempts to read the parable
as allegory, attaching false meaning to certain characters, places and objeetanfiple, if

the landowner is God, does this mean thastasard represents Jesus? Blomberg rightly
observes that the charactérthe steward or foreman (M20:8) does not play important
enough a role to be idéfied with Jesu¥* and it would be unusual for Jesus to appear in his
own parable anyway, let aloas a stock charactdfor some scholars, identifying the
characters with particular figures or groups, such as identifying théifiesl labourers with

the likes of Pharise&¥ and the last hired with tax collectors and sintf8rgushes the

parable too far in the direction of allegdty As we move through the parable, we shall
come to see more examples of allegorical readings which, although interestohgp miss

the point by ignoring the socioeconomic context.

What is to be made of the opening formula, “For the kingdom of heaven is like...”? Dodd
notes the popularity of this formula with Matthew who uses it ten times to introdiadelgs
whereas Mark and Luke each use it only twice. He suspects Matthew may hatiengsm
used it in places where itag previously absefif which reminds uf Matthew’s
eschatological focus. The formula introduces a simile, making a teachimg lahgdom
relatablethrough a comparison with a familiar situation, rather than introducing an
allegory'®. If the landowner represents God, then the relationship between the landowner
and his workers illustrates God’s relationship with Israel, for which théitmaal vineyard
imagery is employed (cf. Isa. 57¢ Jer. 12:10; Mt. 21:33-46). The Greek word used for the
owner, oikodeonotg (oikodespotés), meaning ‘householder’ or ‘master of the house’ is used

in parables where the figure seems to also represenfeGpdvit.13:2430; Lk. 13:25).

184 Blomberg, C. L. (190) Interpreting the Parabled eicester. Apollos. p.225.

185 Jeremias, J. (1958he Parables of Jesusondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.27.

8 Dodd, C. H. (1961¥he Parables of the Kingdorbondon. Collins. p.92.

187 Harrington, D. J. (19917he Gospel of MatthewZollegeville, Minnesota. The Liturgical Press. p.284.
%8 Dodd, C. H. (1961) p.28.

139 innemann, E. (1966Parables of Jesus: Introduction and Expositibondon. SPCK. p.81.
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There is sufficient evidence to place the landowner within the elite goveriaisgyaccording

to the model of agrarian society by LertSkiA number of factors suggest this such as the
factthat he employs a stewaf@ho wouldperhapselong to the class of retainersle was

also a landowner who chose to grow a luxury product ratheratsabsistence crophis

was good for commerce and an investment also. If the land was not alreadydszirig

grow grapes before the landowner bought, took over or inherited it he would have had to be
sure of his financial security because vineyardstinesnaintained for four years before they
actually produce any frdit'. In spite of this, grapes still were favoured above other

‘everyday’ products like grain. “As more and more land is controlled by elites and,
conversely, more and more Palestinians within Judaeatrolled areas come under tenancy
arrangements (and grow what the landlord demands), production no longer reflects what the
ordinary person wants or needs. Most want to produce for household consumption, but power

relations prevent realisatiaf this subsistence econom¥’?

Most peasants would probably find it more honourable to be self-sufficient but thissiedre
takeover of the land by elites who converted it to produce goods with more commercial
value meant that these same people engasorking for the landowners instead. Many were
forced into such work by the loss of their own land, and indebtedness to landlords and tax
collectors®®. Labour intensive times like planting and harvest required the hiring of day
labourers like the ones in our parable. Their unfortunate situation is illustratetyrbe
labourers left still waiting for employment even at the end of the daycéiB® no one has
hired us” v.7), at harvest time when work was more plentiful. These men cleaglybdand

of their own to tend at this busy tift& They belonged to a group of people their society did
not have the inclination to support. “...agrarian societies usually produmedpeople than

the dominant classes found it profitable to emipldy Society could praide for a large
population but not without jeopardising the privileges of the upper cfd8sHsis highlights

the behaviour of the landowner as somewhat atypical. The labourers seem toteprese

190 enski, G. E. (1966fPower and Privilege: A Theory of Social StratificatidtewYork. McGrawHill.
p.284.

¥l Herzog Il, W. R. (1994parables as Subversive Speech: Jesus as Pedagogue of the Opjhesissille.
Westminster/John Knox Press. p.85.

92 Hanson, K. C. and Oakman, D. E. (1998)estine in the Time of Jesus: So@aiuctures and Social
Conflict Minneapolis. Fortress Press. p.106.

193bid. p.119.

% Malina, B. J. and Rohrbaugh, R. L. (19%)ciatScience Commentary on the Synoptic Gospels
Minneapolis. Fortress Press. p.124.

195 enski, G. E. (1966) p.281.

1% bid. p.82
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category that may have been more recognisable to thenaadéthe parable, however.

Their position in society is both economically and socially weak, espewidhiput the

support and security of regular work, or even a family netwidal. labourers “were not
attached to any group; they were entirely at the mercy of chance employmegmiere

always living on the senstarvation line*®”. They belonged to the class of the expendables,

surviving day by day and making up between 5 and 10 per cent of the population, sometimes

more*®®,

Because there has been no pres transaction between these labourers and their employer,
their relationship does not conform to the typical patterns of business between aattons

their clients. The powerless labourers depend on the owner for work. They do not come to
work for him for his sake or to advance themselves as favourites, favouritism beingf “one

the purposes of dyadic alliancé®” There was nongoingpersonal relationship to maintain.
Whilst it is acceptable to see God'’s relationship with the people generaltynis depatron

client relations (as Malina and Rohrbaugfi®since that was an ongoing relationship (e.g.
Lk.1:68-75), in this case the landowner and labourers have an unusual association that cannot
be a demonstration of patrahent relations. Additionallyl.innemann prefers to draw

emphasis away from the fact that it was harvest,taT@mmon eschatological metaphor
(Mt.13:39), because readers “would then not understand the generous treatment of the those
who came last as an act of goodness, as the pamgdatels it to be, but as the thanks owed

them by the owner of the vineyard because they did not leave him in the lurch inah critic
situation”. So here, focusing too much on a patetiant relationship misses the point of

the story. Linnemann’s concerns do not seem too serious because the laboureleavwgre

not working in a desperate attempt to please their patron. Although harvest woulddrave be

“a frantic race against timé®, these men were working to survive. The first hired labourers

get a wage agreement of one denarius a day but those hired at the third, sixth, ninth and
eleventh hours do not. Linnemann is right to question those who think this relatesng varyi
levels of trust between clientsred first and those hired &tbecause “if the owner had given

them a wage agreement it would have given away the end of the’8tory”

¥7Barclay, W. (1975Yhe Gospel of Matthew: Vol. Edinburgh. The Saint Andrew Press. p.223.
1981 enski, G. E. (1966) p.283.

199Malina, B. J. (1996 he Social World of Jesus and the Gospaimdon. Routledge. p.149.

20 Malina, B. J. and Rohrbaugh, R.([1992) p.125.

21| innemann, E. (1966) p.82.

22Barclay, W. (1975) p.222.
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The wage agreement was for one dersara Roman coin made of silver, quadruple the value
of a bronze sesterces and a twefifth of the gold auret®®” It is generally agreed upon that
one denarius was a standard wage for a day of labour. Tobit 5:14 mentions one ‘drachma’, a
Greek coin of approximately equal value to the Roman denarius, as a fair gangma“lt

was neither generous nor misef’ Whilst most scholars agree that the denarius was
enough for basic survival, Herzog draws attention to the fact that the likes labdayers,

even if they did receive this fair wage, were not guaranteed to receive it aydrgchuse

they were not guaranteed employment everyHayeremiagocuses on the generosity of the
landowner who decided to pay a full day’s psawyfficient to sustain life, evedn the later

hired workers who sat idle most of the &yMalina and Rohrbaugh'’s calculations give a
very precise picture of what the denarius would provide: “Two denarii (see Luke 10:30-35)
would provide 3000 calories for five to seven days or 1800 calories for nine to twelve days
for a family with the equivalent of four adults. Two denarii would provide twenty four days
of bread ration for a poor itinerait®. This sounds quite generous compared to other
scholars’ calculatiorf§8® though not all who considered the denarius a fair daily wage have
specified whether it would cover things like rent, taxes, and dtibressentials. There

seems no reason to think that it was less than one could survive on; this is pivotal for the

purpose of the parable.

After the landowner has agreed with these first workers for a denariuayaks tagain to the
market place at thiird hour. Working days begat dawnwhen it was cooler asay,six

o’clock and lasted until dusk, so aroumelve hours (see M20:11). The third hour,

therefore, was about nine o’clock; the sixth hour was midday and 3thvemarketplace
(dyopd) where the day labourers sought employment was like a labour exéHarge

“modern oriental bazaaf**. Usually a landowner would calculate the number of labourers
needed based on the vineyargeand other such factors before going to hire them but in this
case, the key to understanding the parable rests on contrasting the first airéda

workers*? Here the reader may notice the impracticality of hiring workers so late imyhe d

24Hanson, K. C. and Oakman, D. E. (1998) p.120.
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a strayingaway from typical practice, but thisreshadows the atypical events at the end of
the day and seems to focus more on the plight of those hired last rather than their
usefulnes$™. Similarly there is no need to think the owner has simply miscalculated the

necessary workforce.

The landowner returns to the market pléma times Earlier allegorical interpretations of the
parable have applied meaning to the successive hours and their corresponding groups of
workers. The interpretation that became most popular, upheld by the likes eliseliaked
each new stage dfi¢ day with a period of salvation history. “Thus, as we read in the majority
of texts, at the early hour of the morning it is Adam who is called to the vineyard thitrthe
hour of the day it is Noah, at the sixth hour Abraham and at the ninth we meet.Mbe
eleventh hour, considered to be the last hour of the day, is nearly always equated with the
gmdnpia or the Tapovsio of the Son of God.”?**. Other interpretations link the hours with
stages of divine revelation that correspond to the five human senses. This wdyphel
Hippolytus of Rome and Origéft. Origen also presented the allegory which relates the
hours to stages in human life, that is, representing the different ages at whichnpepple
called to ‘work in the vineyard’. This means that even those who are called to beteChris

in later life will still receive the rewards of the Kingdom of Heai/&All these

interpretations have something theologically ustfiday but | agree with Jeremias in saying
that this emphasis on the first hatftbe parable draws attention away from its conclusion
and thereby misses the pdirit Our reading of the parable so far has shown that the workers
were not actually ‘called’ to their work as such. They were not responding to ationit

that came out of nowhere; they were waiting to be employed out of necessity.

When the owner finds peoplélbwaiting at the later hours the clearly high level of
unemploymentiilustrates the desperation of theituation Jeremias seeks to emphasise the
generosity of the owner by pointing out that he takes pity on the one-hour workers even

though thg spent all day doing nothing but “sit about in the marketplace gossiping till late

B Huffman, N. A. (1978) ‘Atypical Features in the Parables of Jedastnal of Biblical Literature Vol 97.
No2. p.209.
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afternoon” and making excuses about not being fAifedonically, it is an attitude not
dissimilar from that of the firghired workers who grumble against the landowneemthe
lasthired are paid as much as themll‘the labourers came as soon as they were called; and
of those who came last it is expressly stated that they had no previous opportunity of
working”?*°. Besides this, the text describes the later hired wodsssyoc which probably

means ‘idle’ rather than ‘useless’ or ‘la%}"

It was customary for workers to be paid at the end of the day according to the law in
Leviticus 19:13 and Deuteronomy 24:14-15, and because they were probably living hand to
mouth Asthe workers collect their wages, the landowner instruststewardo dispense

the wages to the lakired first and go backwards from there. Verse eight certainly reballs
refrain at Matthewl9:30 and points to it at 20:¥8. Even before the reader has come to the
key issue of the equal payment of a denarius in verse nine, they can see something
meaningful in this reversal of order. Linnemann asserts that the main readus $ovitch is

to ensure that the workers hired at the beginning of the day bear witness to tkeatsapot
asan affront to therff>. Without their objections there is nothing for the owner to respond to.
Remember, the later hired groups were not given a wage agreement likstthieef third,

sixth and ninth hour groups were promised only “whatever is right” (v.4) and the last group

were not promised anything (v.7).

It is natural for the reader to feel sympathy with the-fiistd labourers since the

landowner’s decision does initially seem urffaiThe laterhired have been inotied

amongst those with a business contract; their professional relationship wahdbe/her is
equalised. De Ru is right to observe that the shock comes not from the fact tleapaltar
equally but that the last are paid so md¢hOne is, of course, supposed to be surprised at the
owner’s generosity just as the first-hired labourers were and Jesusissteould have been.
This has to be an atypical occurrence in order for the audience(s) to take notiwethad f

point of the parable to then be revealed. This refutes the explanation for the equaltsaym

218 hid. p.26.
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by Plummer that the value of labour increased throughout the day because timenias r

short and “fresh and vigorous workers would be especially valifable”

To view the payments in this light nothing more than a business transaction with no
extraordinary features deprives the parable of its meaning because iedé¢pewwner of

his generosity. The idea of wages in proportion to labour is difficult to shak8 ofit

ultimately this has nant that the parable has remained surprising and therefore meaningful
for modern audiences. “While Christians in the past have unfairly chasadtdudaism as
dominated by mechanical notions of reward, any religion that makes God a judigavsill
adherats who imagine the last judgement as a weighing of mémd it is quite possible

that, with this parable about equal payment for equal work, Jesus was countdring suc
thinking”??’. The denarius is “a metaphorical unit of value that equalises the wdfRers”

This metaphor for God’s grace seems to transcend the concept of révin@rgdarable does
certainly not kill the idea of reward. It leaves the very idea of wages,dewaemuneration

for work performed entirely on one side and in its preaching of the goodness of Godusoars f

above it?%°

. Whilst the pity taken on the workers by the owner is the key to his generosity, it
is wrong to think of his generosity as being limitless since only enough for astsulosi level
wage is giveft®. Herzog proposes that his generosity is not only limited buendstent. His
theory is based on the premises that the owner does not represent God and that the denarius
was not as fair a daily payment as other scholars believe. The elite langqvavesr

allowed him to explib the desperate labourers and to oppress them further by humiliating and
degrading theri?>. To give only one denarius was insult enough, let alone a fraction of one.
Even without the evidence discussed above that suggests this is not true, weakness in
Herzog's argument is revealed. If a denarius a day was an unfair wage, theni€mphas
shifted away from the order of the payments and the fact that all are paid thd basee.

become irrelevant plot twists and they only encourage the allegoricatgezdhe owner as

God which, Herzog feels, drowns out the voices of the opprédsidhe denarius was

unfair, the reaction to this should have come at verse two. Herzog’s reply to this would

25 plummer, A. (1928) p.273.
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presumably be to emphasise the worker’s lack of bargaining powerdeksperately seeking
work in the marketplace. If the landowner was as prosperous as the evidenstsstigge

he could have paid his work force much more, but | propose that this would have
overshadowed the point of the parable and destroyed what the payment represent. It woul
imply that expecting more than one desenas the firshired do, is acceptabénd that it

will be given.

“Those who insisted that God apply the merit based system are represemed dyldng
workers who expected to receir®re than the one-hour workers; they were operating on the
basis of worldly reality®®*. The reality, however, is that they do receive the agreed upon
wage and, besides, more would not normally be paid except in the case of a previous patr
client relatiorship®. Of course, the complaints of the first-hired are dismissed and their pay
IS not increased, but their complaints must be taken seriously because they provige a voi
within the parable for any other listeners or readers who react to the Lactsores of the

owner. It is their complaining that allows the teaching that God is just and get@imis
revealed®. With discussion of the role of the complaigiworkers comes renewed

discussion abowhether an allegorical reading of the parable is sudiknkor the likes of
Herzog, identifying the firshired labourers with any particular group is impossible because
he will not accept the identification of the owner with God. For him, attempts to dothis ac
merely as a way of hiding the owner’s corruption. “However pervasive tise s

unfairness at the end of the parable might have been , interpreters ignored the waides's

so that the action of the owner could be construed as an example of God’s gracioosisgener
goodness®®. As previouly noted audiences may initially sympathise with the fined
workers but what Herzog proposes here sounds more like a conspiracy. Again, rather than
carefully stripping back the theology of the parable to reveal hidden truth, heogimgrall
theological features and leaving behind something that can no longer be described as a
parable. He everegards the owner’s explanation (v.18) as a sarcastic retort designed to
dishonour and humiliate them furtf&r The explanation is designed to exonerate the owner
but not by degrading the workers, even though the lesson they learn is harsh. FasJeremi

and for Linnemann, the complainers represent opponents of Jesus like the Pharisees whos

23 Huffman, N. A. (1978) p.209.
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criticism was “unjustified, hateful, loveless and unmercftfl"Blomberg accepts that all the
labourers represent all Jews because the vineyard is Israel and waslfagas to identify

the lasthired workers with the tax-collectors and sinners but not with the Géftilghe
allegorical readings, as always, seem to present problems. No allegasypartble is
watertight. The owner’s explanation serves as aiwgrout also as encouragem@fand

these apply to opponents of Jesus but also to his own disciples who must be careful not to
regard themselves as elevated above other belfé\dse events of the parable itself

confirm this since the complainers are ected but not shunned or condemned, although the

command to ‘go’ in v.14 suggests it. They still receive the full wage originalbedg
uporf*2

These firsthired are not made to be last as the refrain (“So the last will be first, andsthe fir
last”) at v16 suggests. Beems faithat this saying refers not to “reversal of order but the
abandonment of every form of orderid§®becausélf all have identical rewards, then all
numerical positions are interchangeabfé There is room here for theological

interpretations that see the various hours worked as symbolic of people who have come to
faith in various times of their life or have enjoyed different levels of ferperhap$®, the

equal payment therefore symbolising their equality in the eyes of Godjelmesial sense this
sounds convincing but Shillington points out that, for the workers, their religious devotion
through Sabbath celebration, which in theory should equalise them with all Jews, did not do
so because they lacked work from which to rest aedn® by which to celebrate:.the

intent of the Sabbath command to equalise the human family is violated by gros$itjmequa
of human life in the stratified social situation in agrarian Palestihierhis is a useful
interpretation, particularly sincehighlights the landowner’s concern for the workers’
spiritual wellbeing, but it may be broadened out to include many other aspectsyofagve

life in agrarian society, not least of all basic survival.

It is this equal payment of a denarius and the utal&isg that it is a sufficierdtaily wage

that lies at the heart of this parable. The landoweaepusly applies this principle tioose
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who have worked shorter hours. “To propose, as Herzog does, that the narrative householder,
far from being a good man, takes oppressive advantage of poor labourers thwartadhe f

force of the parablé*’. Herzog refuses to accept that the landowner represents God, painting
a picture of a corrupt elite figure who seeks only his own advancemestwvas avealthy

man who perhaps could have paid well in excessne denarius to each worker but his

wealth is not a focus of criticism for Jesus in this instance (cf. e.g. Luk6é-22; 16:19-31).

This parable is about the equal payment at the end. The daily denariubddisgity equal

to the ‘daily bread’ of the Lord’s Pray@vit. 6:11; Lk. 11:3).

There are extensive examples throughout the gospels that criticise excesgthg evg.

Mk.10:25 par.) but this is not about having too much, it is about having just enbisgh

essential to ask whether Jesus sought to reform society’s attitude to weadgute that no-

one lived below subsistence level. If we look inside this study at the way Jesstyldifis
portrayed in the models forehNVandering CharismatiesidVirtuoso Religion, we see
suggestions that voluntary poverty and/or common sharing of money and goods were
practices that Jesus and his disciples may have used to ensure sufficienbfrsearisal for
themselves and a detachment from personal(gagMk.6:8-11/Mt.10:9-12/Lk.9:3-5). If the

idea of this was to live by example and promote living modestly and according to asie’s b
needs, then this parable is a strong statement in support of that. No-one should ask for more

than what is fair but noneshould be given less either.

247 |bid. p.97.
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The Parable of the Unjug Steward

The notorious difficulty of this parable means great caution will need to be taken whe
exploring interpretations of it and drawing conclusioe must address certain questions:
Who are the main characters? What roles did they fulfil in their society? Whaatad the
actions of the steward? Why was he callegust’ and was this a fair label? Why was he
praised? It may also help understand Jesus’ social as well as theologaeahsaand aims of
the parable. The boundaries of the parable must be determiisectucial to decide where

the parable proper ends and the following commentary begins.

To decide this, it must be decided who is speaking in v.8a because some question who
KOp1og is, the steward’s master or Jesus himself. Thaughpiog is a common title fodesus
(usually translated as ‘lord’) there is no reason to think it means him hergewsedrefers

to the rich man as his master throughout (vv.3, 5). It would be unusual for Jesus to interrupt
the narrative in this way too (cf. Lk.18:6). Most importantly, the strange behavidwe of t
steward requires a reaction from the rich man to conclude thé%tdrgrse 8a must be the

end of the parable and v.8b onwards is commentary. These verses contextualisibtbe par
within the wider Lucan discourse on wealth and possessions i.e. chapter 16 (and the gospe
generally$*°. Whether v.8a is parable or commentary (and whether Jesus is the speaker) does
nat really affect what seems to be the final judgement on the steward’s actaires;eh

though they were fraudulent and dishonest, a positive lesson about prudent and wise use of
wealth and possessions can still be dran

Having addressed these issues, it is evident that they are not merelytiesroaform and
redaction criticism but have strong implications for the practical/theologicabgesfsthe
parable and what can be learnt about the characters. This in turn will reveabindarabout
the socieeconomic background of the text. The character of the master who, we have
decided, does speak those controversial words in v.8a actually shows us plenty of releva
information in our first encounter with him in v.1-2. He is a landowner; this indicatdghwea

“An estate was a political, and in Roman law a legal, entity referring to rahdraduct

28 Ykpong, J. S. (1996) ‘The Parable of the Shrewd Manager (LukelB§:n Inculturation Biblical
Hermeneutic’. Semeia 73. p.200.

249 Mathewson, D. L. (1995) ‘The Parable of the Unjust Steward (Luke 11¥:1A Reexamination of the
Traditional View in Light of recent ChallengeSETS 38/1. p.33.
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controlled by the elite?®* We also know thatdhemploys a steward to manage this estate

which was common practice amongst landlords who often did not live in the local community
but in nearby citi€S% The parable later reveals that some of the tenants working on the
owner’s estate were indebted to hiaxcessive demands on peasant resources in the form of
taxes, tithes and tolls increased the chance of indebtédh@$® circumstances of the

parable then reveal that this is a powerful man but this is shown explicitly in v.& whic
describes him as mhovctog (‘rich’), a term which is arguably redundant in the light of all this

other informatio®*. The word does carry with it, however, other connotations. Luke has

used it on a number of occasions where the rich person in question is not cast in a favourable
light and is often contrasted with a poor person (e.g. 6:24; 12:16; 14:12; 16:19, 21, 22; 18:23,
25;19:2 and 21:1). “All those depicted as rich in the text are in one form or another excluded
from the redeemed community or disapproved, with the single exception of Zaschae

whose salvation comes when he ceases to be ngtiabisios °>°. This does not reflect Jesus’
view on all rich people as he is connected with rich benefactors elsewher&.81g3) but

the implication of mentioning his wealthy statashat he should be dislikedhe general

feel of the introduction, thplousiosmanabout to dismiss his steward, does suggest he is the
villain of the piece. The largely poor listeners could easily have reached the sam

conclusiorr®,

There is a possibility that the steward was truly guilty of squanderingdstens goods

since he makes no attempt to refute the accusation, but thewfigon, usually referring

to false accusations, suggests otherwise. As Beavis observes, the massseditmei

stewad on the basis of hearsay (v.2) rather than evidence, perhaps a demonstration of the
commonly found hostility between masters and servants in pafablBse sympathy of the
audience, then, would appear to lie with the steward. Beavis is also convinsezirthel’s

role in the household is that of a slave, emphasising this translation of th&odbsd even
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though he is only ever calledikovopoc®®®

. It allows her to really emphasise the sympathy of
the audience though the steward’s fears voiced in v.3 seem enough to do this. In the shortes
space of time he has gone from a position of responsibility, to having his abigat it
doubted, to facing potential loss of all social and economic security, and having to labour,
beg or starve. Freed slaves niifgce similar difficulties, but the steward is dismissed, not
freed or sold, suggesting he is an employee, not a’sfaterzog, on the other hand, places
him within the class of retainéfS. This is consistent with Hendrickx who regards him as
“an estatemanager with considerable legal powéf5and Bailey who notes that not only

the Greek but the Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac and Arabic words for steward@tiatt same
meaning®® This makes sense from a literary point of view to have a main character that i
more identifiable for being neither a rich elite nor a poor peasant. One could sajest
neutral in that he represents nobody and everybody. Oakman suggests that many such
“middle people” appear in parables because Jesus saw in themitaierient to changing
the situation®®® The threat of poverty rather than poverty itself is sometimes a better
reflection of the kind ofdnsion with the elite classes that existed for so many in agrarian
society. It also creates more drama in this narrative and more empathy tewmtaeds

As the first two verses of the parable show, it may be that the steward was athehigh
level of responsibility his profession required since he is accused of wastingdtes’s
possessiondVhat exactly does thatean? Whilst the verb diackopnilwv can simply mean to
‘scatter’ or ‘disperse’, in this context it refers to ‘wasting’ or ‘squeaindy’ of property. It is
used in the same sense in the Parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:13) which sugafetsts “th
steward had spent money extravagantly on self-indulgen@Even this, however, is

slightly vague. Is extravagance a crime? Several scholars have suggestadditattés the
steward’s failure to make enough profit for his master through lack obcaféciency, or
perhaps even through “an innate inability to serve the interests of the rich°mbieither

this nor extravagant spending is explicitly mentioned, so the stewardafwasss “does not
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necessarily involve defrauding his mast&t”In spite of this, the issue of the master’s honour
may be at stake since the rumour about a wasteful or possibly criminaldstewablic
knowledgé®’. As mentioned, the accusation may have been slanderous. The master does not
hesitate in demanding an accounthsd steward’s managemetihough he is trusted to do

this unsupervised). This is not to verify the accusations or negotiate but simply tioetake
account books from him; he is already dismié&dHere 4no50c means to ‘turn in’ or

‘surrender’ and Baliey kelieves that a steward in such circumstances would never be asked to
balance the accounts before leaving. “The master knows that the steward hdkstthe sk

falsify the accounts and thus they are not examined for evidence of his guilt arined€®
Thesteward makes no attempt at protest; it would be pointless against one of much higher
social and economic status than him, especially one so determined. But here iades cha

The master is offering (perhaps knowingly?) an opportunity for the stewagdureshis

future.

Another risk of protesting is the potential for it to look like a confession of §ititmyer

believes the steward’s silence actually does confirm his’§liilthich means the titléSucioc
(‘'unjust’) can be applied to him from the beginning, not only aitrvlght of his action with

the debtors in vv.5- If he is capable of these unjust acts, the original charge against him may
not be unfounded®. Beavis argues for the innocence of the steward as she draws a parallel
between the pabde and the servant/master relationships portrayed in the Aesopic and
Plautine literatur€? but Greene believes the parallel is weak because Aesop is clearly honest
whereas the steward may notBeBeavis is also amongst those who translatklethé as

‘falsely accused’ but it is important to note that the term may apply to just accusatiegls a
(e.g. Dan.3:8). If the steward was falsely accused, it means the titlet"ampkes solely to

his actions in vv.5-7 which makes the master’s praise in v.8a all the more confusing. Landr
and May hold the opinion that the steward was guilty of extravagance ratherféilaneato

make a profit which is more consistent with the fact that he is later commendedufmnged
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the master’s profit€”. “His crime migh best be described as misappropriation of funds,
much as a modern executive with a budget at his/her discretion might illpzthyl SOMme of
these funds on personal itefiS’ So whilst his act may not have bestally wicked,this act
was still potentidly damaging to the master’'s honour and business. As far as the narrative
goes, there is an extent to which it makes no difference whether the stewauiltyasf his
original crime or not. For the story to make any sense, what matters aretshtedtee was
accused and his master acted on those accusations by dismissing him. Asheaetivedence
that there is an accusation for which no defence or denial is offered, | anedntdibelieve
also that the steward’s guilt makes sense in the lightoddhclusion in v.8a. If we agree

that the master gives praise for the steward’s prudent use of wealth, it pranidppropriate
contrast to his previous use of it. His later prudence outweighs his earliefulveeste. A

false accusation serves no pwspdother than, perhaps, to create sympathy for the steward)
whereas this means a lesson can be taught. The problem still remains that batfi¢hd w
act and the prudent act were dishonest but one was punished and the other commended. Our

discussion of v.8 will deal with this and the other issues involved.

For now, the steward faces the harsh reality of his dismissal and this, as wegyevi

touched upon, meant a separation from the network that support&d ierzog envisions a
very bleak future for the steward whose only options are the common activitigs of da
labourers, digging and beggf{§ He knows he is unqualified for hard physical labour.
Having come from a position olativeprivilege, his inability to adapt to his new lifestyle

will mean“a death sentence that has nothing to do with his refusal to accept honestvork”
He mentions shame irelation to begging but not digging though it might be fair to assume it
applies here too. He has to at least consider these options, given the desparagtarices.
Perhaps this ashamedness of begging comes from a feeling of hypocrisy gipevitus
extravagance, a point which seespgculativauntil one considers his reduction of the debts

in vv.6-7. Perhaps his pride is simply an “attitude problem” he doesn’t have time tosaddres
as de Silva putsif®. This wording is harsh but I think de Silatiying to illustrate how
unorthodox the steward’s chosen plan of action is after considering the more obvious. choice

His motives are not based either on maintaining honour or merely surviving. Thegede ba
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on both because the two are directly relatéel explains in v.4 that his aim is to regain a
network of friends, which will restore honour and the likelihood of employment. It is a
“public relations strategy®. His strategy is to reduce the debts of the tenants, that is, to “act
in solidarity with hem in the expectation that they would respond in solidarity with him
when he is dismissetf’. To create this relationship of reciprocity with them means they are
then indebted to him. It is an extreme measure, but it is a gamble that will at least ensure
solidarity with the farmers even if it does not impress the m&st&¥hilst feelings of guilt

may have motivated him to reduce the debts, his primary concern is with seli+gtiese

“Neither altruistic nor vengeful, he is simply concerned with his ownrig” %3

But who were these people whose debt was being reduced? Most scholars adreg that t
were tenant farmers who owed land rent to the owner. Malina & Rohrif4agid

HendrickX® agree that their rent was paid from a fixed amount of the crop as opposed to
percentage as Herzog belie$¥sHe also holds the position, however, that they are not
tenants but merchants, employed to sell goods on behalf of the steward for whom tte harve
is too large to transport and $&{l Jeremias agrees that they are “wholesale merchants, who
have given promissory notes for goods receif®dThis, as well as the fact that they are
literate, suggests the debtors are not peasants but to view the debtors as of totahigh a s
takes away from the importance of the debt relief. The parable makes more Jesse dire

poor tenant farmers. Debt was a method by which the rich ensure thed/staytich by

keeping the poor poor. It was a vicious circle that was difficult to break froetdigse of

bad harvests or unusual derdaror tribute, taxes or tithes, already marginal peasant families
would fall into debt. Then failure to pay the debt would lead to one or more family members

becoming debt slaves, and finally to loss of laffd.”
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The amounts the steward removed from the debts must have been enough to make a
significant difference to these people, so how much exactly was it? Calnalay a number

of scholars agree that one hundred measures of oil is equivalent to between eighe and ni
hundred gallons, and one hundred measures of wheat is equivalent to one thousand bushels.
Different Bible translations use either of these. Whilst scholars chooseety\airnways of
expressing these measurements, perhaps in terms of the number of olive treeses bec

land (e.g. Hedrickx*®9), they all come to the conclusion the amount removed from both bills
was worth approximately five hundred denarii (e.g. Manson, who consults the Mishnah on
the price of whe&t?). The percentages of the reductions vary (oil by 50% and wheat by 20%)

because oil is a more expensive cash Tfop

There has been much debate over what the reductions actually consisted of. We#®It a po

of the principal debt, part or all of the interest, or was it the steward’s owit?pFfbk answer

to this affects theeading of the unusual events in v.8a since it affects what financial impact it
would have had on the master. Fitzmyer is of the opinion that there was no negativalfinanci
impact on the master because the steward only removed what he would have earned from the
transactions, in the hope that this personal sacrifice would win favour with the deidors
local®>. This may have gone some way towards making amends for his previous
wastefulness”. Bailey cites the work of Margaret Gibson who suggested that landowners
commonly allowed their stewards to take a ‘cut’ of up to 399 his implies the master

knew about the steward’s generous commission which brings an unnecessarily negative
element to his character, an argument that ®aays “will need substantiglipport®®. It

over simplifies the story dramatically to understand the steward/master tiote s a
‘hero’/'villain’ clash, which is what Ukpong seems to impose upon it. He views the
reduction, not as a removal of the steward’s cut, nor as an attempt to defraud éndoutast
more as an exercise of the steward’s legitimate poWdthe master’s only reason, therefore,
for calling the steward ‘unjust’ is that he does not feel the debtors werecetditlee

reductions, thus highlighting him as a villairmadvocate of an exploitative systémn
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Greene is correct in calling the debtors’ legal entitiement to reductions “quasgat best”

and pointing out the lack of foundation in the text for a master who is an “exploitative power-
monger?®®. There is no sese of revenge in what the steward does to the master which is
what Beavis suggests with her comparison with the stories of Aesop. She desttsvtre

as a trickster who cleverly turns the tables on his master by “doing exaeiiyhe/kvas fired

for: mishandling his master’s affairs to the benefit of the debi@tsThis disagrees with

what the steward appears to have been dismissed for as well as misunderstanding the

subsequent events.

The second element that comes out of the poadeby Gibson is tk size of the ‘cut’ the
steward could take. We know that he reduced the debts by 50% and 20% but it seems
unreasonable that a steward would be able to get away with charging so muabtbgtra
enraging the debtors and making himself very unwelcome ashtreni®’. Scholars agree

that stewards often received additions to contracts that were considered hendurthliese
were unofficial token gestures that were not included on the written contractethes

(e.g. Malina & Rohrbaugh?. If this was the cge then it is very unlikely that this is what

was removed from the contracts, since it would not have appeared on them in thackrst pl
In terms of the steward’s motivation, this gesture would be aimed more tawgm@ssing

the debtors and the locasidents since it would not affect the finances of the master. It may
be more likely, then, that the official interest (or part of it) was being rednginee this did
appear on the contracts and did belong to the master. According to scripture, thegabfargi
interest was forbidden (see Exod. 2225-Lev. 25:3638; Deut. 15:7-11; 23:19-20 and the
Mishnah) but “the pressures created by commercialisation and monetisatiged tiae

nature of the economy of Palestine. Inevitably, the wealthy found waysige interest

under other guises’® So the fact that interest was illegally charged has meant some scholars
interpret the reductions on the contracts as an attempt to do what was legally alhd mor
right in the eyes of God. This gives one explanation for praising the steward in v.8 @ad, as
Silva points out, is consistent with Luke’s discourse on wealth in this chapter andsuish Je
teaching on lending elsewhere in the gospel such as 6384-Bhis is not, however, the

reason the master gives for praising him and does not appear to be his motivation. He has
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already expressed his concern for his own future (v.4) so this can only be seattsfa
selfpreservation. “The steward’s actions make his master appear generous,leharithb
law-abiding™®. Since what the reductions will metor the steward (and perhaps what they
teach about usury) rather than what they actually consist of is the key issui isdair to
consider the question redundant. The text itself does not explicitly say wheshieit

principle, interest or his commission. It may have been any or all of these beattien of

the master who then calls the steward ‘unjust’ implies that some of the masterisomew

was lost in the transaction. The amounts, that are both to the value of 500 denarii, possibly
suwggest little thought was put into calculating the correct percentage for elaici dis may
only have been an indication of the steward’s F3&tBerhaps he chose this number because
he deemed it enough to make an impression on the master, the debtbeslandls.
Problematically, this also is speculative since the text gives no explicit indication

There is also an element of speculation involved in interpreting v.8a. This s\gprisi
conclusion to the parable proper (v.8b-13 being considered cormyéetre) is by far the
most confusing part. Why was the steward praised by his master whilst demgd¢o as
aowkiog (‘unjust’)? To characterise him thus, implies a form of immoral action but it is not

certain whether this refers to his dealings wiité debtors or to his previous wastefulness of
his master’s possessions. It may, of course, refer to both. A number of scholars blagé tou
upon the idea that the master, whilst not condoning the steward’s method, acknowledges the
scheme’s cleverness agflectiveness (e.g. Blombefyj). For Beavis this supports her
comparison with the motif of the slave who outsmarts his master in Mediterranean
folklore®®® which is consistent with the theme despite specific flaws. Manson sums up the
point most effectively whilsteferring to the discussion of who praises the stewsvtiether

it is the employer or Jesus that speaks, we must take the purport of the speechhis a’
fraud; but it is a most ingenious fraud. The steward is a rascal; but he is a wynderiar

rascal.”3%°

In terms of the master’s own interests, he may call the steward unjust bleedasegiven
away money that was not his. On the other hand, he is praised, which suggests the master did

not suffer a great monetary loss. The reduction may not have included any ohtiygapri
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debt, and even if it did, the large numbers involved suggest the master was able to afford
these losses anyway. This is to take a less extreme view than Ukpong who thinkstire
genuinely considers the debt eflto have been an unjust and illegal use of his mfdsor
Ukpong, the debt relief was a protest about the exploitative system uphelabyestibers

of society and the master’s praise was an acknowledgment of this &fitieinteresting

as Ukpong’s comparison with the economic values of traditional African societyeading
that glorifies the steward and demonises the master lacks evitfehtzeis not portrayed as a
tyrant but, on the other hand, it is unlikely that he suddenly chooses totheagteward for
bringing their neglect of the usury laws and the plight of the poor to his attention. The
steward had personal motives and so did the master. The debt relief is pithigdsocause it

reflects positively on the master.

The hearer/reader knows the steward’s motive wagpsetervation, as he admits in v.4, but
the path to his own salvation lies in benefitting the master in some way. The dept relief
which puts the master in a favourable light, is certainly not a selflessgéstthe stward

and the notion touched upon by Landry & May that the master was unaware or chdeno
about the steward’s motive is very unlik&fy He is praised for his ‘prudence’, not his
kindness. It is fair to deduce that the master did not know the stewbkd'aril after he had
carried it out, but the debtors would probably assume that the steward was making the
reductions at the request of his boss. The master is now faced with the options afigccepti
the reductions and enjoying the honour this bringsdricorrecting the contracts again and
sacrificing that honouas well as his steward@he long term benefit of his new status
outweighs his short term monetary loss. His apparent kindness and generosity rhearave
him more than popularityHis stewarchas initiated a new kind of relationship with him and
them, that is, a new kind of indebtedness. The debtors now owe the master and therefore the
master owes the steward. “Given the crucial importance of reciprocal atntigratihe

culture, the despemmanager has indeed won friends for hims&ff¥When examining the
issues of honour and shame within the text it is important to recognise that they are
background issues only. Both Mathew&Brand Greene criticise the reading of the parable

by Kloppenborg who interprets the motivations of the master and steward as begng mo
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honour-based than money or survival-based. “The issue of threatened honour may be on the
periphery, but it certainly is not the explicit focus of the stated t&&tf"it were, the

accanpanying commentary would focus oftit The lack of explicit mention incates that

these socidlactors would have been self-evident to Jesus and his hearers and would,

therefore, have spoiled the story if spelled®But

It is not explicitly mentioned bwe can assume the steward’s position is now safe. Perhaps
this, rather than seeking alternative employment (or worse), was his alongft'a He has

not only escaped a dangerous situation but has done so in such a way that will ensure long
term survival through his diligent and single-minded attention to the demands of the
hour”®?°. His willingness to risk everythin@r seem tohas impressed the master. His
previous wastefulness with wealth threw his future into uncertainty, wherdasehis

prudence sexed it. “In this interpretation the full eschatological nuance of the adverb
phronimaos is thus brought out, for the Christian situation is one dominated by a need for
decisive action. ¥ So here we see the double meaning coming from the word ppovipog of
‘prudence’ in the sense of securing one’s future financially and in terms oicalveat
eschatological reading shows that in the impending crisis of the coming Kiridytamn's

only option is to entrust everything to the unfailing mercy of his generous masiecha can

be confident, will accept to pay the price for man’s salvaffonin such a reading the master

represents Godffering a merciful chance at redemption.

Some advocates of this interpretation (Ireland cites e.g. Loisyddidve seen the general
message of the parable about preparation now for assurance of a place in the Kingdom of
God later in vv.1-7 only. As previously argued, v.8a at least must be included in the main
body of the parable in order for it to be properly concluded by tetaris (not Jesus’)

reaction. The last verses are sometimes considered to be later Lucan sithiiioafocus
interpretation of the parable on the issues of prudent use of wealth. Irelandeaso cit
Jeremia¥*who stresses the eschatological context and content of the parable and believes
vv.8b-13 to be later additions about proper use of possessions but does not see this as an
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introduction of a totally foreign element. | agree that the parable need ngidbe divided

between an eschatological and a monetary reading, and | think Jeremiasastomay that
vv.8b-13 reflects the later Christian community’s attempt to apply the eschatologszai les

of the parable i@ more specific practical way. The resulting message of this connection is
that one must ensure one’s future in the Kingdom of God by being prudent with what one has
in one’s worldly environment. Presumably, then, this can be broadened out to promote
prudence and wisdom in all aspects of life in preparation for the Kingdom of God. Greene
who takes an existential view on the parable, captures this‘ideaparable, in effect,

creates a scenario which need not be tied exclusively to specific cultural beandad

which may be read as both question and challenge. That is, in the e crisis, every

reader is compelled to decide the type of existence worthy of being pres&rved.”

This story is about a rich man whose honour may be threatened when he hears hostile
rumours about his steward. Accused of being wasteful with his nseptesessions, the
steward is dismissed and asked to surrender his account books. Faced with the prospect of
dishonour, destitution and death, the steward seeks a way of securing himself within a ne
social network of protection. Before anyone has found out he has been stripped of his
responsibility as steward, he reduces the amounts on the contracts of someastéi's m
debtors. The amounts are generous enough to secure friendship with the debtorsobecause
the culturés obligation of reciprocity. Thegre also enough to cast the steward’s master in a
very positive light, his monetary loss being compensated by his honourable gaine Erespi
steward’s devious methods, the master has to accept the successful outcomewhtiésst

prudence and praises it accordingly.

So we now realise that the steward is not rewarded in spite of being a vicroungakrThe

‘Unjust’ title seems more to “define the sphere in which the steward has beatirapés®, a
comment that is clarified by noting the use of thme wordidwciog for the steward in v.8

and mammon in v.9. It is not the first time Jesus has told a parable that has a confusing
outcome with the favourable treatment of someone who appears to have acted wgongly e.
The Prodigal Son. The wisdom and forethought of the steward is commended by both the
monetary and eschatological interpretations. If the parable was making alpminthe

prudent use of wealth and possessions only, it could have been made in a more concise and
effective way. Nonethelessig the principle aim of the parable, hence the inclusion of
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familiar themes relating to the relationship between rich and poor such as demiagtbeis
described as a rich man, illustrating the contrast between him and his debtorewéind, st
occupyirg a middle position, and in this case playing a Robin Hikedrole, redistributes
wealth from rich to poor making the situation better for all including hirffSelf

For those who see vv.8b-13 as later additions that usurp the original meaning, they may be
comforted by the reminder that teachings on wealth and possessions are oftaegrese
overlapping with or expanding on teachings of the Kingdom. Jesus clearly sawga stron
connection between the two since to worship unrighteous mammon was to shun God, but
having the right attitude to wealth can gain one a place in the Kingdom. My iatEstey

into the Rich Man (Mk.10:131) and the Call Narratives especially explore this and may be

explained further with help from social models that deal with Jesus’ unorthodoylédifest
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The Rich Man

In Mark’s recording of Jesus’ encounter with the rich man (10:17-22) and the subsequent
discussion with his disciples (10:23-31) there arises a common question of Jesusirstance
the wealthy and to what extemtalth stood in the way of salvation. Beyond this, the incident
raises the question whether Jesus’ command to the rich man to renounce all he haal and gi
to the poor should apply to everyone and what impact such a teaching would have on an
understandin@f Jesus, if appropriatas a socialeformer.

At the outset, little is known about the person encountered in W21Whereas Matthew
depicts someone ‘young’ and Luke depicts ‘a ruler’ approaching Jesus, Mark infroduce
simply ‘a man’. Verse 20 may suegf the man was well past his ‘youltf’ andsince the

detail that he was a ruler, perhaps of a local council or ¥3uigt absent so nothing is learned
of his role within society until later when his great possessions are pointed out QGl2Re
(citing Rhoads, Dewey and Michie) observes that this man, in consistency with four other
minor Markan charactef&® runs up to Jesus and genuflects before him and is presented
favourably, but later his wealth throws his favourability into questfoerse 17 doeat

least portray a man of unquestionable faith. He genuinely believes Jesus wihdawnswer

to his question, but does his enthusiastic greeting hide an underhand method of getting his
answer? The social conventions of reciprocity and challepgstecould mean the flattering
address ‘Good Teacher’ should be understood as a positive challenge requiritigex posi
response from Jesus in order to maintain the honour of both parties. “In a limited good
society, compliments indicate aggression; they iampfiaccuse a person of rising above the
rest of one’s fellows at their expense. Compliments conceal envy, not unlikel tgee'3?
Before explaining this, Malina and Rohrbaugh already pointed out that the man was not “
hostile questioner®®like the Plarisees in 10:2 so his behaviour to Jesus in v.17 cannot be
described as ‘aggressive’, but Jesus seems to respond as if it was. Amgehadised is

warded off with another question and any envy is deflected with the saying “Ns goed
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31 Clarke, A.D. (2009) “Do Not Judge Who Is Worthy and Unworthy’: Clement’snivig Not to Speculate
About the Rich Young Man’s Response (Mark 1031§." JSNT. 31. pp.4467.
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but God alone” (v.18). This serves to correct the man’s slightly misguided (notsiggyes

approach.

As Jesus begins quoting commandments from the Decalogue, he includes a foreghaflow
what is to come. His inclusion of the otherwise absent commandment, ‘Do not defraud’
(which stands out for not being part of the Decalogue) “is our first indication that nareh m
is being discussed in this story than the personal failure of this one man: judgebenyi
passed upon the wealthy clag&"Mark’s inclusion of the exér commandment seems to be
authentic since it is absent from the original feorn Matthew and Luke and because it is
particularly appropriate for a passage concerned with wealth. The Greek \@rb use
amootepév, means ‘to defraud’ or ‘to deprive’ usedtite LXX and the New Testament in
reference particularly to keeping back the wages of a hireling or refigsreturn money or
goods deposited with another for safekeepihdt is understandable then, how many
scholars regard this addition as a variant or replacement of either the eiglitlor terith
commandments. Since Jesus includes “Do not steal” and “Do not bear false wiirfess” i
own list it seems fair to side with those who consider this to be in place of the lastagai
covetousness. The implication, however, is that this man has displayed covetous behaviour
and gained his wealth by unlawful means. Malina and Rohrbaugh suggest there irno fair
implication about a rich man: “Profit making and the acquisition of wealth were
automatically assuad to be the result of exhortation or fraud, and the notion of an honest
rich man was a firstentury oxymoron *¥® If this was the case, the way the commandments
were quoted was tailored to suit who they were aimed at. They are quoted cagbaily

“legalistic pedantry®®’

and, as is commonly observed, it is those concerning human
relationships that are included. There is no explicit evidence presented thahthadna
committed any wrong doing. Indeed he claims to have followed the commandmenkssfrom
youth (v.20). The inclusion of ‘Do not defraud’ still acts as a warning againsttipaions
that come from wealth and power and anticipates the teaching on earthly wea#thidhat

come® even to the point of suggesting that a refusal to obey Jesus’ command in v.21 is a
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refusal to obey ‘Do not defraud’, as though the poor to whom he does not give (his own

employees, perhaps) are being defradtfed

Verse 21 does away with any subtlety as Jesus comes to his point. He wants thganan t

sell his possesens, give the proceeds to the poor and follow him, but the apparent simplicity
of these commands hides the challenging level of commitmikich Jesus demands. Jesus’
conversation wittheman so far has revealed some potential, but potential limitedeby th
man’s attachment to his possessions and the conventional understanding of goodness to
which they have bound hifff. Another interpretation is that wealth and possessions can steal
focus from God (Mt.6:24). Is the renunciation of property a requiremefulfaliscipleship

then? There is little question over whether this is what Jesus was offeringpheand

‘follow me’ could automatically be understood as a call to permanent discipt&shi
Discipleship to Jesus involved a drastic change in lifestyiee#int leaving a fixed abode,

which meant leaving the safety of the household, which meant leaving aside certai
observances of family piety too (cf. Mt.8:22; 19:¥3)} yet more challenges to (moral as

well as social) convention. It meant this man would be “depriving himself of sban@es on
which he has come to rely for status, security, interest and enjoyment amlifeeplacing

them with faith in God as his sole provitfér Seeing as this is what the other travelling
disciples have done (see v.283éems fair to agree that “discipleship to Jesus and sacrificial
renunciation inevitably go hand in hafif’but it is also fair to agree that “the giving up of
one’s possessions is not a prerequisite for disciple¥Ririd that ‘treasure in heaven’

cannot be guaranteed by it. Why else would Jesus bother to remind him of the sole goodness
of God and the other commandments? In this man’s case, it appears his attachraent to hi

wealth holds him back more than the wealthlits

¥39Gundry, R. H. (1993Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the CroSsand Rapids. Eerdmans. p.554.
30Branscomb, B. H. (1941). pp.183

%1Hengel, M. (1981) The Charismatic Leader and his followers. Edjhbdr & T Clark. p.53. Also,
Schnackenburg, R. (1965he Moral Teaching of the New Testamé&windon. Burns & Oates. p.43.

342 Theissen, G. ‘The Wandering Radicals: Light Shed by tléofmgy of Literature on the Early Transmission
of Jesus Sayings’ in Horrell, D. G. ed. (19%)ciatScientific Approaches to New Testament Interpretation
Edinburgh. T & T Clark. p.100.

343 Nineham, D. E. (19633aint Mark London SCM Press Ltd. p.271.

344 Anderson, H. (1976)he Gospel of Mark_ondon. Oliphants. p.249.

3> Schweizer, E. (1971) p.212. See also, Capper, B. J. (2001) ‘Two Types of BisigipteEarly Christianity.’
Journal of Theological Studies 52. pp.1183.

82



For now, there is little question over that attachment. The man’s reaction toclerusands
reveals both that and, finally, the size of his fortune. He is shocked, and the end of his
exchange with Jesus gives a shock to the audience too, fenthissiastic, lavabiding man

whom Jesus loved, now goes away sorrowful. Nowhere else in Mark is Jesus describe
‘loving’ someone (cf. John 11:5; 13:23), and here it highlights a poignant contrast as we learn
that though Jesus loved the man, the man loved his possessions. Luke’s choice of language
makes the impact all the more forceful. His man is “neptlvmog” (very sorrowful) rather than

merely “Avmovpevog” (sorrowful) because he was “mAovciog cpodpa” (extremely

wealthy**®. Matthew and Mark use a milderjactive “mroAia’” (much/many) to describe his
possessions, but they include the noun “xktnuata” which can relate specifically to landed

property so perhaps the man was also reluctant to leave his great estatedudtaisce is

clearly a sign of attachmetu his wealth but may also be a sign that “the barb has stuck”,
leaving hope for potential future repentatiéelt has to be acknowledged that Jesus does not
receive an explicit refusal of his offer. The man goes away perhaps, Clarke obguefully,

to sell his possessions in readiness of becoming a di¥€iptelight of the teachings that

follow, particularly vv.23-25 which emphasise how much wealth obstructs entry into the
Kingdom of God, it makes more sense and is therefore more likely that thHeasrajected

the call.

It looks as though the man, although he was its inspiration, is absent for the following
discourse (in Luke 18:23-24 he appears to stay and listen), and dassedament the

difficulty of the rich to enter the Kingdom of God (v.23, 25). Best observes how Mark has
arranged the sections of these passages to move from the specific exampleesltne w
figure, to a general teaching on rich people, to an even more general teactieglidiculty

of discipleship for all Christiari&’. Jesus seems genuinely sorry at the outcome of this
encounter rather than reggul. Pity for the man should not be given on the basis of how hard
it is dealing with the temptation of wealth, thodghThis would bea rather alien concept in

the face of Jewisteaching, which has traditionally portrayed wealth as a sign of God’s

38 Kim, K-J. (1998)Stewardshimnd Aimsgiving in Luke’s Theologgheffield. Sheffield Academic Press.
p.191.

37 Cranfield, C. E. B. (1963). p.331.

38 Clarke, A. D. (2009). p.462.

39 Best, E. (1981Following Jesus: Discipleship in the Gospel of Mal8NT Supplement Series 4. Sheffield.
JSNT Press. p.11112.

¥0¢f. Cranfield, C. E. (1963) p.331.
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blessing®!, thus explaining the amazed reaction of the disciples in v.24. Even more shocking
is the memorable proverb in v.25 which declares “It is easier for a camel to gghhihesu

eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the Kingdom of God”. All the more ai#enor

and impressive for being a bizarre contrast of the largest animal in Palestitie @mallest
imaginable aperture, the camel could have been chosen, Gundry observesgoitatson

as a beast of burd&i. What better illustration of a person encumbered by their many
possessions which prevents their entry to the Kingdom of God? This observation supports the
argument against the medieval theory of there being a small gate in Jerasatenvall just

big enough to accommodate a laden cadgémpts to diminish the intended hyperbole of

the saying or simply explain it away are usually dismissed. Myers crititisesfor robbing

the metaphor of its “classitical power”3>

and this raises the question of whether Jesus
intended to statthat it isimpossiblefor the rich to enter the Kingdom of God or just very

veryimprobable

Witherington reads v.25 as saying that no amount of strenuous human effort can ensure
salvatiori®®. Verse 27 supports this as does the rest of the passage which, if we agree with
Clarke, universalises the teaching on wealth to show how hard it is for everyentertthe
Kingdom of God, not just the riéfr. Other scholars take a much lesgfeing approach to
v.25, saying the violent contrast between camel and needle’s eye illuisingigestionably

that salvation for the rich is absurd, impossible and even unthifRaAlee conversation

with the man has already revealed someone whose veddth them back in spite of being
otherwise faithful and law-abiding, which Crossley believes is confiomdkiat “Jesus

damned the rick®’. It may even be that the rich damn themselves if Horsleyksktween

Mk. 10:23, 25 and Mt.6:24/Lk.16:13 is upheld. For him, just being rich means one master,

‘unrighteous mammon’, has been chosen over another*&tfdve also agree that the rich

®1E.g. Job 1:10; 42:10; Ps. 12@1lsa. 3:10 etc. Cf. Deut. 15T1; Prov. 22:223 where it is the poor who
should be pitied and protected.

%2 Gundry, R. H. (1993) p.556.

3 Myers, C. (2008). p.275.

#4witherington 111, B. (2001)The Gospel of Mark: A SocRhetorical CommentanGrand Rapids. Eerdmans.
p.284.

35 Clarke, A. D. (2009). p.454.

$0E.g. Lane, W. L. (1974)he Gospel of Matk_ondon. Marshall, Morgan & Scott. p.369undry, R. H.
(1993) p.556; McDermott, J. M. (2008) p.324.

%7 Crossley, J. G. (2005) ‘The Damned Rich (Mark 1681Y. The Expository Times. 116. pp.3¢01.
*8Horsley, R. A. (1993)esus and the Spiral of Violence: Popular Jewish Resistance in Roafestine
Minneapolis. Fortress Press. p.248.
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always gained their wealth from impoverishing peasant prodiicetss would make sense

of Jesus’ inclusion of the commandment, ‘Do not defraud’.

Even if Jesus does not speak with the force understood by the likes of Crossley, #ak amaz
reaction of the disciples reflects some potential fear about the way the teafetsythem.
Branscomb may be right in identifying a reflection of early church concems28-30.
“Exclusion from synagogue and civic affairs and separation from members ofaméis

were common experiences. The saying [vv.29-30] states the reward whiethalvsuld
receive.®®® The sentiment is the samether set in the community of Jesus or Mark as
Jesus refers to the “persecutions” the disciples may expect, a warningesurnsith Mark’s
portrayal of discipleship in terms of the cross and also serving to removeragydaf straight
forward reward ér discipleshig®’. Indeed the list of things sacrificed (v.29) shows the
disciples have put themselves in the path of genuine danger by leaving behind thia#tings
form the very basis of survival and existence: family, home and3¥ndssus promises,
however, that these things will be rewarded back in this life a hundredfold in the form of a
new spiritual family, and the hospitality they can hope to receive on misglaise form

part of what replaces the list of sacrifices. Myers says: “the soaielién of the text is to
legitimate the practice @ommunisrhas he identifies the gendegual, childfriendly
“reconstituted” kinship structure (cf. Mk.3:38% This description of what is to be expected
for followers of Jesus supports those who believe the refrain in v.31 is directed margstow
the disciples than the ricf. If they move away from real family, home and land and accept
the new position within their “reconstituted” spiritual family in the presgat then they are

the ones who can expdotbecome ‘first’ in an eschatological reversal of fortunes.

It may be worth asking whether those who are to come ‘last’ are actuallgleadhom the
Kingdom of God entirely (as Crossley believes they are) because ‘ladetband ‘never to

enter’ ®und like very different things. If the ‘last’ includes those with greaitivea

possessions or power then how are figures like Joseph of Arimathea (15:43) to be
understood? There is not enough evidence to support Crossley’s total damnation of the rich,
despite Jesus being generally critical of those with money. The majorityegétes think he

did not ask for the universal renunciation of wealth or believe that money was inherently

39 bid. p.249.

30 Branscomb, B. H. (1941) p.184.

%1lBest, E. (1981). p.114.

%2\itherington 11, B. (2001). p.284.

33 Myers, C. (2008). p.276.

%4Best, E. (1981), pp.113; Cranfield, (1963), p.334.
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evil®®® “Mark is not making poverty a special virtu®*The gospels genetgldo not

portray Jesus as being destitute; he was often the guest ofta-deelhost and some of his
behaviour brought accusations of gluttony (Mt.11:19; Lk.7:34) etc. He placed lijplessm

on the importance of possessions (e.g. Mt.5:40/Lk.6:29) but thought everyone was entitled to
the minimum basics of survival (e.g. Mt.6:11/Lk.11:3; Mt.20:1-16). Clarke’s examination of
Clement of Alexandria’s text ‘Who is the Rich Man that Shall be Saved?’ rebhadals

Clement saw no point in voluntary poverty when one’s wealth could be put to use helping the
needy although he eventually deems the rich man in Mark 10 unworthy because of his
inability to answer Jesus’ calf. This is consistent with the common view held that the rich
man’s case was special in some Wdye, but not all rich people, was asked to renounce his
wealth. It may have been that the early part of their meeting showed Jeshe thant

needed to abandon his reliance on riches and rely solely of1%3@d perhaps the addition

of the commandmenDo not defraud’ and that he may have had great estates (ktnuata) hints

at the man’s unlawful acquisition of his wealth meaning it was this, not the wedlthlize

would prevent entry to the Kingdom. He is being held up as an example because “lgs belon
to the class that benefitted from the present social, economic, political, amlselig

structures under Roman rufé®and therefore he represents those for whom wealth has
become a great attachmelitwas not important that he give up his possessions as such, but
Jesus tested him to see if he could and he failed. The dialogue with the discifi@tothat

shows that renunciation applies to more than wealth; it applies to families andages|it

W 0

is a “social renunciatiori’® of all the other aspectf worldly living that can become points

of attachment greater than God

Jesus had been a witness to the danger of this his whole life. Fiensy arguassfarflsan

status (see Mk.6:3) which would have brought him into contact with both urban rich and rural
peasantry (though representing neither group specifically), allowingohomild up his social
circle before the start of his ministfy. Crossley thinks Jesus would have been witness to the

urbanisation projects in Galilee (the rebuilding of Sepphoris and the founding aa$)ber

35E g. AndersonH. (1976), p.252.

36 schweizer, E. (1971), p.215.

%7 Clarke, A. D. (2009), p.451.

%8 ane, W. L. (1974), p.367.

39 Kaylor, R. D. (1994), p.190.

370 Stegemann, E. W. & Stegemann, W. (1998¢ Jesus Movement: A Social History of Its First Century.
Edinburgh T & T Clark. p.201.

3"l Fiensy, D. (1999) ‘Leaders of Mass Movements and the Leader of the Jeses&ht’ JSNT Vol.21. pp.3
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during his youth and the parasitic relationship between urban and rural environmeht woul
have increased pressure on the peasantry, cultivated Jesus’ hostilityttoaméealltimately
contributed to the emergence of his movenfénklis teachings on wealth grew out of his
appreciation of non-elite experience and generally his strong social visiarouesled in

the strong group orientation of his Mediterranean wétlut did he actually advocate social
change? Many schogrwhilst acknowledging Jesus’ awareness of his soalitical

context, would never characterise him as any kind of social revolutihbaecause this

might detract from his primary religious purpoge Grant observes there is “no trace of

social teachig or doctrine” in the words of Jesus “for there will be no recognisable social
structure®®in the Kingdom of God. This is unconvincing on two counts. As much as Jesus’
teaching was always religiously motivated, he desired to change the way avehfibvetry

were thought of (notice the shock of the disciples in vv.24, 26), as well as a desire to promote
love for God above love for unrighteous mamniieh.6:24; Lk.16:13) As for the Kingdom,

a social structure is actually what provides a model for it. ltssgne radically different to

the one familiar to the followers of Jesus. God will now be the head of the familypegery
else will fulfil the role of brother, sister, child and neighbour. God will act asmp#o

everyone, overseeing the reciprocaleggnent of the covenant. Jesus sought to establish this
very thing in the form of fictive kinshi{3® and there is evidence of a community of goods in
the early Christian Church. It is as if Jesus wanted to make the present wikddlas

Kingdom of God as possible in advance, in anticipation of its arRedlistically, of course,

it would be untenable for all people to renounce all they had and live like disciples. This
would make Jesus’ movement’s lifestyle and relationship with the wider conyniesst
meaningful. They had to stand out as extreme examples of hosoolidive without strong
attachments to possessions etc., although of course they acknowledged thgyrdcessi
money for going about one’s daily life (Mt.20:1-16; Mk.12:17). Jesus as a refornher in t
sense of one who genuinely believes society can be madéweith regard to wealth is

neither evident in the gospels nor realistic as an expectation. Reforniindesttowards

wealth and refocusing people’s minds on God rather than mammon is much more achievable

and | think Jesus may have seen this as a realistic goal. The idea posdddso\Religion,

372 Crossley, J. G. (2005), p.400.

3% Hanson, K. C. & Oakman, D. E. (1998lestine in the Time of Jesiinneapolis. Fortress Pregs125.
37 E.g. Schnackenburg, R. (1965), p.111.

3 Grant, R. M. (1978Farly Christianity and Society.ondon. Collins. p.98.

3 Hanson, K. C. & Oakman, D. E. (1998), p. 126.
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thatanyonecould live by the ideal standard of a disciple, butevaryor, is identifiable

here.

88



Jesus' Demonstration in the Temple

The strange happening of Mark 11:15-19 par. has geen various titles but it is best
described as a ‘demonstration’. This choice illustrates how Jesus highlightamhberns in a
deliberate, public, memorable and thought-provoking way. Common alternatives like
‘incident’ (or similar) are too neutrallvereas the traditional ‘Cleansing of the Temple’ is not
neutral enough, leading one towardstigatar interpretations i.e. with a strongncern for

purity. The event is famously difficult to categorise so it is necessargwoar some outside
yet closédy related texts such as the destruction sayings (Mt.24:2 par.; Mt. 26:61; Mk. 14:58;
Jn. 2:19) and the fig tree story (Mk.11:12-14, 20-21 par.).

In Mark’s version (referred to henceforth unless otherwise specified) it imtibthe

morning after Jesuiumphal entry into Jerusalem that he returns to the Temple precincts
having only looked around them the night before. He begins to drive out the people buying
and selling, overturning the tables that served as work stations for the monggrshamd

the seats where the dove sellers sat. He disallows vessels to be cantigh the court and
guotes two scriptural references (Isa. 56:7; Jer. 7:11) to explain his actionscitleatiand

the positive reaction of the crowds fuel the fears oHigh priests angrobablyset in

motion events that lead to Jesus' arrest. All four Gospels include versions of theidvent

altered details, most notably John, who includes it much earlier in the narrative.

For the most part the question of whether the temple demonstration really toolsplace i
answered with acknowledgement that it was at least plausible. Most argugeenss his
usually ask why such an outburst by Jesus would not have prompted immediate ahest by t
authorities. Such a question is worth asking regardless of one's position on hidtatiaty
some the idea that the incident was met with no active response is impossible. Snodgras
response to this typical objection, points out the fear of the crowd felt by thénJewis
authorities (Mk.11:18) which may have inhibited their initial reaction to the populas’Jes
So it was not that the outburst was ignored or unnoticed, but that it was not necessarily
treated as one may have expected. Snodgrass also suggests the lack of respdhse fr
Romans may have been because they were not threatened by Jesus as a figgre incitin
revolution or riot. Historical deniers appear to sometimes overemphasisaliefste

37" Snodgrass, Klyne R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell MWébb, Robert L. eds. (2008ky Events in
the Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Context and Colei@rand Rapids.
Eerdmans. p.454.
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event but Snodgrass is right to say it is important not to respond by underempghasis

either as a mere undetected symbolic gesture. It was a bold risky move thattagot®®

De Jonge, as well as questioning the lack of arrest, asks why the demonstastiuot wited

in the trial of Jesu8®. We could suggest that bringing it up wamecessary since the
Synoptic gospels position it so closely, as if part of the build-up, to the arresuaiitkion
anyway, and because v.18 in Mark shows the decision to kill Jesus had already b&en mad
Additionally Gundry points out that the questioning of Jesus’ authority in vv. 27-33 only
leads to the embarrassment of the Jewish authorities and the trial itselfsbaxrlowed by

talk of the claim about destruction and rebuilding of the temple (14:5%%@i)ing the

sense the topic had been de@th or was not as important. For now we must be content with
the sentiment of Snodgrass who reminds us that "Our inability to explain an event églly do
not make the event less redf”

There is more to explore in support of the historical plaugimfithe event when we

consider why, if the event did heeally take place, would the account be created by the
Church? Snodgrass asks this question and wonders what gain the Church may have sought in
forming the story since one would expaatleartheological agenda. There appears to be no
gain in writing a story that is ambiguous in its aim and runs the risk of having Jesas appe
seditious. There appears to be no reflection of a negative feeling for théeTiartie early
Church since the gospel acotsido not attack the Temple itself (just perhaps those who run
it).3%2 If there is no discernible reason for #aly Church inserting the story, it is logical to
conclude it did nbinvent it It would make little sense given the kind of concerns and
tersions reflected in the texts regarding the authoriEgans detects a priesthoodtical

tone to the saying in v.17 which is to be found reflected elsevifigre disagrees with

Sanders' assertion that v.17 is an addition and that priestly corruption is not a é&hcern.

378 |bid. p.454.

39 de Jonge, H. J. ‘The Cleansing of the Temple in Mark 11:15 and Zechdrdh ih Tuckett, C. (2003)he
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30Gundry, R. H. (2000Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the CroSsand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans.
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1:13; 8:9; 9:9; 11:4), robbing the poor (8:12; 9:5; 10:1; 12:10), anpsmalth (8:812; 9:45) and defiling the
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The last thing to consider on the question of historicity is the Gospel of John. The main
obstacle to overcome with John is his altered chronology. His version of the denmmsirat

the Temple takes place in his second chapter on Jiesusf three trips to Jerusalem (as
opposed to his last and only trip in the Synoptics) right at the beginning of his yninfsgr
removal of the event from the time of the arrest, trial and crucifixion is liggaaough to

doubt the accuracy of Johtiming if one believes these things belong togetfieriohn

does, however, link the event to Jesus' death and resurrection with a reinterpreted version of
the saying about the destruction and rebuilding of the temple (Jn.2:19-22 cf. Mk.14:57-58;
Mt.26:61). That John's timing of the event is actually more likely is supported by the
reminder that John's longer ministifythree yeargave him the option of putting the event
where it actually belonged, at the first of three Jerusalem visits, rathereiingridoced to

place it in the single Jerusalem visit of the Synoptics. Furthermore, the menii@n of

Temple construction taking forty six years in Jn.2:20, based on the understanding that
construction of Herod's temple began around 20/19 B.C.E. puts the completion date around
27/28 C.E., the time Jesus' ministry is thought to have b&§@u, as is often thease, the

fact that John does not agree with the other three accounts is not reason enough to gismiss hi
version The issues raised here about early Church concerns and redactional disesegran

important for interpreting the demonstration but do little so far to dispropéaitsibility.

A broad approach to the question takes us via the main authenticity criteria esd rel
predominantly on the deria of Multiple Attestation and Embarrassment. All four gospels
include this event, despite variations in detail and chronology. Its significantzarly
recognised even if its actual meaning is unclear. There is great potetitialthis episode
for Jesus as an individual or the Church in general to be viewed negatively or to be
misconstrued in their meaning so there would have been an element of risk for the €hurch t
invent it. As ambiguous as the outburst was, it seems to contain some featuags th
consistent wittsome of Jesusither teaching tendencisach as criticism of an unjust
economic system, criticism of religious hypocrisy and a strong eschagdlfugias. The
criterion of Coherence has some relevance as well therefore. It is inggtestithis episode
has invited the most discussion of its authenticity. Perhaps this is becausegiifloasce

it plays in the buileup to the crucifixion or perhaps gty because it is so complex and

35 Brown, R. E. (1966 he Gospel According to JohXIl. New Haven. Yale University Press. p.117.

38 McGrath, J. F. “Destroy this Temple”: Issues of History in Jofir822’ in Anderson, P. N., Just, F., S.J., &
Thatcher, T. eds. (2009bhn, Jesus and History, Vol 2. Aspects of Historicity in the Fourth GoSetta.
Society of Biblical Literaturep.40.
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intriguing. In any case, we know at letisat the Temple setting was real and as such we can

begin to imagine the context within which the event took place.

The gospels give little sense of the event’s scale itioeléo the area or crowd size.eV

must envision the scene as he entered the temple precincts. It took place in thewrast out
court of the émplemeasuring roughly 300 by 450 metf&svhich would have been

crowded, busy and loud. The area of the whole temple grounds had actually been extended by
Herod to around 150,0Gfuare metres thus creatiagpacious outer coudter given the

modern designation ‘Court of the Gentiles’ since dems and other ‘impure’ had access to

this ared® It is wrong to envision a huge court full of animals and people bustling about

their business being suddenly stopped in their tracks by the words and actions of one man
acting alone (the participation of the disciples is not mentioned). This actigiyhave only
affected a limitecsection of a large areH.is not totally clear whether the buyers and sellers
only 'began’ to be or were entirely removed (Mk.11:15 cf. Mt.21:12) and whether their
exclusion and the prevention of activity continued until the evening when Jesus withdrew
(Mk.11:19)°%. If disruption had been far more extensive and control by Jesus and his group
had been maintained for any length of time, Borg observes it would have taken "a
paramilitary or mob action involving scores of followers (possibly more) using'farad

even in such circumstances "the non-intervention of the Roman troops and the Temple police
is incomprehensiblé®®. Whilst this dd not occur, the incident did not go unnoticed by

Temple authorities (11:18; 11:27-28) and, as Evans' stress on theatatihs a

‘demonstration’ not a 'takeover' sugg&stperhaps the display was never meant permanently

to overhaul Temple business but perhaps it was meant to be detected.

In Mark, Jesus turns up at the Temple the night before the demonstration amyhiisten
Jerusalem and 'looks arall Myers notes that the term nepifAeydpuevog is to be found

elsewhere before other significant events or sayings of Jesus (e.g. MK33;%:32; 9:8;

37 Keener, C.S. (2009)he Historical Jesus of the GospeBrand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans. p.245 and Edwards,
J. R. (2002)rhe Gospel According to Markeicester. Apollos. p.341. See Jdsep Ant. 15.39425.

38 gnodgrass, Klyne R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell L. & W&athert L. eds. (200%ey Events in
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Eerdmans. p.448.
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Literature Vol.90. No.1. p.84.
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10:23)%? suggesting the word should be viewed as a marker of something important about to
happen. So what scene actually greeted Jesus upon entering the court the negmorni
Firstly, it would most certainly have been full of activity. Mark 11:18 mentionswaccr

(6yAoc) being present to witness the event and the temple would have been undergoing
preparations for Passover. There is some safety in assuming what Jesus sgvicaleof

that time simply because the demonstration is presented by the evangelisig asypécal.

If what Jesus did was so exceptional, thetramting context must represent what was normal
business in order for the action's impact to be felt. Certain features tdtheeveal the

date. "According to the MishnaB¢galim1:3) the tables of the moneychangers were set up
in the temple three wke before Passover (on 25 Adar), and presumably remained there for a
week, until 1 Nisan, the date by which payment was supposed to be madeS@dalim
3:1-3)."***Money changers were needed because the tax was required to be paid in a
particular coinageasdescribed in Exodus 30:11-18ilgrims came from many miles away
with money from their own regions which needed changing for the tax but also to purchas
their sacrifices. Great numbers of sacrifices were made, especially at tioedshotion like
Passover: Josephus gives an example of 256,500 sacrifices being made duringoone year
festival (War 6.422-27). The animals themselves had to be of a particular standard of
‘'unblemished’ purity to be granted use as a sacrifice so it was common épppneed

animals to be obtained directly from the Temple. "A charge was made in Jerusalken fo
service, but this was doubtless to be preferred to the alternative: bringisgwaneiove

from somewhere as far as Galilee and running the risk of havingid fdemished after the
trip. The charge for inspection would be made in any c&@4&His demonstrates how closely
tied in with religious rituals and Temple purity the business of the buyersssaiigémoney

changers was.

As far as the forbidding of carrying through the court goes, the su@fibe is translated

most commonly as 'vessel', 'merchandise’ or 'thing', each having diffepgications. The
first concern that springs to mind is that Jesus objected to people using thedeunpés a
short-cut to the other side of town thus not respecting its holy function. A Mishnamtext (

Berakot9:5) may support this interpretation but Bauckham finds it unconviticjighereas

392Myers, C. (2008Binding the Strong Man: A Political Reading of Mark’s Story of Jelglasyknoll, NY.
Orbis Books. p.299.

393 Bauckham, R. ‘Jesus’ Demonstration in the Temipl¢'indars, B. ed. (1988)aw and Religion: Essays on
the Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christiani@ambridge. James Clarke and Co. p.75.

394 3anders, E. P. (1983¢sus and Judaisrhondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.64.

3% Bauckham, R. (1988) p.77.
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Gundry finds this and similar texts.(Ber 54a; 62b.) credibf®. Bauckham is more inclined
to believe the carrying referred to materials being brought inside to thgld,erot from one
side of the grounds to the other. "Flour, oil and wine were bought by the temple treasury,
which sold them at a profit to people making offerinfthem (. Seqalin®:3; 5:4; cf. 4:8).

It seems that, as with the sale of doves, the temple operated a monopoly arttefpeckt

(m. Seqalin®:4; 4:9). Thus, Jesus was protesting against the way in which the temple
treasury had turned the sacrificiabsm into a profimaking business®’ This would

suggest 'merchandise’ is the best translatiak@fiosA concern for keeping commerce-
related items from the temple is evidéttThere initially appears to be no logical reason for
Jesus to reject objeatecessary for sacrifice, in the same way he did for the money changers
and merchants, unless he objected to the practice itself. A desire to keep cestasfain
the temple implies a purity concern and this is correct to an extent as well.

Understanding who the groups mentioned in Mark 11:15 were and what they were doing in
the Temple court raises the question of what exactly Jesus was objecting to vilmerethe

them out and disrupted their work stations. Sanders emphasises that the demonstration, at
first glance, makes little sense because the trade being stopped was essémtialiforing

of the sacrificial systefi®. The whole Temple was "fundamentally an economic
institution™*®, a centre for finance and commerce. Why did these activities upast them,

if they were a normal part of daily proceedings? It is not clear, for eeampharges were
exceptionally high®* Keener notes that the money changers themselves were respected
citizens and that temple commerce did not directly benefit th@emrsy % Was the trade

itself being attacked or something the trade represented? Betz, whilsiviegkgiag that it is

not the sole reason for the attack, does think the trade is objectismaplg for being where

it does not belong. The noise and maesated as well as the disturbance of worship
undermined the temple's purpose and compromised its ¥arifhis point is reflected in the
idea expressed by Oakman that the demonstration is an enactment of thérsayoannot

39® Gundry,R. H. (2000)Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the CroSsand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans.
D.643.

397 Bauckham, R. (1988) p.78.

38 gnodgrass, K. R. (2009). p.462
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serve God and Mammon' (Lk.16:13/Mt.6:24), literally that making money and worshipping
God simply do not go together. The point seems perfectly acceptable but it does rest addre
whether corruption was involved, a suspicion implied even before reading v.17. There is a
possibility thatJesus, by attacking the dove sellers, was showing displeasure with the conduct
of business with people only able to afford small sacrifices. Very rarely pabr person
sacrifice anything larger than a d8% Doves were also the standard sacrifice &tain

unclean members of society (e.g. Lev. 12:6-8; 14:22). Sacrifice in itself meoessarily the
problem, but a sacrificial system that burdens poor people financi&flylihink there is an

irony being pointed out that obligations of a holy nature seem only to benefit those who make
money from it, not those who make the effort to be pious. This links naturally to what Myers
says, that it is those who run the temple economy that Jesus is angered by.thie sees
individuals disturbed in the cauas representatives of the unseen powers who are in charge.
The overturned tables and chairs "represented the concrete mechanisms oiooppitss

a political economy that doubly exploited the poor and unclean. Not only were they
considered seconclass citizens, but the cult obligated them to make reparation, through
sacrifices, for their inferior statusrom which the marketers profited” Such a view agrees
with what Bauckham argues about the system of taxation, that voluntary tax giving
(Mk.12:41-4) is acceptable but that tax should not become a burden, should not support an
oppressive government and should not be demanded inappropriately in God¥..rEm
viewpoint, continues Myers, is consistent with Jesus' efforts to discredit tlaé sstéms

that discriminated against weaker members of society and sinners (2:17, lekaes is

well known for his concerns on the subject of wealth throughout the gospels (e.g. Mk. 10:25
Lk.16:13) so to recognise elements of this in the demonstratitwe tl@mple is completely
acceptable, especially if we agree with Myers that the tables represented thsioppres
system and also with Oakman that they represented accumulated wealttleztion and

debt*®® This reading, howeveis by no means satistacy in isolation.

A first glance reading of Mark 11:15 certainly suggests some conceiitudrpurity was

being demonstrated through the disruption, removal or forbidding of particular persons,

“04Bauckham, R. ‘Jesus’ Demonstration in the Tefripléindars, B. ed. (1988)aw and Religion: Essays on
the Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christiani@ambridge. James Clarke and Co. p.76.

“%5|bid. p.77.
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4% 0akman, D. E. ‘Batteries of PoweZoinage in the Judean Temple System’ in Hagedorn, A. C., Crook, Z.
A., Stewart, E. eds. (200%) Other Words: Essays on Social Science Methods and the New Testament in
Honour of Jerome H. Neyregheffield. Sheffield Phoenix Press. p.182.
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activities, or objects. The strong sense that Jesus objected to certain thiggs bei
inappropriately situated in the precincts of the temple is part of whatshateckin the title

'the Cleansing of the Temple'. The limiting nature of this designation means it isaddjgc

many scholars but the purity conces not dismissed entirely. In his examination of the
Johannine account, for example, von Wahlde highlights the attention given to improper
location of the activity and suggests that Jesus had to deal with animals like ageim libe
temple precinctsdrause Passover demand had caused a lapse in usual purity restfittions.
Others think Jesus had barely any concern for ritual purity, citing Marg Wiiere Jesus
challenges the Pharisees and teachers of th&"?aw this cannot undo what Jesus

appareny did. He wants certain things not brought into or done in the temple but he does not
perform a ritual action himself. Perhaps Betz is right to think that Jeansésin purity is

not ritually based at all, is internally driven and is demonstrated sicalip!*'* This speaks

more of what we might call a sociadoral purity that is present in people's hearts and

focused on the future, God and the person of Jesus, which would be consistent with passages
like Mk.7:1-8.

If we are to understand vv.15-16 more fully, where better to look than to the explanation
Jesus himself provides in v.17: "Is it not written: ‘My house will be called a hoysaydér

for all nations?' But you have made it a den of robbers.” 'A house of prayer faraikhis a
guotation from Isa.56:7 and is sometimes taken as supporting Jessa'caifite
demonstration, but this not the case. Though Jasosas to want to disrupt or stop
proceedings in the temple, that he opposes sacrifice generally is not ggppeitially since
there are plentiful opportunities to say so elsewhere in discussions with opponents and so
on*'2 It is refuted entirely if one reads the full Isaiah passage: "Thait btferings and
sacrifices will be accepted on my altar; for my house will be calleniaehof prayer for all
nations". Here prayer and sacrifice are connected activities; indeed, it réhdsgis'prayer’
refers to worship generalbyf which 'sacrifice’ is one type. The phrase 'for all nations' is not
included in Matthew or Luke (in Johdesus quotes different passages entirely) which
answers whether Jesus' sole concern was for the inclusion of gentiles in theendgatuld

undoubtedly be wrong to see this one phrase as the key to interpreting the whole event

“99yon WahldeUrban C. (2010Yhe Gospel and Letters of John. VolGtand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans. p.100.
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anyway, but that Jesus was advocating inclusiveness in the temple is wigelgt apon. 1
Kings 8:41-43 talks of welcoming foreigners to worship. Bdegms that the rarchants and
moneychangers did not prevent gentile worship but were representative ofrtlgéhsineng
theme of separation expressed by the Temple ideSGfbghose in charge are more often
considered the real target of theasatory "you" in v.17 as it was they who distorted the
temple's purpose by denying access to salvation to all peoples through aphititstry
concern8™. Finally, on the Isaiah passaifds worth noting that itefers to something in the
future and therefore, asserts Lohmeyer, contains "eschatological promises it refers to
something yet to happen, why is the present temple attacked? "The existiingesaamnd
prayers, services and blessings of the Templeenteaps directed towards that ultimate end
indicated by God (more frequently they diverge from it) but the eschatologiag},real

terms of which this place would become the place for the worship of God, is not yet'there
Consequently Jesus "makegmaration for it by removing everything which militates against
that eschatological holines'® In short, the quotation was aimed at the present authorities as

a message that their attempts to fulfil Isaiah were not being made properly.

When it comes to the second part of v.17, the reference is to Jer.7:11. The immediate
response to the phrase 'den of robbers' is to assume it is another accusation of economic
misuse on the part of the merchants and moneychangers or the temple authotiese8e
'robbes’ as referring to the inappropriate financial activity surroundiogf&gal practice

which has been contrasted with the reference to 'prayer'. He does not think gesigsiing
sacrifice itself, just that sacrifice is costly while prayer isfre&imilarly for Myers, Mark
portrays the temple as an "apparatus of economic stratification" vibéthis the 'robber’ of
the poof'® However, if one looks at the Greek term translated as 'robbers' it does nti refe
thieves but to 'violent ones', ‘brigands’, 'bandits’ or even ‘revolutionariedbésgsus
Ant.14.415f.; 15.345-8; cf. War 1.304-1T)hese ar@ot terms applicable to economically
dishonest merchants. The wider context of Jeremiah 7 describes an abuseroptbas a

place of refuge focriminals. "Because of their confidence in the invulnerability of the temple

“*Borg, M. J. (1998onflict Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of Jeblasrisburg, PA. Trinity Press
International. p.188.

* Edwards, J. R. (2002)he Gospel According to Markeicester. Apollos. p.344.
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(7:4), they think they can commit crimes with impunity, like brigands who e¥teny raid

can resort to the safety of their cav&¥.This suggests that it is not the economic activity
itself (whether it be exploitative or not) which is criminal but the wayous misuses of the
space arelisguised in full view as correct fulfilment of holy obligatiomfe saying is
regularly linked with the alleged prediction of the temple destruction (Mark 143
Jeremiah’s indictment of the temple, which displays concerns not dissimilar $3 J¢sw
includes a threat to destroy it (vv.12-15). It is partly because of this assdelks with the

fig tree incident in Mark and the often recognised theme of judgement running thiheugh t

whole story that many scholars are able to accept authenticity of the.83ying

Similar ideas seento be expressed the Johannine version but the quotations used are
different. Instead of Isaiah and Jeremiah, he references Psalm 69:9 andabheth&l. For
Brown this attests the independence of 36hand therefore the historicity of the incident
though of course it means theaet wording of this saying is hweerifiable. The two versions

of the saying probap reflect the practical and theological concerns of their respective
Churches. The Zechariah reference echoes the feeling that commerce is inatehropr
situated within the temple precincts but it does so with a focus on the eschatdldgreal

("on that day"§? that is, it includes two themes present in the synoptic saying. Its character
is decidedly Johannine, however, if one looks at the Christological implication of tise phra
"my Father's house" and the typical foreshadowing of the crucifixion insddenRjuotation

"Zeal for your house will consume me" (69:9). The application to the crucifixi@amsnhat
Jesus' death will be holy and noble because it was born of dedication and loyalty*t8 God.
John's account therefore opens up a whole new dimension of interpretation which links the
temple action with these Old Testament references, with the destruction, sditintpe

guestion of authority and with the question of Jesus' nature and role. This is to brireg a mor
strongly Christological elenmtwhichties together already closely interlinked sayings and

actions.
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The destruction saying has repeatedly been mentioned so far but is yet to bedeatiiorit
appears in three different forms. Firstly, in Mark, there is no threat to désér@mple by

Jesus, but an accusation by figures at the trial (14:58). In Matthew ther as alscusation

but this time Jesus is quoted as saying "l am able to" (rather than jidesitroy (26:61). In
Luke there is no threat by Jesus or an accuser, only the prophecy (also préseathart
Synoptics) that Jesus utters in response to the disciples' amazementzat dimel siplendour

of the temple buildings: "the time will come when not one stone will be left on another"
(21:6). Finally in John, the saying is worded not as a threat but a command from Jesus to
destroy and a statement that he will raise the temple again in three daysT{2id 8yerview
strongly suggests the impropriety of the word 'threat' since the Wosdls destroy” are

never on the lips of Jesus. There seems no reason why Jesus would need to make such a
threat but the accusations in Mark and Matthew show some people interpreted hinythis wa
Equally, the evangelists have little reason to portray Jesus so contrbyersibit m&es

sense that a saying devised post-70 C.E. would more accurately reflect ttessteaition of

the templé&®*. Wright points out that the textual examples linking the demonstration to the
destruction of the temple and the theme of judgement cannotralirbgctions and reflect a
more Jewish than Christian tradition any#ayClearly a ‘prediction’ not a threat is being
discussed, though perhaps agreeing with Sanders’ assumption thatldesaisrfindy

predicted the Temple’s destructiofi®is also acceptable. Although tradition includes
reference to temple destruction, there is no precedent for linking it with thetexpele of

the messiat?’ Jesus' actions and allusions to Isaiah, Jeremiah and Zechariah are alapart of
destruction prediction but not destructiontbghand. He is not merely hinting at some vague
intention but at something he believes will happen by God's doing in the eschalologic
future. Sanders' emphasis of this fact is accompanied by the explanatibrnvésaiess!

feared prophetic nature that lead to his arrest rather than his threat to destesgle’?®
Quickly it has become clear how understanding the theme of destruction in tbdeapisot
much informed by the destruction sayings in the Synoptics aldreeentire episode and all
related passages together inform the destruction theme and it is possihie dtorie to be

“2*sanders, E. P. (1993he Historical Figure of Jesusondon. Penguin. p.257

% \Wright, N. T. 1996)Jesus and the Victory of Godondon. SPCK. p.416. The references he gave were
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one interpretation of the event. Indeed it is central to Sanders' argumenteHe thes

position that Jesus' demonstratgymbolised destructiof?’ Its symbolic nature is the key to
Sanders’ (and others’) interpretation. For example, was the overturning of the
moneychangers' tables a suitable symbol of destruction? Myers agwass mentioning

briefly thatkaréotpeyev (‘overturned’) could also refer to destructibfiput the word is

clearly not being used in this sense and he is thinking of the disruption of the moneychangers
who represent oppression not the destruction of the temple building. Wright beliax@s Jes
actions, including overturning the tables, symbolise his eschatological mésshge
generally and specifically for the tempibut this idea requires expansion since overturning
a moneychanger’s table is not an obvious indicator of the coming kingdom in itself. Even
Sanderswho believes it isacknowledges the possibility that the broken pot of Jer.19:10

might have been a more effective symb¥l.

Arguably, the symbolvasmade in a more sefvident way, if we agree that the cursing of
the fig tree represented a condenuraby God as a result of not 'bearing fruit'. Mark embeds
the temple demonstration in the story of the fig tree so the latter acts as aratxplaid to

the former. Wright cites Jer. 8:11-13 to support the understanding that witherifg tiree
stards for enacting judgement upon the Temple. The demonstration itself, however, is a
symbolic action hence Wright calling the fig tree action "an acted parableasfeuh
parable™*? Even this can be taken in multiple directions, though, as Edwards shasisgy
the fig tree episode to reject purfiycused interpretations (cleansing a dead tree is useless)
and accepting that Jesus was ‘taking an axe to the root of the problemhurecefii’ | think
Edwards has taken the metaphor too literally here and applied it where it doeswji thee
notion of ‘fruitlessness' has nothing to do with commercialism. It does seem &dl fisvan
‘acted parable’ of judgement and destruction and it is surprising to finding it lacking i

Sanders' argument.

Explanation for this, however, may be found in Sanders’ belief that Jesus expected not only
the destruction of the temple but the provision of a new one. The fig tree story doesn't look

beyond the point of destruction and Sanders thinks destruction of the God-ordained temple

* sanders, E. P. (1983sus and Judaisrhondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.70.
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makes no sense without restoratfdhHe believes God will provide a new and perfect
temple building, an idea consistent with eschatological expectations mentioheddtut
Testament and elsewhé&&but alluded to in the Synoptics only in the accusation of
Mk.14:58. However, Bauckham notgéhat this apparently familiar prediction of a renewed
temple would not arouse the anger of Jewish authorities and prompt Jesus' lagrest. T
restoration theory does not deal properly with the concept that there was sordedphyg
wrong with the templehtat Jesus was protesting against and trying to get rid of. Bauckham
sees the demonstration as pointinguttgementnot mere removal of the tempf&.The

entire episode certainly has a tone of warning about it. Sanders' understantdamget
temple presnts another problem, even for some of those who accept the restoration theme, in
that it was too literal. Keener acknowledges the tradition of restoration atipediut

notices that New Testament passages more often indicate the restoration-phgsnai
temple?*® The references he cites speak of a new metaphorical temple founded on Jesus
himself or his followers. Wright makes the same observation adding thatsi desds and
actions, which did not deny the temple was good, God-given and to leetexsgd'there was

an assertion that the time had come for the institution to be transcended" andtitinon

was currently operating in a way that was destrucfiV&(Again there is a judgemental tone.)
Importantly, at this point the destruction saying in the Gospel of John can be examuoe

it is placed directly in line with the temple demonstration and is accompanied by an
explanation (2:19-22) which expands on the idea of a new temple based on Jesus. For John,
Jesus will be the new focus of communication with God, not the temple and not the act of
sacrifice. For John, Jesus is the new sacrifice who will be destroyed aiitliretihe

crucifixion and resurrectioff®® Thus begins a theme of replacement that runs throughout
John. This instance does suggest Jesus’ objection was to the sacrifiela agst points to
Jesus as a focus for a realised eschatology. Theissen and Merz talk ofttiiemsf the

Eucharist as the replacement of the temple cult and the sacrifice of Jesus datkensy
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of the temple sacrifi¢&" but Dunn notes that early Christians may have misunderstood this

intention since he believes thegntinued to use the temple and offer sacrifféés.

John therefore appears less judgemental than the Synoptics (although his vehs&on of t
destruction saying subtly condemns those commanded to “destroy this temple” witlwemiss
intended iron§*). The judgemental element generally, however, igddfined and difficult to
conclude on but otherwise undeniably present, at least in the theti$t was associated with
the expectance of God’s Kingdom. For Snodgrass, the demonstration foreshadows the
kingdom by enacting the reform that is to cofffeThis focus on the future begs the question,
what did Jesus’ demonstration say about his expectations of the people? The dramatic
attention grabbing nature of the display suggests urgency but perhaps does not sy explicit
demand repentant® since no kind of specific instruction or command is given by Jesus at
the time. | am inclined to be cautioaESanders’ focus on the inevitability of the temple’s
destruction if it means it could not be prevented by reféinthe very least it must be

correct to say that Jesus’ protest, if not providing practical instructiomhdmges to be

made in the Tenip, points out the things that are most in need of appraisal or renewal.

There is no explicit call to repent but surely Jesus thought there was timgdotgreople
sharing the fate of the fig tree. He was first and foremost a teacher, oneught teshow
people they could improve society. Arguably this episode raises more questions about the
nature of Jesus than about his audience but it is worth asking if the audience group most
associated with the Temple, the priesthood, were the targets of &lois. &bssiblyt was the
authority figures being accused of misusing the temple rather than the mgrcha
moneychangers or general worshippers. There is much prigsél evidence from the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Josephus, Old and New Testalfféntluding, says Evans, comments by Jesus
himself on economic oppression (Mk.12:38-40;441)- Very little, however, is put in explicit

terms from Jesus’ time to suggest priestly corruption though there are mexigphgples
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from texts such as those listed ab8¥eThatcorruption was a motivating factor for the
demonstration itself is nalear either but we might agree with Snodgrass that to attack the
commercial activity was to attack thégh priest’'s most vulnerable poffif (and add that it

was probably safer than a direct attack). A stronger assertion would bethatsdgsus was
protesting against the priesthood’s misconduct which consisted of taxation and cemmerc
taking place in God’s name and thus obscuring His true relationship witH{&r&et

Sanders, however, this lack of direct action against the priests (apart kdrh: M which he
deems inauthentic) suggests that they were not the target and that Jesus could not have
intended a reform of practices. He sees the disruption of normal necessary lbragieress

than proposing an alternative to the current system as poor evidence for kttihestis
opposed the priests or sacrificial practice and rightly points out that tba aaiuld not have
been offensive to one group oriff.An isolated attack on one group like, say, the Sadducees
would be inappropriate if the demonstration was going to be seen, heard about and responded
to negatively by so many. It may be that differentiating between targetsh@ jgriests, the
commerciaactivity, sacrifice etc.)s not preferable to examining a combination or saying
that one thing was targeted to affect another. It may also be that the péiteeget and the
actual target were different which is relevant to the question of how or why thislegdo

Jesus’ arrest.

It is easy to speculate why he was not arrested at the scene. “By the timeritienattf the
troops was aroused, Jesus would have done what he intended to do, and would have been
holding forth to an excited audience while the moolegngers scraldxd for their coins and

the traders attempting frantically to regain control of their fluttering or stdmg

charges.*** That the demonstration did factor in his eventual arrest is very plausible,
especially since the destruction saying is connectecettyith by Mark 14:58. Although
described as a false accusation in Mark and maybe understood eschatolelgiealhere
(MKk.13:2 par.; Jn.2:19), if the witnesses to the demonstration took it to be threatening or

“47Snodgrass, K. R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell L. & Webb, Rebeds. (2009Key Events in the
Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Context and Coher&@raad Rapids, Michigan.
Eerdmans. p.456, 460.

48 SnodgrassK. R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell L. & Webb, Robert L. eds.{pB@y Events in the
Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Context and Coher&raad Rapids, Michigan.
Eerdmans. p.471.

*49Bauckham, R. ‘Jesus’ Demonstmatiin the Temple’ in Lindars, B. ed. (1988w and Religion: Essays on
the Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christiani@ambridge. James Clarke and Co. p.81.

*0gsanders, E. P. (1983¢sus and Judaisrhondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.66. and Sanders, E. P. (1988)
Historical Figure of Jesud.ondon. Penguin. pp.25&

“lwright, N. T. (1996)Jesus and the Victory of Gadondon. SPCK. p.425.
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critical towards the Temple itself it mayvebeen enough to warrant arrest. Perhaps more
confidently we can speak of the threat to the priest’s authority being thkieae

(Mk.11:18, 11:27-33 par.), being better attested in the text and also being applicable to othe
things Jesus said or did e.g. the triumphal entry (Mk.11:1-11*¥%afhis brings us round
again to the issue of what this event said about Jesus himself. The wariness @ltlegus f
the authorities may have grown from other incidents that raised questions abdantiiy i

(e.g Mt.21:46 par.) and created an awestruck following that added political force to his
movement> His reputation as teacher and healer, however, was one thing but the temple
incident was a turning point that showed him to be a revolutionary, an agentabthange

and a real threat to authority. “It is the temple action that provides the vitaidastmk
between Jesus the teacher and miracle worker on the one hand, and Jesus the crucified
criminal, on the other®* One major theological result of tHisthe answer it provides to the
guestion of why the demonstration happened at all: it was a necessary stels tiegas
fulfilling his purpose as temple replacement. As Keener puts it, “Before Jagldsoecome

the chief cornerstone, however, he hatieaejected by the builders.?*®

What exactly, then, does Jesus’ action reveal about his role and purpose, and to what exte
does this correlate with Jewish expectation? With varying degreesahtgscholars detect

a messianic authority behind the f@maction. For Wright, Jesus’ arrival in Jerusalem, his
prediction of destruction and judgement, and the surrounding hints at restoration can be
construed as messianic fulfilments of passages in Zechariah 9:9, 14:1-5 aff As12.

Meyer puts it, “The enyrinto Jerusalem and the cleansing of the temple constituted a
messianic demonstration, a messianic critique, a messianic fulfilment eventigndéthe
messianic restoration of Israéf® Similarly, however, the dramatic physical demonstration,
its exhatological focus, its authoritative style and so on may support a view of Jesas that
prophetic rather than kingly. Wright parallels Jesus’ symbolic action witlothsaiah,

Jeremiah and Ezeki8f and von Wahlde adds that against the backdrop of a Jewish hope for

a renewed purified temple, the driving out action was a claim to the statuhatodsgical

*52Bauckham, R. (1988) p.88.

“53 Gundry, R. H. (2000Mark: A Commerrry on His Apology for the Cros€rand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans.
D.646.

*54Evans, C. A. (1993) ‘Jesus and the “Cave of Robbers”: Toward a JewiséxCimntthe Temple Action’.
Bulletin for Biblical Researct3. pp.989.

*5SKeener, C.S. (2009)he Historical Jeus of the Gospel&rand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans. p.294.
CWWright, N. T. (1996)Jesus and the Victory of Gadondon. SPCK. p.422.

" Meyer, B. F. (1979Yhe Aims of Jesutondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.199.

“B\Wright, N. T. (1996) p.415.
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prophet®®. This process enacted the expectation for reform, expressed authoritgHteghli
temple problems and forced people to reorder how they thought of the t8fipiportantly,
choosingeithera messianior prophetic interpretation is unnecessary sthagking in terms

of one does not negate the other. Brown identifies both “a protest like that of the prophets of
old against the profanation of God’s house and a sign that the messianic purification of the
temple was at hand” in all four gospé&¥Having seen how many themes concerning the
person and purpose of Jesus come together in this incident, it is clear none are defthitive a
none should be ignoredhis passage has raised the most Christological and eschatological
guestions so far and it is important to ask how these are understood within scecied-
reading of the text. There is no reason for concern because Jesus’ protests atons;eas

well as having prophetic or messianic implications, also reflect practicalrosngghin the
everyday lives of those worshipping at and running the Temple. If the Templeisctiost

and restoration is imminent, then the way it functions now should begin to more closely
reflect the eschatological ideal, even if this only translates to fairer tretadfnaror

worshippers and greater respect for the worship based function of the space.

The incident seemto present a person deeply concerngld society’s greatest failings

being played out in the worst place imaginable and attempting to highlight anseréver
wrong. It is partly this that allows belief in the historicity of the event (émédas outburst)
since multiple issues raised &@p elsewhere in the gospdtsoblems such as why Jesus was
not arrested, the suggestion of a la@rurch addition and the discrepancy in John’s
chronology are not enough to deny the possibility that it happened. It would have been a
rather bizarre happéng for sure, bizarre enough to get noticed despite being the efforts of
only one man in a huge busy court. The normal daily activity of the merchamg sieNies

for sacrifice, tle moneychangers providing shekels for the temple tax and those bringing in
items in preparation for Passover was disrupted or stopped altogether. Aafics dbes rio
explain why Jesus was attacking the necessary business of the Temple bertlaatos
suggests his objection may have more to do with commercial activity betrof place
(Lk.16:13) and being a disruption to worship and purity rituals. The attack on theelters-
points out the burden that sacrifice and taxation have on the poor and the overturning of the
tables condemns those rich and powerful enough to maintain this oppressive system. The

59yon Wahlde, Urban C. (A®) The Gospel and Letters of John. VolGtand Rapids, MI. Eerdmans. p.99.
*05nodgrass, K. R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell L. & Webb, Rabexds. (2009Key Events in the
Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Conéaxd CoherenceGrand Rapids, Michigan.
Eerdmans. pp.4715.

“1Brown, R. E. (1966The Gospel According to JohsXIl. New Haven. Yale University Press. p.121.
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emphasis on purity is not strong enough to justify the title ‘the Cleansing of thketdmt

the importance of keeping the Temple environment holy is surely being demonstridwed i
driving out of the inappropriate mercantile activity. The suggestion that Jestesvta

disrupt and express disapproval of sacrificial practice itself surrounds his deationsand

the words he utters in explanation, but a full reading of the quoted Isaiah 56:7 soon refutes
this. The latter part of the quotation supports the inclusion of Gentiles and has arpagcusat
tone probably pointed at the temple authorities for neglecting to fulfil Isailaé.adcusatory
tone continues with the quotation from Jeremiah 7:11 which likens theetéonalrefuge for
violent bandits and brigands hiding behind their pwetych ties it in firmly with the themes

of judgement and destruction. This helps verify authenticity even though the equivalent
saying in John quotes different passages. Zechariah 14:21 and Psalm 69:9 reflxaiscon
present throughout the text, including the misplaced commercial activity andgtiioeity of
Jesus, albeit with a more Johannine eschatological and Christological twisurAjospels
share the forward facing focusattsurrounds the temple demonstration and explains the
prediction that the temple will be destroyed by God. Jesus may be symbolising (not
threatening) this by overturning the tables but the story of the fig treendénaies the point
more aptly by visuading the concept of judgement on those who ddear frut. The fig

tree, however, does not adequately deal with the theme of restoration that Samitessorn.
His picture ofanew temple seems less likely than the idea of a symbolic restorattua in
form of God’s kingdom or possibly even the person of Jesus himself, which further suggest
that the theme of judgement running throughout this scene does not necessarily hde out t
possibility of reform. Whilst sacrifice itself appears not to beptiodlem and there is no
explicit mention of priestly corruption, the priesthood, as the authority behind the coalmer
activity, do seem to be the targets of the attack. It is surely this thasddwsfear and anger
that leads ultimately to the arrestd crucifixion of Jesus. Thus, the demonstration can also
be put in its Christological place, as instrumental in the revelation and fulfilméaso$’

messianic and prophetic identity.

Overall, though, it puts Jesus more in the role of someone aimfngturn”the social order
that allows not only general oppression of the poor in a widely stratified agsacgety but
allows it to take place in the temple, of all places, in the name of purity andJjastyg’
concern that society was not kind kmse in the lowliest categories because of the activities
of those in the grandest is brought to a head as he enters this holy centre andsntitieess

same injustices playing out. It is as if that ¢osra microcosm of the wider society’s

106



oppressive nature but with the added insult of being the one place where evetyeaoey
should be equal as worshippdrthink it is to this that he wishes to draw attention with his
protest. He knows that money-changers, sellers and kBawena practical role twlfil the

needs of Passover rituals but these are not being viewed as services thatlhatp faci
convenient worship but as commercial opportunities. The notion that the Temple should be a
house of prayer for all nations might be extended to be inclusive of people of all edcial a
economic statuses as well. If such a Temple where all people could worshiialalffcand
without any hypocritical agenda could exi§it could ‘bear fruit’ unlike the fig tree, then it
would be a fitting preparation for the coming eschatological renewal. Thesdisn about

true faith in God which follows the discovery of the withered fig tree (Mk. 11:22@d3 a
hopeful conclusion to the episode. I think, ultimately, what Jesus is hoping for is a Temple
that sets the Is¢ possible example, since it is a holy centre to which people look up, so that
the rest of Jerusalem and the entire extended region can follow and become dyedirexdp

for the imminent eschaton. He is essentially pointing out what he goes on tpkayein
Mark’s next chapter, to love God and love your neighbour (12:28/84¢reas Sanders
doesn’t see the demonstration as an attempt at reform, but only a symbolic gpesture t
threateningly predicts destiion, and although Jesus does$ st out any explicit demands

for change, | think the prediction does at least hint very strongly toward whatrtipeTleas

the potential to be and it expresses hope that something of that ideal is achievabligen thi

For this reason, | think thecial models which look closely at the Jesus movement will be
relevant for helping understand Jesus’ hope#li®iTemple and the wider society. The rather
extreme choice of lifestyle he and the disciples follow is like an exaggeratedlexarhpw

fair, mutually respectful and Gelcused society could be. The Temple as a holy centre
should be doing the same, facilitating and demonstrating those commandments to love. The
broader economic models will help contextualise the commercial nature of tieenscem
greets Jesus as he ent&hen examined closely, this strange episode does seem to reveal
themes and concerns that are actually typical of Jesus in many ways whicmi® given
how atypical his approach is. Jesus’ teachings usually came akensfprm or just from the
example of his lifestyle so this demonstration, one of the most dramatic episdues in t
gospels, will always be hard to grasp at first glaitas, as Wright described it, an “acted
parable®®? but more besides. It incorporatstion, scriptural references and parabolic

imagery. It is a multfaceted operation that looks at the application of Jesus’ major teachings

“2\Wright, N. T. (1996)Jesus and the Victory of Gadondon. SPCK. p.421.
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in the Temple and the wider society.stands out in all four gospels as being so interpretively
ambiguous that it prevents us from forcing it into one category or another. As frast of
study, this is particularly trickysince the theological and sociological elements of the story
are so interwoven. Since it brings together a multitude of Jesus’ key aims endgsa

however, | believe it to be central to understanding his ministry and his martyrdom.
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The Call Narratives

Jesus’ call narratives and associated sayings point directly at some&ey siscieeconomic
concerns. As with thease of the Rich Man (Mark0:17-31), the invitation to strict

itinerant lifestyle and the response reveal much about the caller and the dadledwas

nothing new in the arrangement of a group of followers surrounding one teacher but in the
rabbinic tradition, for example, the pupil sought the teacher to ‘learn Torah’ and¢oadge

of ‘calling’ and “following’ seen in the Gospels was unfamilt&tFor the teacher to choose

the pupil was atypical. The decision of those called to follow Jesus may have had more to do

with the powerful nature of his call than his reputation as a teacher (cf. John 1:35-42).

Looking initially at the Gospel of John highlights some differences with the Sgnopt

accounts but also shows John’s emphasis on the early establishment of a strong group bond
between the teacher and his new students. Whereas the Synoptics depict Jegus calli
disciples from the shores of the Sea of Galilee, John sets the scene near &sdlhdepicts

Jesus calling at least two disciples from agstrdohn the Baptist's group (1:35).

Interestingly it is more on the initiative of John the Baptist and the men themselviteha
begin to follow Jesus and identify him instantly as teacher (vv.36-39) and very qasckly
Messiah (v.41). They ask him wieeheis staying which suggests they are expecting more

than a fleeting encounter; the word péve (remain/abide) suggests long term loyal

attachmerit®. The commitment is not one-sided though. Jesus takes a more active role when
Simon arrives by renaming him (v.42). It is not stated that Simon was one of Johipkeslisc

like his brother Andrew, but his new name seems to mark a transition to Jesus’ groeip whe
he will become an integral figure. Malina and Rohrbaugh see this forming efaosls as

typical d ‘anti-societies’, semindependent groups in conflict with society but still a part of

it, often made up of socially displaced individuals. They also identify the exchahgeen

John and Jesus’ group as a type of social netwofkiiEhis suggests John’s group was also

an ‘anttsociety’ and, more importantly, is compatible with the concept ofsanicture
encountered in virtuoso religion. According to that model, virtuosi also adopt a liminal
position in society and rely on each other for support, e.g. by sharing a common p@se (12:

Perhaps this encounter is the beginning of such a group.

“3Hengel, M. (1981)he Charismatic Leader and His FolloweEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.5Q. cf. Sir.51:23
4%4Malina, B. J. & Rohrbaugh, R. L. (1998pciatScience Commentary on the Gospel of Jotinneapolis.
Fortress Press. p.55.

% |bid. pp.5559.

109



Supported more so by John than any other Gospel is the suspicion that the disciplegeemay ha
had prior knowledge of Jesus, directly or by reputation, and that this influenced theardecis
to follow him. Luke (5:1-11) places the call against the backdrop of a miracle wioiédpr
rather persuasive but the disciples in Matthew and Mark follow Jesus withoappasent
convincing. The forceful, non-negotiable nature of the call is frequently noted abdtattri

to a sense of urgency driven by belief in the imminent arrival of the Kingdoos’ Jestives

are understandable, much more so than the response of the men he speaks to. The two
brothers, Simon and Andrewpgtimmediately what they are doing, leaving their fishing
nets, and follow Jesus (Mt. 4:20; Mk. 1:18). The fishing nets cast but never pulled back in
symbolise the lifestyle and possessions being left behind; the call causdsteaispption.
Although Jesus does hpreach the closeness of the Kingdom nor explain what the call will
entail for them, there is a sense that they instinctively understand what is $letdgéthem
and why. “A radical announcement requires a radical and total responsaoAdlaims on a

person lose their urgency®

According to Meier, the very nature of the call is what constitutes reapldiskip. “As
presented in the Gospels, discipleship involves not just an individualistic relatiomgfea s
pupil to his teacher but the formation of a group around the teacher who has called the group
into existence*’ Jesus’ call was unlike other examples from the prophetic and rabbinic
traditions. Elijah’s call of Elisha (1 Kings 19:24) is probably the closest though its
occurrencas less dramatic and its conditions less harsh, though no less significant. The
rabbinic tradition not only saw students choosing their teacher but ‘following’ thamnsense
less theologically loaded. Jesus was not running a school where studentsstanez| and
graduated to equal status as the teacher; he was calling them to learn but alyo activel
participate with total commitment in the imminent Kingdom and become something beyond
the traditional understanding of disciplesAip Though it cannbbe certain his approach was
unique, the sense that discipleship was being redefined supports Meier’s idewaisat i

being defined by the call itself. The very word translated as ‘followhénGospels,

axolovBém, refers specifically to following as adisciple i.e. ‘being with’ Jesus not merely

%8 witherington |11, B. (2@1) The Gospel of Mark: A SocRhetorical CommentanGrand Rapids. Eerdmans.
p.86.
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travelling behind him, imitating and learning from him, as it did in Rabbinic tradfflofihe

extent to which the men being called knew to what they were being called isrunutldzeir
response implies an understanding of its importance and urgency. Jesus made no explanation
of his cause or even questioned the piety or moral fibre of these cantitktdsis difficult

to assess what brought followed and follower together especially in Matthewaakdvidlere

the fishermen appear not to know Jesus or anything about him. If this is the case, the
implication must be that his words “Follow me and | will make you becorherBof men”

(Mark 1:17 par.) convey enough meaning to make them do as instructed. FortHengel

words convey the imminence of the Kingdom and that it is God’s will, not the person or

authority of Jesus that motivates their acttéh.

The arguable continuity between the disciples’ old and new occupations suggesishingir
expertise was to bedirected not completely discarded. The fact they are fishermentis no
used purely for imagery’s sake; fishing was an essential trade around the Sdieefa@d

to understand it is to appreciate what was being left behind. The examination of
commerci#isation in agrarian society revealed Galilee’s dependence on the fishingyndus
for keeping it from the harshest levels of pové&tyThe trade was lucrative enough to
assume the fishermen lived in relative comfort and Mark’s mention that Jach@slan had
both a boat and hired servant support this. Accordingly Davies and Allison place the
fishermen in the “(lower) middle clas¥®though a classification more compatible with
Lenski’s agrarian society diagram would be the peasant class. The descugigestive of
successful business and comfortable lifestyle may emphasise the cetieat places
before them. Nolland thinks Matthew’s account (422)-better illustrates this radical choice
by omitting mention of the hired men whose presence in Mark reassures thehatder t
Zebedee, the father of James and John, will not be left destitute without'fHewen

mentioning that they were fishing at all is to contrast their lives before andhafteall, a

*9Hengel, M. (1981 he Charismatic Leader and His FolloweEsinburgh. T&T Clark. p.53.

"0 Gates, E. (1909) ‘Growth of Discipleship in the Company of Je$hg' Biblical World VVol.33. No.5. p.315.
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Philadelphia. Fortress Press.
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pattern that has been identified in the case of other¢ali$iey were about to separate
themselves from family businesses with relatively secure incomes amahé@en with no
traditional social, familial or economic security. In ‘following’ Jesus theyalso breaking
with their responsibility to their families and communities, a dramatic contrast tortimaln
masculine social rol&’® Alternatively, Spencer sees the men wogka very harsh, grimy,
undesirable, highly-taxed profession, controlled by Herod Antipas, until Jesus apyaays s
“You're working for me now, not Antipas; you're fishing for the kingdom of God, not the
RomanGalilean empire*’ The wording of the Gospels, however, is not one that paints an
unfavourable picture of the fishing industry from which the pairs of brothers wereetks
Nor is an unnatural idyllic scene portrayed from which they are unfairlycliesl. The
activity they are engaged in is mengoito underline that they are to be engaged in it no
longer. The new activity is fishing of a completely redefined sort, not thettévorse’ but

very different.

What does it mean to become ‘fishers of men’ (Mark 1:17 par.)? Is the phrase merely
descrbing part of the disciples’ new mission in terms they understand? From thet¢bigex
would seem likely. Jesus used the familiar fishing imagery to expressaahaiihg’ men

for the Kingdom would be like. Luke’s miracle of the fish (5:1-11) highlighéshumility

(v.8) and strong faith (v.5) of the fishermen and rewards them with a metaphangadegbf
what awaits them in their future missiofi.The fishing net is an effective visualisation of the
gathering together of people in large numbers. Any confusion caused by theyimsager
cancelled by the events of preaching and healing immediately followinglth¢\att. 4:23;
Mark 1:21-28; Luke. 5:12-13; cf. Mark 3:14), thus demonstrating the kinds of activities in
which they will necessarily be involvéd. Arguably the popular metaphor of the shepherd is
better for its connotations of responsibility and &&revhich are lacking in the fishing image.

Fishing ultimately results in the death of the fish after trapping them, so howhikes

"> Davies, W. D. & Allison Jr., D. C. (1988) p.397. See Judges-6211 Sam. 11:5; 1 Kings 19:29; Amos
7:1415; Mark 2:14.
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effectively represent a disciple’s role of preaching and healing? Old Testaseeoit the
metaphor sometimes describes being easily trapped in a net of evil whilst airalestshg

in watery chaos (Ecc. 9:12; Hab. 1.14-17) or being caught for judgement (Ps. 74:13; Jer.
16:16; Ezek. 29:4; Am. 4:12). Which, if any, of these connotations was Jesus alluding to
for his new disciples? Are the ‘fish’ to be condemned or converted? That Jesus wag maki
use of this scriptural image to gather helpers in judgement of others suggektsdngss for
sinners, which is contradictory to Jesus’ teachings on forgiveness (Mt. 7:1; Lk.6e37). H
continually gives people the opportunity to repent (Mk. 1:14; 2:17) though not everyone
handles the drastic changes involved well (1®22)-Inlight of this the fishing image

doesn’t describe destruction caused by being wrenched from the only environmbithin w
one can survive but being removed from one’s comfort zone and taught to live in a
completely new unfamiliar environment, like the dies themselves. Davies and Allison

talk of the disciples as heralds and point to Matt. 9:37-8 in which Jesus needs labourers for
the harvest™. Both this and the fisher metaphor suggest a state of ripeness in the world of

which the disciples must take ahtage.

For some of the men, the moment of dropping and leaving what they are doing directly
follows the fisher saying (Mt. 4:20; Mk.1:18; Lk.5:11) which pinpoints the moment they
accept the call. Obviously they would no longer be supported financially by theiessis
income or socially by their family networks. They did not even say goodbye (chgk Ki
19:19-21) or bring in their nets because the effect of the call was instantaneoosriiéet

the call is answered demonstrates the understandihg oked for an attitude change as well
assacrificing certain everyday privileges. Only men who have totally caeuantgin happily
declare themselves homeless. Gates questions whether the men appreciatedatrenperm

of their new positiomightly, *¢2

perhaps, since they seem to have so blindly agreed to follow
a stranger and since other reports show men misunderstanding the levefioé saquired

(Mt. 8:21; Lk. 9:59,61). On the other hand, those unable to accept the call do not become
disciples and thse who willingly make the necessary sacrifices and accept it do. There is no
other criterion, examination process or trial period for potential follo#f&rghe call is the

test. Confirming sympathies for Jesus’ religious message were not evesargddie many

81 Davies, W. D. & Allison Jr., D. C. (1988) Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to

Saint MatthewVol. 1. Edinburgh. T & T Clark. p.398. Matt.9:36 juxtaposes the shidphmge with the
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specific changes to their lives were to be picked up along the way, graduallypdeiaom

Jesus a new view of the world. du Plessis points to Luke’s Sermon on the Plain (Luke 6:20-
49) as a major teaching that summarises Jesus’ mission and mraekses of the disciples

who would be continuing his work after his de&thSimilarly Witherington sees Mark’s
feeding of the five thousand (Mark 6:30-44) as Jesus’ demonstration of the netms=arfy
generosity to others, whether it be tiring, expensive or even seemingly ibipd%sin verse

37 the disciples concern for the cost of the food is basically ignored as Jesus pnatteeds

the miracle, and elsewhere he more explicitly states that they mushsiughtss of personal
advancement and be focused only on service (MKk. 10:45). The financial implication of
becoming disciples is given a nod by Jesus in the opening line of the sermon on the
mount/plain (Mt.5:3; Lk. 6:20), almost like an acknowledgement of the sacrifices made b
the disciples so far. Jesus did not require all his supporters to renounce all weladtttiout
preach against attachment to and selfish accumulation of wealth. ThesenmbiigHave

made discipleship impossible since they would cloud one’s relationship with God and the
imminent Kingdom and would prevent one taking up the role of servant (Mt.6:24; Lk.16:13).
What is less clear at the point of the call is that the servant role would includesawtf

only of home, possessions, family and individual wants but potentfdifg @s well
(MKk.10:29-30). Jesus’ increasingly controversial reputation put the lives of him and the
disciples in danger (e.g. Mk.8:31f). To follow him was to accept the possibility of
persecution, suffering and dedffi.

Several sayings stand out asewles that illustrate the kinds of sacrifices Jesus required of
followers, though some are rather confusing. Notably these sayingsaateed to failed

calls. A man who offers to follow Jesus is apparently warned off with a reminderthbout
harsh demands of an itinerant lifestyle (Mt. 8:19-20; Lk. 9:57-8). The comparison to foxes
and birds is suggestive more of displacement in society rather than literdébsness and
makes more sense in context of Jesus’ other warnings about acquiring owsiger st
amongst family, the public and the authorities (Mt.10:14?82fven foxes and birds have

their rightful place in the world; to join with Jesus is to be dislocated from civilisatid

*84du Plessis, I. (1995) p.60.

“85Witherington |11, B. (2001)The Gospel of Mark: A SociRhetorical Commentan@Grand Rapids. Eerdmans.
p.427.

8% Gates, E. (1909) p.317.

“8”Nolland, J. (2005The Gospel of Matthewk Commentary on the Greek T.e®rand Rapids, Eerdmans/
Bletchley, Paternoster Press. p.366.
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from the whole natural ordéf® The encounter that follows in both Gospels (Mt.8:21-22;
Lk.9:59-60) sees another man dismissed with another odd saying after asking to bury his
father before accompanying Jesus. One is immediately reminded of the coppastage 1

Kings 19:19-21 where Elisha is permitted to say goodbyestéamily before following

Elijah. Clearly Jesus sees even this deeply important act of filial pietyasthg of taking

priority over the call. Attempts to decipher the strange saying about the deadylibeyin

own dead symbolically boil down to argple statement of urgency: ‘That business can

resolve itself; your attention is vitally needed elsewhere.’ Luke'siaeiincludes the

instruction to go and preach the Kingdom (9:60), an action Moxnes believes would have been
difficult to qualify sociallycompared with carrying out the burial rites of one’s father. To
abandon this action would have been dishonourable in the eyes of the family, the community
and the law, especially in favour of redefining one’s male role outside ofrthily fastead of

asthe new head of ° Just as he did not require renunciatiomeglth by everyone, Jesus

did not require everyone to abandon sacred rituals, but calls to follow require unwavering
responses. This instance, probably more so than the call of the fishermen, deeshstv

many aspects of normal life must now take a back seat to the call. Other si@gsgs

confusing but often harshly worded, reiterate this need for disciples to deseieglf-

preservation (Mt. 10:39; Mk. 8:35; Lk. 17:33; Jn. 12:25) famdily relationships (Mt. 10:37;

Lk. 14:26) because the priority is now the mission and the family is now redefined to go
beyond blood. Harshest of all are the sayings that confirm a need for discipiéstyw

sacrifice their own safety. The demandtéke up their cross’ (Mt. 10:38; 16:24; MKk. 8:34;

Lk. 9:23; 14:27) is suggestive of suffering in general but obviously points to potential
martyrdom. The reference specifically to execution suggests persecudibostiity from

outside groups but the command that it should be they who take up their own crosses implies

the need to go happily to their doom for the good of the cause.

The criteria for following Jesus, though they are shockingly strict in wapsioned above,
are shockingly lenient in o#ins. Jesus calls Levi, a tax collector, in a call not dissimilar to

that of the fishermen. As with them, the description of Levi leaving his usual bsigifie

“88 Moxnes, H. ‘Where is ‘Following Jesus'? Masculinity and Place in Lsi@dspel’ in Hagedorn, A. C.,
Crook, Z. A. & Stewart, E. eds. (200m) Other Words: Essayen Social Science Matters and the New
Testament in Honor of Jerome H. Neyrgheffield. Sheffield Phoenix Press. pp.462

89 |bid. p.163.
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sitting at the tax booth to follow emphasises the force of thé*€ailwould appear that
one’seligibility for discipleship is determined by one’s willingness to drop dahary
immediately, accept the harsh conditions and dedicate one’s whole being to Jelsys, not
personal piety and sinlessness. Jesus is perfectly willing to accept ahosa paticipation

in the burdensome tax system imposed by Jewish and Roman authorities loaded him with
prejudice and suspicion (MKk. 2:16 par.). That someone usually so despised could be accepted
by Jesus indicates the importance of forgiveness especially irofigte preceding story of

the paralysed man (Mk. 2:1-12 paf’j.It also suggests that an attitude of repentance was
required, although Jesus does not explicitly demand this from Levi or the othpledisin

Luke, Peter’s consciousness of his own sin (5:8) shows he recognises it as da tubstac
discipleship without being prompted. Jesus and his group’s association with John the Baptist
emphasises the link between repentance and the imminent Kingdom (e.g.14).8slwell

as with discipleship through baptism. Jesus’ forgiveness extended to women also including
some “who had been healed of evil spirits” (Lk.8:2) like Mary Magdalene. To have women
followers at all, however, sinners or not, was somewhat controversial. The womertiagppor
Jesus would haveroken with their traditional domestic réfé even leaving behind their
husbands in some cases (like Joanna, Luke 8:3), thus risking their honour. Although they
were not formally called like Levi and the Twelve, many women underwehihdea

exorcism whih formed a bridge to their new discipile life**®. Their weltdefined roles of
domestic service, hospitality and financial support appear to have been e$seddsiis to
maintain his movement. Overall, Jesus’ inclusion of women and sinners and his attitude of
forgiveness for the repentant sits happily within the Virtuoso Religion mddehwdescribes
theoretical openness of the group to everyone despite strict criteria that pwerpeasstical
obstacles in the way.

This explains why not all followers of Jesus were or could be disciples. The cleavty
played a significant role as followers though they were not called to ‘folfotie more
theological sense. The disciples who were called formed a core of the movement, a

9 Gundry, R. H. (2000Mark: A Commentary on his Apology for the CrdSsand Rapids. Eerdmans. pp.123
4,

“Hooker, M. D. (1991he Gospel According to St. Matkondon. A & C Black. p.94.

92 du Plessis, Isak. (1995) ‘Discipleship According to Luke’s Gospelligion and Theologywol.2. No.1.

p.64.

49 Moxnes, H. ‘Where is ‘Following Jesus'? Masculinity and Place in Lsi@spel’ in Hagedorn, A. C.,
Crook, Z. A. & Stewart, E. eds. (200m) Other Words: Essays on Social Science Matters and the New
Testament in Honor of Jerome H. Neyr8heffield. Sheffield Phoenix Press. p.161.
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foundation on which Jesus could build his teachings. His calling them together and naming
them in the synoptic gospels (Mt. 10:1-4; Mk. 311RB-Lk.6:1216) identifies and solidifies
them as a group which, together with the commission to preach and heal (e.g. Mk. 3:14-15),

suggests they are being prepared for when Jesus iager lthere'’

“ The number twelve
unites them as well, usually understood as a symbol of the reunification of the txilzds

of Israel (Gen. 35:22f.; 49; Num. 1; 26.). McKnight identifies both an eschatological and
ecclesial understanding for this, the lvegebeing a symbol of the promised reunion of the
nation in the end times, a symbolic union of a new nation or perhaps a combination of both, a
new fulfilment of the old Isra€l®> Though the eschatological understanding is very popular,
McKnight sees the maber of disciples and the references in Isaiah and Ezekiel as
insufficient support for it, preferring to see the twelve as a political chaicetique of the
establishmenthat symbolised the nation reunited under new leadefghifndoubtedly the
number of disciples chosen was a recognisable symbol at the time. For the modaroeaudi
the lack of explicit reference to the restoration of the twelve tribes hidesajoe m
implication about the group but highlights the fact that they could have fulfikadrtie for
Jesus had they numbered eleven or thirteen. That a figure like Levi was calted but
included on the list of disciples (Mt. 10:1-4; Mk. 3:19: Lk.6:1216 cf. Mt. 9:9-13), and

that an original member on the list betrayed Jesus weakens the symbol of vieetwegh

there is no reason to doubt the historical number.

When the disciples are grouped and act almost as one, the number of individuals seems
irrelevant, and their collective role is invaluable for facilitating Jesus’ mis€arite one

hand they are portrayed as bewildered at some of his teachings (e.g. Mt.15:15) whic
emphasises his wisdom and authority when he comes to explain, but on the other hand they
are bestowed with authority to share mission duties (e.g. Mt.10:1) araghivi® day as

equals. They were his companions, roommates, family, his most immediate catttdioew
community and humanity in general. His redefinition of family (Mt. 12:46-50; Mk. 3:31-35;
Lk. 8:19-21) was not a denial of the need for a social support nefi/cfkeir authority to

49 Myers, Ched. (2008Binding tre Strong Man: A Political Reading of Mark’s Story of Jesdiaryknoll, NY.
Orbis Books. p.163.

95 McKnight, Scot. ‘Jesus and the Twelve’ in Bock, D. L. & Webb, R L. €30g)Key Events in the Life of
the Historical JesusGrand Rapids. Eerdmans. pp.1R0

9 |bid. pp.196208.

497 Witherington 111, B. (2001)The Gospel of Mark: A SociRhetorical CommentanGrand Rapids. Eerdmans.
p.151.
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preach and heal meant his presence could reach fitfdrey were trusted with enormous
responsibility despite being men of ordinary background with no special religious
qualifications. Witherington suggests this lack of outstanding attributes mhg berty

reason they were chos€hwhich strengthens the idea that they must hold a unique position
in relation to Jesus whilst representing everyone. Their individual characteepart from
Peter and Judas Iscariot, rarely eifintiated. The point about their group role is equally
applicable to their theological portrayal as witnesses to the gradualtimvelad final
confirmation of Jesus’ identity (e.g. Lk. 24:45-49).

Nothing identical to this arrangement exists else@h€he teachedisciple relationships and
daily life of the rabbinic tradition, Qumran or the Cynics for example do not matchap. T
closest biblical equivalent was probably Elijah and Elisha. The call itself @sKif:1921)

has structural similarities to the calls of the disciples including the impression thabthe tw
parties have never met before, the everyday tasks of the called party beifgedesad the
process of leaving those tasks and family members béffitpper makes an extensive
paralkel between the calls and builds upon this to examine how Jesus adapted the model of
Elijah and Elisha’s lifestyle (with influence from his contemporaries) tisdevtype of
virtuoso practice to suit his purpod®s The model provided for the relationstigtween

caller and called is established, setting a precedent for what it means ' ‘falo
“unconditionalsharing of the master’s destiny)>. There are, of course, differences between
the calls and functions of Elisha and the disciples but these enagtas significant as the
similarities. Jesus’ purpose and the nature of his person developed the relatiomstup he
with the disciples. That the call came from Jesus rather than from God, as in theiprophet
pattern, reflects a theological developmasido the demands on the disciples to take on a
more active role in the approach of the Kingdom. The increased urgency of thersivesi
reflected in radical sayings like Mt.8:21f. which showed how much more drastic the
disciples’ sacrifices of home driamily were compared to Elisha’s (cf.1 Kings 19:20). In this
sense Jesus transcends Elijah by offering a unique call to his followetsadaipts to the

unique needs of the time and the specific qualities of the men (Mk.1:17%ar.).

9% bid. p.424.

9 bid. p.428.

*0 Gnilka, J. (1997)esus of Nazareth: Message and Histétgabody, MA. Hendricksopp.1612.

91 Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as&titolEconomic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclevol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.

*02Hengel, M. (1981Yhe Charismatic Leader and His FolloweEdlinburgh. T&T Clark. p.72. His italics.
*% Gnilka, J. (1997) p.163.
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The very nature by which Jesus called his disciples set a precedent fot thfeedationship
they were going to enjoy and the kind of demands and sacrifices their neywdifesuld
involve. In turn these represent Jesus himself as well as his deegesiconomic and
theological concerns. The call of the fishermen reveals an urgent eschalatogiern, the
failed calls and associated sayings (e.g. ‘foxes have holes...’, ‘let thbulgatie dead’,
‘take up your cross...” etc.) all describe specific features of disciple$ia inclusion of
‘sinners’ and women highlights the ethical concerns of forgiveness, the numbas twel
symbolises political critique of current authority structures and the group aseavhan
extension of Jesus himself in his mission duties and act as witnesses todnalpers
revelation. The call narratives are, therefore, extremely useful episofitesis on. The
models have broad application here in one way or another. Lenski’'s model and the
Commercialisation model g the usual perspective to the economic context, for example
Galilee’s fishing industry, thus highlighting the contrast with a lifestyle fed¢asvay from
money-making. Theissen’s definition of ‘charisma’ is relevant to the questiohaif w
motivated an affirmative answer to the call and his understanding that thesgtomgrant
lifestyle forms a basis for Jesus’ ethical stance is utterly compatible with \akgtist said
about the call narratives epitomising Jesus’ whole purpose. The Virtuoso Religit@h was
again very useful for visualising the liminal position of Jesus’ group withintyodike
feature of virtuoso religion identified by Silber most relevant to the calhtinags was the
implication of a normative double standard which meansxh#éé¢ theoretically everyone
and anyone may be a disciple, not everyone practically should or could, as thishage

demonstrated.
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Assessing the Usefulness 8klectedSocial Science Models

This section of the study looks at each of the scriptural passages in turreamatsato apply
our examples of models to them, an exercise designed to get a sense of these modegls worki
in practice and assessing whether they provide a useful or at least ingdessithrough

which to view the marial. | hypothesise that each of the biblical passages may look slightly
different depending on which model is being applied, that different models may be more
useful for some passages than others, and that no one model will necessarily provide a
‘prefect fit' at any stage. Given the prevalence of the wealth/poventyetheowever, | would
expect, as we move through the analyses, certain patterns to become evidenntigittw
begin to build a picture of Jesus’ general thoughts on the economic system of, hisvd#y
affected the people around him, how it affected himself and followers and how he would
ideally prefer it to affect them all in the futufiéhe broader economic models are most
helpful for highlighting what relationship between richer or poorer figurghthiave been

like both in ‘fictionalised’ examples like parables or in ‘real life’ situatiohs particularly
relevant to keep in mind the basic features of agrarian society if only to remimebdieen
scholar not to make ethnocentric assumptions. Lenski's agrarian hasdeéen greatly
influential in social science research that it seems more than appropriapotodsyse that it
will be immensely useful in the analysis of our chosen passages and beyondas\s8#gar
more narrowly focused models go, my hope is that they will provide not only background
information that will help make sense of the features of the gospels that dealeaith and
poverty but will go further to help bring to the surface themes in Jesus’ own thought about
these things. My prediction is that the Virtuoso religion model will be the best at d@ng th
If so | think it will provide the best means of moving tentatively forwards in theisksan of
Jesus’ role as an active social reformeissifies that troubled him. It is my general feeling
that the term ‘social reformer’ is beginning to look slightigppropriate in terms of what it
suggests abouesus’action plan for change. It will have to do in the absence of something
better but | predict that the type of change Jesus wished to see was nobrbedorioLight
about by actively making great alterations to the way society was struantedanaged but
by more subtle forms of teaching, protest and exarsgiigng.l believe all the models have
the potential to support this to varying degrees.
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Social Models and the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard

Let us briefly summarise Matthew 2616. The key to understanding this parable is the
second half where the vineyard owner gives danarius, a sufficient daily wage for

covering basic need¥, to those who have worked the entire day and those who have only
worked one hour. The accompanying explanation (vv. 13-15) emphasises the generosity of
the owner not only in giving to the one-hour workers but to those who worked all day as well.
They may have felt hard done by (v. 12) but he reminds them that they have no reason to
begrudge his generosity. They were paid according to the agreement he thatierwiat

the beginning of the day (v. 2) and they have been reminded that generosity in this sense
refers not to being given more than one has agreed on or that one feels one desetvats but
oneneedsDespite the complex levels of this story which suggest an allegorical message
about eschatology, on the surface the players and the drama itself arendeyesid reflect
certain norms of society that would have been highly recognisable to listenettse Fo

modern audience, however, models may help to facilitate greater understanding.

Firstly, one of the key features essential for understanding this pardiecisthmon

practice of paying day labourers at the end of their workingTayg.is mentioned explicitly

in the Old Testament in reference to the moral obligation of ensuring theenafifaorkers.

For example, “You shall not oppress a hired servant who is poor and needy, whether he is
one of your brethren of one of the sojourners who are inlgod within your towns; you

shall give him his hire on the day he earns it, before the sun goes down (for he is poor, and
sets his heart upon it); lest he cry against you to the Lord, and it be sin in you.”ZDédt
15)°%. Secondly, our examinatiofi the parable revealed another key understanding that the
denarius was typically considered a fair wage for one day’s Wask, then presumably, the
labourer’s day would end with the collection of that wage and spending it imnhgdiate

that day’s food etc. The mention of sunset probably refers to the normal working hthes of
day from (roughly) dawn until dusk and would be particularly relevant on the Sabbath which
began at sun down on Friday evening, for which food may have needed to be purchased in

advance.

*%Davies, W. D. and Allison, D. C. (2008)Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to
Saint Matthew. Vol. llIEdinburgh. T & T Clark. p.72.

% See also, Leviticus 19:13You shall not oppress your neighbour or rob him. The wages of a hinethse
shall not remain with you all night until the morning.”
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Agrarian Society

The economic situation of these day labourers is so central to understanding thgrokani
this parable that a social model like the one proposed for agrarian societynayd3eznski
has a very strong chance of being usg&fukxplaining it better. Indeed one of the most
striking characteristics he identifies is “the fachmirked social inequality®® which is more
than evident in the parable. He talks about the maintenance of this stratificatien by
governing classes in the form of debt extension and other types of financial mampula
that favour those already rich and powettlIBurdens such as taxation were known to be
common economic issues that regularly put pressure on the poor in Jesus’ time and although
the paable gives no indication of why the men were waiting indtfugad for day work rather
than working regular hours or even owning their own land, it might be assumed thiadlthey
in that category of poor people whose place on the economic spectrum \aeddigt their
inability to remove themselves from the stagnation of living hand to mouth without the

opportunity to make savings or from the burden of debt.

Based on what we know about them and their current lifestyle, it is posséds@rtate

where onLenski’s graph®® (the visual representation he gives of agrarian society) the day
labourers might belong. There appear to be two possibilities. The Peasant@ihsre
Lenski would expect to find the majority of fame&rs This meant that large numbers of
people working in the agricultural business would have lacked stability because of thei
dependence on favourable environmental conditions. Drought or other forms of severe
weather could cause crops to fail resulting in famine. Work was obviously séasonal
dependent, with times of planting and harvest being particularly busy. The pretémee
day labourers in the parable might suggest that it was set at harvest time wéégbexir

was required and may also demonstrate the desperation of theiosithat there were still
men waiting for the chance of employment late in the day }*°Tyis this, however, that
suggests the labourers may have been more likely to fit within the categoygrmaph

Lenski calls the Expendables. Within this group he includes underemployed indivithaals w
relied on begging, crime or seasonal work for survival. It was a categatgigied in any

society which produces more people than there is labour for and estimated theirsratmber

% enski, G. (1966)Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificatidtew York. McGrawHill. p.210.
507 |

Ibid.
% bid. p.284.
%9 |bid. pp.2668.
*1%Malina, B. J. and Rohrbaugh, R. L. (19%)ciatScience Commentary on the Synoptic Gospels
Minneapolis. Fortress Press. p.124.
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around 5-10% of the populatitfl. Others have also described day labourers as having a very
precarious existence, only just being able to keep their heads above watays @aing on

the semistarvation line.>? Not only does the evidence support this conclusion but it makes
better sense of the result of the parable. The payment of one denarius becamarpart
meaningful if the reader acknowledges how essential it was that these men rieclived

could easily have been the difference between having food to eat that dayitasnot.

understandable that the twelve-hour workers might have hoped for a little more.

The fact that there were so many labourers still hoping to be employed evierthatelay is
supportive of Lenski’s observations about downward mobility, that socwetiesnore

people than labour would produce a surplus from the upper layers of the economic
spectrunt*? It is only possible to speculate about the rate of downward mobility because so
many contributing factors could affect'itso it is difficult to assesi¢ reason for the day
labourers being in the position they werle inevitability of distributivenjustice is also
something Lenski draws attention to, saying that the poor were dependent not onlyson leve
of production but also on the decisions of the powerful on how to distribute resources. The
rich wanted to maintain their status but also had it in their best interests to prearehyan

and suffering’™® Given what this says about the power of the elite classes to control the poor,
and what the gospelgve sometimes said in criticism of the rich (e.g. Mk.10:25), it is all the
more significant that the rich landowner of the parable chooses to distribute essourc
equally, not in relation to the number of hours worked or the quality of the work dori or w
any apparent concern that he is depleting his own precious resources. He nislénsta
necessity of that denarius. The parable seems to create an idealised picture dfglaeavo
where distributive injustice does hexist.It is as if Jesus is gligring this as a possible reality

in which no one is made to go without the basics for survival. Notably, the charactess in thi
parable still fulfil the roles of a wealthier land owner employing poorer l&e@the system
proposed is practically the samas in real lif¢ but the most negative aspects of that
relationship (unfairness and exploitation) have been removed to leave a rich man wit
healthier level of attachment to his wealth and a group of poor men with enough money to

pay for their daily bread.

1 enski, G. (1966) pp.284.

*2Barclay, W. (1975 he Gospel of Matthew: Vol. Edinburgh. Th&aint Andrew Press. p.223.
13| enski, G. (1966) p.290.

4 bid. p.294.

12 |bid. pp.2956.
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The way Fensy applies the Lenski model to Palestine in the Herodian period is extremely
useful because, of course, Leniskdescribing a generic pattern for agrarian societies and
does not have a particular one in mind, taking almost no examples from this part of history.
Fiensy notices that the issue of landlessness was a strong influence on thepoaas of
agricultural workers because elites bought up more and more land (or it was tedfsca
Herod, Josephuasnt 17.305, 307), increasing the numbers of tenant farmers and day
labourers>*® Again although the specific reasons for the day labourers of the parable not
having their own land or fixed farming employment are not obvious, their numbers support
Fiensy’'s observations. The mention of tenant farmers elsewhere also sugdesfsead
landlessness (The Parable of the Tenants, Mk. 12:1-12). Tension and conflict is evident
throughout the parables between servants and their masters (e.g. Lk.16:1-13) butahat i
the relationship demonstrated here. Even though it would be fair to think of the landowner as
part of the Governing Class in Lenski’'s model as his good fortune is demonsyrdiisd b
production of grapes, a luxury product, rather than a subsistence crop like ghasn

behaviour is not representative of what this implies for the poor, that their needs beeng

met by the local producers. Again, it points to an idealised future in which land owning
employers can carry on as before but with a greater appreciatithe foasic requirements of
their staff.

The model presented by Lenski and developed by Fiensy (and®5thisrextremely useful

for explaining the probable background of its main characters and the likedyesociomic
dynamic of their lives. By being able to understand socio-economic divisions, the
relationships between rich and poor, and some of the typical features of agyadatae,

the reader is helped to differentiate which parts of the parable represeatrithand which
represent the extraordinary. Jesus told several parables where the outcomexpastad

(e.g. Lk.15:1132; 16:1-13). His continued concern for the issues of wealth and poverty that
this study highlights is manifested in an interesting way in this parableichhiegure,

unlike many others (e.g. Lk.12:13-21; 16:19-31), is not the focus of criticism but instead sets

an example to all employeasd it is his equal treatment of the workers that is key because it

*1®Fiensy, D. A. (1991Yhe Social History of Palestine in the Herodian Period: The Land Is.Migistone,
NY. The Edwin Mellen Press. pp-B/

*"Hanson, K. C. and Oatan, D. E. (1998palestine in the Time of Jesus: Social Structures and Social
Conflict Minneapolis. Fortress Press. p.106.

*18E g. Stegemann, E. W. & Stegemann, W. (1999 Jesus Movement: A Social History of Its First Century
Edinburgh. T & T Clark.
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applies the principle that all are equally entitled to the basic requirements pfdifas the

Lord’s Prayer sugges?sc’.

Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

Themodel for Commercialisation in Agrarian Society has its basis in the same psnciple
described by Lenski’s model which means that to that extent it is useful, but catrgatien

was focused much more on the commercialisation of Galilee, where the speaifiefext

the landscape, politics and so on had a particular influence on the economic culture. It is
without question that Jesus was influenced in his teachings by the Galileaxt tamie

which he originated. His largely rural surroundings, no doubt, account for the frequent use of
agricultural settings and themes in his sayings and parétesot stated whether the

parable was meant to be set in one particular place or nos. Was actually in Judea on his

way to Jerusalem, not in Galilee at the time it is recorded in Matthew. Having daitl tha
seems the agricultural setting of the parable was designed so that it mightaise ¢étaa

wide audience, not just a GalileaneoBesides, how drastically different would a Galilean
vineyard be to a Judean one anyway? The point of this parable certainly terslude a
non-Galilean audience but it does have some relevance to the issues raised by the
Commercialisation model siadt centres round a businessman and his workers in the harvest
of grapes for wine productioAlthough not without its limitations, | believe this model

brings to the surface some interesting issues in this parable regardingrigp@nase of

wealth.

Onesignificant point about this parable is the still very apparent stratification &e i
landowners and poor day labourers. The vineyard owner produced a luxury crop that would
have not been for the benefit of the likes of the labourers but mighphesented good
commercial opportunities, to the benefit of hamd local members of the merchant cf&Ss.

An issue raised by the model is the question of the extent to which the area Jesusllived a
worked in was typical of the economic stagnatitentified in agrarian societi€s’ |

suggested that maybe it is not so much that society was against an econahgnbase
commerce etc. (more familiar to a modern reader) buitteathply was not possible. The

common man did not have expendable incémnénstance, and society did tfoave an

*19«Gjve us this day our daily bread”, Matt. 6:11; Luke 11:3.

20| enski, G. (1966) pp.2485. Also, Kautsky, K. (2008Foundations of ChristianityLondon. IMG
Publications. p.41.

2L Carney, T. F. (1975Jhe Shape of the Past: Models and Antiquigivrence, Knsas. Coronado Press.
pp.1067.
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infrastructure that could cope with commerce and trade on a largeaudlinere was no
largescale industry. The economy was not even close to resembling what it is likeRoda
a landowner like the one in the parable, any surplus generated from his business woul
normally only be of direct benefit to himself, merchants he might trade with gnd an
authorities to whom he owed taxes @toat is to say, any extra money generated stayed with
the rich. Poor labourers would not even have been able to afford to drink thad gmay
explain why Jesus felt the need to tell a parable that saw the poor workery aliteelly
benefitting from the good fortune of their employer for a change. This wealih bucks the
trend by redistributing a portion of his surplus to the workers. Does this then mehae ihat
trying to encourage a more modern looking economy? No. The labourers are only given
enough to cover basic needs and not given a surplus themselves from whdinggould
stimulate the economy in other ways. That would defeat the object of the paidible a
inconsistent with Jesus’ other comments on wealth in so¢igyitinerant lifestyle with the
disciples seems to be naturally disapproving of individuals having more than algynesd
and using their personal surplus to gain even more. Therefore it would probablytbesési
he would disapprove of communities generating a surplus to be traded in the same way,

rather than producing only what is ne@ysand remaining sefufficient.

Wandering Charimatics

Theissen’s model of Walering Charismaticdescribes the choice of itinerant lifestyle as the
only means by which Jesus and his disciples could preach principles siethcisng

oneself fomthe importance of wealtfThey had to live by their own ethical precepts.

What is particularly interesting about this model is the discussion about sodie$soess.
Theissen identifies widespread social rootlessness in groups similansg 3ash a the
Qumran community, resistance fighters and prophetic movements, as wathragsa other
members of the expendable clasée&dhe attraction to these types of movement came as a
result ofsocioceconomic changes such as natural disaster (Mk.13:8), over-population
(JosephudVar 3.3.2;Life 45), concentration of possessioAs{17.11.2; Luke 19.26), and
struggle for the distribution of goods (Mt.5:25f.; 18:23f.; Lk.16°H.)lt might be fair to
understand the decision to join such groups as a method of prevention against downward

mobility since Theissen sees social uprooting as something not exclusivectaltieasly

*2Theissen, G. (199Focial Reality and the Early Christians: Theology, Ethics, and the World of the New
TestamentEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.40.
*ZTheissen, G. (1978ociology of Early Palestinian Christianityhiladelphia. Fortress Press. pp3&3
524 |jai
Ibid. p.40.
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suffering poverty> The threat of poverty was quite obviously hanging over the heads of the
day labourersThey might be exactly the type mhpoverished and disillusioned individuals
attracted to the relative safety of a sifficient group of outsiders to avoid the humiliating
daily wait for employment and the harsh working conditions when it is available. Tdlgea
presents an idealisedality in which the vineyard owneloes seem to appreciate this. He
particularly recognises the lack of fairness in the distribution of iveaftongst the very poor
and pays every worker the same accordingly. This teaching about fairnests refleveof
continuity with the itineranlifestyle of the Jesus movemeantwhich members shared equal
status and had their basic needs tended to by each other and from support by wealthier
patrons.n this feature the model and the parable are in agreement in their lack of

condemnation of the rich.

Unlike many other rich figures in the gospels, the vineyard owner is paftesygenerous

and without so strong an attachment to his wealth that he could not pay all the workers a
sufficient daily wage. The social rid@ssness described in Theissen’s model that displayed a
critique of wealth and possessions is balanced by a tolerance of wealthy pleojple mot
favour their wealth above God (Mt. 6:24; Lk. 16:13) and a dependence on their support and
hospitality as members of the settled Christian commtffiityrhe model highlights the

feeling in the parable that employment/patronage need not go hand in hand wittagaploi

of employees/clients. The model’s focus on continuity is once again supported by the
consistencyetween the parable’s teaching and the Jesus movement’s actual prBotices.
demonstrate criticism of accumulated wealth but actually agree that wealthatsstf used
unselfishly, is not a bad thing. This particular model seems to apply relatialy ttethis
parable, agreeing with and confirming its most significant points. Beyond thisyégute
seems that is all the model can do. It merely confirms things we already ktiewtweally
bringing to the surface new ways of looking at the mdtdr& weren’t immediately evident.
This is not a criticism as such on the model’s usefulness but it does show off its limaitatio

Virtuoso Religion

| believe the Virtuoso Religion model is capable to an extent of picking up where the
Wandering Charismatics left off. In many ways to apply the Virtuoso modeMmuld be to

repeat what we just learned about preaching the virtues of equal access to basimesads

2 |bid. p.46.
*2®Theissen, G. (1978) p.38.
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and generous and fair use of surplus wealth. What this model is capable of addingas a mo
developed explanation of how the Jesus movement'’s lifestyle reflected itstgaahdts
relationship with society, particularly the authoriti€se stress on the liminal position of the
virtuoso religious movement is very significant because it addresses tioa tias

inevitably exists between rich and poor in a dramatically stratified agiso@ety. The point

of the Virtuoso group is that they can differentiate themselves from the g@lediticnomic

and religious authorities without completeparation and disrespect for them. In fact the elite
members of society can be appreciative of the virtuoso’s rigorous upholding abrthes

point that the divisions between them are transcerfdédbt only does this bridge the divide
between their gngp and the authorities that they are apparently critical of (in a more elegant
way than the Wandering Charismatics model declares) but the way they cihregtudéaily

lives transcends the divisions of rich and pdothe parable this ideal is reflectedt by
eliminating divisions explicitly but by showing that groups can fulfil their roles withize
extremes of wealth and poverty being allowed to exacerbate inequality andatixpioil he

rich landowner is still rich at the end and the poor day labourers are still poor but the
employer has not abused his privileged position thereby condemning himself and the
employees have not been taken advantage of and left to Stheveelationship has changed

to something mutually beneficial and fair without imaypractically alteredThe status of the
elite party has not been questioned. This is, therefore, not a threatening parae for t
authorities to hear, even though it may sound initially surprising.

Capper is strongly convinced that the practice ofroomity of goods formed a central

element of virtuoso group practice for the likes of the Essenes and the sady Je
movement?®. Evidence suggests they held a common purse (John 12:6) from which group
essentials like food were paid for as well as donations made to the poor (Matt. 261&-9; Ma
14:4-5; John 13:29As mentioned already, this is deeply relevant to the message of equality
in the parable. The equal payment of a denarimstends the notion of wages proportionate
to the amount of work. It is theologically linked to the idea that the final eschiatalog

judgement should not be a weighing of metits.

2T Hill, M. (1973) The Religious Ordert.ondon. Heinemann Educational Books Ltd. pl5@Iso, Ling, T. J.

M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosggdmbidge. Cambridge University Press. p.76.

% Capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religion’ in Coloe, M. L. dradcher, T. eds. (201Iphn,

Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery and DAHatea. Society of Biblical Literature.
p.1156.

> Davies, W. D. and Allison, D. C. (2008)Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to
Saint Matthew. Vol. llIEdinburgh. T & T Clark. p.70. Also, De Ru, G. (1966) ‘The Conception of Reward i
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The models for Theissen’s Wandering Charismatics and Virtuoso Religierhibge
similarities but the Virtuoso model irons out many of Theissen’s difficultieicpkarly the
issues of tension between rich and poor and between the elite authorities and thiy aéithori
the Jesus movement. Hill observes that the way Charismatics and Virtuosi ¢hoose t
differentiate themselves from the establishment authority and how they amdetfseir own
authority has different resul?d’ It seems that the liminal position of the virtuosi is less
precarious. This model also seems to highltgk message of equality better which is

essential for examining the parable.

Economic models and the Jesus-specific models are both useful for gaining a sound
understanding of this parable. The economic models provide guidance for the modern reader
regading the norms of agricultural practices antbst importantly, they explain the
significance for the labourers of one denarius each. The Commeraaisatdel provides
insight into the alternative choice of the employer to use his surplus wealtlat® yee more
for the upper classes which, again, reinforces the significance of his thoschstribute it
to the poor. The Wandering Charismatics model explains how the ethos of the Jesus
movement is reflected in the parable’s concern for equality but the Virtuoschikbasd
more. Itprovides a better understanding of how Jesisally portrays the elite figure
positively therefore dissipating some tension with the real life authoritidst affers a
better explanation of the significance of ttaly denarius in its description of the group’s

practice of communal sharing.

the Teachings of Jesudlovum TemmentumVol 8. p 210. Alsoshillington, V. G. ‘Saving Life and Keeping
Sabbath’ in Shillington, V. G. ed. (199F@sus and His Parables: Interpreting the Parables of Jesus Today
Edinburgh. T & T Clark. p.89.

S30Hill, M. (1973) The Religious Orderl_onda. Heinemann Educational Books Ltd. p.2
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Social Models and the Parable ofite Unjust Steward

Since this is another parable, it is acceptable to assume the possibility of simdarsions
coming from our testig of the social models as we found with the parable of the Labourers
in the Vineyard. Those models that deal directly with the lifestyle of Jesus ashddies

may not be as explicitly represented because the parable is not about themalyubet
corsistent with what the models say about the Jesagement’s strongest concerns. | expect
to see these concerns indicated exaggeratdd a scenario that resembieal life but

includes certain surprising deviations from the norm.

Agrarian Society

We canbe relatively confident that the Agrarian model will be useful in putting the
characters of the parable in their proper s@aonomic context and explaining their actions.
Straight away the parable introduces a rglosiog man who employs a stevehiOf some

of the other places where Luke describes someboglpasios they are not only being
portrayed negatively but are being done so within the context of a teachingtebpittails

of wealth (e.g. Lk. 12:16; 16:19, 21, 22; 18:23, 25; 21:1). This evidence alone supports the
assumption that this rich man belonged to the Governing Class which would put him in the
top 2% of the populatiohi™. The circumstances of the parable, his steward and his debtors
also suggest he was a landowner; he probablyimgdoyees or slaves besides the steward to
work his land which would have been a major source of income. The steward himself would
probably have been a member of the Retainer Class. Lenski notes there wasmioldél *
class’ to speak of but the position held by high status servants could be the close$htking
particular retainer appears to have had a relatively large amount of redfigrssitne he is
accused of mishandling his master’s wealth so he appears to have occupied quiegadr
postion. His dealings with the master’s debtors suggests he may have beerr faithilia

them (perhaps he deals with them on a regular basis), since it was sometimiesahineo
retainer to mediate between their master and members of the lower &fag$ese could
sometimes be hostility and resentment that it would be the role of the retainer tg deflec
though in the case of this parable, the steward actually ends up taking this to drapwe ex

for the sake of his own interests.

! enski, G. (1966Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificatidtew York. McGrawHill. p.219,
245,
32 |bid. p.246.

130



Lenski’'s model offerseal insight into the fears of the steward voiced in v.3. As far as he can
see, the options that await him in the event of his dismissal are the hard phigsicabla

digging or the humiliating alternative of begging. If he was forced into a jolstigaty
considered dangerous or undesirable he may have entered the Unclean/Degssfed Cl
However, it is more likely that he would have become a member of the Expendabdet si
included those forced to beg or rely on crime or sporadic work opportunities e.g. day labou
The Expendables are also categorised as the result of a society with more @eotblerth

was labour fot**, probably because the birth rate was high and landlessness or other issues
caused by the monopoly of the Governing Classes forced people out of work or off their land.
Lenski finds it hard to give a measurement for the rate of downward mobiligy it is

affected by so many contributing factors but he acknowledges that downward was much
more frequent than upward mobifiy. Verse three shows us that the steward’s actions are

motivated by selpreservation, here.

The fact thathe master had debtors is another point in favour of categorising him as an elite
figure since debt and money-lending were tools of the trade in keeping memther$oofer
classes under contrdf. Lenski also notes that peasants would rarely have seen nitoney;
was not used in everyday business like it is in industrial soci&ti& this may explain why
the debts that were reduced were not monetary sums but measures of oil and shaat It
suggestive of the master’s skills in trade and commerce, though it is hard to ihehsure
debtors were merchants who help sell the master’'s gobdsthey were able to reduce their
own del record suggests they were literate. For the sake of the parable’s ultimabegnean
however, it is probably better to conclude that they were poor tenant farmersaogeig of

a fixed amount or percentage of their own crop. This draws greater attentiorcomtitzest
between the rich and poor. The fact that the debts of these struggling faenereeuced
needs to be seen as a generous act, one that would ultimately change the fortenes of t
steward and his master. The reaction of the master on hearing that the stewalid\ed
some of the debt owed to him, is once again a strong indicator of his wealth. There is no

suwggestion that he would not be able to afford the reduction.

33 |bid. p.281.
% pid.
>3 bid. pp. 28990.
3% |bid. p.207. AlsoHorsley, R. A. (1993)esis and the Spiral of Violence: Popular Jewish Resistance in
5F§9man PalestineMinneapolis. Fortress Press. p.246.
Ibid.
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The outcome of the parable sees the master praise the steward’s prudence. dittksStew
reduction of the debts has created a new business relationship between himself and his
master, between hiralf and the debtors, and between the master and the debtors. The
steward has won friends for himséffby easing the financial burden of the already pressured
tenant farmers and made his master appear generous in the eyes of theymtbhc. S
reputation could perhaps have been the window to new commercial ventures and ultimate
gain. The steward has truly fulfilled the mediator role that Lenski des¢dbesmbers of

the retainer class, even though it has meant venturing into somewhat ‘unjustytéor

achieve his own goals. The message about financial prudence is cleatigisntiof the
tendency of the governing classesdocumulate profit for themselves and leave lower
members of society wanting. It may be a message that is relevant to all mefdsiety,
though, not only those with large amounts of wealth. Ultimately prudence is about what one
does with one’s money, not how much one has in the first place. Jesus has made a similar
point elsewhere with another extreme example where he addstigles withess a poor

widow donating a small amouat money to the temple treasury in the midst of many rich
folk donating large amounts: “And he called his disciples to him, and said to them, I'Truly
say to you, this poor widow has put in more than all those who are contributing to the
treasury. For they all contributed out of their abundance; but she out of her pogeptyt Ira
everything she had, her whole living”.” (Mk. 12:41-4%he steward shows the master the
potential benefits of bucking the trend when it comes to redistribution of weasilsuith a
simple message: if the rich share some of their money with the poor then everldre
happier. There is a wonderful irony in ttaet that the steward is called ‘unjust’ when what

he is doing is correcting distributive injustice.

Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

The Commercialisation model builds upon the help the Agrarian model gives us in
understanding better the statuseso@nd actions of the characters in the parable by focusing
more closely on the business implications of the debt relief. The setting of tiréepdepicts

a typical situation in which a wealthy landowner employs a steward to marsagesiness

and dealvith indebted clientslt is suggestive of the kind of economic stagnation indicated in
the model that sees wealth accumulate with the rich and stayEverethough the model

points towards slightly more active trade and commerce in the Galilean stighhated by

8 carroll, J. T. and Carroll, J. R. (1998)eaching the Hard Sayings of JesBeabody. Hendrickson. p.112.
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features such as better trade routes to places like Tyre and Sidon and the aburmfant Sea
Galilee, a setting like this would have been familiar. It is important not to imagine an
idealised version of Galilee where the economy was not troubled by elite diomilztot,
taxes and high levels of poverty. That does not mean that we cannot speculate about the
extent of the master’s business connections with other clients, merchantbemdaoke
connections>>? We must be careful not to impose ethnocentric judgements about the
commercial dealings within this business, however. We must not judge the sseslendion

to redistribute some of his master’s wealth as a move to stimulate the ecpaosey even
though his actions may have positively impacted some of the master’s future bdseaisss
both with the relieved clients and with other partners. The point of the parable is tdiahow t
the gesture of redistributing some wealth will actually be beneficial to all pdttiesiot

about making more money for one’s self bmtulating profits in an aim to reduce the
extremes of wealth and poverty. The outcome is very similar to that of thereabouthe
Vineyard: the actual role of the elite figure is not threatened or changéukehattiude

change to the noalite figures eases their burden without completely taking it away. Only a
portion of their debt is removed. We are left with a group of people, linked together by
patron-client bonds that have been reset, as it were, back to avpenaetthey needn’t be
exploitative or parasitic but mutually beneficial. By better fulfilling these rotesster,

steward and clients can actually live more as assgficient community rather than as part

of a wider commercial enterprise. They have been used as an example that shows even
complicated layers of relationships can work to support one another and see basic needs

covered, just as it was in the mutually supportive group of the early Jesus movement.

Wandering Charismatics

Since the WanderinGharismatics model focuses more narrowly on the Jesus movement and
because this biblical passage is not about the group directly but a teaching emibedde

fiction, we are able to see both how the model might apply to the events of the parable in
terms of if the characters were real life figures and how it might appéynms of how its
message reflected Jesus’ aims. Firstly, the general setting of the papabtents the typical

kind of relationships that might exist between a wealthy master, lplogee and his clients,

with the economic disparity between them demonstrated most strongly by thg’ clebt.
Theissen’s model is very conscious of the tension that could exist between rich andtpoor jus

39 Kautsky, K. (2008Foundations of ChristianityLondon. IMG Publications. p.242.

133



because of this kind of financial burden. The pressures this put on some members of society
bred a feeling of disillusionment with the authorities and put them in danger of economic
ruin. As a result, such individuals were sometimes drawn towards movementsuie Jes

which were able to turn their social rootlessnessani@y of life>*° It is, however, the

steward not the farmer clients who finds himself in danger of falling offdge.dHe is

threatened with poverty becausie lack of prudence (Lk. 16:1-2) has irked his employer.

Both the steward and the master learn a lesson about the benefit of prudent ust of hesa
result of the parable sees relations between the master, his steward anohéss lalisnts
improve because of this lesson. It promotes an ideal where rich and poor can live and work
harmoniously without the patronage and authority of the elite party being threatehed a
without the norelite party being forced into a position of debt from which they can be easily
exploited.The Wandering Charismatics model takes into account the necessity of patronag
from the wealthy in order that Jesus and his disciples can maintain an itinesayielife
Theissen claims that this relationship is complimentary, not contradiéfdtyis hard not to
think, however, that this promotion of positive rich/poor relations and the importance of
interactions implied by the ‘Charismatic’ title Theissen attributes to Yéssisomewhat
contradictory to the movement’s voluntary homelessness, renunciation of property and
general criticism of riches. Of course, Theissen would have an answesfedésus had to

live by what he preache® Distancing themselves from personal wealth to justify criticising
it is one thing but the model struggles to make sense of how this explains the yauthe
maintains itgelations with wealthy supporters and with society’s elite in general. This limits
the model’s ability to help understand the parable’s conclusion which criticisesaeted

wealth successfully without seeming hypocritical wtiemoutcome is happy for the master.

Virtuoso Religion

Once again, | think the Virtuoso Religion model addresses this issue much mdreetyfec

by seeing the Jesus movement in a liminal position that allows for good relatiorikevith
established elite. The model’s description reiterates the lack ahantutional feeling. Jesus
regularly mentions the need to respect traditions and laws (e.g. Mk. 12:17) even thaygh ma

>0 Theissen, G. (197&ociology of Early Palestinian Christianithiladelphia. Fortress Press. p4&3
*1Theissen, G. (1978) p.38.

*2Theissen, G. & Merz, A.(1998}he Historical Jesus: A Guprehensive Guidé.ondon. SCM Press
Ltd.pp.1856.

*3Theissen, G. (1998ocial Reality and the Early Christians: Theology, Ethics, and the World of the New
TestamentEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.40.
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of his teachings seem to advocate rebellious behaviour. An initial readimg péutable
suggests that the steward was attempting to take some sort of revenge &gaiastdr but it

is later revealed to have been the oposibeit by risky methods. Silber’s it mentions

the intensification of norms as a key feature of virtuosity which is evident throutigout
gospels. The commandment to love one’s enemies (Mt. 5:43; Lk. 6:27), for example, is an
extreme version of a prexisting ideal that is meant to be beneficial to both parties even
though it sounds countamtuitive. The same is true of the steward’s actions with the master’s
debtors. An action which could have angered the master and made things worselifemthis
and for the steward actually moved to equalise them somewhat. By the end the detgtors w
under less financial pressure, the steward had avoided a huge downward move iardocial r
and the master had learned the value of prudence with both his moneay eolichgues.

The Virtuoso theme of transcending divisions comes from the Jesus movement promoting
values that both elite and netite can participate in. For them this included accepting
hospitality from elite figures who supported the itinerant disciple group without
compromising their own political or moral principtés The master is being given the
opportunity to fulfil a similar role. The Jesus movement, although it posed an alternative
system of living, did not do so with the aim to undermine theeati system apart from

where injustices were concerned. The parable does not suggest that thenoasderelieve

all the debt owed to him or renounce his wealth. It doésemoove the characters from their
places within the story. Though the mastestik the master, the steward still the steward and
the debtors still the debtors, by the end the breadth of division éretlvem is somewhat

shortened.

Although Jesus and the disciples practiced an extreme form of itineranawiblaed

renouncing possessions, community sharing and so on, there is no reason to think that this
was expected of everyone. Silber identifies this as a key feature of viraliggonrand it is
evident in the gospels in wealthy figures who supported Jesus (e.g. Lk. 8:1-3).sTin@re i
reason to think that the master in the parable would be expected to renounce evetkting ei
and it would be pointless to frame such a teaching within such a complicated paraldg.any
Despite being a parable, a niiteral story, Jesus is illustrating quite a realistic sounding

scenario in which a business arrangement involving traditional customs of debt and

> Sijlber, I. F. (1995)/irtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological Study of
Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval CatholigdBambridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.1961

**Ling, T. J. M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gos@dmbridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.76.
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reciprocity are redefined without damaging the honour or financial stathe ofaster. He

could afford to relieve some of those debts and, in the situation that arose, doingls® was t
best action for all characters in the story. If this could happen in a parablepuldythis not
happen in real life? The rich could afford to readdress the way they view the process o
business so that the poor would not be oppressed without compromising themselves morally
or politically. This hints at the type of social reform | believe Jesus vagoping which is

totally compatible with the Virtuoso model.

The Virtuoso model is by far the most useful for examining the Parable of the Unjust
Steward. It describes the types of social inequality and oppression thatdribpireeed for

an alternative movement which demonstrated renunciation of material wealtraaticeol
community sharing. It goes on to explain how this could in theory be happily ntanage
alongside the existing system of political and religious authority by promaings

accessible to all. It does this by intensifying certain commitments and rulds egmcolve

but also cause temsis. The parable illustrates how a radical approach to debt and reciprocity

that seems at first unfair can actually improve elite/elite relationships.
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Social Modelsand the Rich Man

A conversation with a woulbe disciple inspires @aching that includes one of the most
famous sayings and iconic mental images in the Biltlés ‘easier for @amelto go through
the eye of a needle than for a ricmto enter the kingdom of God” (Mk. 10:25). At a first
glance the statement seemstiyrdamning*®. Taken in isolation it presents a rather hopeless
situation to all persons of wealth but within the context of the whole passage it istsatme
softenedby a fuller explanation about the cost of discipleship. The renunciation of home,
family and possessions by the disciples is commended but does not confirm that poverty
alone ensures salvation and, therefore, that wealth alone prevents it. A negatiiwestdp
with wealth or property that prioritizes theabove a relationship with God (cf. Mt.6:24;
Lk.16:13) is the problem, not the wealth itself. It means it is not impossible fonel tago
through the eye of a needle, just very unlikely! The outcome of the discussion suggest
not only did no totdly condemn the rich but that such a teaching would have been
inappropriate, unrealistic and unnecessary. Let us hope that viewing this endoonigh t

the lens of our models will help clarify some of the complex issues that underpin this

seemingly strajht forward condemnation of wealth.

Agrarian Society

The backstory of the rich man is not expliéitl the text reveals is that he wanted to know

how to inherit eternal life (L7), he claimed to have always kept the commandments (v.20),

he had great possessions and was sad at the thought of renouncing theé/rARjht

infer that he was a landowner because ktiuota can refer to land/estates as well as general

property. There is even a suggestion that he has mistreated the poor in thelpast by t
conspicuous inclusion of the extra commandment ‘Do not defraud’ on the list Jesus quotes to
him. If he were a landowner, then presumably he had staff or owned slaves and ingd deal
with merchants or client3he Agrarian model highlights the injustices thadld result from

elite landownership, increasing numbers of landless peasants and forcing theonte be

tenant farmers or day labour&s Though the text does not attest to any wrong doing on the

>4 Crossley takes this harsh view: Crossley, J. G. (2005) ‘The DaniokdNark 10:1731)’. The Expository
Times. 116. pp.39401.

*"Fiensy, D. A. (1991The Social History of Palestine in the Herodian Period: The Land Is.Mimgistone,

NY. The Edwin Melén Press. pp.#78. Fiensy also notes occurrences of land confiscation by Herod (Josephus.
Ant17.305, 307).
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part of the man or even give details of his ‘many possessions’, the evidence ofltiis wea

does seem to put him in the top few per cent of the population in the Governing*lass.

The outcome of the encounter, for both Jesus and the rich man, is unsatisfactory. The
command to renounce his possessions comes@s@ete shock to the man who doeg no
appear to be present for Jesus’ subsequent explanation about wealth (v.22). There is no
indication that he was familiar with the itinerant practices of Jesus antbhis lpeforehand

either so it seems that he depavithout really understanding the reasons for the command to
renounce everything. On the face of it, the idea of volunteering oneselffmo&poverty is
illogical. Even as a figure of wealth and influence, surely this man would have been aware
that ke was one of a lucky minority and that vast portions of society were living as

below the poverty line. The number of positions where regular income could be secured were
completely disproportionate to the large population, resulting in downwabditnd'.

Unless this rich figure had somehow avoided encountering these phenomena, he nyust surel
have had some sense of his own privilege. Why would someone who knew himself to be one
of a lucky few in society with ktquata ToAAd want to give that up? Even he was subject to
burdensome taxes and the occasional bad harvest that might disrupt his business and cause
financial distress. Downward mobility could have threatened hifttoBime and energy

spent avoiding such dangers made the prospect of renouncing all he had in one go even more
absurd. If the command had been to make a partial donation to the poor then perhaps he
would have seen the value of it. Like the master in the Parable of the Unjuatd&hmacould

have taken advantage of the honour it would earn him. But to renounce everything was to
renounce power as well as privileghich meant sacrificing the ability to manage

relationships with clients and the like. It would have meant truly putting his lif@isG

hands. It seems he does not linger to hear Jesus explain that this is exactiytthe poi

The Agrarian society model is capable here of explaining the type of fenpualeably

enjoyed by the rich man and the dangers of downward mobility even he could be dteaten
with. Rather than have the decision made for him by unfortunate circumstancésmalyic
never arise, this scenario puts him in a position to voluntarily lower his sotied ated

wealth.The man (as far as we know) selects to stay rich whereas Jesus and thestesoipl

>#8| uke’s version of events even describes him &syav (ruler). Luke 18:18.
*9| enski, G. (1966Power and Privilege: A Theory of SocBiratification New York. McGrawHill. p.290.
550 [

Ibid.
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opted to live without attachment to worldly possessions. Their system of mutual support is

something the man either does not know about or does not understand.

Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

Contributions from the Commercialisation in Agrarian Society ehade only able to expand
on this conclusion in the sense of offering more specifically targeted anaflgsisnomic
developments in the Galilee area, the main pitfall for us being the lack of atfornabout

the rich man’s source of income. The implication that he was a landowner of some sort is
helpful in that we can further imagine the economic impact his estate may havelbadl o
commerce, relations with local merchants through frequent business ti@msachannels of
trade developed between urban and rural &teasd employment of local peasants perhaps
as tenants or day labourevge might further speculate that his unwillingness tougice

these things, the power they afforded him and relationshipsatiosyed him to manipulate

in his favour was an unwillingness to accept a lifestyle where mutual supgurt avigroup
meant seksufficiency, basic needs addressed and no surplus. As we stated in support of the
Agrarian Society model, a basic idea of the relationship between rich and poailly

good start for understanding the impact of the call to renounce property anul Whalt
Commercialisation model certainly supports and reinforces this taus diktle in addition
unless we speculate about the details of the rich man’s citances. To do so is interesting,
perhaps, but it relies on a manipulation of the data or at least exaggeration offeattaes

thereby limiting the model’s usefulness.

Wandering Charismatics

Our limited knowledge of the rich man makes it difficult to answer questions about his
motivations posed by the model. Speculative as it might be, it is fair to assume that his
wealthy status afforded him a certain amount of security which he was agvdIforfeit.

This puts him in a differenogio-economic category to the type of people who might
normally be attracted to socially rootless detached grotfide seems not to empathise with
the aims of the inner circle of the Jesus movement, perhaps because he has robtlseiffere
same feelings dlisillusionment with the establishmehte is neither poor nor, presumably,
under any imminent threat of being pode appears to have taken his privilege for granted
and now faces a harsh reminder thatill stand in his wayHe seemed happy to do waeer

! Kautsky, K. (2008Foundations of ChristianityLondon. IMG Publications. pp.242, 44.
2 Theissen, G. (1978ociology of Early Palestinian Christianithiladelphia. Fortress Press. pp33
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was necessary to gain salvation, indeed he claims to have beeialidavg man all his life
(MK. 10:20), but renunciation of his wealth etc. was a commitment he was unable to make

and he went away sad (v.22).

In the light of Theissen’s picture tfe Jesus movement (especially its threefold structure of
settled supporters, itinerant disciples and Jesus himself), what was thendeéfeetween the
rich man who rejected the call and other figures who accepted it gladlyditt het go away
having ruined his chances of salvation, could there still be a place for him within the
structure? Perhaps there was still a place as a settled sympathiser, maich aveve

probably quite wealthy (and not condemned for it)? We know such figures existedtand tha
Jesus was generally not averse to sharing meals with unlikely compangtiragsupport

from those with meang® Since the issue, however, is personal attitude to one’s wealth rather
than the wealth in isolation, we must naturally compare the attfutthe rich man to some

of the figures cited in the previous footnote. The willingness of these figugesmerously

share what they had, and most extremely in the example of Zacchaeus (Lk.1i®: 5%6)

give half his possessions away to the poor and repay fourfold anyone he has chisated, s
them strongly apart from the rich man in attitd@&The text strongly suggests that he
rejected Jesus’ call to itinerant discipleship outright, albeit regretfully, baeg go further

in describing what kind obhg term affect was felt. From the available evidence through the
eyes of the Wandering Charismatics model, it appears that the rich mamaveasglienated
himself from the whole movement including those retaining their possessions@nd lea

non4tinerant lives.

The end result is one of tension and one is left feeling rather sorry for the rich man. Hi
inability to renounce his wealth appears to have left him without a place in theistroict

the Jesus movemeeven though he acknowledges that rendimiavas unessential for alt.

is as if Jesus perhaps anticipated the man’s reluctance because the love hergtiows fo
(v.21)>>° sounds like a dare to refuse. It is consistent with the Theissen’s observation that

tension would often be met with the commandment to love. The rich man is not an enemy or

53 Seefor example, Mark 2:15 (dining with tax collectors and sinners), Luke 7:8t(pwith a Pharisee), 8:3
(support from rich women like Joanna, Susanna and ‘many others’) da@dd @ining with Zacchaeus the tax
collector to whose house salvation had epm

54To support this same point is the story of the Widow’s Offering (Mark 1241 uke 21:34) which depicts

a poor woman making an offering to the temple treasury that appearedrt@béut, as Jesus pointed out, was
huge in proportion to her tdtevealth and therefore many times more generous than the offerings ynade b
contributors. It is not about how much she had overall, but about hopesteived what she could afford.

%44 §¢ Inoodg EuPAéyac avtd fydmmoey adtov” — ‘love’ here is in thesense of warm fondness and regard (cf.
Mt. 5:44).
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opponent per se but the mention of the love felt for him increases the awkwardness of the
situation and really puts him on the spot. Holding him up as an example serves as a@ exercis
to demonstrate the Jesmovement's intensification of certain normSOnce the rich man
hasdeparted in sadness (10:22), what follows is the extremely harsh sounding critique of
attachment to wealth characterised by the ‘camel through the eye of a needtp('82an

It is intriguing and helpful to recognise the insight the Wandering Charismadids| can

provide on a text like this, especially since it descrébésled called to discipleship, that is, a
failure to become part of the threefold structure. It is anden of the kind of tension that

could exist between elite figures and the Jesus movement but with the redtlgtanaof not

simply depicting the rich man as a stereotypical wealthy villain.

Virtuoso Religion

This model encourages some of the same speculations mentioned above that the man’s
reluctance to fully give himself to Jesus’ cause may have stemmed from ttieafdet

enjoyed a privileged and well regarded position within society. It is unknown whabhis

was or how he became so wealthy lboth these models highlight the possibility that it was
more than just money he would be leaving behind. If he held a position of leadership, for
example, then to detach himself from the hierarchical structure of sociegyrdordce anti
structure would have been painful indeédMight he have been setbnscious that, in a
culture of honour and shame, such a rebellious looking move would create a scandal for
himself or his family? It is fair to suggest that, having established his strongra#at to his
many possessions, this could extend to all the other privileges life has givékehimgh

status, honour, responsibility, family, security and so on. An abundance of such gifts would
make it difficult for anyone to feel dissatisfaction or as thouglttineent system was not
favouring them. The virtuoso model draws attention to the concept of transcending the
divisions of elite and non-elite. Although the rich man must have been aware of thg povert
that afflicted masses of people in his community nibggon of transcending all that kept him
from joining them was understandably unappealing. Ling highlights the aim wdsart

religion to promote a set of values in which both elite andelib&-could participate as a
response to the divisions betweeartfi°® The way the rich man was clearly shocked at how

drastic Jesus’ command was suggests a lack of appreciation of the need to respond to

% Theissen, G. (197&ociology of Early Palestinian Christianithiladelphia. Fortress Press. ppl9iB.
®7Ling, T. J. M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gos@dmbridge. Cambridge Universigyess.
p.73.

% |bid. p.76.
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divisions by countering traditional values. There is no explicit evidence that he had no
sympathy for the poor but perhaps his slightly rose-tinted worldview meant he coskkno
things from their point of view. Ling goes on to speak about elite figures alsowelcgme
amongst the group who utilised their resources for supfisnive discussed regarding the
Wandering Charismatics model, perhaps this type of involvement with the movensent wa
now no longer an option, either because the man could not bring himself to use his wealth

this way or because his rejection of tladl bad alienated him forever.

The reason it is so useful to discuss the possible motivations of the rich man based on the
evidence of his position within society is because the Virtuoso model deals hartely
describing the precarious and often tense relationship between the Jesus moneérent a
authorities of the existing religiowand political institution¥®. With a focus that is more on

the overall structure of a movement including its relationship with society,ithes6

model differs from Theissen’s which seems to focus more on the instroeture of the
movement itselflt is therefore more difficult to ask what the rich man might have thought
about rich/poor relations with this modgil.either case the evidence suggesiman who is

not forced to experience the tension between theauthorities and the poor masses because
he is lucky enough to not be on the receiving end of oppressive behétvioay. also be that

he has participated in exploiting clients, employees or slaves of his own (saséakkdition

of the extra commandment ‘Do not defraud’ in v.19). For someone who has been favoured by
the system, inspiring a desire to move away from that system in the rich emtough ask

for Jesus. The man lacks any logical reason to do so and in spite of his apparemnidaghful
(Mk. 10:17, 20) had no idea that he would be expected to live his life according to the
ideologies of the itinerant Jesus and disciples. If we measure him up algailsit provided

by Silber® we can see he is no virtuoso. His rejection shows a lack of d¢orentito the

cause as a whole; his heart wag in it. He was not interested in going beyond basic
compulsory religious obligations by intensifying his personal commitment. titirdg does

*9Weber, M. ‘The Social Psychology of the World Religions’ in Gerth, H. H. &gt Mills, C. eds. (2009)
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociologggndon. Routledge; Hill, M. (1973Jhe Religious Orderi_ondon.
Heinemann Educational Books Ltd; Silber, I. F. (199Bjuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative
Sociological Study of Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval Catho{zsnbridge. Cambridge
University Press; Ling, T. J. M. (B6) The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosggambridge. Cambridge
University Press; Capper, B. J. 'The New Covenant in Southern Ralasthe Arrest of Jesus' in James R.
Davila ed. (2003Yhe Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism ang Ehristianity.
Leiden/Boston. Brill; Capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religin@oloe, M. L. and Thatcher, T. eds.
(2011)John, Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery and Ditatta. Society of
Biblical Literature.

*0gijlber, I. F. (1995), p.190.
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not appear interested in attaining a level of perfection whatibs on a drive to go beyond
everyday life and average religious achievement. This must have been a disagmutdiotm
Jesus (v.21) and for the rich man (v.22) because both of them were probably aware of the
man’s potential to follow the command and apply himself wholeheartedly. That is, sécour
the point; the virtuoso model describes that exact phenomenon. Pretty much anyone has the
potential to commit with appropriate rigour but it is unnecessary for evegyahenpossible

as a practical expectatio8ilber’s list acknowledges the openness of virtuoso religion to
everyone on principle but refers to those who actually feel pushed to achievt@edad
succeed in practice as an ‘heroic’ minority. Even for the most pious of men, thadiamvit
would be hard to accept. It puts in great perspective the extraordinary natureeafat®s

that were successful (e.g. Mt. 4:28; MK. 1:16-20; Lk. 5:1-11). The emphasis on
voluntariness in the description of this model generally reads in such a positibeitthg

story of the rich man who simply couldtn@mlunteer himself highlights the reality that many
may have struggled similarly with relating to movements like this. How many othgrs ma
have asked how they could be saved and been disappointed badtieapand personal
obstacles that stopped them becoming itinerant followers of Jesus? The doubkel standa
Silber describe§* must have contributed to the awkwardness of the virtuoso group’s position
and the tension that existed not only between followers of the movement and thoge totall
outside it, but also between those virtuosi committed to intensifying norms and living
itinerantly and those supporting the movement from home. As we considered regarding
Theissen’s model, might the rich man have beetlyathenated from the Jesus movement

or just had to face the harsh fact that he wasubout for the intense itinerant lifestyle of a

disciple? Perhaps he might be categorised as one of Weber’s “religiously caifeii

Another way in which the rich man highlights this returning issue of tension in the¥tr

model is where the double standard refers specifically to renunciation of wealth a
possessions. Not only was it a blow to hear that he was expected to give up his weflth but i
he was also aware that it was a fumiversal demand, it must have been twice as painful and
confusing. In the discussion of the Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard (ML&0:1-

the Virtuoso model provided an insight into the symbolism of the payment of one denariu

%51 |bid.
*2\Weber, M. (2009) p.287.
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for all workers. The Virtuoso practices like community shafihseemed consistent with this
in transcending the concept of wages as reward and distribution according togibeser r
than need. These culturally ingrained concepts must have been difficalitemplate

rejecting if they had been working in his favour until now and could continue to do so if he
did not accept the call. To adopt a lifestyle that was itself a critique oféusps one would
be hard to manage. He ran the risk of being pezdeas threatening to the establishment
since he would be joining a movement that intensified certain religious valies/éy that
could resemble reversal of them: see e.g. Mt. 12:1-14) and tried to transcend values tha

favoured the elite.

| believethe Virtuoso model is significantly more successful in describing the tension
between the structure (or astructure) of a virtuoso group and the structure of wider
political, economic and religious institutions than the Wandering Charismatics.rRode
this reason it is incredibly useful for approaching Mark 1@1/largely because the figure
of the rich man epitomises this tension in an encounter that sees him face thétgasdsibi
becoming a disciple. He got an insight into the world of the higjpgialisd virtuoso and
realised it was rtdor him. This viewpoint from the outside looking in is something the
Virtuoso model is perhaps more sympathetic towards than the Wanderingn@Gitas
because Theissen details the inner structure of the Ies@esnent more than its relationship
with the rest of society. As a result of explaining the strange liminal positiitne of
movement, the Virtuoso model also better achieves a description of attitude to wdalth a
how that is demonstrated through an itamrlifestyle. Theissen’s term ‘social rootlessness’
has unfortunate connotations of aimlessness and lack of structure whereas|Bilber’s
includes disciplined, systematic application of a defined rule or method afeakang>** It
means that Jesus’ mement might not have had strong geographical roots but ideologically,
its teachings were grounded solidly in the tradition and its itinerancy wasf@adearly

defined method. Jesus specifically charged the rich man with selling hisgpossemd

giving the proceeds to the poor (Mk. 10:21). It was the ‘one thing he lacked’; he had ticked
all the boxes but one. Thiscertainly moreconsistent with a movement described as

systematia@and with a defined method by the Virtuoso model than withdeseribed as an

53 Capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religion’ in Coloe, M. L. dradcher, T. eds. (201Iphn,
Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Sixty Years of Discovery and DAHatda. Society of Biblical Literature.
p.1156.

%4 Silber, I. F. (1995), p.190.
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attractive form of social rootlessness to those dissatisfied with their lot in life by the

Wandering Charismatics model.

Overall, it is the Virtuoso model that most adequately highlights the key issums of t
encounter with the rich matit.made it easy to imagine an abundance of similar encounters
that might have characterised the tension of virtuoso liminality as Jesus mowead.aWith
specific regard to the two key issues of wealth and discipleship, it seems agdétiewe and
obvious to go into detail about Jesus’ unmet expectations from the rich man but ultimately i
boils down to wealth only being an obstacle to salvation when one is more strorgigdtta
to it than God. The lack of necessity for renunciation is emphasised both here and in the
Wandering Charismatic model which effectively draws attention to many ciatime themes
but with less elegance and accuracy. As far as highlighting the issueltif gass, the
Commercialisation and more particularly the Agrarian moffer more in terms of their
simple description of stratification and elite/relite tension. The most important thing about
the Agrarian model is that it breaks down the story and quite often gets straightdotthe
issue simply by asking how Lenski would categorise the key players in a $bemaan’s
wealth is his key attribute and by knowing what that probably says about higdif@st his
position within the community, one is better able to appreciate the significatiee aHill.

Not only is the Agrarian model beginning to demonstrate its breadth of usefulnéss but
also demonstratinigs compatibility with other models which only gives it more weight,

especially since the Virtuoso model, for instance, actually relies gatelyepon it.
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Social Models and Jesus’ Demonstration ithe Temple

This event stands out in the gospels for its complexity and its dramatic intiseasy

enough to settle on a conclusitiat it was at least plausibhystoricaP®® but it must be noted

just how unusual it was for Jesus to use methods other than the spoken word as teaching or
his daily life as demonstration of his views. Issues of wealth and commieatengiside

issues of ritual purity and eschatological judgement which makes the ceegreodifficult

to isolate on a first reading. Economic models will be naturally limited when it comes to
accounting for all these issues together although | feehtre narrowly focused models

may fare better in explaining the protest about economiaialiggwithout neglecting the

theological elements.

Agrarian Society

There may be little of significant use that the Agrarian Society model carfaf@amining

the specifically religious elements of the text. The description by Léamdkided naspecific
references to the Judean or any particular religious ctfifiee much of the more

theologically based discussion will require stripping back to look at the baisic,azho was
there, what they were doing and why, as well as the implications of that actioesasd J
disruption of it. Not all of the symbolic aspects of the demonstration will beated|e

however, since Jesus was also using symbolism to protest against poverty and oppression,
issues relevant to the agrarian model and not spégifits agrarian socie¥” It is helpful to

have been able to deduce that the scene greeting Jesus as he entered the temple @secincts w
probably typical of the time since it would otherwise soften the impact of his outthisst

worth bearing in mind, however, that the Temple in Jerusalem during the build-up to
Passover® must struggle to represent what is typical in ®oha general agrarian model.

For a start, the Temple at this time would have been fa@kwapeople; Mk. 11:18 mentions

the crowd {yrog). Other particular groups mentioned are the money changers, dove sellers,
chief priests and teachers of the law (v.15, 18), already indicating a greatemktoles and

statusesThis is extremely interesting, however, since few other occasidhs igospels to

% gnodgrass, Klyne R. 'The Temple Incident' in Bock, Darrell L. & W&athert L. eds. (200%ey Events in
the Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Context and €nbeiGrand Rapids.
Eerdmans. p.439.

*%Ling, T. J. M (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth GosjBaciety for New Testament Studies
Monograph Series 136. Cambridge. Cambridge University Press. p.92.

%7 enski, G. (1966Power and Privilege: A Theory of 8al Stratification New York. McGrawHill. p.210.
%8 Bauckham, R. ‘Jesus’ Demonstration in the Temple’ in Lindarsd B(1©88)Law and Religion: Essays on
the Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christiani@ambridge. James Clarke and Co. p.75.
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which the Agrarian model might apply could actually be said to include figunesdimost

all the economic categories. Members of the Merchant class were clearly adeyngttus
incident since they bore the brunt of the attack (v.M@mbers of the Priestly class were
mostly certainly present as well (v. 18) and may have been the real souesasif J
frustration. Scribeare also therbut apart from that no specific groups get a mention. We
can safely assume that the ‘crowd’ coresisdf everyone from Governing elites, to Retainers,
to Artisans, to Peasants (although ritually unclean individuals more prevalentowéss
divisions may have been absent for purity reasons). There would have been both men and
women, Jews and Gentiles, city dwellers and rural folk who had travelled far tedesmipfor
Passover as well as simply rich and poor. This vast range of people is atbealdyy point

of the demonstration. It was relevant to all class graitipss already been suggested that
Jesus’ fairly middling position within society as a member of the Artisas géaghim

plenty of opportunity to mix with figures from all parts of the sost@nomic spectrurfi’

and inform his opinions on inequality.

Looking first at the centrgirotest against economic injustice for the poorest worshippers,
is worth acknowledgintghe normalcy of the commercial activity present in the Temple
Court™. It was necessary for sacrificial practices that animals were of an ‘unbéthis
quality which dscouraged the transportation of sacrifices from far &lvand taxes had to
be provided in the correct coinage (according to the law as written in Exodus 3D:11-16
meaning distant visitors had to exchange their own currencies on aksvdlyers observes,
the Temple was a “fundamentally economic instituttéhand the activities of the various
buyers and sellers seem at first like practical esseHtial$e two most obvious answers to
why Jesus objects so strongly to what at first seems like normal evargdeple busiass
are that it is taking plade an inappropriate sacred location and that it is contributing to
stratification in society by oppressing the poorest people . The second ofldaeke ¢
resonates with the Agrarian model since Lenski noteatked social inequality”* as a key

characteristic of agrarian society. This concern may have been destexhsiirough the

* Fiensy, D. A. ‘Jesus’ SociBconomic Background’ in Johns, L. L. & Charlesworth, J. H. eds. (1199/@)
and Jesus: Comparative Studies of Two Major Religious Lealliémaeapolis. Fortress Press, citing Oakman,
D. E. (1986)Jesus and the Economic Questions of His,Dayiston, NY. Edwin Mellen Press. pp.188.

>0 sanders, E. P. (1983sus and Judaisrhondon. SCM Press Ltd. p.66.

>"1bid. p.64.

>"2Myers, C. (2008) p.300.

*"Hooker, M. D. (1991 The Gospel According to St. Matkondon. A & C Black. p.263Also, Keener, C.S.
(2009)The Historical Jesus of the GospeBrand Rapids, MIl. Eerdmans. p.293.

" Lenski, G. (1966) p.210.
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disruption of the dove sellers who most likely provided the sacrifices to those unable to
afford anything bigger®. Though sacrificetself is not the target of Jesus’ anger, a sacrificial

system that puts financial burden on the poore¥fis.

Though Jesus has no direct contact with members of the authorities while he isemfile, T

it is mentioned that they are present, aware of his actions and not best pleasbdnvigMk.
11:18).The Priestly presencas well as teachers of the law and presumably any number of
figures from theGoverning Class, both supports the view that elite members of society were
the target of the demonstimai in protest of various types of economic or political injustices
and that the priesthood in particular was being targeted for allowing the misazed

spacé’’. Priests would not have been the only group offended or shocked by the seemingly
unprovokedattack’® sincethe whole systerfooks to betargeted but just as sacrifice, for
example, was not being attacked for its own sake but because of the way ied&s us
oppress, so too the Priestsal were not being attacked just because they were rich and

powerful but because they abused their power to promote the unfair system.

If the key to the demonstration is the corruption of the sacred Temple space imadbitig

of worshippers to fulfil their religious obligations by inappropriate comrakagitvity that is
burdensome to the poor, then really the whole protest is actually quite typicalisfid¢he
sense that he is often frustrated by the way that economic issues can dibstpath to a

proper relationship with God (e.g. Mk. 10:37: Lk. 6:24; 16:1-14; 16:19-31). The

comparison of the Temple to a ‘den of robbers’ (Mk. 11:17, quoted from Jer. 7:11) seems to
deal both with the issue of economic injustice and misuse of the Temple. Although the term
translated as ‘robbers’ or ‘thieves’ may have referred to something abosdxaindit or

brigand, the qualification is still a negative, indeed criminal, one. The compafthe

Temple to a bandit’s hideout is quite striking; not only has Jesus noticed injustice going
unpunished but he has iddigd people choosing the Temple as a place of refuge from the
chance of punishment. It seems to point a finger at the commercial pratitaset

continued in the name of fulfilment of religious obligation (dovestbe sold for sacrifice,

moneymustbe changed etc.) but in reality serve the rich and exasperate the problem of

"> Bauckham, R. (1988), p.76.

> |bid. p.77.

>’ Snodgrass, K. R. (2009). p.471; Bauckham, R. (1988) p.81.
> 3anders, E. P. (1985) pp.265
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stratificatio?’®. For Bauckham Jesus is referring to the Temple authorities who use their
positions to protect themselves from repri&Myers agreed that it was the Temple itself
that was the ‘robber’, an “apparatus of economic stratificatfonFor Betz, the ‘robbers’
reference served to contrast with the reference to prayer from ihle dgeotation, pointing

out the misuse of the Temple for financial gain rather than woféhithere is a deep level

of irony here in the comparison of the Temple to a robber’s cave. Criminatyeldte

stealing and banditry were often the result of downward mobility caused bgnexpmserty

and overpopulation. Surplus population was driven down to the Expendable Class. In real
life, what chance did members of this group have to afford to properly observe Temple

worship? Was Jesus aware of this discrepancy when he quoted Jeremiah?

Many of the same themes and issues that Jesus tackles on adalgéhnroughout the
Gospels are condensed into the Demonstration in the Temple, like a microcosm of the
mission. This means that the Agrarian Society model is able to show the copsidtirec
economic elements of the demonstration with Jesus’ other teachings on wealth and
inequality. On principle, the desire to see less economic stratification itoakia desire to
see less spiritual division, but the Agrarian model is naturally limited regarding the

theological elements of this text because it adgcribes economic categories.

Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

To emphasises and reiterate that the Temgleiislamentally an economic institutiot?® is

to remind ourselves of the crucial fact, especially in the case of this modd whata
businessPeople attended Temple, particularly during religious festivals, with thetatipa

of spending money on the necessaries of worship. If the Commercialisationpudglout

how increased commerce and trade could aggravate the issues of exploitation antboppress
then the Temple on Passover could do the same. Although a business, the Temple was not
like some great tourist attraction stimulating the Jerusalem economy; it was yetr aooth

for squeezing as much as possible from the poor and vulnerable for the benefit of those who

could use the Temple’s authority as extra protection (see v. 17). Even the extrarc@inm

"9 ooking at the full passage in Jeremiah 7 (wL19 from which the ‘den of robbers’ reference is taken, it
refers to those who think they can break commandments then expect weidbmd& émple. It seems like the
equivdent of thinking that regular confession of one’s sins means one carode ateases in the meantime.
*0Bauckham, R. (1988), p.84.

1 Myers, C. (2008) pp.303.

*2Betz, H. D. (1997) ‘Jesus and the Purity of the Temple (Mark 118)5A Comparative Relign
Approach’.Journal of Biblical LiteratureVol 116. No.3. p.468.

83 Myers, C. (2008) p.300.
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activity associated with the Passover, the selling of sacrificial animals dodisavas only

going to favour the institutioif a surplus was generatéd.

Many of the visitors would not have been from the immediate Jerusalem régeogospels
make clear travelling from as far as Galilee would not have been unheard okptuegénce

of money changers suggests a high demand for converting other region’s carréneie
requirements of sacrifice meant animals of an unblemished quality must be gulde

unable to transport their own and offerings of other produce may also be®h dadid extra
numbers turning up to do so would have meant not only extra money being spent in the
Temple itself but presumably throughout the city. It is the commercial actiaityattracts

the anger of Jesus though. There is no reason to think that he objected on principle to the
transactions it made the proper payment of taxes and the proper sacrifice of animals
possible>® If the commercial practices here, even ones that are supposedly necessary for
being a lawabiding Jew, actually end up further oppressing the poor and benefitting the rich
and powerful, then the apparently more economically developed Jerusalem, like,Gaks
not show a significantly less exaggerated state of stratification as a Téssiitnethod of
generating funds has an extra element of pressure about it sincegredplélling religious
obligations by spending their money. They believe their salvation is at stake.

As noted above, the generation of wealth may not have benefitted the poor if the powerful
saw fit not to distribute it to them. This may only have happened in the cases whens surpl
was created too large for all the elites to consume thems&esything that benefits the
common man is basically a siéffect of the successful commerce, not a direct result of a
planned boost to the econonany rural peasant communities were basically-self

sufficient, producing only as need dictated and not having any surplus to trade with
neighbours nor, indeed, to pay for taxes, sacrifices and journeys to Jerusalem. These
obligations put them and their lifestylinder pressur@he model highlights the problems
Jesus may have had with the kind of changes going on under Herod Antipas whickefécilita
greate control of the poor by elites and although his impact was felt most in Galilee, his
building activity thee was no more a boost to the economy than the commercial activity in

the TempleThis model helps provide better understanding of why Jesus objected to this

%84 Cf. Kautsky, K. (2008)oundations of ChristianityLondon. IMG Publications. p.176.

%5 Mark 11:16— Jesus would not allow the carryingadedoc through the Temple precincts. This most likely
refers to ‘merchandise’, products being sold as offerings. BauckhadQ®8)(p.78.

¢ ganders, E. P. (1985) p.66.

%87 Kautsky, K. (2008) p.176.
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activity which could be used to further the discussion about what he would like to see
reformedbut, perhaps even more so than the Agrarian model, its narrow focus leaves little
room for dealing with purity, inclusivity, eschatological destruction and rdrevaaso on. It

is not incapable, however, of being compatible with other models that addresdlimgs
better

Wandering Charismatics

The key features of the Jesus movement described by this model include thoseawith cl
relevance for the main themes in the Temple demonstrétilmerancy and renunciation of
possessions are obviously centrathte discussion since both automatically indicate a
problem with the current economic system. Since the protest involves liteogpirsg the
selling and trading from happening, it is as extreme a reflection of this digiltoerd. It is

not that Jesus is necessarily banning this activity forever but he is using affvisual
hyperbole, just as his itinerant lifestyle is an exaggerated form that albmiraudty between

his actions and teachings wealth Additionally, Theissen raised the point tdasus

commonly responded to differences between his and others’ views with mooalaleand

the intensification of norm&®. Another way in which the aggressions of opponents is
countered, says Theissen, is by projecting it forwards in the form of degficdb

predictions and warnings of judgement. The references to the destruction of the Tremple a
the story of the fig tree most certainly incorporate these thdmsgsnteresting to note that

he does not seiut to reform Temple practices there and then; he proposes no alternative to
the system he is attackingaving said that, the text does not suggest hopelessness. Just as
tensions with opponents would often be answered with the commandment to love and the
intensification of norms, the Temple demonstration is a reminder of the intended pfrpose
the Temple (v. 17) and a hope that attitudes could be reformed towards éaiterent of

poor worshippers and more Godntric practices in anticipation of the Kingdohine

Temple should be an idealisedample for all.

It is interesting that a point highlighted by the Agrarian model arises here @aonly that
the kind of priestly criminals Jesus sees hiding their mistreatment of thégtuad piety in
the Temple (v. 17) bear little resemblancéhte real bandits and robbers, driven to such ends

by poverty and probably unable to afford to fulfil sacrificial obligations is agpypan

8 Theissen, G. (1978), pp.9®3. E.g. Mt.5:44.
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Theissen’s description of social rootlessn&§sSuch figures, often attracted to movements
like Jesus’, are clearlgoing to earn his sympathy. The threefold structure of the Wandering
Charismatics raises a question about their interactions with wealthy sugpi®eted

whether this contradicts their criticisms of wealth. The acknowledgmennhthraty serves a
practicalpurpose, is not the enemy in isolation and need not be totally renounced by all is
carried through in the Temple where selling and trading are not the targstsipgronly the

kind of sacrificial system that sees society’s poorest struggle to affoedeiorate Passover.

When we consider the demonstration, it might also be fair to speculate that i neoste
remind us of his emphasis on the Jesus movement’s dedication to practicing what they
preach®.. At first it appears to be a strange way to makeiat but in many ways it was the
only way Jesus could display his anger at the authorities for turning the Tetopde i
commercial enterprise. Just as Theissen thinks Jesus had to display his &beliighe
economic system by living itinerantly, e might have thought he had to protest in the
Temple to justify so many of his previous teachings on wealth, oppressing the pas, thi
that obscure the path to God (e.g. Mt. 6:25-34; Lk. 12:22-34), eschatology and so on.

Virtuoso Religion

The themesighlighted by the Wandering Charismatics model have some substantiapoverla
with the Virtuoso Religion model, namely wealth of course, especially egard to the way

the Jesus movement expresses its displeasure with the oppressive systgendaty and

in the Temple. As it has before, however, the Virtuoso model is much more adept at
providing a picture of how the Jesus group relates to the wider community and tioaiselig
authorities. Again, the key theme is the nature of the tension between them. Much of the
discussion up to this point has dealt with the way the Jesus movement functions as a group
slightly detached from but still part of society, specifically referring éir iinerant lifestyle

and so on. The most interesting part of discgsieir liminality here is the fact that the

setting of the episode is at a time and place when all Jews should be coming fogether
common purpose, to celebrate Passover and carry out the appropriate obligations in the
Temple. It is partly for this vg reason, | believe, that Jesus responds to what he sees in the

Temple court with such anger. The nature of Virtuoso religion is a specialise@for

* Theissen, G. (1978) p.40.

90 bid. p.78.

1 Theissen, G. (1998ocial Reality and the Early Christians: Theology, Ethics, and the World of the New
TestamentEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.40.
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religion, something that not all people could or would be expected to be able to a¢hieve.
involves an intense level of devotion and personal commiftifentd seeks perfection using
strict method and structure. Even though not all people can live this way and may be
described as “religiously unmusicat®, and others may belong to the mainstream religious
auhorities preaching to the masses differently from the virtuosi, all of themdshoul
theoretically be equalised by the need to make sacrifices and offerings aneartyyms of
sacred obligation. However, the same divisions that exist for them in evéifgdssem to
apply here too with members of the lower classes being pressured finamcoather to

worship lawfully and Temple authorities making money as a result.

This episode is a good example of Weber’s description of two types of elt¢hédréesult of

the Virtuoso group distinguishing itself as a specialised unit and being givent iegplee
masses. This means both the established priesthood and the Virtuoso group hawve a certa
amount of influence and authority over the masses which leads to inevitable tension. The
setting of this episode in the very place these groups are likeliest to meitgaa some
conflict. Indeed the same point applies to the description by Hill of virtuosi astariin a

church®®®

which stresses their liminglosition (as opposed to a sect which distinguishes

itself more thoroughly). What better example could be asked for than an incidesgdbadhe
liminal group trying to take part in worship alongside the rest of the community?
Theoretically, because thértuoso model describes the group’s respect for the mainstream
authorities and continued participation in the religious community, Jesus and thkedisci
should not be hindered in the celebration of Passover as it is not something from which they
have detached themselves. The tension does not come from any disagreement about the
worship itself, but how its fulfilment and purpose are clouded by misplaced coateunts

financial gain.

It is understandable that the outburst by Jesus should be consteuddestening attack
against Passover or against the Temple. Other teachings tread thisefinetiveen extreme
forms of piety and perceived rejection of the rules (e.g. Mt. 12:1-14; LKLB:1k.14:16).

*2gijlber, I. F. (1995)/irtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological Study of
Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval CatholigdBambridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.1961

93 Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as&titalEconomic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclé/ol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.

*%“Weber, M. ‘The Social Psychology of the World Religions’ in Gerth, H. H. &gti Mills, C. eds. (2009)
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociologgpndon. Routledge. p.287.

9 Hill, M. (1973) The Religious Order_ondon. HeinemanBducational Books Ltd. p.2. (As opposed to a sect
which sets itself apart from the church and the wider community.)
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As Theissen observed, the intensification aim®is a significant feature of the movement;
the same thing is included in Silber's ¥&t In light of this the implication of the
demonstration is that Jesus sought to strip away all the distraction from ttiespoéc
sacrifice and regain the purity tife Temple space. This is suggested by the way the
guotations of Isaiah 56:7 and Jeremiah 7:11 contrast the true purpose of the Temple for
worship and the current use of it as a business. It was not a protest againstofemple
Passover sacrifices, it was a profesthem. By ridding the Temple of all that made it a
source of income for the authorities and restoring it to a place of worship, fibreadlivisions
of rich and poor would be overcome. The notion of transcending divisions epitomises the
Virtuoso’s liminality and choice of an itinerant lifestyle. To transcend igamsuggest literal
equality since divisions of role are not challenged, but Jesus seems always touigaive s
equality when it came down to the things that really mattered.

Jesus mphasised the importance of equality most with regard to life’s basic needs. The
Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16) explained how all the workers, no
matter how long they had been hired for, were entitled to received enoughoveagain

them for the day simply because no one should not receive at least that. The psint is al
highlighted in the Lord’s Prayer’s petition “Give us this day our daily Brédd6:11;

Lk.11:3). Food, being a basic requirement to sustain life, should not be withheld from
anyone; it is not a reward reserved for the most important or the highestirmghigne same
could be said for the basic requirements of worship. If all are obliged to make afering
sacrifices or perform any other kind of service or fjttleen all are entitled to fulfil that
obligation regardless of wealth, status or ability. It seems that Jesuscatny this
entitlement in the same way he advocates daily bread or the daily denafaldl be no
easier for the rich to make sdmes at Passover than for the poor. From the perspective of
the Virtuoso model, the idealised form of Temple practice being promoted ce1ifiem
intensification of norms as a feature of the virtuoso, but at the same time prorheting t
opportunity for all to fulfil worship obligations equalises everyone whether theich or

poor, virtuoso or ‘unmusical’. It confirms the idea the transcending divisiondlis saby
possible and indeed necessary when it is about things of fundamental importancesetherw
divisions are to be expected. The point can be extended to include the references to
eschatological judgement and destruction; all are equalised in the face of thelegiiaht

future and subject to judgemeltis with this future in mind that Jesesvisions an idealised

*®gilber, I. F. (1995) pp.109.

154



version of Temple practice, better focused on fulfilling the commandments todawe y

neighbour, your enemy and most importantly God.

The Virtuosomodel is successful at describing the tensions that result from the liminal
positionof the group and in this case they are actually face to face with the mainstream
authorities who respond very negatively to the protest (Mk. 11:18) but also the model shows
Jesus was driven to disrupt the buyers and sellers by a desire to overcome dehlaisma

group detached and equalise all the worshippers through their common purpose. | have not
devoted much time to discussing the application of the model to Jesus’ views on wealth and
economic injustices in the Temple although there is little neeat® thte obvious. That the
virtuoso group’s ability to sustain itself by sharing a common purse (Jn. 12:6) and live
according to need rather than desire could be applied to the basic needs of worship shows the
model’s versatility. It can be adapted to ®vien complex episodes like the demonstration

just as Jesus adapted the model from Elijah, the Essenes and John the Baptist to suit his
needs! This flexibility comes as quite a surprise given the assumption thaifribeesocial
models would be applicabte the demonstration in the Temple without neglecting too many
elements. So many themes and concerns are addressed in one go and in quite an ambiguous
way. It is pleasing to find not only that many of the models pick up on examples froexthe
and findthemselves agreeing with the information there but also that some, especially the
Virtuoso model, properly function as models to frame the story in a context that mtkes be
sense of what is happening. It is an achievement for such afaugted eveniThe Agrarian

and Commercialisation models areatjuipped to deal with much else besides the economic
aspects of the protest. They offer little insight into the specifically religionseels but

luckily it is the unfair economic system within the Temfiat is the focus of the piece, and

the breadth of these model makes them compatible alongside the more narrogég focu

They describe a backdrop of dramatic stratification and social injusticeanageconomies

that is apparent throughout the gospels. They also give details about the redehyla@ertain
figures within that system which in the case of the priesthood was very retevanBoth

the Wandering Charismatiesnd Virtuoso model successfully address how the choices of
Jesus and the diptes in their lifestyle was directly related to the way Jesus responded in the
Temple. For Theissen he would have been unable to react any other way according to the
principle of living by his own ideals consistently. This model is less able thafirtheso

model to relate this to the wider community and the Temple authorities which is ultimately

more useful for studying the whole gospel. (For example, if we were to go stusslthe
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subsequent arrest and trial of Jesus and the reasons for them, this would bring the theme of

tension to its ultimate conclusion.)
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Social Models and the Call Narratives®®’

The Call Narratives covers quite a wide spectrum of material when faileduraisolved

calls (e.g. Levi) and sayings that directly or indirectly teach about theenaf discipleship

are included. It is necessary to understand the entire process involved in goiagioomal
member of society to being called, to answering that call, and to learning alomgytiehat
discipleship entails. Jesus was gathering a group together to helprpraachew message

and the process of doing so revealed much about his mission and the way he felt about the
society he came from. The division of the social models between those thatedsscrdby

as a whole which offers better understanding of Jesus’ response to it and thosgctlizd de

the nature of the Jesuwement more closely is useful because a combination of wide and
narrow views will be necessary. The Agrarian model, for example, will iexjhla context

from which the wouldse disciples were being called, whereas the Virtuoso model will
explain what sdrof lifestyle was to be expected and why it was necessary to be itinerant in
order to follow Jesus and conduct the mission. To study the call narratives is to encompass
almost the entire teaching of Jesus since he taught to the disciples the rvakiesdie

wanted them to continue to uphold and pass on after his death.

Agrarian Society

The Agrarian society model has been consistently useful for providing a baokdihep t
gospel narrative regarding the economic system from which Jesus origindtiexfjan
basing his teachings. Here it allows some of the features of the call resttative
deconstructed and separated from theological symbolism. For example, thatfioe tmain
calls are for the group of fishermen who leave their current profedsidmezome ‘fishers of

n*%® may be symbolically linked to the theme of harv&sind suggest a state of ripeness

me
or readiness within the world for Jesus to begin his ministry is convincing buighere

need to think that these men could not really Haen fishermen, especially since Jesus’
presence around the Sea of Galilee means he may have been acquainted with numerous
fishermen. The fortunes of a fisherman could be mixed depending on variables beyond their
control, much like those of peasant farmers. Unfavourable weather conditions could prevent

them from braving the water and could affect the success of the catch; seasayed chan

9" This piece includes reference to the call narratives from all the gospels 1B224:Mk. 1:1620; Lk.5:1-
11; Jn. 1:35%1) as well as related passages such as the call of Levi, and teachings omr¢hef mliscipleship.
¥ Mk 1:16-20; Mt. 4:1822; Lk. 5:111.

%9 Mt. 9:35-38; Lk. 10:2.
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could prevent all year roundliability. Taxation by Herod Antipas was a problem that all
fishermen faced and, of course, the levels of distributive injustice as wepadation could
mean that even the benefits of a productive day/week/season might not be felt Slysitse fi
themselves. The risk of downward mobility was constantly present. Similavitleshe
agricdtural profession suggest it would be appropriate to consider fishermen as members
the Peasant cla¥8. Davies and Allison described a “(lower) middle class” position for
fishermeri® but this category is not represented in the Agrarian model and mag areat
misleading picture of the shape of the economy. The important thing is to acknovikedge t
amount this group supported and were controlled by the elite classes. Higholetaadation
and other fees maintained the exaggerated stratification thats@drgsus and motivated

him to ask these men to leave their work under Herod and be a fisher of men for him instead.

Jesus himself as a member of what was probably the Artisaf’€labich itself could be a
precarious profession dependent on the fluctuations in demand, individual skill levels and so
on. Obviously there is no explicit evidence describing the type of work or clieesels ad;

he may have made farm equipment, household items or been involved in large-scale building
projects. What is rel@ant is the possibility that his work brought him into contact with a wide
range of people of varying soeezonomic standing, thus allowing him to observe how
stratified society was and the types of oppression and exploitation thatitnsadHis desire

to live and teach in a way that demonstrated his dissatisfaction with this system and b
accompanied by a group who would witness his teachings and be able to continue them was
born out of this background. His inclusion of figures like Levi thedallecta, a figure

whose fortunes were probably much better than the average member of the Peasaan |
acontributor to the exploitative economic system, showed that no one was beyond the
possibility of repentance and the ability to embrace a life outiselextremely stratified

world of the agrarian economy.

9 This is consistent if fishermen are being considered the equivaleatsnafrs of the sea. The extent to which
they might have been involved in the selling and distribution of the prodght adlow for some overlap with

the Merchant class. See, Fiensy, D. A. ‘Jesus’ SBcanomic Background’ in Johns, L. L. & Charlesith, J.

H. eds. (1997Hillel and Jesus: Comparative Studies of Two Major Religious Lealiénsieapolis. Fortress
Press. p.238.

1 Davies, W. D. & Allison Jr., D. C. (1988) Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to
Saint MatthewVol. 1. Edinburgh. T & T Clark. p.397.

%2 Fiensy, D. A. (1997) p.238. See also, Mk. 6:3; Mt. 13:55.
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Commercialisation in Agrarian Society

That the particular economic conditions in Galilee, which initially seem more favleuasind
developed because of certain stimuli, may actually have provided Jesus with maneesvide
of oppression and therefore stratification means the Commercialisation modeé msgful

for describing the motivations behind the formation of Jesus’ ideas and the disciple group.
The fishing industry and the developments iregeg by Herod Antipas were two major
examples of features that, in a modern understanding, would be described as ‘boosts’ to the
economy. The control of natural resources by the dominant classes did not guaragfiee be
to the likes of fishermen and farmers even if they had been productive. A nadortatee

like the Sea of Galilee could be a blessing and a curse if the fruit it gieligdgrovides more
opportunity for the rich to tax and manipulate fishermen’s success for their owifYai

still seemsnaccurate to describe the Galilean economy as stdghhbut at the same time it
cannot be described as highly stimulated. The Sea of Galilee was somethaheatthat
provided work for those who caught, preserved, transported and traded the fish but the
benefits of this could be prevented from filtering back down to the peasants andmieinh

the elites.

Jesus’ familiarity with the area around the Sea of Galilee and possibhhisomwn personal
experience as a carpenter, allowed him to witnedshifaisd the increased pressure on a
community’s poorest as a result of ‘better’ economic development. Platdsatd more
opportunities for trade like Galilee would have fewer communities that wersusitient,
meaning that more merchants might becaevealthier, might have been able to become
landowners and begin gleaning even more money from the’fdocreased trade could also
increase demand for otherwise unavailable produce from outside the area. One can just
imagine the ideas that formed the bamislesus’ teachings on wealth developing in such an
environment. His emphasis on entitlement to basic needs rather than desire fofdugkury

Mt. 6:11; Lk. 11:3) is an idea in opposition to the attitude of trade and commerce.

93 Kautsky, K. (2008Foundations of ChristianityLondon. IMG Publications. p.176.

804 Cf. Carney, T. F. (1975Jhe Shape of the Past: Models and Antiquiwrence, Kansas. Coronado Press.
pp.1067.

5% Kautsky, K. (2008) pp.2#1.
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Wandering Charismatics

Unsurprisingly, | expect more detailed insight into the nature of reasotigefoall to be

given by the Wandering Charismatics modéile title itself, from ‘charisma’ meaning
authority €£ovoia), is particularly relevant to the call. Examining the callratives reveals
much emphasis on the power of the simple instruction to follow. In the case of thesfuicce
calls of the fishermen there is no hesitation or request for negotiation or tielayen

appear to literally drop what they are doing andligeould be easy to take this at
theological face value, as it were, seeing as people seem suddenly compelieditmb
character by some unexplained power of a man they just met and since it igdlsm us
exorcise and heal (e.g. Mt. 10:1) but Theissen refers to this authority as soalafogic
nature; it appears connected to certain key interactions and teachings and istalgede
upon the disciples that they may continue Jesus’ teaching. The title ‘charissnatimewhat
ambiguous in terms dhat extent to which it is Christological or sociological. It is useful for
describing the forcefulness of the call, however, and also for considering tloé tiode
disciples since it is bestowed upon them also. Theissen mentions that continuity was a
important part of the way the early Church developed from Jesus through the disapes a
on. That the disciples became an extension of him and his power was key to the success of

the movement.

The lifestyle shared by the itinerant group was at the lé#ne mission. Theissen explains
that the renunciation of home, family and possessions was essential for Jesus and the
disciples because it ensured continuity between their own lives and their gs¥€hlhwas
not enough merely to teach without livihg example as well. For the wider community of
Jesus supporters such extreme commitment was unnecessary. This thirdhéenoveément
provided hospitality for the group as they travelled and taught (e.g. Mt. 10:3%(\B)ch
demonstrates how special asignificant it was to be called to join Jesus as an itinerant
member of his group. They were to be given new responsibilities (Mk. 1:17 par.)cohich
only be fulfilled as disciples and not as men still living within normal societysking on

other dligations of work and family as well.

% Theissen, G. (199Focial Reality and the Early Christians: Theology, Ethics, and the World of the New
TestamentEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.40.
%7 Theissen, G. (197&ociology of Brly Palestinian ChristianityPhiladelphia. Fortress Press. p.17f.
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In terms of what attracts a person to a movement like Jesus and motivates thamn to dr
everything in favour of an itinerant lifestyle, there has to be more than tlefulocharisma

of the caller. There is nothing to suggest that any of the disciples werecaa®joining or
were not making the decision of their own free will. Some may have even had previous
knowledge of who Jesus was and may have had some idea of what following him would
entail (e.gJn. 1:35-42). Theissen acknowledges the likelihood that socio-economic
conditions attracted the same people to groups that provided an alternativenaersirgiech

as the Cynics, Qumran community or some other prophetic movéifieHis identifies

‘social rootlessness’ as a feature of the lives of those in precariousesociomic situations
(e.g. beggars) but sees it also as part of the appeal of movements like®Jeis perhaps
unfair to identify the disciples as individuals who felt so unsupported by tred sibgation
they occupied that they had to abandon it. The fishermen for example were probably not
destitute and may even have enjoyed some prosperity when weather was favanuaabl
stock was healthy. Theissen is wrong to refer to them as membensiolidée’ class’; this
seems rather incoistant with the model of agrarian society by Lenski. Where Theissen is
perhaps more accurate is on the point that social rootlessness was an aidiesctinat only

to those already experiencing a version of it but to those who were in a positionhe see t
effects of poverty which threatened them sometimes®a¥4bthis is accurate then the
fishermen were in a position not dissimilar to Jesus himself, neither weatthestdaute but
positioned somewhere able to view both extremes in society and able to view the dbwnwar
mobility resulting from distributive injustice. With Jesus proposing a redefindfdheir

roles (to become ‘fishers of men’) they were faced with the option of choosiing to |
according to a newystem that promised to support them instead of the one that constantly
threatened to uproot them anyway. Making poverty a voluntary choice rather thaeda fea
possibility was just one way of critiquing society’s economic injustices andfdhe most
significant moments of the call narrativd$ey were faced, however, with the contradictory
elements of their new relationship with the wealthy in society which hascterised by
criticism of accumulated wealth but was accompanied by the acknowledtjaemtoney

was necessary for supporting both themselves and the economy in general.

% Theissen, G. (1993) p.76.
89 Theissen, G. (1978) p.3&.
®1%bid. p.46.
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Theissen deals also with the way Jesus taught the disciples to counter tertkidms w
commandment to love (Mt. 5:44} which of course could also be the source of tension. He
describes it as a method by which judgement could be passed on opponents which links to the
theme of judgement occurring in the call narratives; the new designationsfidhmen’ may
have had judgemental tones. At the very least it shows theldsbieing taught an extreme
alternative to normal responses and an intensification of norms, something they were
expected to get used to if they were to answer the call and follow Jesus. Marplexexist

of such intensifications being reacted to with shock or even with potential didogites

unable to make the appropriate sacrifices, such as the rich man’s inahiétyounce his

wealth (Mk. 10:22) or the apparent dismissal of those who ask to prioritise personattcomf
and filial piety above discipleship (Lk.9:57-62). Theissen’s model is useful in Highlg
themes that appear in the call narratives and the various teachings on the nature of
discipleship. The applicability of his ideas on social rootlessness as both thefcause o
answer to aocial problem is particularly interesting and could certainly be further
developed. He also sheds light on the way the inner structure of the Jesus movemiast expla
the special role of the disciples that is completely different to the role ofttezl sepporter.
Their own responsibilities as teachers etc. (not just as passive studestsspindeans that,

for Theissen, they had to participate in an itinerant lifestyle in order taqaadat they
preached (e.g. criticism of accumulated wealtts) aresultthey also had to live with the
contradictory relationship with the rich as figures deserving criticismlboitnecessary to

the support of the group agéneral structure of societ®nce again, however, he struggles

to properly develop a description of the relationship between the movement as a whole, the
wider community and the established authorities to which Jesus poses an altéFhatiie

such an important subject when considering what motivated the disciples to ansvadlr the

and embracthat alternative.

Virtuoso Religion

| believe that the Virtuoso Religion model is better equipped to describe thisneteah and
explain why men with relatively secure lifestyles as fishermen would hzted o leave that
behind in favour of economic uncertainty and rededication to a new vocation that could bring
persecution and death. The important thing to remember about the character of the Jesus
movement is that the distinction it made between itself and the rest of societyt\vaasaaco

11 |bid. p.99.
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of rebelion against the established political/religious institutions but a way of demonstrating
that the values currently upholding society could be transcended without opposing the
authoritative system. That people like the fishermen were so ready to drgihiexpand

join this cause strongly suggests that Jesus was fulfilling a need. Two keastbemphasised

by the Virtuoso model are the Jesus movement’s provision atemativeand in particular
aspecialisedalternative, hence Jesus’ teachings often being an intensification exXiptierg

ones rather than being completely new. This specialisation brought with il aflpvestige

and is characterised by Weber as a second kind of elite. It is easy to thinkschdehis

group of disciples as a wandering band of misfits but the Virtuoso model deskabeag

an elite order that were highly esteemed by rfifn¥he examination of the call narratives

and related material revealed examples of extreme exipastaégarding devotion to the

cause of discipleship such as the command to let the dead bury the dead. It doesn’ttmean tha
Jesus regarded funeral rituals as unimportant and unnecessary but it is are ¢xampl
epitomises the urgency of the call; it mtedte priority over other obligations. Silber lists as a
main feature of virtuosity “intensification of personal commitment over normapuatsory
religious routine norms and behaviour” which includes the element of repriofitisigher
extreme examplesclude the Essene practices of celibacy, renunciation of property and
community sharin®* all of which seem to have been applicable to Jesus and the disciples as
well. Much of this expectation of intense devotion is not revealed to the disciples until
sometime after joining Jesus but even the command to follow conveyed some of this

expectation. The term may even have been synonymous with discipteship

The disciples probably had some kind of warning of what they were in for, then, which
reminds us that choice was also a feature on Silber’s list. When discussing tieegsedf
Theissen’s work, | questioned the use of the term ‘charisma’ which is done alslb doyoHi
Silbe’*®. Though it is undoubtedly difficult to differentiate them clearly, Silber dosstiiy

®12The same may be said of ascetics, monks or nuns, who distinguistetties as particularly stridevotees
but are often more esteemed as a result. See e.g. Cappd®.1)."How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso
Religion as Stimulus to Economic Sharing in the Jesus Moveriém.Qumran Chroniclevol. 19, No. 34.
pp.971309.

*BSilber, I. F. (1995 Virtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological Study of
Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval CatholigdZBambridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.19G1.

%14 Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as&titolEconomic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclévol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.See Josephus on celibacy,
renunciation and sharing (JW 2.82

®*Hengel, M. (P81) The Charismatic Leader and His FolloweEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.53.

18 Hill, M. (1973) The Religious Order_ondon. Heinemann Educational Books Ltd. p.2; Silber, I. F. (1995)
pp.1912.
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a relevant discrepancy here which is that the nature of chattistnia bestowed upon the
disciples as a gift allowing them to perform their new duties is somewhat contradiictbe

notion of choice. It also means that the normative double standard applicable to Virtuoso
religion, its theoretical but not practical openness to all, cannot also applyisnchar

because it cannot be chosen. Generally charismatic and virtuoso religion aaeeimilgh

that | do not feel the need to examine the subtle differences too closely hatdast, the
difference is particularly relevant to the call and subsequent duties of ti@edtisThey have
chosen to commit to learning their new roles as virtuosi. It is an interpretadiopartrays

the answer to the call more as an active process, and less as a passive acceptancgifof a new

or involuntary response to a forceful charismatic power.

Silber also portrays the virtuoso as less ardiitutional than the charismatic and altijbu
Theissen did ngportray charismatics as completely detached frloenestablishment, he also

did not properly develop an understanding of the way the Jesus group handled their
differences with the established authorities and the resulting tensionsirfuasy Religion

model paints a much more thorough picture of the movement’s liminal position and how this
was managed. On a practical level, texts describing the daily life of the itigeoapt and
examples of similar groups like the Essenes or John the Baptist’s, explain hanathage

to survive after having abandoned their jobs as fishermen and so on. Sharing a common purse
(John 12:6) and relying on the hospitality of settled supporters (Luk&) 8nkeant their basic
needs could be covered without becoming burdensome. Continuing to show respect for legal
and religious customs was still possible even when such a lifestyle walsabasaed

objections to the socio-economic injustices allowed to endure by the elite powenatibine

of transcending the divisions that exduze the problems of stratification and extreme

poverty is also achieved through this lifestyle that relies on no wages for wedigmocal
agreements. Jesus lifts the disciples from the world of work and this cultureandlyésast

of all because wvas often unfair. The fishing industry, for example, was often highly taxed.
Support received from wealthy supporters showed that it was an alterryatemis which

even they could actively participate without compromising themselvesystens is eqally

open and beneficial to elite and nelite then it transcends them bth Ling refers to the
alternative system Jesus establishes as anstintiture’ (adopted from Silbéf§. When

®7Ling, T. J. M. (2006)The Judaean Poor and the Fourth Gosymbridge. Cambridge University Press.
p.73.

8 Silber adopted this term from Turner, V. (19D%amas, Fields and Metaphors: Symbolic Action in Human
Society Ithaca, NY. Cornell University Press.
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looking at the bonds forming between Jesus and his new disciplesdall narratives of

John’s Gospel (Jrii:3542), Malina and Rohrbaugh had identified this as a typical feature of
‘anti-societies’ which they described as a group in conflict with but still paociety*®.
Although using slightly different vocabulamye observations about liminality match the
virtuoso model and continue to emphasise the importance of a balanced relationship with t
rest of society which allows divisions of social position, financial status and opanin t

transcended.

The need for such a careful balance is of course due to the tensions that weish ltle¢ two
types of elite. The disciples are made aware of the possibility of pemse(Mik. 8:345); it

is an inevitable part of the mission that advocates alternative attioudegdin norms and

the willingness of the disciples to accept this immediately is a major requirement of
answering the call. The full passage in Mark 8 connects the ‘take up yoursagsgj to the
eventual fate of Jesus (v. 31) so it is clear that Jesus’ dangers are theslideiptjers to8%°
The key feature of intensifying norms in Virtuoso religion can raise many tjnices for
causing tension because it can appear as threatening behaviour to the authorities. For
example, the command to let thead bury the dead appears to be saying that funeral rites are
unimportant, the redefinition of family seems to attack traditional family véMesl2:46-

50; Mk. 3:31-35; Lk. 8:19-21), and refocusing rules such as food purity could be found
extremely offasive by the Pharisees (Mt.15:1-20). The aim in most of these cases is to
identify any distraction that could stand in the way of true devotion to God and proper
treatment of one’s neighbour and respect rules and traditions only when tiney are
distradion themselves. The disciples were expected to take this to a great extrems and thi
typifies the idea that virtuoso religion involved commitments not practical for all. Fo
everyone to suddenly abandon their homes, relatives, possessions and religgsusatunot

Jesus’ objective.

Jesus’ attitude to eligibility, which allowed for any repentant and commirtteaddual to
become a disciple, was also source of tension. The call of Levi drew crifroism
opponents because he was a tax-collector (MI3-27; LK. 5:2732) which illustrates
another key aspect of Virtuoso religion that could cause controversy. It magéawed

contradictory to form an alternative movement that sought to perfect persamaitment to

9 Malina, B. J. & Rohrbaugh, R. L. (1998pciatScience Comentary on the Gospel of Jahviinneapolis.
Fortress Press. pp.&9.
%20Hengel, M. (1981Yhe Charismatic Leader and His FolloweEdinburgh. T&T Clark. p.72.
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certain intensified principles whehe people called to this type of specialisation included
sinners, tax-collectors and women. That is exactly what the Virtuoso modefiegenti
however, and exactly what Jesus does. He is theoretically open to anyone fa@ning t
movement; it is the canditks themselves who have the power to make it happen or not.
Jesus sees potential in the rich man, for example, but he is unable to detachfltumdak
many possessions (Mk. 10:17-31). Virtuosity’s intensification of norms and thabretic
openness to all are perhaps the best examples of how the model is useful for lodkang at t
Call Narratives and demonstrating the tensions that result from the liminal positien o
Jesus movement. The perfection ideal in particular is special because Jesos’d/ér

forms the backbone of some of his most iconic teachings. For example, he developael his ty
of itinerancy, which included renunciation of property and community of goods, to critique
society’s economic injustices (alongside sayings and parablesyag that was more

extreme than earlier virtuosi such as Elijah and EligKangs 17:8-24; 19:19-22 Kings

4:8-37). %21 This shows Jesus’ adaptation of the model to suit his concerns on wealth which

would have been impossible without the disciple group.

The Virtuoso model is better equipped to describe the precarious and delicaiagkigti
between the Jesus movement and the wider community. It is interesting that shene of
teachings of Jesus that seek to avoid or solve tensions by transcending divisionsoded al
the cause of tensions by appearing threatening to current laws and customgendiked
demands of discipleship sometimes take this to an even greater extrdmeaghAlhe made
pertinent observations about this, Theissen did not pdahenough to describe the liminal
position of the Jesus movement whereas the Virtuoso model talks about almost noghing els
Not only is the evidence consistent with the model’s conclusions but it helps us understand
why certain teachings were developedhe first place. The context of economic injustice

and stratification is described by the Agrarian Society model which is ctatypdssential

for understanding the development of the disciple group. It also works happily dtigsi
other models. For a closer look at the Galilean context both generally and ishérenén
disciples, the Commercialisation model goes into a little more detail. Overall, it is only the
Virtuoso model that describes the activities of the itinerant group of disciptagabtons for
developing it as a method of socio-economic critique and the way its speg@ptisaeh both

62! Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as@&titalEconomic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclevol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.
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created a new environment for the disciples that transcended the values of the world the

knew and created new tensions and dialogue with those traditions.
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How Virtuoso Religion Explains Jesus’ Teachings on Wealth and Social Reform

Although the biblical passages selectedclose examination in this study are few, chosen to
demonstrate a range of different teachings on wealth and poverty, the briea@qmplof our
seleced social models showiise ability of this method to facilitate better understanding of

the text, Ighlight main features and suggest new insights by raising new questions.
Furthermoreit showsthe particular ability of the Virtuoso Religion modeldo so by not

only providing a description of the structure and activity of the Jesus movement but also
providing explanations of how Jesus’ method demonstrated an idealised form of his geaching
about the correct use of wealth that might promote change in an otherwisechiiynat

stratified agrarian societi{hat is, it provides answers to three centrasgons: what

prompted Jesus to begin his movement, what did Jesus teach about wealth, and what did he

hope to achieve by these teachings?

The answer to the first question is simple. The deeply stratified agranaoray of the first
century saw society’poorest struggling to survive. Societyvealthy minority wasisingits
riches to further oppress the poor and prateawn assets. As suchesus sauheir

attachment to their money was preventing full devotion to God, often allowingiglites to
hide behind displays of piety. Already our examinations of passagekdikeemple
Demonstration show Jesus’ anger at this kind of hypocrisy. Lenski’'s descripagnaoian
society, extremely useful as a modeitgown right, is compatible with the Virtuoso model
and helps explain that peasants and those living below the poverty line were in thiymajori
and were prevented from upward mobility by elite exploitation. Jesus must legavinse

kind of injustice plging out in Galilee where he grew up. His familiarity with poor
agricultural workers is displayed in their mention in the parables, for examm@ecall of

local fishermenperhaps of a similar economic standing to himself, suggests they shared his
view of society’s extremes and his sympathytfa lower end of that extreme, not to

mention their own precarious positions. The group’s itinerant lifestyle fudhleed ability

to observe divisions of wealth, class and honGapper observes the differefmetween the
northern and southern regions and notes that the land-locked, less fertile region of Judea
where Temple domination meant stratification was perhaps more extremectuatty have
been the source of Virtuoso practices that Jesus adoptedtarticed to Galilee. He refers

to the practices of the Essenes as uniquely Judean responses to the political and econom

environment there and later argues for their widespread prominence ialderasd the
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connections that Jesus may have had with tiveme, in the final days of his life

especially®??

The Agrarian Socigtmodel helps us understand patterns of economic distribution and our
examination of that modehs well as its widespread popularity amongst biblical schdlass
demonstrated its revance for understanding the structure of first cerfalgstineand the
levels of poverty Jesus was probably very aware of. That economic injustice ovaseacf
great upset to Jesus is clear but it was not only a straightforward moealMéisat the

Virtuoso Religion model allows is for this upset to sit within the appropriate religantext
for, of course, Jesus saw attachment to riches as a barrier to salvatiagePasgh as the
Parable of the Sower create a visual metaphor of thorns td t&ggcmany distractions,
particularly wealth, coming to stifle one’s relationship with God (Mt. 13:22; Mk. 4:R9;
8:14). In other cases the explanation that love of wealth is at odds with love of God is put in
even more explicit terms: “You cannotrge God and Mammon” (Mt. 6:24; Lk.16:13). The
prevalence of this theme throughout the gospels suggests Jesus saw peogdg éatlir

into the trap of allowing their wealth to distract them from their religion but perhags it w
even more frustrating teee money manipulated to give the appearance of greater piety in
activities such as public almsgiving (Mt. &4) or with the commercial activity of selling
sacrificial animals and demand for taxes in the Temple (Mt. 2071 k. 11:1519; Lk.
19:45-48). If this kind of behaviour prevented people from caring for one arsolfaesit
needs, allowing the poor to suffer as well as preventing them from truly focusiihg

proper worship of God then it contradictibé central teachings to love God and lowary
neighbour as yourself (Mt. 22:37-40; Mk. 12:29-31; Lk. 20:2Vhat the Virtuoso lifestyle
provided was a protest against society’s inbuilt and ongoing mistreatmentpafathand
neglect of appropriate religious devotion plus a method by which to avoid being a pait of t
system yourself. It required sacrifice and a certain level of separatimnpfeestablished
structures but it also created a platform from which to demonstrate by pedegtleXust

how the causes of these wrongs can be tradscerit was not an entirely new concept either.
Something that inspired Jesus to form his virtuoso group was thexistarg model set by

the likes of Elijah and Elisha(g. 1 Kings 19:19-21) and John the Baptist (Matt. 3; Mark 1;

%22 Capper, B. J. (2008) ‘Holy Community of Life and Property Amongst the PoBesponse to Steve
Walton’. The Evangelical Quarterly80.2. pp.113.27.
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Luke 3:1-22; John 1:19-43)h€y seemed to share similar itinerant lifestyles and similar

theological, soteriological and sociological id&&5.

So whatof Jesus’ teachings on wedtthhe second question the Virtuoso Religion model
helps answer has been summarised throughout this study. The key issues foirsociety
general include the protection of the very poor from living below the line of seihsgésand

the promotion of generous and fair distribution of wealth by the rich. For the individual, both
rich and poor are expected to renounce attachment to their money and possessions so that
concern for these things does not supersede worship ofAGodmulated wealth seems so

often to be the target of criticism, as if the more one has, the less preparedkahe tic be

to part wth it. The way Jesus contrasts the large offerings made by the rich pedme in t
Temple treasury and the two copper coins of the poor widow (Mk. 12:41-44; Lk4p1:1-
indicates that the intention with which the offering is givdemonstrated by the proportion

in this caseis more important than the actual amount. This reflects a trend within teachings
about generosity that recognises how coumtieritive it may seem. The instruction to give to
whoever begs or borrows from you is part of the discourse containing the command to love
one’s enemies (Mt. 5:42-44; Lk. 6:27-31) so, no doubt, it is meant to sound controversial and
unexpectegdespecially since it sits at odds with the traditionsarfour,reciprocity and
patronelient relations The twelve-hour workers in the Parable of the Labourers in the
Vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16) are irked at finding the landowner has been so generous to-the one
hour workers. Jesus instructs a rich ruler to extend generous hospitality to the pook and si
in the knowledge they cannot repay him (Lk 14:12-14).When rich figures are spontaneously

generous, they are greatly praised fdeig.Lk. 19:1-10).

These teachings are both consistent with the model and are demonstrated bydise Vi
practices of enouncing property, community sharing and care for the pias took the

form of both caring for the poor and looking after themselves. Capper points to the Johannine
referencest Bethany and the Last Suppethe common purse held Bydas Iscariotvhich
appears to have included the function of holding donations for the poor (Jn. 12:6;a53:29)

well as their own provisions. “We see in these two incidents and locations an insider
perspective on common Judean virtuoso religious practice. Many Judeanundies of
coreligionists collected their wealth into a common purse and lived fruggtytter from

this fund, also making disbursements to relieve the poor and support other charitable works

2 Capper, B. J. (2011) ‘How Did Jesus Help the Poor? Virtuoso Religion as@&titalEconomic Sharing in
the Jesus MovemeniThe Qumran Chroniclevol. 19, No. 34. pp.97139.
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Aid for the destitute and close identification with themotigh frugality and voluntary
renunciation of personal property was intrinsic to the life of the Judean religious

“virtuoso”.” ®2* Capper argues for quite strong prevalence of Essene virtuoso practice in Judea
influencing Jesus. The gospel evidence certainly supports, at least, tlaeitsasibf

economic ethos and practice between the two groups. There is much evidence tolsipport t
groups selfsustaining practices with the help of sometimes quite wealthy supporters such as
the women followers described in Luke & Bndhospitality received from various settled
sympathisers. Beyond this Capper also thinks the foot-washing incident in John 13:1-20 and
the command of mutual love (13:33-35; 15:12-17) was part of Jesus’ establishing of virtuoso-
style servantike care for each other within the group and sharing of resources in preparation
for his imminent deatfi? There is evidence inds of the continuation of the virtuoso

property sharing practice which may have been a new community but may have been
incorporated into an existing Essene group which occupied that area of Jefii8aleat

Jesus’ authority was still at the heart of thessctices as they were continued in the early
Church is important as it was he who established them and set about building a foundation
using the disciples as cornerstones of the new religious virtuoso community waydtame
continued in this form for bbng time after Pentecost (Acts 2:4Z; 4:32-35)°?' Judea-

centric as these points are, it is consistent with the information highlighted by the
Commercialisation model (which was much more Galilee focuskatia more ‘stimulated’
economy might only lead to greater levels of exploitation by the rich who have asswiril

which to increase commerceherefore production should not exceed what is really

necessary (i.e. Jesus and the disciples might support their movement with donations and
hospitality) but any surplus that is generated should not be traded but redistributed (i.e.
resources should be shared and any surplus can be donated to the poor). By living according
to these virtuoso religion principles, the Jesus movement is expressingpfsoseof

exploitation resulting from extreme stratification, living according to its own tegsfibout
generosity and attachment to wealth, and symbolically transcending ecaheisimns by

living as equals.

624 Capper, B. J. ‘John, Qumran and Virtuoso Religion’ in Coloe, M. L. dradcher. T. eds. (201Iphn,
Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrof¢lanta. Society of Biblical Literaturgap.11312.
625 |
Ibid. p.115.
2% |bid. p.116.
%27 bid.
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This brings us to our answer to the third question. What did Jesus hope to achieve by his
teachings on wealth? There is one level on which this question is very simple to,address
which has been heavily implied since the very start but is more than supported byliting rea

of Jesus as a virtuoso, and that is thagdwe great wrong in the extremes of wealth and

poverty. No one should be so attached to their great wealth that it clouds their focus on God
and their ability to treat their fellow man fairly. No one should be left with so littiettiag

cannot survive. The rich should be encouraged to be generous; the poor should be cared for.
Throughout the gospels, references to wealth and poverty support these basic ideas of
economic justiceTwo things must be added to this, however. One is thelidve Jesus

sought wider societal change by challenging people’s attitudes to wealtbit@nating the
importance of the command to love God and neighbour. It was not simply that the extremes
of wealth and poverty were morally unjustifiable but that something should be done to help
‘soften the edges’. That is not to say that divisions of wealth would not exist but that the
money and power should not be so heavily concentrated at one end of the economic
spectrum. The other thing to add is that this change must be aimed, in the hearts and minds of
every individual, towards the improvement of society in anticipation of the imminent

Kingdom of God. The role of the virtuoso as religious specialist was to uphold and
demonstrate this ideal as an example forTdlis, for example, explains Jesus’ anger in the
Temple incident. This holy place should also be upheld as a moral example to all as a
foreshadowing of the state of things to come in the Kingdom where divisions of rich and poor
would not exist“...Jerusalem’s special place as God’s city placed additional ethical demands
on its population. Like the prophets before him, Jesus countered the people’s complacency

with his announcement of God’s imminent arrival and the destruction of the Te'ftble.”

This idea of ‘countering the people’s complacency’ is absolutely the key poitlesus

was setting forth a challenge to people’s usual perceptions in a vast numbeeacthisgs
and in his choice of itinerant lifestyle but in no case was he actually settth@ foractical

plan for change in the basic structure or usual praabicesciety. His disruption of the
Temple was not an attack on sacrificial practice but a challenge to those who hategreven
that sacred pladeeing an inclusive, fair place of sincere worship, a ‘house of prayer’ (Isa.
56:7) worthy of the coming Kingdom. The virtuoso model reflects exactly how Jedukea

disciples demonstrated through voluntary poverty etc. their challenge to thoseevtoo

%22Bond, H. K. (2012)TheHistorical JesusA Guide for the Perplexed.ondon/New York. T & T Clark.
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attached to their wealth and possessions but it was not a method designed to maletyall soci

actlike them.

The Virtuoso Religion model presents an impossible situation in the normative double
standard described by SilB&t Theoretically, any person could renounce family, wealth,
possessions and the security those things provide in favour of following Jesus in his group
who created a new system of support through practicing community of (Matteew26:8-

9; Mark 14:4-5; John 13:29) and seeking religious perfection through intensification of
norms. In practice, the realistic limitations of leaving the security okwamme, family and
possessions are too many for the majority of people. It would also be too much tcaéixpect
people to be capable of the level of devotion to religious perfection Silber considers
characteristic of the virtuoso. The Virtuoso Religion model is inherently incdreat
therefore, with the ideal that Jesus sought complete and total social revolutesusif J
wanted everybody to be a virtuoso, it would negate the whole notion of Virtuoso religion.
Virtuoso religion, by its very nature, cannot be all society consists ofwéri, it could be

safe to say society would not be a very good ondl. peaple live in the same way as Jesus
or at least with the same attitude of detachment from the establishment and théealssocia
tensions therein, the Jesus movement would have nothing from which to differerdlat# its
must occupy that peripheral gibon within society, balancing independence and integration.

It has to present an ideal, an ideal unattainable for all.

This is why he did not preach the renunciation of wealth for all. He was pgidecite of

what the economic structure of societyswar. That is why he preached about all workers
deserving a wage sufficient for covering basic survival needs (Matt. 20dndiGyhy he
seemed to have a certain amount of respect for the tax system (Mt. 22:21; Mk. k2:17; L
20:25). The day to day necessity of money was never the issue which explains why the
preaching of total renunciation of wealth for everybody would be ridiculous. Heawasfe
concerned with the accumulation of personal wealth and a relationship with ateria
possessions that was raignificant to the individual than God (Mt. 6:24; Lk. 16:13). As the
investigation of the encounter with the rich man (Mk. 10:17-31) shows, it is not the amount
one has that prevents salvation but the attachment to it rather than God. Jesus h&eé to put t

idea of renunciation before the rich man to see how strong that attachment waswve

%2 g5ilber, I. F. (1995Virtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological Study of
Monasticismin Theravada Buddhism and Medieval CatholiciSsambridge. Cambriddgniversity Press.
p.1901
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that Jesus had contacts and supporters of some wealth (e.g. Lk. 8:3) so it is asayihg is s
it was fine to be rich in practice so long as one uses their weiakhy (Lk. 16:1-13) and

would theoretically be ready to renounce that wealth at any time.

The question of whether Jesus was a social reformer is consistent with tlasré&§omm in

the sense of all people renouncing attachment to wealth and possessions and adopting the
virtuoso ideal including those in established positions of economic, political and religious
authority is impossible. Breaking down the structure of agrarian society witlife@nce of
wealth and poverty, again, is absurd. That he genuinely envisioned an egalitaggnisto
exaggerate his teachings to an unrealistic extré&fliet sees the attempts of certain scholars
to depict Jesus as an egalitarian as completely unfounded. References to brelakhm wi
family are not about the abandoning of familial structures and hierarchies but about
reordering priorities around GA&° Efforts are encouraged to alleviate the suffering of the
poor through generosity and so on but only with the aim to relativize economic and social
disparities, not eliminatehem®** Notice that even though the Labourers in the Vineyard all
receive equal pay, the role of wealthy master is not eliminated,; it is only maowifatidw

for fairer treatment of the workendot all supporters of Jesus were calledetimounce their
wealth, no contemporary movements seemed to seek universal equality eitherctcallpra

it would have been impossible anyway. Jesus seems to be under no delusion that his efforts
will solve society’s problems overnight (“For you always have the poor with yout..” M
26:11; Mk. 14:7). “If social equality ever was an idea held by the followers of Jesus, it
remained only a grandiose ideal or “vision” never translated into social and economi

reality.”®?

Similarly there is nothing in théirtuoso reading of the Jesus movement to suggest that he
was, as Horsley proposes, a social revolutiofariis criticisms of the authorities do not
constitute a practicakbellion. Up until the temple demonstration at least, Jesus is relatively
carefulabout courting controversy and seems accepting of rules about taxes for eXainple (
22:21; Mk. 12:17; Lk. 20:25). The point of the Virtuoso formula was to challenge authority

30 Elliot, John H. (2002) ‘Jesus was Not an Egalitarian: A Critique of artoaistic and Idealist Theory.’
Biblical Theology Bulletin32. p.B-91.

%31 bid. p.85.

%32 bid. p.89.

833E.g.Horsley, R. A. (1993)esus and the Spiral ¥olence: Popular Jewish Resistance in Roman Palestine
Minneapolis. Fortress Press. For summary of Horsley's argsmserBorg, M. J. (1994)esus in

Contemporary Scholarshialley Forge, PA. Trinity Press Internationdlj Toit, D. S. ‘Redefining Jesus:
Current Trends in Jesus Research’ in Labahn, M. & Schmidt, A. ed4.)(&&us, Mark & Q: The Teaching of
Jesus and Its Earliest RecordsSNT Supplement Series 214. Sheffield. Sheffield Academic Press.
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by posing a superior alternati%& This was out of respect for the basic hierarchical
structures in themselves, maybe even a fear of the consequences farrexeliicon, even if
the methods of this hierarchy included unjust behaviour. It is unfounded that he sought a
reform consisting of real practical changes or that the virtomesement was intended as the

beginnings of such a reform. It was intended as an idealised depiction of wiklbeoul

However, it is not so unthinkable that he sought a reforattitudes His teachingshow a

need for subtle changes in the economic system, not total overhaul. Authority slbng a

as positions of power are not abused. Pattmmt relations are fine so long as they are
mutually beneficial, not exploitative and parasitéealth is ine so long as it is not
worshipped, but is used wisely and unselfishly; being poor is even acceptable so long as no
one is left without their daily bread. This requires a change in attitude to moglégits

mainly a change in attitude to one another. Injustices like avariciousness;tabtha
behaviour, crushing debts, poor treatment of servants and slaves, using religious gmety a
excuse for commerce or other types of financial gain, all come down to personal
relationships. The Christian commandment to love (Mt. 5:43; 19:19; 22:39; Mk. 12:31, 33;
Lk. 10:27) is at the centre of it all. Love of neighbour will ultimately reisuléir and
reasonable financial relations between people.

That people are not necessarily being taught or encouraged to change much atutay thei
day living and are merely being shown an extreme example of devotion shows thg siibtle
the type of reform | beliee Jesus sought. Heas na preparedo manhandle people into the
‘correct’ lifestyle, but was putting a piceiof it right in front of their noses to be seen. In the
case of the rich man, for example, he laid it before him like a challenge to Wwaiohanh was
unable to rise. No person wdsniedexposure to Jesus’ perfect example including tax
collectors, sinners or women, some of which appear to have come to follow it (e.g1¥k. 2:
16; Lk. 8:1-3). Even in cases where the behaviour of the group raised questions from
opponents, and bearing in mind that Jesus seemed unwelcoming to controversy for the sake
of it, he also wanted to be noticed as if the observation of his work was the first step in
instigating reform. He did not stay in one place and send out teachings via other peopl
went out and met people face to face. In this sense the itinerant practivegafup could
almost be described as the subtle beginnings of social reform in themBdhlesim was to
create a society which was better prepared for the coming Kingdom, it stith keatlze room

834Weber, M. ‘TheSocial Psychology of the World Religions’ in Gerth, H. H. & Wright Mils,eds. (2009)
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociologgpndon. Routledge.
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for people to continue living their lives, earning money to live, running the politidal a
religious systems, producing and distributing essential goods and Bbeoway Jesus taught
about transcending divisions of rich and poor and transcending values of reward does not
necessarily involve instigatingajor changes to the way everyday life is run. In the case of
the Unjust Steward, for example, the parable shows the rich master learnilettititgago of

his attachment to what he is technically owed was actually of benefit to himsedflas his
poor debtors. It required the imagination of the steward whose position was threatened t
teach this complex lesson; it was not a simple matter of Jesus just blandly statiefpthat d
should be relieved. A set of teachings that seek to alter personaleattituithings like wealth
(which is backed up by the lifestyle of the group) rather than laying dowro&rsgitl rules,

is characteristic of the Virtuoso movement which demonstrates flexildiégus’ version of
virtuosity is not identical to that of gAh and Elisha, John the Baptist or the Essenes. He
adapted it to fit his specific needs. The way these ideas manage to avoid soundirandague
unfocussed is the consistency of the message throughout the gospel material attiitye a
with which the Jesus movement is able to convey it. Although subtlety seems to be nowhere
in sight in some of Jesus’ teachings (e.g. Mk. 10:25; 117)54 believe the lasting effect

within the church was probably felt more from how Jesus conducted his mission day to day.

As subtle as the type of reform the Jesus movement advocates through itéedailyHat

they do so with an intensified level of dedication with a structured alternative &utores
weight to their approach. The prestige that accompanies this kind of specialisenent is
not dissimilar to that given to monastic orddrisey may even have earned some respect
from the established authorities for their religious specialisalesus’ demonstration by his
itinerant lifestyle that family could beedefined and money could be distributed according to
need only is more powerful and more credible as a message than one-off public
demonstrations could be. (The demonstration in the Temple, for example, almosh&ed to t
arrest of Jesus and risked beaognpletely misinterpreted by its ambiguity. His emotional
outburst also could have been damaging to the authority and credibility of his nmbyeme
even if the actions taken like the overturning of tables etc. were acceptedoadssyfisocial
reform.Geneally Jesus did not court controversy for its own sakelmifemple
demonstration may well have been part of a conscious effort to be noticed publicly on a
larger and more dangerous scale, a step up from the usual method of merely vpiokémy s
argumers by justifying slightly controversialounding teachingsl) was by following a

system of internal community care, that allowed all to be treated like famdlyeven for
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charitable donations to be made (Jn. 13:29), that Jesus demonstrated his criticism of the
current oppressive economic system and posed an extreme example of what could be

achieved without it.

Significantly there is evidence to suggest that the practices and idealsrhensébn were
continued after his death by the disciples in Jdam (Acts 1:1314; 2:44-45; 4:34-35§°
which indicates the level of authority Jesus commanded as well as the effectofahess
system he devised. It shows a realisation in the early church that thadififsiesus could
be continued and that it wasitself a form of preaching. It was not a closed off internal
system but one that sought an audience to acknowledge that it worked. It was not an
admission that change could not o&&firThe continuation of virtuoso practices in the early
Church implies sustained belief in the need to promote change in advance of thenmmi

Kingdom.

835 Capper, B. J. (2008) p.114.
836 Cf. Witherington 111, Ben. (19957 he Jesus Quest: The Third Search for the dieMazareth Carlisle.
Paternoster Press. p.114.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to approach Jesus’ teachings about wealth and poveaty using
selection of social science models to see if they proved useful for understandinigosba
teachings consisted of and what they suggested about Jesus’ broader hopestyoiTbeci
breadth of the Agrarian Society model makes it adaptable and compatibleheittmatdels.

It also prevents it from imposing faga categories on specific first century historical and
biblical concerns. Its lack of reference to specific religious issues is gcnadidvantage in

this case. By highlighting the economic structural patterns, it provided explarfatidhe
behaviour of certain figures in our biblical passages according to thes atad functions.

The Commercialisation model was particularly useful for understanding heagtarian
structure worked in the biblical context, especially Galilee. It helped uadairsy Jesus’
criticisms on wealth against the backdrop of a changing economy, suggesting tleatda vi
commerce for profit as an expression of the opposite values one should put on money. The
Wandering Charismatics model offered an understanding of the structure of the Jesus
movement as criticism of wealth and as a solution to social rootlessnessd by poverty. It
related this more closely to the religious context and explained it was akganilesus and

the diciples to live an itinerant &fcharaterised by voluntary poverty to provide continuity
between their teachings and their practices. It was the Virtuosodrefigpdel, however,

which proved most useful for understanding what Jesus said about wealth and poverty, and
how he envisioned these teachings promoting change in the wider society,lgsSpdtia

minds of the wealthy rulers.

The Virtuoso model, in our close examinations of the biblical passages, proved useful for
giving insight into the roles of the characters in the Parable of the LabautbesVineyard

as ideals within the concept of employment and reward. The owner’s fairness ttatadns
the virtuoso concern for the poor and the thought that no one should be without bare
essentials, a concern the Jesus movement practiced drti@rgselves and via donations to
the poor from the common purse. The same idea about shortening the breadth of division
between rich and poor was played out in the Parable of the Unjust Steward who showed his
master the benefits of being generous with his wealth. This was achieved without
compromising his position or honour, something the virtuoso model demonstrated in its
description of how established structured could be respected at the same timg as bei
challenged in its ideals. This inclusivity of the rich is also demonstrated bgltto the rich

man who refused to renounce his wealth. He was unable to take the choice of volunteering
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himself for specialised levels of devotion characteristic of the virtuoso. Thesdlhahthe

kind of tension the movement could experience but the Temple demonstration showed this
tension coming to a head. Even though it was this very tension that prompted the virtuosi to
occupy a liminal position, it was a shock to see that holy place at the special Bassoler

not allowing rich and poor to worship God as equals. Jesus’ hope for a ‘house of prayer for
all nations’ reflects the virtuoso trait of portraying an idealised vision that nighday

become reality and make the Temple properly prepared for the conmigddn. The

application of the model to the Call Narratives gave the most explicit demarstvtbhow

useful it was. The calls show Jesus putting the choice before the discipleshgr iatera
specialised form of devotion to God that required renunciation of wealth, possessions, home
and family in favour of itinerancy, dependence on hospitality and communityghBrmis

allowed the group to protest against the injustices in agrarian society wimihneg part of

the community.

The Virtuoso model also proved applicable to a much wider range of passages from the
gospels, reiterating concerns about correct use of wadalédmodel’'s description of the

group’s liminal position and daily lifestyle characterised by communayiisy, care for the

poor and intensified levels of devotion to God perfectly demonstrates a type of ekgmple
which they might be seen amidealised version of what society has the theoretical (though
not practical) chance to be. It was a type of social reform that relied fatnoally

proposing changes to the divisions of wealth, powerstaids that allowedometo rule

whilst others farmedor example. It was a type of social reform that targeted the attitudes of
people, especially the rich, and challenged them to rejg@their concernso that

attachment to their own wealth might not be a barrier to their ability to care ifior the

neighbour or be a distraction from true worship of God.
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