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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation addresses the problem of whether the 

Gospel of Matthew reflects a Jewlsh Christian or gentile 

Christian stance within the early church. A study of the 

principal theories of the evolution of the early chur ch 

provides the back~round agalnst which the terms "Jewlsh 

Chr Istlan" and "gentlle Chr lst ian" may be understood. The 

dissertation examines th' bases on which Matthew has been 

classlfled as elthe~ Jewish Christian or gentl1e Christian. 

This prevlous work on Matthew is found to be unsatisfactory 

because of the lack of adequate criterIa for classifying 

Matthew. A study of Acts and the letters of Paul reveals 

that the practice or rejectlon of Jewish dietary purity was 

a cause of division ln the early church, and thus 

constitutes a suitable crlterion for dlstinguishing betwe,n 

Jewlsh and gentl1e Chrlstlanlty. Examination of Mt 15:1-20 

showR that Matthew does not accept Jewish dietary purity as 

a part of God's will. Matthew thus reflects a gentile 

Christian position. 
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RESUME 

cette thèse essaie de voir si l'évangile de 

reflète une position judéo-chrétienne ou une 

pagano-chrétienne dans l'église primitive. Une 

principales théories de l'évolution de l'église 

Matthieu 

pos!. t ion 

étude des 

primi ti ve 

fournit le contexte dans lequel les locutions "judéo­

chrétienne" et "pagano-chrétienne" doivent être comprises. 

Cette thèse part de l'étude des principaux arguments qui ont 

permis de classer Matthieu comme judéo-chrétien ou pagano­

chrétien. Ces arguments ne sont pas jugés satisfaisants à 

cause du manque d'un critère de classification adéquat. Une 

étude du livre des Actes et d!s lettres de Paul montre que 

la pratique ou le rejet de la pureté diététique juive a été 

une cause de rupture dans l'église primitive et constitue 

donc un critère valable de distinction entre le judéo et le 

pagano-christianisme. Selon Mt 15,1-20 le respect de la 

pureté diététique juive s'oppose à la volonté de Dieu. 

Matthieu refléterait donc une position pagano-chrétienne. 



PREFACE 

Quite some time ago, Dr Frederik Wlsse suggested that 1 

examIne the possibility that Matthew might be gentile 

Christian. 1 initially declined. The background research 

would probably be long and dul! (the flrst part was true!), 

and, besides, everyone knows that Matthew 15 Jev lsh 

Christian. But many of the things that "f:veryone knows" in 

fact rest on a very thln basis, or on no basls at aIl. The 

question began to drav me vi th a strange fascination. What 

was this Jewish Christianity which has so se ized the 

scholarly imagination, and does Matthew in fact fit into it? 

To understand what Jewish Chr i st lan l ty was, i t ls 

necessary to sltuate it in the development of the early 

church. My research in thls area was spurred on by lively 

discussions with many friends and scholars, and Most 

particularly vith Pie~re Bellemare, Frederik Wisse and 

Thomas Wright (formerly of HcGi1l, and nov of Oxford). This 

led to the varlous schemata of early chur ch evolution 

summarlzed in chapter one of this dissertation. These ideas 

vere first presented as a paper at the conference of the 

( 
Canadian Society of Bib1ical Studies in Wlnnipeg in 1986. 

Ooes Matthew fit Into Jewlsh Chrlstianlty? 1 believe 
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that this dissertation shows that i~ does not. Some readers 

may come to a different conclus i on on the ev idence • It Is 

important, hovever, to see that this conclusion, and the 

manner ln which lt 15 argued, fIt Into the recent 

development of the study of religions. 

In recent years, flrst century Judalsm and Jewlsh 

Ch r 1 s t i a nit Y have been given serlous and positive study by 

scholars. This 15 a great change from the practlce durlng 

the first period rev lewed in the appendix to this 

dissertation. Sorne scholars may thus be dismayed to see the 

Jewlsh Christian character of Matthew denled. 1 belleve 

that, contrary to vhat such scholars might feel, ln comlng 

to such a conclusion this dissertation advances the newer, 

more positive appreciation of first cent ury Judaism and 

Jewish Christianity. This it does by showing flrst century 

Judaism, Jewish Christlanity and gentile Christianlty the 

respect they deserve by allowlng them to be what they were. 

This dissertation deliberately tries to avoid imposlng 

modern ideas on them and rather strives to allow the flrst 

century documents to show us what religious people of the 

first century considered important enough issues to divide 

on. They are thus allowed to define their belle fs 

themselves. 

The dissertation itself has been organized in such a 

way as to focus on the thesis be!ng defended, wh11e not 

neglectlng necessary background information. Sources quoted 

or a lluded to are ident i f ied immed iate ly ln parentheses, as 

briefly as possible. Full bibllographical information may 
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be found at the ~nd of the d15sertatlon. End notes almost 

alvays conta in sorne form of furthe~ discussion or examples, 

and not mere documentatlon. This system, vhich has been 

approved by the Modern Language Association of Jmerica and 

ls nov very generally u5ed, 15 Intended to slmpllfy readlng 

of the text. The schemata outlined ln chapter one are 

essentlal to the defence of the thesls, but are not fully 

developed or defended there. Fuller dlscusslon ls Included 

in an appendix. Chapters four, five and si~ include a 

number of excurses. The object of moving so much to 

appendlx, excurses and notes i5 to clarify the presentation 

and defence of the thesis Itself. 

In the actual re5earch and arguments of thls 

dissertation 1 have been asslsted and encouraged by Many 

people. 1 vould partlcularly llke to thank Dr Wlsse for hls 

initial suggestion and help at aIl the subsequent stages. 

Special thanks are also due to Robert MacKenzie, for hls 

many helpful suggestions, and to Dr Robert Culley who has 

alvays Insisted on clarity and conciseness in scholarly york 

(the length of this dissertation ls not hls fault!). Dr 

Edvard Furcha vas Most kind in helping me as 1 struggled 

vith obscure passages in F.C. Baur. 

A great debt of gratitude Is also oved to several 

institutions and their staff. Four librarles provided most 

of the material needed for this research, and each Is 

blessed vith an outstanding staff of excellent people: la 

Bibliothèque de la Faculté de ThéOlogie de la compagnie de 

Jésus in Montreal; the Library of the Faculty of Rellg10us 

111 



studies at McGill University; the former Bibliothèque de 

philosophie-théologie de l'Université de Montréal, now 

Integrated into the new Bibliothèque des lettre~ et des 

sciences humaines; and the Library of st Paul unlver~lty in 

ottawa. 1 also wlsh to thank the Social sciences and 

Humanities Research Councll of Canada for a two year 

doctoral fellowshlp; and the Department of veterans' Affairs 

for Its much app~eclated flnancial assistance. 
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o INTRODUCTION 

0.1 ïhe.. Thesis 

HYet nevertheless of aIl those who had been with the 

Lord only Matthew and John have left us their recollections, 

and tradition says that they took to writing perforee. 

Matthew had first preached to Hebrews, and when he was on 

the point of going to others he transmitted in writing in 

his native language the Gospel according to hlmself, and 

thus supplied by wr i t i 1'1g the lack of hi s own presence to 

those trom whom he was sent ... " (Eusebius, Ecclesiast~ 

History III. xxiv. 6). "Matthew collected the oracles in 

the Hebrew language, and each interpreted them as best he 

could" (Papias, according to Eusebius, Ecclesiastical 

Histoly III. xxxix. 16). Biblical critics no longer 

beJjeve that the Gospel of Matthew was written by the 

apostle Matthew, and the idea that it was originally written 

in Hebrew or Aramaic has been discredited. Thus on these 

pQints, as is generally the case in scholarly research, 

Church traditio1'1s about the origins of ancient wrltlngs are 

no longer consldered decisive. Nevertheless, a majority of 

scholars continues to see these and other early Chur ch 

reports1 as confirmation of the Jewish Christian cha~acter 

1 
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of Matthew. Volces are being ralsed wlth Increaslng 

frequency, however, to oppose the idea that the Gospel of 

Matthew is to be situated in a Jewish Christian environment. 

The question of whether Matthew is Jewish Christian or 

gentile Christian has major repercusslons. If Matthew 

refleets a Jewlsh Christian posit10n, then, sinee Matthew 

quickly became the most influential gospel (insofar as can 

be judged from extant documents 2 ), this implies that Jewish 

Christlanlty greatly influeneed the early ehurch. On the 

Christian other hand, if Matthew reflects a gentile 

pos i tion, then the most important gospel for early 

Christianity was not Jewish Christian. This in turn might 

imply a correspondingly smaller role for Jewish Christianity 

in the development of the early church. Furthermore, if 

Matthew is judged to be gentile Christian, then the source 

material for Jewish Christianity i~ greatly reduced. 3 

Reading Matthew against the background of gentile 

Christianity would also significantly change the 

il1terpretation of this Gospel itself. No matter what 

critical method has been brought to bear on Matthew, the 

results have been influenced by the presupposition that 

Matthew reflects a Jewish Christian position. For instance, 

Matthew's understanding of law has been considered of 

importance in this Gospel. A major change is effected if it 

i5 asserted that Matthew brings no Jewlsh Christian 

presuppositions or understanding to his appreciation o! law. 

Thus, if Matthew i5 in fact gentile Christian, both the 

2 



interpretation of Matthew and the dominant views of early 

church history may have to be significantly altered. 

The first task of this dissertation 15 to establish 

what 15 meant by "Jewish Christian" and "gentile Christian," 

and what is at stake in maklng such a dlstinction in early 

Chr!stianity. The prec!se ~eanings given to these terms 

have always been intim~tely linked to the various ways of 

conceptualizing the movement 0f Christianity from belng a 

small group of followers of Jesus within Judaism to being a 

catholic church independent of Judaism. The most 

influential modern york on this problem has been that of 

F.C. Bauri most theories developed since his time have 

either been an ext~nsion of his thought, or a reaction 

against it. starting thus with the seminal work of F.C. 

Baur, this dissertation outlines what are argued to be the 

five dominant ways in which the development of the early 

chur ch has been schematized. (The argument is developed and 

defended in more detail in an appendlx.) These schemata 

function as a very precise definition of the meanings of 

"Jewish Christian" and "gentile Christian" in the most 

reflective work in the area, and outline the possible 

backgrounds against which Matthew is to be classified. 

Having sketched the importance and meaning of the 

distinction between "Jewish Christian" and "gentile 

Christian" in critical st~dies, the dissertation then turns 

to the thorny problem of finding a method for classifying 

Matthew in terms of these 0pticns. Both the traditional 

arguments in favour of Matthew as Jewish Christian and the 
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( more recent attempts to see Matthew as gentile Christian 

have tended to founder at this point. The Most carefully 

reasoned arguments found in the literature start from a 

particular understanding of first century Judaism, move to a 

conception of Jewish Christianity, and then judge Matthew by 

its overall level of correspondence to this model of Jewish 

Christianity. Most write=s, however, employ one or another 

variation of a much less satisfactory method. They start by 

isolating what they conslder to be Jewish or Jewlsh 

Christian elements in the Gospel of Matthew. The Gospel is 

then classified as Jewish Christian or gentile Christian on 

the basis of the number of these Jewish elements present in 

the work as a whole, or at a given redactlonal level. 

These methods of classlfylng Matthew are deeply flawed. 

The first approach demands a sound and comprehensive 

understanding of first century Judaism. But almost twenty 

centuries later, such a comprehensive understanding is an 

elusive goal. A glance at nineteenth century work shows how 

erroneous was thelr understanding of first century Judaism; 

will another century judge our view to be fully accurate? 

The second approach, which is the domlnant one, Is even 

weaker at the level of Methode It tends to assume it can 

isolate Jewish elements in Matthew without even developing a 

carefully researched model of first century Judaism. But 

the further, more obvious weakness of this popular method ls 

Inherent in its tally sheet approach. How does the critic 

declde whether the number of Jewlsh elements compared to 
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gentile elements is sufficient to declare Matthew Jewish 

Christian? The decision concerning the quantity and 

proportion of Jewish elements which must b~ present to 

classify a work as Jewish Christian has remained essentially 

subjective and unverifiable. Such approaches, so weak at the 

level of method, can neither give the tradJtional view truly 

solid support, nor hope to displace the weight of tradition 

and suggest a new conclusion. 

This dissertation proposes a more appropr1ate method 

for classifying Matthew which avoids both the weaknesses 

outlined here. This is accomplished by starting where F.C. 

Baur and his successors began in distinguishing between 

Jewish Christianity and gentile Christianity: the letters of 

Paul and the book of Acts. These texts show the points of 

division between Jew and gentile in the early church. This 

dissertation examines these sources to determine critical 

points characterlzing these divisions. The new, but 

patently obvious, point made here, is that any early 

Christian document should be classified as Jewish Christian 

or gentl1e Christian not on the basis of anachronistic 

modern considerations, but rather on the basis of its stand 

on the critical issues which characterized the real, 

historical divisions in early Christianity. 

The sharpest issue causing separation between Jews and 

gentiles in the letters of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles 

whlch is also expllcitly discussed in the Gospel of Matthew 

concerns Jewlsh dietary purity. Furthe~ points of confllct 

mentioned in the flrst century literature are circumcision 
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and Sabbath observance. There may have been other issues 

divldlng Jevlsh Chrlstlanlty from gentl1e Chrlstlanlty. It 

ls, hovever, a fundamental choice of this dissertation to 

accept only documentary evidence. The burden of proof lies 

on those who would argue, in the absence of a solid 

documentary basis, that there were other important issues 

dividing Jews and gentlles in the very early church. It 

remains only to outline vhy thls dissertation focuses 

exclusively on Jewish dietary purity, and does not consider 

clrcumcision or Sabbath observance in classifying the Gospel 

of Matthew. 

The issue of clrcumcision 15 not raised in this 

dissertation because it is not raised in the Gospel of 

Matthew. This very absence tends to support the thesis that 

Matthew is gentile Christian. According to Luke, the 

dispute which led to the Apostolic Conference was occasioned 

by the fact that some of those "from Judea" were teaching 

that the gentile Christians must be circumcised (Acts 15:1). 

Paul agrees with Luke that this vas an lssue at the 

conference (GaI2:3ff). The problem arose again in paul's 

congregations, and was important enough for Paul to be very 

concerned about it (see Phil 3:2-11), and to refer 

frequently to it (e.g. Rom 4:1-12). Glven that this was "no 

small dispute" (Acts 15:2), it 15 hard to imagine hov 

Matthew could omit circumcision as a rite of entrance into 

Christianity from the Great Commission (Mt 28:18ff) if 

Matthev vere in fact Jewish Christlan. It 15 dlfficult to 

6 



argue that the complete absence of reference to clrcurncislon 

in the Gospel of Matthew means that this practlce was 

assumed by Matthew. Nevertheless, even though the absence 

of reference to circumcision speaks strongly in favour of 

the gentile ChristIan eharacter of Matthew, clrcumcls10n ls 

not dlscussed ln thls dissertatIon so that the thesis of 

this dIssertatIon may be flrmly establlshed on docurnentary 

evidence, and not on arguments from silence. 

The issue of Sabbath observance ls also not ralsed ln 

thls dissertatIon. Unlike clrcumcision, this 15 an issue ln 

the Gospel of Matthew. Matthew even stresses It by addlng 

"nor on the Sabbath" (Mt 24:20) to Markls exhortation to 

pray that the fllght should not be in winter. To flee at 

any time 15 a dangerous undertaklng. To be forced to flee 

in wlnter ls doubly dangerous. But why add "on the 

Sabbath"? Flight on the Sabbath would a6d Insult in ln jury, 

but it should not actually prevent it, slnce fllght or flght 

on the Sabbath when necessary had been the general pollcy 

for Jews at least sinee the disaster of the Maccabean 

periode The Sabbath pericopae of Mt 12:1-14 also have 

several interesting redactional additions beyond their 

Marcan sources. But what ls important for thls study ls the 

character of these perlcopae. The Gospel of Mark ls 

generally viewed as reflectlng a gentlle Christian position, 

including a gentlle Christian vlew of the Sabbath. Matthew 

takes these Marcan Sabbath pericopae and, far from rejecting 

them, ineludes them ln his Gospel. Matthew even goes so 

far as to make certain changes whlch strengthen the points 
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made in the pericopae (for example, David's men also eat the 

show-bread, Mt 12:44). Since the points being made by Mark 

in these Sabbath pericopae were acceptable in gentile 

Christian circles, then the points being made in these 

Sabbath peric~pae in Matthew must also have been acceptable 

in gentile Christian circles. Thus a case could certainly 

be made that Hatthew's view of the Sabbath falls weIl within 

the limits of gentile Christianity. Nevertheless such an 

argument has not been advanced in this dissertation because 

the issue does not divide Jewish Christianity and gentile 

Christianity in a sufficiently clear way. Gentile 

Christianity has hesitated concerning Sabbath observance 

since it is included in the Decalogue. 4 Few have been 

inclined to follow the opinion that the Sabbath is only a 

shadow of things to come, for which no one should be 

criticized (Col 2:16-17, cf. Rom 14:5, 6). Sorne non-Jewish 

Christian groups, both an~ient and modern, have observed the 

Sabbath. The majority tradition has been something of a 

compromise: the Sabbath has been replaced by a Sabbath-like 

Lord's Day observance. These hesitations in the gentile 

Christian position make it less decisive in questions of 

classifying literaturei nevertheless, if the question were 

to be pressed, there does not seem to be evidence that 

Matthew understood the Sabbath in any way beyond the bounas 

of gentile Christianity. 

Having established that its stance on Jewlsh dietary 

purity is the appropriate test of whether the Gospel of 
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Matthew is Jewlsh Christian or gentlle Chrlstian, the 

dissertation then focuses on this issue. It will be argued, 

on the basls of Mt 15:1-20, that Matthew's rejection of 

Jewish dietary purity is complete and unambiguous. This 

position puts Matthew clearly on the side of gentile 

ChListianity in terms of the unequivocal lines drawn by the 

authentic, first century source literature. 

The conclusion that the Gospel of Matthew is gentlle 

Christian means that it expresses a gentile Chr1Bt1an 

perspective and assumes a gentile Christ1an understanding on 

the part of its readership. It is a conclusion about the 

practice and point of view expressed in the Gosp~l, and not 

a conclusion about the ethnie background of the author. 

While the nature of this conclusion makes it likely that the 

author was himself gentile, it does not rule out the 

possibility that he (or she) could have been ethnically 

Jewish. Paul, it should be recalled, was ethnically Jewish, 

but his views are classified as gentile Christian by the 

majority of cri tics. Whatever the ethnie background of its 

author, the position expressed in the Gospel of Matthew is 

that of gentile Christianity.5 

It should be noted that the aspects of the Mosaic Law 

which later tradition has often consldered "moral" are not 

discussed at aIl in this dissertation. Paul and Luke seem 

to assume that these will be observed by all Christians. 

The greater righteousness called for by Jesus in the Sermon 

on the Mount might be a worthy area for investigation, but 

would require a fundamentally different approach. Besides, 
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it is guite probable that Jewish Christianity was fully at 

one with gentile Christianity in believing that Jesus has 

called aIl his followers to a higher, stricter morality. 

A brief outline of the five chapters May serve as a 

succinct statement of the argument of this thesis. The most 

important schemata which have been developed to represent 

the early development of the early Christian church are 

presented briefly in chapter one (an appendix provides more 

detail). In chapter t~o, representatlve arguments in favour 

of Matthew as Jewish Christian against the background of 

various schemata are presented and critiqued. The third 

chapter presents representative arguments for Matthew as 

gentile Christian against the background of the appropriate 

schemata. These are found to be somewhat more carefully 

thought out than the arguments presented in the preceding 

chapter, but still unsatisfactory. Arguments on both sides 

present lists of Jewish and gentile characteristics, but 

fail to present a sound method for weighing these 

characteristicfl and judging where Matthew should be 

situated. Chapter four develops this method. On the basis 

of the New Testament texts which were used to create the 

various schemata, it is argued that incidents in the early 

church show that there was in practice a sharp division 

between Jewish practice and gentile practice within the 

early Christian church, creating positions which May 

legitimately be called Jewish Christianity and gentile 

Chrlstianity. One of the sharpest points of conflict 
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, , between these two Is over the Issue of Jewish dietary 

purity. According to the documents, Jewish Christianlty 

characteristically practiced Jewish dietary purity, while 

gentile Christianity characteristically either reject~d 

Jewlsh dietary purlty completely, or practiced it only in 

the very restr1cted way outlined in the Apostolic Decree. 

Chapter five studles the position of the Gospel according ta 

Matthew on Jew1sh dletary purlty. On the bas1s of Mt 15:1-

20, It lB concluded that Matthew totally rejects the belief 

that the practice of Jewish dietary purity forms any part of 

God's will for the Christian church. As such, it 15 

concluded that the Gospel of Matthew does not reflect a 

Jewish r.hristian point of view, but rather a gentile 

Christian one. 

0.2 story ~ Hlstory 

This thesis juxtaposes two worlds. The first is the 

world of the history of the early Christian church as it can 

be Inferred from the wrltings of Luke and Paul. The second 

is the literary world of the Gospel of Matthew. These two 

worlds have many points of contact, one of which- Jewish 

dietary purity- serves as the standard of comparison in the 

present study. This standard allows us to deterrnlne whether 

the literary world of the Gospel of Matthew is a product of 

and destined for Jewish Christianity or gentl1e 

Christianlty. 

Narrative crlticlsm has rendered a valuable service to 

Bibllcal studies by establishing the existence and 

11 
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importance of the I1terary world of the story. The real 

author, that ls the actual hlstorlcal person who wrote the 

story, and the Ieal reader stand outside this world. But 

the literary world has, for its 10ss of the real author and 

reader, no shorrage of inhabltants. This area of study is 

still in a state of flux, and the identification of the 

inhabitants of this world and their names vary from author 

6 to author. Since J.O. Klngsbury has been one of the first 

to make explicit use of this approach in Matthean studies, 

his terrninology may be briefly outlined as illustrative. At 

the authorlal level are the "lmplied author," who is the 

literary version of Matthew, which the reader cornes to know 

by reading the Gospel; and the "narrator," which 15 the 

"voice" heard telling the story within the gospel (story 

30). There are many works of literature in which t.he 

narrator does not agree wit~, or present the same point of 

view as the implied author. 7 In the case of Matthew, 

however, Kingsbury concedes that the narrator is in complete 

accord with the implied author, 50 that this distinction i5 

rarely important in the study of the Gospel of Matthew 

(story 30). At the "reader" level Kingsbury dlstinguishes 

two characters. The "implied reader" is "an imaginary 

person who is to be envisaged, in perusing Matthew's sto~y, 

as respondlng to the text at every point with whatever 

emotion, understanding, or knowledge the text ideally calls 

for." (S...t..ory 36). The "narratee" 15 the 1 i terary person 

addressed by the nalrator. As Is the case for implied 

author and narrator, the difference between implied reader 

12 
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and narratee is not significant for Matthew (story 36), 

The challenge the narrative approach presents for this 

dissertation is to relate the narrative world of the Gospe1 

of Matthew to the real world of the first century Christian 

chur ch, with its various Jewi3h Christian and gentile 

Christian options. This probiem has been further compGunded 

in a recent article by Kingsbury. In this article he argues 

that nineteenth century and early twentieth cen~ury 

researchers read the g03pels in such a way as to identify 

plimarily with the real-life contemnorary of Jesus (thus 

seeking information OII the historical Jesus), ..,hile the 

redaction critic prlmclrlly identifies with the real-life 

contemporary of the real author (thus seeking information 

about the Matthean church) (Reader passim). He argues that 

to understand the story, the primary identification of the 

reader should be with the lrnplled reader. This approach he 

calls the "narrative-critical model of readership" (Reader 

455). He p&rtlcularly crltlcizes the redaction-critlcal 

approach fQr assuming that the events narrated in the story 

are "transparent." By "transparent" he means that events in 

the story normally have direct relevance for the Matthea~ 

ch~rch and can be used to understand the Matthean community, 

even to the point that one sometimes assumes a one-to-one 

correspondence between events or characters ln the story and 

events or characters in the Matthean community (Reader, 

especially 445-446). In this abllsive use of redactlon 

crlticlsm, the story (whlch 15, after aIl, sltuated ln the 
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tlme of Jesus) al:nost becomes a roman à clef about the 

hlstory of the evangel1st' s c'.)mmunlty. No -;,uch assumption 

is made in this dissertation. The t'Wo 'Worlds are resI-ected: 

a story about Jesus remains a story about Jesus, with no 

comprehensive hlstory of Matthew's communlty hldden in it. 

What 15 assumed here i5 not that the Gospel reflects 

partlcular events ln Matthew's communlty, but rather that in 

Mùtthew's redaction of hi5 source rnaterial he is influenced 

by hls own religious presuppositions~ and those of his 

environment. Thus, redaction criticism is used ~ot to 

construct a hlstory of Matthew's cornmunity, but rather to 

find his position on Jewish di~tary purity by examining his 

redaction of a Marcan passage which deals with this 

practlce. 

This dissertation makes the link between the world of 

the story and the world of the first century church by 

asserting an identity of opinion between the implied author 

and the real a~thor on the question of Jewish dietary 

purity. To do this it is useful first to see how the 

normative point of view is transrnitted within the literary 

world of Matthew gospel. Kingsbury asserts an identity of 

viewpoint between the narrator and the implied author in 

t-tatthew (story 30). He identifies "point of view" as a 

major way in which the narrator presents the story in 

Matthew: 

Characteristic of a gospel-story such as that of 

Matthew i5 that the rnany conflicting evaluative points 

of view expressed by the varlous characters can 

14 



fundamental1y be reduced to two, the "true" and the 

"untrue." The measuring rod for distinguishing truth 

from untruth ls, as Matt. 16:23 Indlcates, "thlnklng 

the thlngs of God" (as opposed to "thinklng the things 

of men"). Wlthln the world of the Matthean story, 

therefore, It ls Godls evaluatlve polnt of vlew whlch 

Matthew the Implied author has made normative. What 

this means, in turn, is that the evaluatlve point of 

vlew whlch Matthew ascrlbes to hlmself as narrator or 

to any gi~en character ls to be judged true or faise on 

the basis of whether it aligns Itself wlth, or 

contravenes, the evaluative point of vlew of God. 

Because Matthew as implled authoI rellably places hls 

voice as narrator in the service of the evaluative 

point of vlew whlch he has made normatlve- th3t Ig, 

Godls evaluatlve point of vlew, and because Jesus ls 

the supreme agent of God, It is plain that the reader 

15 to regard the evaluatlve points of vlew of both 

Matthew as narrator and Jesus as belng ln complete 

alignment with the evaluative point of view of God. 

Accordingly, there is only one tIue way in whlch to 

view thlngs ln Matthew- namely, the way established by 

God, and this ls the way in whlch both Matthew as 

narrator and Jesus also view things. (story 33) 

This dissertation holds with Klngsbury that Jesus' 

evaluative poInt of vlew on Jewlsh dietary purlty ls the 

same as that of the narrator of Matthew, and therefore the 
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same as that of the Implled author of Matthew. This 

dissertation takes one further step. It 15 an undisputed 

tradition- accepted by the Christian tradition, by Christian 

scholars, non-Christian scholars, and even anti-Christian 

scholars- that the real author of the Gospel according to 

Matthew was a Christian, identifying himself as a follower 

8 of Jesus. The step between the world of the story and the 

world of the early Christian church is thus the assumptlon, 

here made explicit, that the real author of the Gospel 

according to Matthew would himself accept as correct the 

evaluative point of view which is presented by Jesus and the 

narrator and God. Thus if in the story by Matthew, God as 

understood by Jesus and the narrator rejects Jewish dietary 

purity, then the conclusion follows that the real author of 

the Gospel of Matthew also rejects Jewlsh dletary purlty. 

Redaction criticism, as used in this dissertation, 

bolsters the conclusion just derived. Since we possess 

Matthew's main source in the Gospel of Mark (see the 

following section on the Two Source hypothesis), we can to 

some extent peek over the shoulder of the real author in the 

process of composition. Comparing Hatthew's writlng with 

Hark's, as is done in chapter five of this dissertation, 

gives the critlc a vantage point outside the world of the 

story. Redaktlonsgeschlchte thus shows how the real author 

has changed Mark's story to create his own story. This 

method shows from a reference point outslde the I1terary 

world of the Matthean st ory that the real author rejects 

Jewish dietary purlty. 
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On the readers' slde of the llterary world, thls thesls 

claims that the implled reader of the Gospel of Matthew 

rejects Jewl~h dletary purlty. The basls for thls clalm Ls 

developed ln chapter flve. There lt ls argued that Mt 15:1-

20 does not present an attack on Jewish dietary purlty 

structured ln such a way as to convlnce an opponent. On the 

contrary, It will be shown that the argument of Mt 15:1-20 

ls structured in a way which is coherent and convincing only 

to a reader who already accepts the premise that God 15 

concerned excluslvely wlth moral and not with rltual purlty. 

That the discussion ls so ordered shows that Matthew has 

produced a 11terary world in whlch the lrnplled reader shares 

hls rejection of Jewlsh dietary purity. 

On the authorlal side, thls thesls extends Its claim of 

the rejectlon of Jewlsh dletary purlty from the lrnplled 

author to the real author. A slmilar extension appears 

warranted on the readers' side. The implied reader of the 

Gospel of Matthew rejects Jewlsh dietary purity. Yet, there 

ls no evidence of hesitancy ln accepting this Gospel ln the 

early Christian cornmunity. In fact, as Massaux has shown, 

according to the available records Matthew quickly became 

the rnost used gospel. And it became the rnost copied gospel 

wlthout there being evldence that Its views on Jewish 

dletary purlty were seen as novel or problernatlc. On thls 

basis, there seems to be no reason to deny that not only the 

Implied reader, but also the early real readers of the 

Gospel of Matthew shared Its rejection of Jewlsh dietary 

17 



r 

( 

purlty. 

On the basls of thls Identlty of vlewpolnt between 

narrator, implied author, and real author on the one hand, 

and narratee, implied reader, and first real readers on the 

other, this dissertation proposes that the bridge between 

story and history is sound. History, as evidenced by the 

letters of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles, provides the 

criteria for distinguishing between Jewish Christian and 

gentile 

argued 

Jewish 

Christian positions. The correspondence of views 

for in this section shows why the comments made on 

dietary purity in a story may be legltlmately 

accepted as corresponding to those of the real author of the 

story and, in aIl probability, most if not aIl of its early 

readership. Following these arguments, it is sound, ln thls 

specifie case, to go from positions adopted within the 

narrative world of the Gospel of Matthew to conclusions 

about 

most 

the 

of 

position of the literary work, its 

its early readers, with regard 

Christianity and gentile Christianity. 

author, and 

to Jewish 

Since this dissertation argues that both the literary 

work and its author express a point of view which falls 

within the domain of gentile Christjanity, it will generally 

follow the normal procedure of uSing the name "Matthew" to 

refer both to the literary york and to its author. The 

context will normally make clear which is meant. It would 

be crucial to designate the Gospel and its real author by 

different terms if it were not the case that the real 

author, implled author and narrator aIl espoused the same 
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views on the issues which are critical to this dissertation. 

It might also be important to have different terms for the 

author and his work if the author were Jewish Christian but 

wrote for a gentile Christian intended reader. But given 

the contention of the precedlng paragraph, the somewhat 

1005er usage of "Matthew" for both the Gospel and Its author 

should rarely cause confusion. 

0.3 ~ ~ Source Hypothesls 

The Two Source hypothesls of synoptic relationships 

will be used in this dissertation. A number of theories 

have been proposed in opposition to the Two Source 

hypothesl5, and ln recent years the strongest opposition has 

come from the new form of the Griesbach hypothesls as 

proposed by w. Farmer and those who have followed hlm. 9 The 

majority of New Testament scholars have not been won over to 

any of these, and feel that the Two Source hypothesls best 

accounts for the observed relationships. Since it has been 

approved by the majority of New Testament scholars, and ln 
10 particu1ar by the majorlty of scho1ars worklng on Matthew, 

It is not necessary to question it here. 

The adoption of the Tvo Source hypothes 15 ls 

particularly helpful in the analysls of Mt 15:1-20. A 

stralghtforward readlng of this sectlon wlthout reference to 

any sources clear1y indicates that Matthew rejects the 

concept of Jewlsh dletary purlty. A number of important 

commentators have, nevertheless, argued that the true 

meaning of this section is quite dlfferent from its apparent 
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meanlng. On the bas1s of the Tvo Source hypothes1s, thls 

dissertation will show in great detal1 how the Matthean text 

Is related to its Marcan source, and thus place the 

affirmation that Matthew rejects Jewish dietary purity on an 

even flrmer foundatlon. 

Just as the Two Source hypothesis helps in the ana1ysis 

of Mt 15:1-20, so the hypothesis helps in certifying this 

pericope's place in the gospel. Since Mt 15:1-20 plays a 

key role in arguing the thesis that Matthew ls gentile 

Christian, the conclusions based on this pericope must be 

applicable to the Gospel of Matthew as a whole. According 

to the Two Source hypothesis, Matthew uses Mark as his main 

narrative source and usually folJows the Marcan order, 

adding materia1 held ln common with Luke ("Q") and his 

unique material at varlous points ln the Marcan framework. 

Mt 15:1-20 is parallel ta a Marcan section, and Is found in 

the same context in both Matthew and Mark. In both gospels 

the section is preceded by the Feeding of the Five Thousand, 

the Walking on the Water, and healings at Gennesareti and in 

both gospels the sect10n 15 followed by the Heal1ng of a 

Woman, other heal1ngs, and the Feedlng of the Four Thousand. 

Within Mt 15:1-20, we find Matthean redactional 

characteristlcs common to the Matthean redaction of otheL 

sections of Mark. Given the Two Source hypothesis and these 

observations, we may reasonably conclude that Mt 15:1-20 ls 

not a foreign body in the text of Matthew, but was redacted 

by the same person (or persons) who i~ responsible for the 
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11 gospel as a whole. The line of reasoning followed here 

- also renders unlikely any extensive re-editing of Matthew. 12 

Even though the Two Source hypothesls ls assumed in 

this dlssertdtlon, any use of it is also a test of the 

theory. If the arguments of this dissertation based on the 

Two Source hypothesis are 1udged eound, then the theory is 

strengthened. On the other hand, the Two Source hypothesis 

is weakened If the arguments here which move from Mark (as 

source) to Matthew are not judged tenable. 

0.4 ~ Douglas 

In a dissertation which uses Jewish dietary purity as 

the critical measuring stick, It would be imposslble not to 

recognize the importance of the work of Mary Douglas on 

purity. She has ably demonstrated the role of purity in 

tracing the cosmic and social order in whlch a society 

moves. Since dietary purity was (~nd is) so slgnlflcant in 

JUdaism, the gentile Christian rejectlon of Jewish dletary 

purity implies a very different understandlng of the cosmic 

and social order. Douglas's inslght is both confirmed and 

put to use in this dissertation. Every page of chapters one 

to four shows how correct she is in stressing the importance 

of purity. In those chapters we see how something as 

potentially trivial as what one eats and whom one eats it 

with, became the battleground that divided the nascent 

church. Clearly what is at issue here 15 not personal 

- dietary idiosyncrasies, but a clash of worlds within a 

communlty. It would be fascinating to pur sue the problem of 
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exactly what world vlew corresponds to each 8ide of this 

battle, but that would go far beyond the the question at 

hand. Rather, this dissertation, which has confirmed 

Douglas's view on the crucial importance of purity and 

identified Jewish dietary purity as a touchstone for the 

division between Jewish Christlanlty and gentlle 

Christianity, poses the question: Where does Matthew stand 

on Jewish dietary purlty? 

0.5 Jewish Dietary Purity 

This dissertation focuses on Jewish dietary purity as 

the appropriate test for determining whether Matthew is 

Jewish Christian or gentile Christian. It Is useful at this 

point to give a preliminary indication of what is meant by 

this term, and to explain why it has been chosen. 

The term "Jewish dietary purity" is used in this 

dissertation to refer to all practices related to eating 

whlch are characteristic of flrst century Judaism. This 

includes production and harvestlng (or slaughter), 

preparation, serving, consumptlon and such ceremonies which 

May have accompanied each of these. It ls meant to include 

the determination of what food 15 suitable for consumption, 

what restrictions exist pertalning to the people who are 

suitable to perform the various steps in production and the 

varlous ceremonial functlons, and what people are sultable 

companions for eatlng. Pagan sources give some 11mited 

evldence for first century Jewlsh dietary purity practices 

(see chapter four, eXCUISUS 1). More evid~nce comes from 
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the assumption of significant continulty from Blblical 

dietary purIty, and some continuity in the direction of 

Mishnaic purity laws. It should be stressed, however, that 

first century Jewish dietary practlce was almost certainly 

varied, and our dIrect sources for it are qulte l~mlted. It 

is not our pur pose to contrlbute to the study of first 

century Jewlsh dletary purlty. Our purpose ls rather to 

determine where early Jewish Christianity and gentlle 

Christianity each stood on the question of Jewish dietary 

purlty, and then to apply thls result to the Gospel of 

Matthew. 

Why has the particular designation "Jewish dletary 

purity" been chosen7 The term "Jewlsh" ls used because, 

while it may be that other dletary practlces flgure ln New 

Testament controversles (ascetic or other practices may be 

referred to ln Rom 14), it ls the dietary practices 

characterlstic of Judalsm whlch are of interest in thls 

dissertation. The term "dietary" is used in a general 

sense, to indicate all things assoclated with eatlng. The 

term "purity" ls chosen because it is the term generally 

applied to the code of Levltical laws whlch lies behlnd much 

of the pertinent New Testament controversy materlal, and i5 

the general term commonly used to describe the set of 

concepts behind the term "kolnos" as used in appropriate 

pass~ges ln the New Testament (see excursus on "kolnos" ln 

chapter five). One of the passages of great importance to 

our study ls Gal 2, where the issue of Jewish Christians and 

gentl1e Christians eating together 15 discussed. This text 
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does not expllcltly state that Jevlsh eatlng vith gentiles 

causes Impurity. 

applicability of 

But the context of 

distinctive Jevish 

Gal 

law 

2, where the 

to 

Christians is the subject, and vhere eommensality 

gentlle 

1s the 

test case, makes it almost certain that concern for purity 

Is at issue here. It appears very likely that it vas the 

presence of gentiles vhich vas coneeived of as the source of 

impurity, although the possibillty cannot be ruled out that 

it vas the presence of non-kosher food whieh vas the source 

of impurity. 

The terrn "rltual" is generally avoided 

dissertation. This is beeause the term "ritual" 

in this 

tends to 

have pejorative connotations ln our society, and because 

there is a ten~ency to make a distinctions betveen "rltual 

purity" and "moral purity." In the wake of Douglas's york, 

purity Is seen to be Its ovn category vith Its ovn loglc, 

and not intrinsically related to either morality or 

cleanliness. This is certalnly the case for Jevish dietary 

purity. Spotlessly clean hands could be impure for reasons 

having nothing to do with hygiene, or conversely, impure 

hands are made pure by pouring vater over them, even if 

contaminated vith an unclean substance vhich is not vater 

soluble. Hore signlficantly for our study, morallty in our 

society ls usually linked vith intent. But a person can 

become impure without the intent to commit an act leading to 

Impurity. Binee a person may become impure by aCCident, or 

even vlthout reallz1ng lt, Impurlty would thus not 
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necessa~ily be linked with any form of immorality. In many 

cases the distinction between moral purity and ritual purlty 

may be in the eye of the beholder. It is far fr.om certain 

that different societies would draw this line in the same 

places. In this study, the "beholder" who counts the most 

15 Matthew. Matthew does seem to make a distinction whlch 

at least approximates the traditional division between what 

sorne modern scholarship has called "moral purity" and 

"ritual purity." In fact, this point seems to be quite 

important to hi~ in Mt 15:1-20. The derogatory connotations 

of the term "ritual" are q~ite in place in catching the tone 

of this pericope, which is very sharp in its attack on 

Jewish dietary purity. Slnce exegesis of this text 15 

pivotal to the defense of the thesis, when this distinction 

is deemed approprlate and suggested by the Matthean (or 

other) text, this dissertation will use the terms "moral" 

and "ritual" purlty. Outslde the exegetlcal sections, these 

terms will be used sparingly, with the constant intention ta 

reflect as far as possible the intentions of the authors 

whose texts are exegeted and as little as possible the 

polemics of later ages. 
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1 SCHEHATA OF EARL Y CHURCH DEVELOPHENT 

1.1 Introduction 

The terms "Jewish Christian" and "gentile Christian" 

have been used to describe tendencies, groups and other 

phenomena postulated to have existed ln early Chrlstianity 

according to various theories of the evolutlon of the early 

Christian church. 1 This chapter will review five of the 

most influential and representative theories of the 

development of the early Christian church, paying particular 

attention to which groups or tendencies have been labeled 

"Jewish Christian," and which "gentl1e Christian." The 

attitude of each group or tendency toward the Jewlsh law 

will be stressed, in line with the importance this theme 

will have in the following chapters for the discussion of 

the Gospel of h~tthew. This chapter presents only the 

background necessary to algue the question of the 

appropriate designatlon for Hatthewi a more detailed outllne 

of the development of theories of early church evolution is 

to be found in the appendlx. 

1.2 ~ Baurls Schema 

F.C. Baur's goal ln traclng the early hlstory of 

Christianity 15 to understand the development of mankind's 
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rellglous consclousness. The motor whlch moves the proceS3 

of development forward is the dialectieal clash of thesis 

and antithesis giving rise to a synthesis. In the early 

history of Christianlty, the thesis is Jewish Christianity, 

whlch ls particularlstlc: It 13 orlented toward one nation, 

1 and expresses itself in the forms of Jewish cult. These 

t forms characteristically include circumeision, obedience to 

1 

the Mosaic Law, and certain regulations respecting relations 

wlth genti1es. The antithesis mlght be called He1lenistic 

Christianity, Paulinism, or (due to the element which , 
f quickly predominated) gentile Christianity. This 
~ 

1 
t 

Christianity ls unlversalizlng, tendlng to include al1 

nations and expressing itself in forms not lirnited by Jewish 
~ 

1 
tradition. It wou1d not see any further need for 

circumcision, or obedience to the Mosaie Law, or countenance 

1 
any discrimination in relations between Jewish and genti1e 

Christians. The synthesis, early catho1ic Christianity, 

maintains the universa1izing aspect of gentile Christianity 

and the historical roots and ecclesiastical structure of 

Jewish Christianlty, whi1e t~mpering the stress on falth 

versus works of the former and rejecting the Jewish 

exc1usiveness of the latter. 

Baur is able to trace an outllne of the deve10pment of 

the early church consistent with his theory, followin~ the 

account of the book of Acts. The earliest Christian 

community in Jerusalem was made up of both Hebrew and 

Hellenlst Jews. The Hebrews contlnued, as Christians, to 
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identify with the Jewish n~cion and culture, and to observe 

the Jewish law. The Hellenists had a more universalist view 

of religion. Their new perspective was first clearly 

expressed by stephen, whose challenge to Judalsm 

necessltated the flight of the Hellenists fro~ Jerusalem. 

In thelr new surroundlngs, the Hellenists' unlversalizlnQ 

prlnclple found expresslon in thelr preachlng of the 

to gent iles. The 1 r mO'Yement came to f lower 1 n the 

Gospel 

thought 

and career of paul, who preached Chrlstianity as a universal 

religion, not bound by the particularism of the Hosaic Law. 

The two views of the shape of the Christian religion in 

general, and particularly its relation to the Jewish law, 

clashed in Antioch. This confrontation and the subsequent 

meeting ln Jerusalem led to the recognition and theoretical 

acceptance of each group by the other. The Jewlsh Chrlstian 

party, led by James, Peter and JOhn, was to preach to Jews a 

gospel incluàing full observance of the Jewish law, while 

the gentile Christian party, spearheaded by Paul, was to 

preach to the gentiles a gospel not including observance of 

the Jewish law. Paul travelled west p~eaching thls gentile 

Chrlstianity. Jewish, law-obsezvant Chrlstianity spread 

throughout the Empl~e, and most esp~clally to Rome, by the 

natural medium of the Jewish diaspora. Although the two 

partles ln theory accepted each other, ln practlce they came 

into very sharp conflict. This was partlcularly the case 

when, as in Galatia, members of the Jewish Christian 

were at least partly successful in convinclng gentiles 

they must obey the whole Jewlsh law. 
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The synthesis of these two ideas of Chrlstlanity vas 

worked out ln the perlod followlng Paul's death. It was 

brought about by the realization that the two parties really 

belonged together. The Jewish Christian party had 

originally insisted on the absolute necessity of 

circumcision for salvation. As the number of gentiles 

entering the church became overwhelming, the Jevish 

Christians abandoned this position, and in a move toward 

Christian universalism, replaced circumcision vith baptism 

(this is even the case in the Pseudo-Clementine literature). 

Only a small "group of Jewish Christians rejected this 

accommodation. The next step in this process vas marked by 

the Apostolic Decree, which is dated quite late by Baur. 

With the promulgation of this decree (a sort of minimum of 

l~l) and the substitution o{ baptism for circumcision, free 

association between Jewish and gentile Christians became 

possible. The fellowship th us created brought together the 

two parties, leaving out only certain backwater movements 

such as 

elements 

Ebionism. The final, early 

from Jewish Christianity, 

synthesis 

such as the 

included 

formaI 

ecclesiastical structure including ~he office of bishop. 

However, in this synthesis, the principle of universalism 

had won the day. Ritual purity laws, and any other aspects 

of the Jewish law which vere not part of the developlng 

human religious consciousness, but vere rather only part of 

JUdaism, were progressively eliminated. 
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1.3 A1brecht Bltschl's Schema 

Bdur studled the early hlstory of Christlanlty to 

understand the development of mank ind' s rellg10us 

consclousness. Ritschl's orientation was very different: 

what lie~ at the heart of his study of the history of the 

early Christian Church ls the question of its understandlng 

of manklnd's reconclllatlon to God. 3 This belng the case, 

It ls not surprls1ng that the problem of how Chrlstianity 

related ta the la. 15 of great tmportance for Ritschl. 

In sharp contra st ta Baur, Ritschl does not see the 

early catholic church as a synthesls of Jewish Chrlstlanity 

and gentlle Chrlstlanlty, but rather as a development of 

gentlle Chrlstlanlty whlch had finally separated ltself from 

Its Jewlsh roots. ThIs separation was brought about both by 

external factors such as culture and polltics, and by 

internaI factors such as the inordinate demands made by the 

~ewlsh Chrlstians on gentlle Chrlstlans ln the Apostol1c 

Decree. Catholic Chrtstianity was not a triumph of 

"Paulinism" either, since Ritschl by no means ascribes as 

much significance ta Paul as does Baur. The catholic church 

misunderstood Paul as much as it dld Peter, and neither had 

an overwhelming influence on it. 

The dIvorce of the catholic church from its Jewish 

roots meant that It lost its context for lnterpreting the 

Old Testament presuppositions on which it was built. This 

led ta a drift lnto a new type of legalism, a legalism which 

was distinctIy Christian, and not Pauline or Jewis~l 

Christian. It should be noted that from Ritschl's 
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Protestant p01nt of v1ew, th1s loss was by no means 

rel1g1ously neutr.al, but was a real d1saster for humanIty, a 

disaster only to be reversed at the time of the Reformation. 

Let us revlew the histoly of the early Christ1an 

church, and espec1ally its struggles about the Hosaic Law, 

as viewed by Ritschl. 

The Apostles at first followed Jesus' example in going 

only to Israel, believing perhaps that aIl Israel must be 

saved before the entry of the gentiles. Peter's conversion 

of the Roman centurion Cornelius does not really represent 

an exception, because Cornelius was added to the church as a 

proselyte. The initial attitude of the Christian Church 

toward the law was set by Jesus himself. He distinguished 

between two types of lavs: those laws which pertain to man's 

hlghest end and are therefore permanently and universally 

b1nding; and those laws wh1ch exist for the sake of men, 

and are therefore adiaphora. As long as Chrlstendom was 

contalned within Israel, the Apostles could not distinguish 

between the national facets and the reilgious facets cf the 

law. 

The mission 

~ndependently of 

to the gentlles started ln 

the Apostles. It appears that 

Antioch 

ln thls 

city, gentiles were baptized wlthout being asked to observe 

the Hosaic Law, but some time thereafter former Pharisees 

from Jerusalem demanded that they be circumcIsed and obey 

the whole law. This demand, Ritschl notes, 15 an IndIcatIon 

of true Jewish Christianlty. The original Apostles dld not 
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support this demand and found themselves in the position 

havlnq to oppose and yet concillate thls group. At 

of 

the 

meeting held in Jerusalem, attended by Paul and Barnabas as 

deleqates from Antloch, the solution adopted was the 

Apostolic Decree. The decree ls pivotaI for Ritschl's 

unde~sta~ding of thls perlod. It ln effect gave proselyte 

status to the new converts, thus preservin~ the priority of 

the Jews, while still allowing for full recognition of the 

gentiles as brothers and sisters. Gentile Christians, 

however, still remained ritually unclean, and thus full 

table fellowship was not established within the Christian 

Church Itself. Rltschl ls highly crltical of thls attempt 

at a solution: 

"In dem Dekrete ist ~lne Norm des mosaischen Gestzes 

direkt auf die Verh~ltnisse der christlichen Gemeinde 

angewendet. Muss man dies nlcht 50 verstehen, dass 

elgentllch das ganze mosalsche Gesetz lm Chrlstenthume 

gllt, jedoch aus ausseren Gründen nur ein Minimum davon 

bei den Heldenchrlsten durchgesetzt wlrdl" (Entstehung 

131) 

The fact is, even James and Peter saw the converted Jews as 

the true people of the old covenant, and as the core of the 

new covenant- as can be seen even from the letters 

attrlbuted to them (which Rltschl accepts as genulne). 

The Apostollc Decree made sense ln Palestlne, where 

most Chrlstians were Jewish. In the Diaspora, however, 

where Most Christians were gentile, full communion between 

Jewlsh and gentl1e Christiane was more important than full 
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communIon between Jewish Christians ln the DIaspora and 

their co-religionists in Palestine. It quickly followed 

that this full communion was established in the Diaspora on 

gentile terms, that is to say, without observance of the 

Mosalc Law. ThIs practlce represents paul's position. 

While this was not a formaI breach of the Decree, It was 

certainly less than full observance of the law by aIl Jews, 

which is of course what James had wanted. 

Peter was sympathetic to Paul's position, and when he 

came down to Antioch he ate with the gentile Christians 

without concerulng himself about their ritual uncleanness. 

When representatives came from Jerusalem to recall Peter to 

James's understanding of the Decree, Peter withdrew from 

such fellowshlp. Ritschl cannot find Indisputable evldence 

that Peter returned to his position of ignoring questions of 

ritual purity and to full communion with gentile Christians, 

but he clearly suspects that Peter did eventually return to 

that Pauline position. This question is secondary. What is 

central is that Paul, Peter and even James were in complete 

agreement that fai~h in Christ is the condition for 

admIssion to the new covenant. 

At this point there were essentially two groups within 

Christianity. The first group recognlzed faith ln Christ as 

the only condition for full Christianity. Within this group 

we flnd the Pauline tendency which, while accepting the 

Apostolic Decree, dld not require any further observance of 

the Mosalc rltual law from anyonei and the tendency of 
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James, which expected the gentiles to observe the Apostolic 

Decrep. and ethnie Jews to observe the whole law. The second 

major group within Chr1stian1ty at this t1me compr1sed the 

Jewlsh Cn~13tlans in the strict sense of the term, which 

Ritschl often calls the "strenge (as opposed to m1lde) 

Judenchr1sten". They d1d not recognlze any form of 

Christ1anlty except that wh1ch was based on the Jewlsh 

people. Gentiles mlght therefore become Chrlst1ans only 

through circumcision and obedience to the whole Law of 

Hoses. This group of course d1d not recognize the 

apostleshlp of Paul, and are the people Paul refers to as 

demanding the circumcision of Titus, and were responsible 

for the opposition to Paul's work in Galatia. With the 

passage of time, those who held James's position became the 

Nazarenes, whlle the extreme Jewlsh Chrlstians became the 

Pharisalc and Essene Ebionltes. 

The reason for the split between what became mainstrearn 

Chrlstianlty and "strict" Jewish Christianity i5 self-

evident. "Moderate" Jewish Christianlty (the position 

represented by James), despite the general observance of the 

Apostolic Decree, still could not accept full communion with 

the gentile Christians. Its influence on gentlle 

Chrlstlanlty came to an end in the aftermath of the Bar-

Cochba revoIt (if not earlier), when Jewish Christians (and, 

of course, non-Christian Jews) were banished from Jerusalem, 

and gentile Christians replaced them there. The positions 

of Paul and Peter dld influence general Chrlstianlty, but 

not to a great extent. The true development of Christianity 
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vent vith the current of the Increaslng gentile majorlty. 

It grew in response to factors in the gentile world (such as 

Gnosticism and Hontanism) toward a new type of legalism, a 

"Christian nomism" as Ritschl calls it, with no relation to 

Jewish Christ1anity, and no real apprec1at1on of the Jewish 

law. 

1.4 ~ Early Consensus Schema 

In the latter part of the nineteenth and early 

twentieth century, most researchers rallied to a schema 

which is an amalgam of the two we have been exam1ning. They 

adopted an analysis similar to Ritschl's of the early groups 

in Christianity: a strict Jewish Christian group, demanding 

full observance of the Jewish law by aIl, which was fairly 

quickly marginalizedi a moderate Jewish Christian group, 

usually seen as demanding full observance of the law by Jews 

but only observance as outlined in the Apostolic Decree by 

gentilesi and a gentile group usually seen as recogniz1ng no 

Jewish law, or only the Apostolic Decree. They did not, 

however, accept Ritschl'd conclusion that the catholic 

chur ch developed almost entirely on a gentile basis. 

Rather, they reintroduced Baur's analys1s and applied 1t to 

R1tschl's groups. After the strict Jewish Christian group 

left the mainstream church, the moderate Jewish Christian 

group was made the thesis in this new schema, the gentile 

Christian group the antithesis, and the early catholic 

church the synthes1s of these two rema1nlng groups. The 

only major author who cons1stently ma1ntained Ritschl's 
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position was Adolf Harnack. several authors who worked 

wlthln thls "early consensus" stream are revlewed ln the 

appendix. 

1.5 ~ oanlélou's Schema 

It has been a wldely held vlew that Christian theology, 

in the narrow sense of the term, first came about when the 

tenets of Chrlstianity were expressed in the categories of 

Greek thought. In active rejection of this view, Hans 

Joachim schoeps4 set himself the task of recovering the 

theology of the Ebionites, a marginal Jewish Christian group 

less open to Greek thought than was the gentile Christian 

church. Daniélou5 does not agree that the Ebionite group 

was a legitimate descendant of the Jerusalem community, but 

he does very much agree that Semitlc thought could produce a 

Christian theology uslng only Its own genius, without 

recourse to Greek thought forms. In his view, long before 

the Greek mind reflected on the Christian message and gave 

us what we now think of as Christian theology, the earliest 

Christian community had produced a theology conceived of 

entirely within the bounds of Semitic thought patterns. The 

major formaI factor in this theology was apocalyptic. It 

was not until the late second century that Christian 

theology worked out ln Greek categories began to dominate 

Christianity. Daniélou's goal is to enrich modern 

Chrlstlanlty by recoverlng and setting out thls early, 

Semltic, Jewish Christian theolOgy.6 

On the basis of this interest in theology, Daniélou 
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developed a theoretlcal understandlng of the development of 

the early Christian chur ch fundamentally differen~ from that 

of Baur and those worked out in reactlon to Baur. He sees 

orthodox Christianity as essentially one unified stream 

flowing down from the original communlty. Early ln the 

history of this stream, the question of the admission of 

gentiles arose. The solution was quickly given: gentiles 

were admitted without the demand that they keep the Jewish 

law. This led to practlcal problems of fellowship between 

Jews and gentlles vithin the church due ln large part to 

Jewlsh natlonallsm, whlch will be discussed below. However, 

there was never any real question that gentl1e Christians 

were full Christians, and any 070Up whlch rejected them 

effectively removed Itself from the developing orthodox 

church. This one developlng tradition malntained a Semitic, 

Jewish Christian theology and leadership until at least the 

time of Clement of Alexandria. When the ethnie gentlle 

element matured enough, because of its increaslng numerical 

predominance it began to take over the church leadership and 

to replace the Semitic, Jewish Christian theology vith a 

theology conceived of in Greek philosophlcal categories. 

Thus the whole, orthodox stream of Christianlty eventually 

traded its Jewish Christian theology for a gentile Christian 

theology through a process of unltary growth, and not 

through dialectic conflict. 

As this schema makes clear, Daniélou divides the 

problem of early Christian attitudes toward the Jewish law 
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into tvo distinct issues, and holds that these tvo vere 

dealt vith in very different ways. The first issue was a 

relIg10us one, and vas qulckly resolved. According to 

Daniélou, at the religious level the chur ch developed ln one 

great stream, under the gUidance of God and an authoritative 

leadership. Groups vhich did not follov the decisions of 

apostolic councils effectively removed themselves from the 

main, Iegltlmate stream of the Christian church. Questions 

concerning the basis of the admIssion of gentlles, and the 

fundamental slgnlflcance of the Jewlsh lav for th~ Christian 

church, vould fall into this category. The second issue 

might best be termed sociological: hov was the church to 

relate to the nation of Israel? This question vas resolved 

over a longer period of time by the fa ct that as gentile 

membership became overvhelming and gentiles took over the 

leadership, the chur ch naturally moved away from any 

identification vith the nation Israel. 

The two aspects of the problem may be illuminated by 

examining how Daniélou believes the early church dealt vith 

clrcumcision and table fellowship. The religious question 

of the circumcislon of gentile Christians vas resolved ;n a 

definltlve manner in a fev clear steps. The God-fearing 

gentile Cornelius and the members of his household were 

filled vith the Holy Spirit, and this fact Peter took as 

authorization ta baptize them vithout any other conditions 

being irnposed (Acts 10:1-11:18). Gentiles in Antloch and in 

{ the cltles of Fauils first missionary journey were converted 

to Christianity vithout being told to keep the Jewish lave 
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..... When objections were ralsed, the leaders of the ChUICh ln 

Antloch senL Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem to submlt the 

question to the apostles and elders. The meeting jn 

Jerusalem vas a fully authoritative apostolic council 

preslded over by Peter, 3nd recounted in Acts 15:1-12 and 

Gal. 2:1-10. There It vas definltively affirmed that 

salvatlon is based only on falth in Christ, and the mission 

to gentlles wlthout the Jevlsh lav vas fully vlndlcated. 

Though battles may yet have been fought over thls question, 

it vas fully resolved for Paul, Peter, James and the vhole 

orthodox church. 

The question of clrcumcision had a second part which 

belongs to the second aspect of the legal question, the 

sociological issue. It had been agreed that faith in Christ 

vas the sole basis for membershlp in the church. It vas 

further generally agreed that this implied that circumcision 

was unnecessary for gen~iles. But vhat did it imply for the 

Jews? The conclusion for Paul clearly vas that circumcision 

vas not necessary for Jevish Christians. The scandaI of 

this position for Most Jevish Christians vas not at the 

theoretlcal level, but rather at the sociological level. 

Not to 

vould 

circumcise their sons, to abandon the Jevish law, 

inevitably lead to a break vith the Jevish nation. 

Betrayal of Judaism vould have been particularly grave at 

that time vhen Jevish natlonalism vas especially strong and 

building tovard the revoIt agalnst Rome. Host Jewish 

Chrlstlans therefore contlnued to practice the lav. The 
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true question was, then, one of solidarity vith the Jevish 

nation. 

In his mission, Paul vas concerned vith presenting the 

gospel to the gentiles, and with liberating Chrlstianity 

from Judaism. Peter, on the other hand, vas concerned vith 

shoving Jewish natlonalists that being a Christian vas nùt 

inconsistent vith commitment to the Jewish Iav and nation. 

paul's york brought him into continued and growing conflict 

vith nationalistic Jevish Christians. paul's position vas 

ultimately victorlous only at the terrible priee of complete 

rupture vith Judaism. 

The incident betveen Paul and Peter concerning table 

fellowship took place after the Apostolic Couneil's deeision 

on the religious question of circumcision, and in no vay 

called that declsion lnto question. The clash led to 

another delegation being sent to Jerusalem, but this time 

Symeon vas the representatlve of Antioch. ThIs meeting in 

Jerusalem was only a meeting of the local Jevish Christian 

chur ch presided over by James, and not an apostolic council. 

The occasion of this meeting is described in Gal 2:11-14 and 

the account of it is to be found in Acts 15:13-34. The 

Symeon mentioned in Acts 15:14 is Symeon the representative 

of Antioch mentioned ln Acts 13:1, and not Simon Peter. The 

decision, the so-called Apostolic Decree, in effect 

malntalned the idea of food regulatlons, while reducing them 

to a minimum. 7 Genti1es converted by Jevish Christians 

subject to James's authority ver~ instructed to observe this 

deeree (they aiso observed the Sabbath, Pentecost, other 
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Jewlsh feasts, and followed Jewish liturgies in their 

services). The "Apostolic Decree" was, however, merely a 

disciplinary com~romise, an~ proved in the long run to be 

unworkable. 

The position of James and the Jewish Christian chur ch 

in Jerusalem with regard to table fellowship was not shared 

by Paul or by the author of the book of Acts. For Pau], 

there was no fundamenta1 reason for any sort of food 

requlations. The fusion of the two meetings in Jerusalem 

lnto one account in the book of Acts (Acts 15:1-35) and the 

omission of the incident in Antioch make Peter's role in 

Acts almost that of a precursor and supporter of Paul. 

During the who1e period of Faul's missions, Jewish 

Christians were still the majority in the church and thus 

most Christians would have been law-observant. But the fall 

of Jerusalem, and the consequent blow to Jewish nationalisru, 

changed the sociological sit~1tion in such a way that 

Christianity cou Id go its way separate from Judaism. The 

balance of the church changed from majority Jewish to 

majority gentile, and by the late second century, chur ch 

leadership was gentile, assuring total rupture with any 

Jewish legal observances which might have been maintained 

out of solidarity with Judaism. Certain aspects of Torah­

observance, such as the ~eeping of festivals and sorne laws 

not sanctioned by the Christian hierarchy, were maintained 

at popular levels and in sorne fringe movements. Sorne uf 

these observances were re-introduced into the chur ch in the 
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fourth century. 

1.6 ~ Brovnls Schema 

Raymond Brovnls viey of the de~elopment of the early 

church focuses on the various early Christian communities he 

identifies on the basis of the Nev Testament vritings. 8 

Llke Daniélou, Brovn does not believe that gentl1es made 

important contributions to the thought of the early church. 

Draving the logical conclusion from this, he vigorously 

rejectR the idea that there vere theological or legal 

positions in Nev Testament times vhich could be called 

"Jevlsh Christian" and "gentile Christian." Rather, he 

holds that early christian theological and legal diversity 

Is to be traced to the varylng points of vlev of the 

Apostles, and of the early, ethnically Jevlsh, Christian 

evangellsts, as vell as to differences ln the development of 

the various communities they founded. Each early, 

ethnically Jevish, Christian community made gentl1e 

converts, thus creating various Jevish/gentile communities. 

Every one had Its ovn distinctive history, inC"luding 

internaI debates and occasionally schisms. A given 

communlty was usually held together by a moderating centre, 

vhich reconciled the opposing views as far as possible. In 

the same vay, the early cathollc church developed from these 

communities by means of compromise and consensus around a 

modp.rate, middle position. 

Brovn believes the following four types of 

"Jevish/gentile Christianity" can be clearly identified, 
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each with !ts own attitude toward the Jewish law: 

1. ~hose who believed that circurncision and obedience to 

the whole Mosaic Law were necessary for full 

participation in salvation brought by Jesus the Christi 

2. tho~e who did not require circurncision of gentile 

Christians, but did require the observance of sorne 

purity laws by gentilesi 

3. those who required neither clrcumclsion nor 

observance of food regulations by gentile Christians 

(but were not necessarily opposed to such observances by 

Jewish Christians)i 

4. those who did not require circumcision or observance 

of food regulations, and had fundamentally broken wlth 

aIl Jewish practices, seeing no lasting signiflcance ln 

the Jewish cult or feasts. 

These groups and their legal views in sorne ways 

represent a more nuanced and extended version of the groups 

set forth ln the tradition from Baur and Ritschl to the 

early consensus. They are, however, in many ways qulte 

different because they are part of a very dlfferent schema, 

that 15, they are conceived of as having arlsen and 

interacted in a very different way. Unlike Baur and the 

early consensus schema, Brown does not suppose a three stage 

dialectical relationship. Unlik~ Ritschl, he most assuredly 

does not think that a gentile th~ological stream quickly 

predominated, losing aIl real understandlng of its Jewlsh 

roots. Brown is closer to Daniélou in that the attitude 

toward the Jewish law of each of his groups is a critique 
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developed 

diversity 

from within Judaism by Jews. It is in the true 

of traditions where Brown differs most greatly 

from Daniélou. In Daniélou's schema, there was always one 

orthodox, authoritative, developlng stream of Christianity. 

According to Brown, from the very earliest times there were 

several traditions in Christianity which were different from 

each other in significant ways. His groups' attitudes 

toward the Jewish law may best be understood by briefly 

tracing some of their history. 

The views described as type 1 were held by Chrlstians 

from the Pharisaic party mentioned in the book of Acts, as 

weIl as by paul's opponents in Galatians. Their arguments 

won over at least some gentile Christians. This group was 

never reconciled to Paul, and would also have considered 

Peter a traitor. It was represented in Rome, and it may 

have been some of its members who betrayed Peter and Paul to 

their deaths. 

Type 3 Jewlsh/gp.ntile Chrlstlanlty in Its classlc form 

was advocated by Paul early in his career. In Antioch, this 

type 3 Christianity clashed with type 1. Peter, who had 

originally also held a type 3 position, adopted a mediating 

position, that is èype 2 Jewish/gentile Christianity. 

Paul's sharp reaction to Peter's adoption of this type 2 

position may have been due more to his own 1055 of face in 

Antioch than to opposition in principle to Peter's argument. 

Paul's position changed with his experiences. As late even 

as his letter to the Galatians, he had held a fully 
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apocalyptic view of Christianity, which made Christianity 

somethlng totally new, and therefore left no place for the 

Jewish law. But his troubles in Corinth led him to see some 

of the weaknesses of his position, and the strengths of 

Peter's mediating position. By the time he wrote to the 

Romans, he had worked out a greater place in his thought for 

salvation history and thus was able to give a more positive 

evaluation of Judaism and of the Jewish law. 

The 

example 

It had 

Christian community at Rome is the outstanding 

of a Jewish/Gentile Christian group of the type 2. 

been evangelized before the 50's by Jerusalem 

Christians of type 2. Even though by the time Paul wrote to 

them, gentiles may have formed the majority, they continued 

in the type 2 beliefs they had received- holding the Jewish 

heritage in high regard, and holding to a mediating view on 

the law (some of its members, though, adhered to a type 1 

position). This position of Rome goes far in explaining why 

Paul was at such pains in his letter to the Romans to deny 

the accusation that he held the views of group 4. Because 

of his moderated position, Paul was weIl accepted at Rome, 

but the more moderate Peter was always given the first place 

of honour. After the fall of Jerusalem, Rome took over much 

of the oversight of the missionary work of Jerusalem, and 

aiso of Paul's churches. 

The vanguard of Brown's type 4 Christianity was the 

Jerusalem Hellenists, whose sharp critique of Judaism is 

recorded in Stephen's speech ln the book of Acts. While 

aiso represented in the New Testament by the letter to the 
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Hebrews, Brown has developed his understanding of them 

largely from analysis of the Johannine literature. They 

began as a group of christian Jews with little to 

dlstlngulsh them from other such groups. The entry of Jews 

opposed to the Temple and the entry of Samarltans Into thelr 

group led them to adopt the "high Christology" 50 

characteristic of the Gospel of John. Adoption of this 

Christology resulted in their expulsion from the synagogue. 

This sharp and traumatic break from the Jewish community set 

the stage for the fundamental rejectlon of Jewish law 

characteristic of type 4 Jewish/gentile Christianity. In 

the second century, the type 4 Johannlne Christians who 

produced 1 John merged vith the catholic church. They 

accepted Its very forelgn authorltative teachlng structure, 

while the catholic chur ch adopted the Johannine community's 

high Chrlstology. Thus ended thls community's very separate 

trajectory, vith its radical rejection of the Jewlsh 

heritage. 
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2 MATTHEW AS JEWISH CHRISTIAN 

2.1 Introduction 

The goal of the second, thlrd and fourth chapters of 

this dissertation 15 to determlne the appropriate method for 

deciding vhether Matthev is Jevish Christian or gentile 

Christian. Chapter one has outlined the most influential 

schemata of the development of the early church thereby 

shoving the range of meanings presently attached to the 

terms "Jevish Christian" and "gentile Christian." This 

chapter initiates the search for an appropriate method by 

examining hov the traditional viey that Matthew is Jevlsh 

Christian has been defended. The methods used are set 

against the background of the appropriate schemata as 

described in chapter one. 

This chapter focuses its investigation on the york of a 

representative selection of authors vho classify Matthew as 

Jevish Christian withln a schema vhich allows the existence 

of a real and distinct gentile Christianity. Daniélou and 

Brown's schema ta do not admit authentic theologlcally or 

philosophically distinct gentile Christian positions until 

far later than the range of dates now generally accepted for 

the redaction of the Gospel of Matthew. Since the logic of 
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these schemata does not allov the question of vhether 

Matthew is Jevlsh Christian or gentl1e Christian to be posed 

at a fundamental level, it is more useful to examine the 

overall validlty of these schemata, rather than thelr 

particular comments on Matthew. This will be done in 

chapter four. Rltschl's schema has also contrlbuted little 

of value for this chapter's investigations. Ritschl hlmself 

did not study thls question. Harnack follovs Ritschl's 

schema, but despite his voluminous corpus, does not seem to 

have clearly posed the question of the method of classifying 

Matthew in any way that vould be useful in this chapter. In 

contrast, both Jevish and gentile Christianity are real 

opti~ns in Baur's schema and in the early consensus schema; 

so it is to them that this study now turns. 

Three vriters have been chusen to illustrate how 

Matthew has been classified as Jewish Christian. Baur 

himself has been selected as the best proponent of Matthew 

as Jewish Christian in his schema. Ernest Renan has been 

chosen as a nlneteenth cent ury example of how Matthew can be 

classified as Jewish Christian in the early consensus 

schema. Renan vas a very broad-minded man, and one of the 

leading experts of his time in anclent Semitlc languages. 

Nevertheless, there is an insidious anti-Jewish undercurrent 

to his classification of Matthew; this 15 fairly 

representative of his time. H.J. Schoeps has been selected 

as a more recent example of how Matthew can be seen as 

Jewish Christian within the early consensus schema. His 
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positive view of Judaism works a change in the manner in 

which Matthew ls classlfied as Jewish Christian. This 

change has now been generally accepted in the scholarly 

world. (There is further discussion of these scholars in 

the append i x. ) In the following section, each author is 

treated separately. First, Matthew ls sltuated in the glven 

author's schema; the author's supporting argument is then 

reviewed; and finally, this supporting argument is subjected 

to critique. 

2.2 

Ferdinand Christian Baur believes that Matthew ls a 

product of the Jewish Christian phase of his dialectic 

schema. The original Gospel of Matthew was written in 

Hebrew. To substantiate this, Baur refers to the early 

church traditions which are often quoted in the better 

introductions; further, he argues strenuously that the logia 

referred to in those traditions most assuredly formed a 

complete gospel. 1 He believes that this Gospel was composed 

in Palestine by a Jewish Christian shortly before the fall 

of Jerusalern during the revoit against Hadrian (Eyangelien, 

footnote pp. 605-609). The author i5 not, of course, the 

Matthew of Jesus' time. The Hebrew Gospel of Matthew 

existed in various recensions, one being used by Palestinian 

Christians (the Gospel "According to the Hebrews," Eusebius 

iH III. xxv.), another being found among the Nazarenes by 

Jerome. A recension of this Gospel also lies behind some of 

the quotations in the Pseudo-Clementine literature and in 
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Justin. This original Hebrew Matthew reflected a Jewish 

Christianity which had already developed beyond Judaism, and 

had proto-Christological elements. 

At an early time the Hebrew Matthew was translated into 

Greek by a person unknown. This translation, or its 

subsequent editions, differentiated itself from the Hebrew 

original by stressing, extending and developing the 

universalising aspects of Christianity which had already 

been present ln an embryonic form in the Hebrew Matthew 

(Eyangellen 579- 580). The Greek translation, or more 

11kely its subsequent editions, was sufficiently different 

from the Hebrew original that the Ebionite Symmachus could 

polemlcize against the Greek Matthew. Baur also notes that 

it would have been pointless for Jerome to translate parts 

of the Hebrew Gospel he knew (which Baur holds to be a 

recension of the original Hebrew Matthew) if the Greek 

translation had not deviated from the Hebrew original. In 

particular, Baur ho Ids that the first two chapters (with the 

exception of the genealogy) of our canonical Matthew were 

not present in the original Hebrew. 

The Synoptlc Apocalypse is particularly important for 

Baur in clarifying details about the authorship and dating 

of Matthew, and therefore its Jewish Christian character. 

This apocalypse ls a very good indlcator because Baur does 

not believe Jesus could possibly have spoken as he is made 

to speak here. Matthew has in fact taken the liberty of 

puttlng the expectation of the Parousla (which was 

characteristlc of his own period) on the lips of Jesus in 
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the form of a prophecy (EVange1ien 604). That Jesus cou1d 

not have spoken about the destruction of Jerusa1em Is shown 

by the fact that the author of Revelation (whlch ls very 

ear1y and reliable for Baur) knows nothlng of such a 

destrlctlon (Evange11en 605). 

Baur makes a careful comparlson of Mt 24 and Luke's 

apocalypse. In the Gospel of Luke the destruction spoken of 

15 that of the Flrst Jewlsh War, and it functions as a 

judgement of God for the Jevs' rejectlon of Hessianlc 

salvatlon. As such It also guarantees the Ingrafting of the 

gentl1es. The expectatlon of the Parousla ls only fu1f111ed 

in the kingdom of GOd, wh1ch of course inc1udes gentiles. 

In the Gospel of Matthew, however, the destruct10n ln 

questIon 15 not that of the First Jawlsh War, but rather 

that of the war against Bar-Cochba under Hadrian. The 

meaning of the tribulation 15 a150 very different and 

thorough1y Jevish Christian, representing the c11max of 

evil and rebelllon agalnst God. The profanation of the 

Temple and the settlng up of the image of Juplter capltollna 

(vhich i5 envisioned for the near future) ls a "desolating 

sacrllege" vhlch must wlthout delay usher in the Parousia. 

With this as the Immediate issue of events, Matthew 

focuses on the present tribulatlon in his apocalypse, while 

Luke fixes his attention and Interest on the beglnnlng of 

the period of great catastrophe, which stretches from the 

destruction of Jerusa1em to the Parousia. It should also be 

noted that Matthew dlsplays a greater Interest ln palestlne 
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in this section than does Luke, Implying that Matthew Is 

Palestlnlan (for this whole paragraph, 6yangellen, footnote 

pp. 608- 609). It 5hould be further noted that Baur i5 not 

at all dogmatic in his opinions about dating Matthew. This 

schema i5 presented merely as the best explanation he sees, 

up to that time, of the given data. 

Baur's Argument 

In his Kritische Untersuchungen ~ ~ kanonischen 

Eyangelien, Baur reviews the relevant 5cholarship up to his 

time and suggests a change in direction. The object of the 

work of such critics as D.F. strauss had been to discover 

the actual history lying behind the gospels, the so-called 

"Gospel hlstory." Due to his high evaluation of John, and 

his insistence on its inconsistency vith the synoptics, 

strauss left the impression that the Gospels' contents were 

mostly myth. Baur, however, in5isted that until scholarship 

weighed the relative value of each gospel as an historical 

source by an investigation of the particular character of 

each gospel, no further progress could be made toward 

dlscoverlng the "Gospel history". This idea in sorne ways 

foreshadows redaction criticism, but lacks redaction 

criticism's basis in the later developments in source 

critlclsm and Its logical separation from questions of 

"Gospel hlstory." Baur's Insight, whlch Is still 

fundamental for such work today, was an absolutely essential 

element ln moving the critlcal study of the gospels forward. 

In practice, his critique evaluates the "Tendenz" of each 
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gospel, that is, its characterlstlc "stretching" of the 

gospel story from its original Jewish Christian form 50 as 

to fit a gentlle Christian or early catholic fOlm. 2 

It muat be noted that while Baur's great advance over 

his time is in terms of his idea of weighing the gospels 

(Tendenzkritik), nevertheless, his goal rema1ned the same as 

that of many of his predecessors and contemporaries: to 

discover the "Gospel history." No matter how much he might 

work with his own or any other critical method, the final 

criterion any conclusions had to face was thi of what he 

judged to be "die objective Realitat und Wahrheit des 

concreten Lebens der Geschichte" <ivangelien 40). 

In his search for the "Wahrhelt des concreten Lebens 

der Geschichte," he wanted to flnd the account of Jesus' 

life which was the most accurate and closest to "die 

objective Realitat." strauss's work did not glve it, and no 

theory of synoptic relatlonships- even Griesbach's (which he 

and his school eventually in effect adopted)- fully 

satisfled as a method. The answer to finding "die objPctive 

Realit&t" lay elsewhere. His careful analysls of early 

Christianity, on the basis of the letters of Paul (1 

Corlnthians in particular) and Acts, had shown hlm that the 

essential struggle of early Christianity was its struggle to 

liberate itself from particularism and to achieve 

universalisme This had worked itself out in the concrete 

historical reality of the dlalectical clash between Jewlsh 

Christianity and 1ts antithesls ln paullnlsm, leading to lts 

final synthesis in early catholicism. The earllest and most 
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hlstorlcally accurate account of the gospel hlstory must 

then be found ln an account whlch best reflects the flrst 

phase of the dlalectic, and has not been distorted 50 as to 

be used byone of the following phases, i.e. which has no 

Tendenz. 

phase 

like. 

must 

Da die specielle Untersuchung der Evangelien den Bewels 
gibt, dass mehrere derselben nlcht reIn hlstorl~ch 
sind, sondern in ihrer geschichtlichen Darstellung eine 
bestlmmte Tendenz verfolgen, 50 kann aIs Hassstab der 
Beurtheilung des Verhaltnisses, welchem sie zu einander 
stehen, und ihres geschichtlichen Werths nur der Kanon 
gelte, dass dasjenige Evangellum den grôssten Anspruch 
auf hlstorische GlaubwUrdigkeit zu machen hat, das am 
wenlgsten elnen bestlmmten Tendenzcharakter an sich 
tragt. (Eyangelien 620) 

At this point it must be declded what the earliest 

of Christianlty, i.e. Jewish Christianity, must look 

Since it developed out of Judaism, thls first phase 

in sorne ways resemble Judaism, yet in other ways it 

must be developed beyond Judalsm. The partlcular character 

it shows must be that which Baur Jiscovered for Jewish 

Chlistlanlty through hls exegetlcal work. So first we must 

ask how Baur, ln common with most nlneteenth century 

Christian scholars, vlewed the Judaism of Jesus' day. 

For the nlneteenth century, Judaism was an "external" 

legalistic religion, where favour with God vas earned by 

careful observance of the law and tradition. This was 

before the tlme when Wrede and Schweitzer would show the 

importance of the apocalyptic element in first century 

Jevlsh thought. It vas also before the tlme when E.P. 

Sandera could argue that firat century Judaism was a 

"covenant nomlsm," where the covenant vas central and not 
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forgotten, and law came out of covenant rather than vice 

versa. The opinions of Baur's milieu were rather on a 

dIrect path leadlng to Wellhausen's arguments about the 

decline of Judalsrn into a pettifogging religion of lav and 

observances, ln vhich the great calI of the prophets vas a 

dead letter. Thus a Judaism ln which lav had total pri~acy 

forms the background from vhlch, in Baur's scheme, 

Chrtstianity must emerge. 

If the goal of the Jevish religlon vas the fulfillment 

of law, then the origin of Chrlstianity must be in sorne vay 

seen ln the 11ne of the perfect fulfl11ment of lav: 

for 

Dass sich von dieser Idee aus, der voliendeten 
Gesetzes-Ertüllung, der Ursprung des Christenthums ganz 
50 begreifen l~sst, wie er der Natur der Sache na ch 
gedacht werden muss, aIs eine immanente Entwicklung aus 
dem Judenthum, die aber aIs solche auch schon das 
Princip elner Ober dasselbe hinau51ehenden, und von ihm 
speclflsch verschiedenen Form des reIiglôsen 
Bewusstseyns ln slcht hat, glbt dem Hatthaus-Evangellum 
unstreitlg das G~pr~ge einer tlstorlsch-tr~uen 
Darstellung des Urchristenthums. (Evangelien 614) 

So, in Matthew Baur finds thls sharing of a hlgh regard 

lav and yet the deepenlng, Interlorlzlng and 

splrltuallzlng of law. In Matthew's concept of dlkaiosuna 

Baur sees both the goal of fulfilling the lav, and the 

subjective possibillty of fuifilling the lav ln such a pure, 

uncondltlonal devotlon to G~d that It comprehends just as 

much the abolition of the Old Testament law as the 

fulfll1ment of it. Just exactly this dialectlc tension is 

to be found in the Sermon on the Mount, where the law 15 

deepened, Interlorlzed and splrltuallzed. This sermon, 

which Matthew brought together from many smaller groups of 
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sayings, functions as the announcement of the Messianic 

plan, vhich is then worked out in the rest of the Gospel. 

Once this framevork of Interpretation has been put in place, 

Jesus' attack on the devious use of the tradition of the 

eIders to thvart the vill of God (chapter 15) becomes 

crystal clear. In a legalistic Judalsm( one law has been 

set over against another for the sake of cheating people and 

GOd, rather than looking deeply into the law (after the 

Jewish Christian fashion) to ~ee God's will. This finally 

issues in the attack on the scribes and Pharisees found in 

chapter 23. Matthew's views seem to bear some relation to 

the views of Paul's opponents, but have clearly developed 

beyond them. These considerations taken together show that 

Matthew has developed beyond the very earliest Christianity, 

but ls still to be sltuated ln the Jewish Christian phase of 

the dlalectlc. 

A secondary, rather subjective indication that Matthew 

belongs ta the first phase of the dialectic process is the 

contention that the general framework of Matthew gives every 

indication of being historically accurate: 

Ueberblickt man diese Darstellung der evangeliachen 
Geschichte in ihrem ganzen hier dargelegten 
Zusammenhang, 50 lasst sich gewiss nicht verkennen, 
dass slch hier alles ln einer sehr natÜrllchen Ordnung 
entvickelt, und es bietet sich nirgends ein 
zureichender Grund zu dem Zveifel dar, dass diess nicht 
auch wlrklich, wenigstens in den wesentlichen Momenten, 
der geschlchtliche Hergang der sache selbst gewesen 
sey. (Eyangelien 600) 

This would be less true of a gospel wrltten with a 

particular Tendenz, which would deform this historical 
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outllne. 

To furthe~ understand Baur's reasonlng we must now 

distingulsh between Matthew's Tendenz and Matthew's 

eharacter. The Gospel of Matthew has no Tendenz sinee Its 

position falls wlthln the range of views whleh Baur came to 

expect of Jewish ChrlstIanlty on the basls of his New 

Testament exegesis and his reflectlon on thls exegesls, 

using his knowledge of Judaism and of dialectlc phllosophy. 

It cannot be over-emphasized that thls exegesis and 

reflection are the basis of Baur's àecision that Matthew is 

Jewish Chrlstian. Since Matthew has no T~ndenz, that 15, 

does not stretch the gospel from its original Jewish 

Christlan fv~m so as to fit a gentile or early cathollc 

form, it must therefore be the closest to the "G08pel 

history." Nevertheless, it is not pure history. Although 

not stretehing the history toward any later phase of the 

dialectlc, It does wlthin Its own phase give its own 

characteristie Matthean presentation. Sinee Matthew VJS 

wrltten ln the Jewish Christian phase by a Jewish Christian, 

the Gospel of Matthaw shows a Jewlsh Christian charactel, 

but of course no Tendenz. This distinction may be 

approximated by saylng that the story in t~e Gospel of 

Matthew is Jewlsh Christian in character, but is not 

tendentlous. 

For Baur, Matthew's Jewish Christian character shows 

itself primarl1y by Its overall Jewlsh ChristIan 

presentation. Wlthin the general framework of the story of 

Jesus, the author has chosen and ordered his material with 
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great 11terary freedom so as to achleve hls goal of 

interpreting Jesus from the point of view of the Old 

Testament Messianic Ideal. Jesus i5 still presented as the 

Je,.,ish Messiah, whereas in Luke he is presented as the 

savior of mankind. It may be noted that this type of 

analysis of Matthew, like his Tendenzkritik of the other 

gospels, in many Yays foreshadows Redaktionsgeschichte. 

Many minor Jewish characteristics within 

constitute a secondary indication of Natthew's 

Matthew 

Jewish 

Christian characteI, according to Baur's analysis. Some of 

the stories which contain these minor JeYish characteristics 

may of course not be historically true, but just those which 

are not h!storically accurate are the best indicators of a 

Jewish Christian character. Those which we can determine to 

likely be historlcally accurate tell us little alout 

Hatthev. However, those which we think historically 

unfounded show the type of story which would grow up in 

Matthey's mi lieu und he would use to develop his 

Interpretation of the meaning of Jesus' story, and thus give 

a betteI insight into Matthew's place in the dialectic 

process of early Christianity. This has proven to be a very 

fertile approach, playing a major role in our century in 

both Form and Redaction criticism. Let us review the minor 

Jewish characteristics which Baur discusses in nis Krltische 

Untersuchungen ~ ~ kanQnlschen Evangellen. 

Baur first refere to the faroous saying about the law in 

Ht 5:17. But if Jesus actually said this, Matthew is just 
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reporting histo~y. To use this to p~ove that the Gospel of 

Matthew is itself Jewish Christian, It would be necessary to 

prove these Ideas were not part of Jesus' teachlng. He even 

goes so far as to afflrm, "Auch sonst begegnet uns ln 

Hlnsicht der Festhaltung des mosalschen Gesetzes nlchts 

specifisch Judaistlsches" (Eyangellen 609). He also ho Ids 

that we can draw no conclusions from Mt 23:3 whe~e Jesus 

tells the disciples that they must observe and practlce what 

the Pharlsees and Scribes say (Eyangelien 609). Fu~ther, he 

points out, nowhere does Matthew acknowledge what Baur 

claims to be the Ebionlte p~inclple of cl~cumcislon: the 

slgn of admission to the Messianlc klngdom ls baptlsm and 

not circurnclslon, as Indlcated ln Mt 28:19 (Eyangellen 609-

610). 

Bau~ mentions Jesus' statement ln Mt 15:24 that he was 

sent only to Israel as an indication of Jewish natIonal 

particularism- but that it is hardly a solid principle of 

actIon is shown by its very context, he adds. He goes on to 

point out that Hatthew unarnbiguously professes the 

universalism of Christianity in several places (Eyangelien 

610). 

The arguments based vn Jesus' belng called the Son of 

David (Mt 22:41-46) carry more weight, nevertheless Baur cao 

dismiss most of thern. Host merely reflect a popular 

designatlon of the Messlah used by Jesus' contemporarles in 

the narrative. The genealogy at the beginning vould only be 

of signiflcance If it could be proven not to be correct. 

The sceoe Mt 22: 41- 4S ls not likely hlstorlcal. If it 15 
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in fact pure fiction it may indlcate a certain Jewlsh 

character sinee, despite the content of the saying, It does 

seem to set torth Jesus' Davldlc descent. The Intention of 

the redaetor to prove that Jesus Is the selon of David 15 

very clear ln the first two chapters of the Gospel. 

However, sinee Baur thinks that the first two chapters 

(except for the genealogy) were not in the original Matthew, 

he makes very little use of this section. This is probably 

why he fails to point out how well this analysis of the a1m 

of the first tvo chapters links vith hls contention that 

Hatthew shovs Jesus as the reallzat10n of the Old Testament 

Messianic Ideal. 

Accordlng to Baur, Hatthew is the Gospel which makes 

the greatest use of the Old Testament, seen particularly in 

his use of Old Testament proof-texts. Generally speaking, 

nothing can be done by Jesus or said about him unless it can 

be justified by an Old Testament text. He gives the 

folloving examples: 

- the virg1n birth Mt 1:22 (15 7:14) 

- blrth ln Bethlehem Mt 2:6 (Mlcah 5:2) 

the flight to Egypt Mt 2:15 (Hos 11:1) 

the murder of the children Mt 2:18 (Jer 31:15) 

settling in Nazareth Mt 2:23 (the prophet?) 

- the appearance of John the Baptist Mt 3:3 (15 40:3) 

- Jesus' move to Capernaum Mt 4:14 (Is 9:1) 

- healings and casting o~t of demons Mt 8:17 (15 53:4) 

Jesus' command that he not be made known Mt 12:18 (15 
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- on teaching in parables Mt 13:14f and 13:35 (18 6:9; Ps 

78:2) 

- the Pharisees as hypocrites Mt 15:18 (ls 29:13) 

- the entry into Jerusalem Mt 21:5 (Zach 9:9) 

- Jesus' Messlanic dignlty Mt 21:16 (Ps 8:3) 

Passlon narrative Mt 26:31 (Zach 13:7) 

Mt 27:9 (Jer 32:6; Zach II:12) 

Mt 27:35 (Ps 22:15) 

(Eyangellen 611- 612) 

It should be noted that often the best indication of 

the Jewish ChrIstian character of a section in Matthew Is, 

according to Baur, its absence or alteratlon ln the other 

gospels. 

Critique 

Considerlng only internaI conslsteney and eonslsteney 

wlth the erltieal data available at hls time, Baur Is very 

sueeessfui ln Integratlng Matthew into his system. Matthew 

Is Jewish Chrlstian and wrltten in Palestine, but sinee it 

was produeed as late as AD 130, many of the less advanced 

aspects of the Jewlsh Christian position would already have 

been left behind ln the process of Aufhebung. We see that 

the requlrement of elrcumcision, a central de.and at the 

tlme of the eontroversles vith Paul, has been dropped and 

replaced vith baptisa (Mt 28:19). Anyearlier hesltatlons 

about the universal mlssion of Chrlstlanlty have been 

overcome, as can be seen from the command to go and teaeh 
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aIl nations. On the other hand, Christianity is still 

resolutely presented from the point of view of the Jewlsh 

religion, and especlally of the Jewlsh law. It may surpass 

the Hosaic Law, but as the Sermon on the Hount so eloquently 

demonstrates, it does thls starting from the Mosaic Law and 

ln a vay whlch Baur can interpret as comlng from the first 

century Jewish point of view. Hatthew's Jewishness may 

further be seen by comparison with Luke and Mark, but 

comparison vith the Pseudo-Clementine literature shows that 

It is on a path whlch vll1 Iead to Its being taken up Into 

the early catholic synthesis. There are, however, a number 

of crippling flavs ln Baur's system. 

Baur's tentative dating of the Gospel of Matthew at the 

beginnlng of the Bar-Cochba revoIt 15 precluded by J.B. 

Lightfoot's work. Nevertheless, a significantly earlier 

dating for Matthew is not an insurmountable problem. By 

means of the modifications characteristic of the early 

consensus schema, many critlcs have in fact accommodated a 

dialectical schema at least in part inspired by Baur to a 

much shorter period of time. The fatal flaws arise rather 

trom his understanding of Judaism and of the synoptic 

relatlonships. 

On the basis of his Tendenzkritik and wlthout the 

beneflt of later source criticlsm, Baur declded that Matthev 

vas the earliest of the canonical gospels. As such, the 

synoptlc gospels accurately reflected the early dialectlc 

process: Matthew, the most Jewish Christian reflected the 

thesls; Luke, aore gentlle Christian in outlook, reflected 
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the antltheslsi vhile Mark, vhlch drew from both of these, 

reflected the early cathollc synthesls. However, the 

intervening century and a half of modern technical research 

at the literary level has led to a broad consensus that Mark 

ls ln fact the earllest canonlcal gospel, and that Matthew 

and Luke both drew from Mark. If this analysis i5 correct, 

as ls assumed here, Baur's understanding of Matthew cannot 

be correct. If Matthew copled from Mark, Matthew i5 

unllkely to be more accurate ln its general outllne of the 

career of Jesus than Mark vhich served as its maln Bource. 

More significantly for this dissertation, Matthew cannot be 

a pristine Jewish Christian gospel as Baur thought if those 

aspects whlch make it so in comparison to Mark represent not 

elements altered in the gospel story by Mark but rather 

altered in the Hatthean redactlon. If Matthew has 

systematically altered Mark with the intentlon of expresslng 

a partlcular point of view, then he has done essentlally the 

same thlng as has Luke- 50 in effect, both have "Tendenz." 

This would totally eliminate any possibl11ty of 

distinguishing "Tendenz" and "character" ln the senses that 

1 have suggested Baur glves them in hls analysls. If the Two 

Source hypothesis ls correct, then the synoptlc gospels 

not reflect Baur's dialectic schema for the rlse of 

early catholic church. 

Saur's contention that Matthew Is Jevish ChristIan 

not necessarlll completely invalldated just because 

synoptics do not reflect hls dlalectic in the way 
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believed they did. Matthew might still reflect Jewish 

Christianity in conscious reactlon to the form of 

Christianity found in the Gospel of Mark. Or perhaps there 

is yet some other way Matthew could have incorporated the 

Marcan material while still being authentically Jewish 

Christian. So, although dealt a very heavy blow by the 

general acceptance of the Two Source hypothesis, Baur's 

analysis must stand or fall on his contention that Matthew 

represents Heine immanente Entwicklung aus dem Judenthum, 

die aber als solche auch schon das Princip einer über 

dasselbe hlnausgehenden, und von ihm specl f lsch 

verschiedenen Form des religiosen Bewusstseyns in sich 

hat ... " (Eyangelien 614). And thls It must do in the way 

Baur contended, outlined in the last section. However, 

given hls view of Judalsm, It seems that only If Baur was 

wrong ln his analysie of Matthew can Matthew be held to be 

Jewlsh Christian in his sense of the terml 

If it can be convincingly demonstrated that the content 

of Matthew implies that it developed out of the type of 

religion whlch most nineteenth century Christian critics 

held first century Judaism to be, then it did not develop 

out of Judaïsm. This 15 not the place to develop a 

refutation of that understandlng of Judaism: one .ay refer 

to such works as E.P. Sanders' ~ ~ ~Itinign Judaism. 

If in fact Baur was correct in his contention that Matthew 

grew out of such a legalietic background, then this mlght ln 

fact favour not his own but rather Ritschl's position, since 

the type of legalism Matthew fights agalnst, not 

64 



partlcularly reflected ln Judalsm, mlght ln fact be the 

Christian nomism into which Ritschl contends Christianlty 

fell. 

The general acceptance of the Two Source hypothesis, 

the general rejection of the last century's view of Judaism, 

and the radical redating of the gospels show that the Gospel 

of Matthew cannot occupy the place Baur gave it in his 

dialectic analysls of early Christian development. It might 

still be possible to show that Matthew 15 Jewish Christian 

ln sorne sense different from Baur's by re-using Baur's 

arguments that Matthew presents Jesus as the Jewish Messiah 

while Luke shows him as savlor of the world, or by stressing 

the many minor Jewish characteristics of Matthew brought out 

by Baur. But these would have to be used to fit Matthew 

into a very different schema of early church drvelopment, or 

to fit Matthew into Baur's schema in a radically different 

way. Slnce Baur's fundamental arguments for hls placlnq of 

Matthew ln hls schema have been rejected by modern 

scholarship, it simply will not do to ignore his fundamental 

points and to use his minor points as if they were the 

substance of his reasonlng. The very way he minlmized these 

secondary arguments himself 3 shows he knew they could not 

themselves bear the weight of his argument. His arguments 

for his situation of Matthew have been fundamentally 

rejected by subsequent scholarship, therefore his 

characterisation of Matthew as Jewish Christian must be 

fundamentally rethought. 
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2.3 Ernest Renan 

Schema and Matthew's Place 

Renan's schema has aspects of Baur, Ritschl and the 

early consensus schema. He stands elose to the consensus 

position in seeing a strict Jewish Christian group headed by 

James whieh was quickly margina1ized, and in seeing Peter 

and Paul's groups interact in a rather dialectic fashion to 

produce the ear1y catho1ic church. Matthew is judged to 

belong to an early phase of this consensus schema. This 

gospel was written for a circle of Jewish Christians who 

knew Greek and a little Hebrew and who 1ived in Syria, the 

area of Peter's missionary activity. 

Renan's Argument 

The ear1iest Christian 1iterature consisted of 1itt1e 

collections of Jesus' sayings, written in a mixture of 

Hebrew and Aramaie, and resemb1ing Pirke Aboth in forme A 

traditional outline of Jesus' career evolved at an early 

tlme, comprising the witness of John the Baptist, Jesus' 

activities in Galllee, his last days in Jerusalem, his 

death, resurrection and his ascension to the right hand of 

his father. Jesus' sayings would be inserted at suitable 

places in this outline (évangiles 76-93). The firet 

complete gospel was wrltten in Aramaic about the year 75 in 

Batanaea, where Jesus' brothers and the remanent of the 

Jerusalem chur ch had fled. This gospel was used by the 

Nazarenes until about the fifth century. This original 

"Hebrew" gospel underwent expansions and editions (the 
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Gospel of Peter and the Gospel accordlng to the Egyptlans 

being two examples) and was translated into Greek several 

times (éyangiles 94-112). 

Mark's was the first gospel composed in Greek. John 

Mark of Jerusalem vrote it on the basis of the traditional 

outline of. Jesus' career, and without reference to the 

Hebrev Gospel ve have just been discussing. It vas written 

in Rome after the death of Peter (évangiles 113-127). 

The Gospel of Matthev vas vritten in Syria by a Jevish 

Christian for his fellovs. It is assumed that his audience 

spoke Greek, but also knew a little Hebrew. The Gospel of 

Mark was found to be severely wanting in vords of Jesus, 50 

this new gospel vas vritten vith Mark as its frame, but 

adding the lacking logia from the Hebrev Gospel. Given 

Matthev's unlformlty of style, It ls probable that Its 

author translated the saylngs himself from the Hebrew 

(évangiles 173-197). 

Renan deals in his characteristlcally romantlc way vith 

the concept of a gospel vhich is fully Christian, yet is 

still Jevish: 

L'Evangile de saint Matthieu, comme presque toutes les 
compositions fines, a été l'ouvrage d'une conscience en 
quelque sorte double. L'auteur est à la fois juif et 
chrétien; sa nouvelle foi n'a pas tué l'ancienne et ne 
lui a rien Oté de sa poésie. Il aime deux choses en 
même temps. Le spectateur jouit de cette lutte sans 
tourments. Etat charmant que celui on l'on est, sans 
être encore rien de déterminé! Transition exquise, 
moment excellent pour l'art que celui on une conscience 
est le paisible champ de bataille sur lequel les partis 
contraires se heurte')t, sans qu'elle soit elle-même 
'branl'e! Quoique le pr'tendu Matthieu parle des juifs 
à la troisième personne comme d'étrangers, son esprit, 
son apologétique, son messianisme, son exégèse, sa 
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pl't' sont essentiellement d'un juif. J'rusalem est 
pour lu1 "la v11le sainte", "le lieu sa1nt". Les 
missions sont 'ses yeux l'apanage des Douze; il ne 
leur associe pas saint Paul, et il n'accorde surement 
pas l ce dernier de vocation spéciale, quoique les 
instructions apostoliques, telles qu'il les donne, 
contiennent plus d'un trait tiré de la vie du 
prédicateur des gentils. Son aversion contre les 
pharisiens ne l'empêche pas d'admettre l'autorité du 
judalsme. Le christianisme est chez lui à l'état d'une 
fleur éclose, mais qui porte encore les enveloppes du 
bouton d'oà elle s'est échapp'e. 

(éyangiles 209-210) 

Critique 

Renan carefully preserves the Jewish heritage of 

Matthev's Gospel ln the 11terary hlstory he proposes for It. 

The Gospel of Mark, which gives it its narrative outline, 

was written by John Hark, d Jew from Jerusalem. The sayings 

of Jesus which Matthew adds to Mark come from the Hebrew 

Gospel, translated from the Semitlc orlginal by the author 

of the Gospel of Matthew h1mself. In like manner, the 

authol himself 15 a Jew, who understands Hebrew and lives in 

a Jewish Christian community. He retains a romantic 

attachment ta aIl that Is poetic and beautiful ln Judaism. 

Nevertheless, 1t ls clear ta Renan that Christianity is 

somethlng essentlally new and dlfferent from Judalsm, from 

its very inceptlon ln Jesus' spirit. It follows then that 

even though John Hark was Jewish, he vrote his gospel in 

Rome in the Greek language. Matthew chose thls Greek-

language gospel as his framework, not the Hebrev Gospel. 

The Jewish Chrlstianity which Renan retalns for Matthew 

is folklorlc and sentimental, not essential. Even though 

Matthew uses the Hebrew Gospel traditions and will not glve 
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P2ul the dignity of apostleship on the same level as the 

Twelve, he nevertheless incorporates pauline Ideas and 

embraces a universalism which goes beyond the mere mission 

to the gentiles. Just as ln Renan's vlew, Jesus' Judalsm 

became excess baggage for him as he reallzed the import of 

his own ldeas, so the Judaism stll1 present ln Matthew ls 

doomed to fall away by the logic of the new faith. Matthew 

can really only be Jewlsh Chrlstlan because he 15 ln syrla 

where Christianlty had not yet been overwhelmed by the 

gentile flood. If the Judaism of Matthew 15 merely "les 

enveloppes du bouton d'oà est sortie la fleur", then 

Matthew's Jewlsh Christlanlty 15 no longer essentlal to hls 

Chrlstlanlty. 

2.4 lL.L.. S,choeps 

The work of H.J. Schoeps presupposes the early 

consensus view of the evolution of the catholic church. In 

the Pattlstic period, Schoeps' maln area of research, he 

restrlcts the term "Jewish Christian" to those who hold the 

doctrlnes found ln the sources of the Pseudo-Clementine 

literature (and a few other sources), whom he sees as the 

direct successors of the strlct Jewish Christians of New 

Testament times. The author of Matthew vas a member of the 

moderate Jewish Christian group. His gospel shows the 

characteristics of the developing catholic church and, on 

the whole, has no judaizing tendency. It was composed in 

Greek, probably in Syrla, and perhaps on the basis of a 

Hebrew-language collection of sayings of Jesus. 
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schoeps' Argument 

Schoeps' main source for the reconstruction of Ebionite 

theology is the Pseudo-Clementine literature. Two Pseudo-

Clementine vorks are nov extant: the Clementine Homilles, 

and the Recognltlons, the latter wltnessed only ln Syrlac 

and Latin translation. Working in a tradition going back to 

the TUbingen School, Schoeps holds that these tvo are 

reworked forms of one Christian recognition novel, called 

"G" (for "Grundschrlft"). This G was based on sources, one 

of which, the Kerygmata Petrou, ls the clearest literary 

statement of Ebionlte thought. Whi1e the Kerygmata Petr ou 

ls then the most direct source for Eblonite thought, ln 

later work Schoeps also uses aIl sectIons of the 

reconstructed "G" which reflect Jevish Christian 

characteristics (ldentified on the basis of other 

llterature) as source material. 

Other Iiterature ls aiso pressed lnto service by 

Schoeps to illuminate Ebionism. The translation of the Old 

Testament into Greek by Symmachus, dated between A.D. 160 

and 180, ls of value since the Church Fathers tell us that 

Symmachus was an Ebionlte. Jewlsh Christian gospels can be 

reconstructed to some extent. The Gospel of the Nazoreans 

and the Gospel of the Ebionites (he leaves out the Gospel of 

the Hebrews as too fragmentary) are known to us by 

quotations and references in the Church Fathers. Schoeps 

conslders these two probably to be dlfferent edltions of 

the one work, which was heavily dependent on Hatthew. He 
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seems to 

Finally, 

the Gospel of Thomas ~ince, ln his opinion, it 

presuppose the Aramalc Gospel of the Nazoreans. 

he makes use of reports in the Patristlc and 

Rabblnlc Ilterature. 

Working from the sources outlined above, schoeps traces 

the theology of the Eblonltes ln the mld to la te second 

century. Let us brlefly examine their chrlstology and their 

vlev of the lav. Jesus vas a teacher and model of plous 

conduct vho, because he fulfilled the lav, vas made Hessiah 

at the tlme of hls baptlsm. ThIs understandlng precludes 

any pre-existence or divine nature in Jesus, and ls thus 

truly an adoptlonlst chrlstology. After hl~ death he vas 

raised and became an angelic being; it was believed that he 

would return to establlsh a supernatural klngdom. The early 

importance of the idea that Jesus was the true proph~t like 

Hoses (Dt 18:15) led to extensIve later development of 

parallellsm between Jesus and Hoses. Accordlng to thls, 

Hoses and Jesus vere commlssloned by God to establish a 

covenant vith mankind, Hoses for the Jevs, Jesus for the 

gentiles. Thelr teachlng vas held to be ldentlcal, and 

conversion to Christ was equlvalent to conversion to God and 

the Jevish law. 

Like their ancestors described in Acts 15:5 and 21:20, 

the Ebionites were aIl zealots for the law, but after their 

own peculiar fashion. They intensified the law in several 

ways. Thelr practlce of vegetarlanlsm overcame 

imperfections in the ritual slaughter of animaIs for food. 

They obeyed a commandment of poverty (their name cornes from 
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'ebyon "poor"), and communal sharlnq of qoods. Thelr 

purification regimen conslsted of ritual washings 

culminating in baptism (distinct from initiatory baptism, 

which they also practicedi. On the other hand, they 

rejected several parts of the Torah including all animal 

sacrifice, the Temple and the Israelite monarchy. Given 

this view of sacrifice, Jesus Is portrayed as being in 

conflict with the priests rather than with the scribes as in 

the synoptic tradition; i t also follows that hls death was 

not seen as sacrificial and explatory. The rejectlon of 

these institutions was squared with their strict law 

observance by a thé!ory of false pericopae. According to 

this theory, t:1e law and Interpretation were passed from 

Moses to the seventy, who in turn passed them on (which 

equals the "oral law," comments Schoeps), but talse 

pericopae were allowed to creep in to test the believers­

those who~ God loved being led to see the error of these. 

They finally came to the position that the law was to be 

judged on the basls of the llfe and teachinqs of Jesus. All 

of Jes',s' cr 1 tique of the law was Intended to br Ing out 

agaln the unit y between the law anu the wIll of God. 

Based on the oldest sources in the Pseudo-Clementines, 

Schoeps argues that the teaching of the strict Jewish 

Christians in the earliest cornmunlty consisted of the 

tollowing four points: 

1. Jesus is the prophet like Moses, foretold in Dt 

18:15, and Is in fact qreater than Moses or John the 
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Baptist. 

2. Jesus taught the resurrection from the de ad and was 

himself raised. He first appeared ln humillty, and ls 

to return in glory. 

3. Baptism is necessary for the forgiveness of sins 

and admission to the Klngdom of Heaven. It replaces 

animal sacrifice as means of cleansing and expiation. 

4. Jesus prophesied the destruction of the Temple 

which perpetuated the sacrificial system. 

These points are not too far from the teaching of the early 

cathollc church, but are nevertheless on the trajectory 

leading to the ideas outlined above held by the Ebionites in 

the later second century. 

Examination of the content of the early strict Jewish 

Christian group's teaching, seen in the light of its later 

development, convinces Schoeps that Matthew was not produced 

by the strict Jewish Christian group. He even goes so far 

as to assert that the Gospel of Matthew represents rather 

the developing catholicity, and as a whole has no judalz1ng 

tendency (Theologie 64). 

Its catholicity not withstanding, Schoeps st~ll finds 

Jewish Christian characteristics in Matthew. He identifies 

these as: 

the tendency to see parallels between the lives of 

Hoses and Jesus; 

the introduction of quotations of prophecy lnto the 

narrative of Jesus' life, especlally of his childhood 

and Passion; 
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the opinion that Jesus demanded fulfl11ment of the 

Mosaic Law (Mt 5:17fi 19:17f 23:23 etc.) and even 

supported the Pharisalc rules (23:3,23); 

- the presentation of hls preaching as a New Law; 

the great interest in proof from plophe~y (e.g. Mt 

1:22; 2:15; 12:17; 17:23; 21:4; 27:9 etc.) 

the restriction of Jesus' mission tJ Israel (Mt 

10:5f; 15:24) 

- the Jewish penchant for numerical patterns including 

the observation that the Gospel seems to rest on a 

Pentateuchal five-book arrangement of the Testimonies 

(Schoeps here follows B.W. Bacon's famdus study) 

(Schoeps Theologie 64-65) 

In a more general light, Matthew wished to set for th the nev 

rlghteousness as better than the righteousness of the 

Scribes and Pharisees- and this very fact leads his gospel 

to have a scribal character. These Jewish tendencies must 

have been clear to those vho produced the Jevish Christian 

gospels, since accordlng to Schoeps, they chose Matthew as 

the most appropriate basis for their ovn gospel. 

The firm conclusion that Matthew 15 not a product of 

the strict Jewish Christian community, followed by the 

observation of clear Jewish Christian tendencies vithin the 

gospel, lead to the conclusion that Matthew vas produced by 

a moderate Jewish Christian within the developing catholic 

tradition. 
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critique 

Schoeps's restriction of the term "Jewish Christian" to 

the Ebionite tradition has not met with general approval. 

Harcel Simon is correct in classifying Schoeps' definition 

as one based on doctrine. Simon's fundamental criticism of 

this approach is that it does not seem to be possible to 

find any definition based on doctrine which can encompass 

aIl the known instances of Jewish Christianity (Simon 

"Reflections" 57-59). It seems to me, however, that such an 

objection could be answered fairly easily withln Schoeps' 

system in the patristlc perlod if Schoeps' work vere 

conslstent: one could simply assert that thls 15 the 

deflnltion chosen for Jewlsh Christlanlty, and therefore all 

those contrary "instances" to whlch Simon refers would by 

deflnltion not be Jewish Christian, and would have simply to 

be glven another name. 

The fatal flaw in Schoeps' deflnltlon 15 that It Is not 

consistent with his own usage of the term "Jewish 

Chrlstian," most especlally ln the early perlod whlch 

Interests us. Accordlng to his deflnitlon, the only Jevish 

Christians were those who held the Eblonite doctrines, and 

their ancestors vho had split from the rest of the Jerusalem 

community at the death of James. But as we have seen, 

Schoeps accepts the early consensus view on the evolution of 

the catholic chur ch and therefore the existence of a nroup 

of moderate Jewish Chrlstians which did not splIt from the 

developing cathollc church. When he refers to thls latter 

group, which he says produced the Gospel of Matthew, he 15 
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forced to dlstlngulsh awkwardly between thls Jewlsh 

Christlanity and his regulac Jewlsh Christianity "im Sinne 

des sp&teren Trennungsebionitismus" (Theologie 64). The 

fact that he belleves moderate 3ewish Christian groups 

contlnued as distinct entities for a long period of time 

underlines the Inconsistency in his usage. Most of these 

diff1culties could be solved by simply calling his subject 

"Ebionism" and using Ritschl's terms "moderate" and "strict 

Jewlsh Chr1stians." 

The weaknesses of Schoeps work, however, run far deeper 

than mere terminological problems. His whole study of 

Ebionism rests on a very th1n base. Not one of the Jewish 

Christian documents he uses has come to us complete in its 

original fOlm. While the Pseudo-Clementine literature is 

still extant and is quite substantial, the Ebionite parts 

must be lso1ated by 11terary critlcism. The Jewish 

Christian gospels ale known only by comments and short 

quotatlons in the Church Fathers, and the analysis of these 

15 50 difflcult that complete agreement cannot be reached on 

even such a fundamental point as how many Jewish Christian 

gospels the se fragments represent. Extracting information 

on any !orm of early Chrlstianlty from Rabbinic sources 15 

notoriously difflcult. Symmachus's translation, even if we 

had it complete, wou Id only glve clues to Ebionlte thought, 

as the Targums do for contemporary Jewish thought. The 

Chur ch Fathers' comments are dlfflcult to co-ordlnate 

amongst themselves, are usually hostile, and are far from 
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belng Inslde reports. 

A case can be made that Schoep~ exaggerates the 

dlfference betwe~n the wrltlngs he analyses and the 

developing early catholic tradition. He ho Ids that the 

Jewlsh Chrlstlans chose Matthew as a basls for thelr gospels 

as lt vas the one most approprlate to the •. Since thls 

Implles that they knew several gospels, It also lmplles a 

significant contact vith the early catholic church. There 

ls, however, no real need to assume that they chose Matthew 

for doctrinal reasons- studies such as those of Edouard 

Hassaux show that from a very early time Matthew vas the 

gospel par excellence, and vas the gospel by far the most 

frequently quoted ln documents of the early church. In the 

same way, the very fact that Schoeps feels he can wIite a 

history of this group based to a large extent on comments by 

Church Fathers, shows that his subject group vas not totally 

19nored by the chur ch leadership. That several important 

and, according to schoeps, characterlstic documents of 

thelrs (especlally the Kerygmata Petrou) appear as sources 

in a catholic book demonstrates that their influence was 

felt ln the church beyond just the Fathers. Whlle none of 

these observations Invalldates Schoeps' work, they do 

suggest that the group (or groups) reflected ln the wrltlngs 

he analyses may not have been as greatly dlstanced from the 

developing catholic tradition as he suggests. 

Schoeps 15 unable to make effective use of his 

extensive work on the Eblonltes vhen he classifies Matthew 

as moderate Jewish Christian, sinee Matthew does not fall 
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w1th1n the doctr1nal tradit10n lead1ng to Eb1on1sm. AB we 

have seen, he even admits that Matthew has on the whole no 

judaizing tendency (Theologie 64). He is thus forced to 

leave the domain of doctrinal tendencies, where his strong 

arguments are, and argue on the basis of mere Jewish 

Christian characteristics. 
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3 MATTHEW AS GENTILE CHRISTIAN 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents a concise history of the argument 

put forward in favour of gentile Christian authorship of 

Matthew. The critical work reviewed here is in the same 

broad intellectual 

chapter and it 

classlfylng Matthew. 

stream as that reviewed in the 

addresses the central problems 

The form of thls chapter will be 

last 

of 

the 

same as that of chapter two: the work of selected scholars 

(in this case, four scholars) will be considered in 

chronological order. Each review will open with a brief 

statement of the author's pertinent points set against the 

background of the appropriate schema of early chur ch 

developmenti his arguments will then be presented in more 

detail, and finally will be critiqued. 

The problemall these authors struggle with is how to 

determine the overall orientation of a gospel which contains 

both Jewish and gentile elements. A survey of these authors 

shows a growing sophistication in the method employed. 

Following the wise counsel of Baur, aIl reject slmply adding 

up elements on either side to flnd which predominates 

numerically. Reuss applies the ideas of the mid-nineteenth 
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century and concludes that the Gospel of Matthew, as a 

complete work, does not show a Jewish party tendency. 

Weizsacker refines this work by the use of source crltlcism. 

Within a gentile Christian gospel, authentic Jewish 

Christian source traditions have been dutifully recorded. 

The next refinernent ln thls line of thought 15 provided by 

Nepper-Christensen. He argues that the Matthean communlty 

has gone through a major change, re-orienting the focus of 

its mission from the Jewish world to the gentile. This 

change is reflected wlthin indlvidual perlcopae, and in the 

overall presentation of the gospel. The next logical step 

would be to show that the final redaction has taken the 

Jewish elements and in sorne way subsumed them to a gentl1e 

whole. But this final step has not yet been successfully 

taken. strecker, the last author surveyed here, shows that 

Jewish elements are present not only in source material but 

also ln the Matthean redaction. Unfortunately, his theory 

which resolves this dilemma in favour of gentile 

Chrlstlanlty 15 50 hard to test that it must be judged 

generally unsatisfactory. Thus after a century of advance 

and technlcal refinement, we now face the problem at the 

redactlonal level whlch was once faced at the level of the 

gospel as a whole: how does one deterrnlne the overall 

orientation of a gospel contalnlng both Jewlsh and gentl1e 

elements? 
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3.2 Edouard Reuss 

Schema and Matthew's Place 

Reuss is the earliest author surveyed to tend toward 

what we have called the "early consensus" view on the 

development of the church. Reuss situates the Gospel of 

Matthew at the end of the period of thesis and antlthesis 

and at the time when the early catholic synthesis had just 

brought about the reconciliation of the earlier parties. 

Matthew is therefore not a party writing, and 50 not a 

Jewish Christian gosp~l. 

Reuss says that the reminiscences of the apostles were 

passed on in the early church by means of oral tradition. 

These were later put in writing at various times <Iiln. of t!I 

163 f f) . In contras t to Baur, he accepts the grow i ng 

consensus that Mark was the first gospel; he further holds 

that the Gospel of Mark is a revised and expanded version of 

a work written by John Mark of Jerusalem. In line with this 

opinion, he holds that Matthew was dependent on Mark for the 

material which the two gospels have in common, but " ... for 

the discourses a particularly rich source was used ... This 

source cou Id certainly have been no other than the original 

wrltlng of the Apostle Matthew." (H.hl Q.f ti.T. 192) 

Reuss's Argument 

A careful comparison of Luke and Matthew did not 

eonvlnee Reuss that either of these gospels fol1ows any 

party li ne in any pree Ise or exc lus ive way. He certa i n ly 

recognlses the Jewlsh elements in Matthew, but feels that If 
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Matthew had really been a document of Jewish Christianity it 

would have found a way to omit scenes where Jesus praises 

the falth of gentiles (Mt 8:10; 15:28; etc.) and aiso 

pelhaps the scene of Peter's denlal, and would not have 

Included aspects of what Reuss holds (with many of hls 

contemporaries) to be material of a Pauline tendency (Mt 

16:23; 20:28; 26:61), or expressing Christian universalisme 

He sets forth his reasonlhg on thls qulte clearly in several 

works. Two quotations should suffice to make his argument 

clear: 

As proofs of the Jewish Christian tendency of the 
First Gospel (especial1y in comparison with Luke) are 
adduced: the genealogy of Jesus, 1.1 (cf. Lk. 111.38), 
only from Abraham; the silence respecting the seventy 
disciples dS representatives of aIl nations, while the 
twelve Apostles represent only Israel; the parousia 
represented as to come before the Gospel had been 
preached outside of Palestine, X. 23; the Samaritans 
only mentioned to be excluded, x.5, cf. xv. 24, vii. 6; 
the flrst dlscourse of Jesus, with its declaration of 
the inviolabllity of the Law, v. 17f.; cf. aIso xi. 13 
wlth Lk. xvi. 16, the former breaklng off the point of 
the thought; the calling of the Gentiles, xxii. 11f., 
connecting with a condition which Luke, ch. xiv., 
omits; the sacredness of the Sabbath carried to the 
extreme, xxiv. 20; Peter expressly called the first 
Apostle (x. 2) and the rock upon which the Church is 
built (xvi. 17f.); the declaratlon of Jesus about the 
temple, xxvi. 61, represented as a false invention of 
his enemies; the eschatology wholly Jewish, xvi. 28, 
cf. Lk. lx. 27. But especlally cf. Mt xxiv. with Lk. 
xxi. 

Nevertheless It 15 te be maintained that no such 
tendency is consciously followed out by the author, nor 
is the history colored in the interests of party.- The 
idea of unlversallty i5 plainly expressed, xxiv. 14, 
xxviii. 19, wlthout the addition of Judaistic 
conditions; the exclusion of Israel in favor of the 
Gentiles appears in history, viii. 12, in parable, xx. 
1ff., xxi. 28, 33 and even ln the Baptist, 111. 9. The 
value of the Law is made to Ile ln the religlous and 
moral element even more expre5sly than ln Luke; cf. 
xxiI. 40 wlth Lk. X. 26; xxiii. 33 with Lk. xl. 42. 
Indeed the fundamental principles of the so-called 
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pauli ne tendency are not want ing even here, in the 
recorded discourses of Jesus, ix. 16f., xli. 8, xlii. 
31f. The first to acknowledge Christ are the Gentlles, 
ii. 1ff., not the Jews, as in Lk. ii. 11ff. 

The Gospel according to Matthew, as now extant, is 
not, therefore, a partisan writing, but a compilation, 
ln which the author has falthfully and lnè'llstriously 
collected the material of the hlstory from the sources 
accesslble to hlm. So far as the materlal exhlbits 
in its details the coloring of a particular religious 
polnt of vlew, this coloring was already in it before 
it was used in this work, and was not the ground of its 
acceptance or rejection. (Hist 2.f.. tIT. 195-196.) 

Dans l'évangile selon Matthieu il y a une série de 
passages directement opposés à la tendance judalsante, 
à l'esprit pharisalque, qui demandait la circoncision 
des gentils et qui réservait le royaume de Dieu aux 
seuls membres du peuple juif. Il yen a d'autres qui 
renversent implicitement l'idée du caractère 
obligatoire de la loi mosalque, ou qui dépassent, qui 
contredisent même les espérences vulgaires du judéo­
christianisme. 

Ainsi, l'universalité de la prédication 
évangélique est prédite et recommandée dans deux 
passages connus de tout le monde (Matth. XXIV,14, et 
XXVIII,19) et dont l'un exclut formellement toute idée 
de condition légale à imposer aux paiens. Il y a plus. 
Ce même évangile revient à plusieurs reprises sur la 
perspective d'une déchéance des juifs, à qui Jésus 
annonce qu'ils se verront devancés et remplacés dans le 
royaum~ par ceux auxquels il n'avait pas été promis 
d'abord. Cette perspective se trouve dans l'histoire 
comme dans la parabole (Chap. VIII, 12; XX, 1 55.; XXI, 
28 ss., 33 ss.). Elle se trou'IIe même déjà dans la 
bouche de Jean-Baptiste (Chap. 111,9.). Il est à 
remarquer que ces textes, qui abondent dans le sens de 
ce qu'on appelle la tendance de Luc, ne se trouvent pas 
meme tous dans l'évangile de ce dernier. Le mot si 
connu du Seigneur sur l'impossibilité de mettre du vin 
nouveau dans de vieilles outres, se lit dans les deux 
livres (Matlh. IX, 16,17; Luc V, 3655.), et certes ce 
mot, sainement expliqué, condamne à lui seul le point 
de vue du judéo-christianisme étroit. La valeur de la 
loi est ramenée, des deux cOtés, à son principe 
religieux et moral, à l'exclusion de la partle purement 
rituelle, mais bien plus expressément encore chez 
Matthieu que chez Luc (Luc X, 26; Matth. XXII, 40). De 
même, dans une autre occasion, c'est le premier de ces 
deux auteurs qui relève explicitement l'infériorité 
relative des préceptes lévltlques (Matth. XXIII, 23; 
cp. Luc XI, 42.). S1 Jésus se met au-dessus du sabbat, 
Matthieu n'hésite pas plus que Luc à nous le dire 
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(Matth. XII, 8; Luc VI, 5.). Les paraboles du grain de 
s~nev~ et du levain, si contraires à l'esprit de 
l'eschatologie judaIque, ne lui manquent pas davantage 
(Chap. XIII, 31ss.). (Histoire 2:351-352) 

critique of Reuss 

As noted earlier, Reuss ls the flrst author surv~yed 

here to tend toward the early consensus view of the 

development of the early church. He does however follow 

Baur's lead ln posing the question of whether or not 

Matthew's gospel has an overall Jewish Christian character. 

Again like Baur, he often seeks to illuminate Matthew's 

basic character by comparing it wlth Luke. That he arrives 

at such a different conclusion 15 facilitated by a radical 

change ln assumptlons about the place of Matthew in the 

5ynoptic tradition. For Baur, Matthew is the first gospel, 

and has no "Tendenz" sinee it does not "stretch" the gospel 

from Its original Jewlsh Christian form 50 as to fit a 

gentlle or early catholic form. A Jewish Christian Matthew 

seen as the flrst gospel flts weIl ln Baur's schema, as It 

mlght also ln the early consensus schema. But if Mark 18 

earlier, and 15 a source for Matthew, Matthew no longer has 

an obvlous and natural place ln Baur's schema or ln the 

early consensus schema. If Matthew in fact used as a source 

a gospel whlch by Reuss's tlme was generally consldered ta 

be a product of the cathollc synthesis, then It no longer 

follows naturally that Matthew is Jewlsh Christian. 

Adoption of the Two Source hypothesls wlthln the Baur or 

early consensus schema loglcally reopens the questIon of 

whether or not Matthew is Jewish Christian. Reuss thus i5 
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able to examIne Matthew and draw hls conclusion without a 

prevlous bias ln favour of Jewish Christianlty. 

Reuss draws a very different conclusion from Baur, 

while both struggle with the same data. Baur concludes that 

Matthew 15 Jewlsh Christian and without "Tendenz," aithough 

he admits the presence of significant enough universalizing 

elements to situate It weIl beyond the initial Jewish 

Christian position. Reuss aiso sees these unlversallzing 

tendencles and finds Pauline elements, and concludes that 

Matthew must be situated after the "parties" had been 

reconciled in the catholic synthesis. The same elements are 

thus weighed somewhat differentIy by these two great 

scholars. This impasse shows the need of appIylng less 

subjective and more verifi~bIe criteria to these elements 

50 as to decide whether or not Matthew is Jewish Christian. 

This is what the present dissertation proposes to do. 

3.3 ~ YQn Weizsâcker 

Schema and Matthew's place 

The view of the development of the early church worked 

out by Weizsâcker is closest to the early consensus schema. 

The early consensus schema developed out of Baur's views as 

modlfled by Ideas Su~h as those most clearly presented in 

Ritschl's critique. Weizs~cker's version of the early 

consensus contains more Rltschllan elements than is usual ln 

authors who adopt the early consensus schema. While he 

admits that the Jewish Christian groups had a real influence 
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on the early cathollc church, he argues that the cathollc 

church developed essentially on a gentile basis, and was 

universalistic and free from the Jewish law. Slnce this 

gentile early catholic church was not a direct theologlcal 

descendant of the Pauline mission (which establlshed the 

first form of gentile Christianity), catholic Chrlstlanity 

could be called a "new" or "second" form of gentlle 

Chrlstianlty. 

are 

The compilation of narratives on whlch the 

based was fi:st made in the early Jewish 

synoptlcs 

Christian 

church, and the dlscourse material ln Matthew also comes 

from that same time and group. It is not clear when or in 

what group Welzs~cker situates the final redaction of 

Matthew. His comments seem to imply that our present form 

of this gospel cornes ln fact from the early catholic church 

and therefore from the nev or second gentile form of 

Chrlstlanity. 

Weizs~cker's Argument 

Weizs~cker completely abandons Baur's Tendenz criticism 

of the gospels. For Baur, each gospel has a place in the 

battle between, or the reconciliatlon of, Jevlsh and gentl1e 

Christianlty. Welzsacker, on the other hand, belleves that 

they represent a natural out-growth of the church's need and 

des ire to ho Id to the teachlngs of Jesus and to be ~egulated 

by them. While the gospels are certainly different from 

each other, they are not tendentlous ln Baur's sense. 

The crltlcal tool vhlch Welzs4cker does apply to the 
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gospels is source criticism. He distinguishes logia or 

discourses found in Matthew and Luke from a narrative SOJrce 

found ln aIl three synoptlcs. We must now turn our 

attention to his view of the flow of the traditIon from 

Jesus throuqh the sources to Matthew. 

An accurate reflection of Jesus and of hls teaching was 

preserved by the early communlty ln Jerusalem (~ II:34). 

There was ln the flrst place a collectIon of saylngs or 

dlscourses wlthout an hlstorlcal framework, which probably 

corresponds to the logla ascrlbed to Matthew by Paplas' 

presbyter (~11:44-45). The form the logla take ln the 

Gospel of Matthew accurately reflects thelr form ln the 

early Jewish Christian community: "What above aIl strikes 

the careful reader in Matthew's discourses is the 

observation that we are here still exclusively occupied with 

the secession of the Church from Judaism and lts 

authoritles" (~Il:44). The comparable passages ln Luke 

reflect a later period in the Jewish Christian church (~ 

II :45). 

Weizs~cker provldes several short analyses to 

demonstrate that the discourses ln the Gospel of Matthew are 

transmitted in a form that accurately reflects thelr form 

and usage ln the early Jewish Christian church. The Sermon 

on the Mou~t, for instance, Is obvlously composite as is 

clear from Its shifting audience and doubtful Sltz lm Leben. 

But It ls clear that lt was put together for and by Jewlsh 

Christians, slnce the rules of conduct It espouses are qlven 

in contrast to the conduct of the world around them, a world 
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manlfestly Jewlsh: 5:21-48 agalnst the legal usages of the 

Scribes; 6:1-18 Jesus' judgement on and reform of pious 

usages; 6:19-34 worldly life versus perfect service of God. 

For several discourse sections outside the Sermon on the 

Mount, Weizs~cker argues that these accurately reflect Jesus 

or the usage of the early Jewish Christian church (or both). 

In addition to these discourses, Weizsacker 

distinguishes in the second place narratives about Jesus. 

Some of these circulated as detached units in the early 

Jewish Christian church, while others were collected into 

groups according to various principles. The early church 

passed on, reformed and added to these according to its 

needs, as was the case vith the discourses. With the flight 

of the Jerusalem community to Pella and Jerusalem's 

subsequent destruction, the transmission of these 

traditions, as weIl as the transmission of the logia, to the 

church at large was almost completely brought to an end. 

While Harkis Gospel best preserves the compilation of 

narratives on vhich our synoptics are based, it is Hatthew 

who first combined the narratives and the logia. In fact, 

" Hatthew certainly made the first attempt at a history, 

i.e. he was the first to edit the whole existlng material ln 

the sources." (A.9!t II: 70) One source was presumably the 

Hebrew logia, of which Hatthew used one of the various 

translation> (Untersuchung 31-32). While he thinks that the 

author of Luke was a Pauline gentl1e Christian, he does not 

pronounce clearly on what Matthew was. On the one hand, 
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Christian 

on the 

Matthew's material cornes from the eaIly Jewish 

church (from an even earlier stage than LUke's), 

other hand Matthew in common with aIl the evangellsts 

Ideas that are universalist. 

shows 

critique of Welzsacker 

Weizsacker's position on Matthew ls radically different 

from Baur's. The real basis for Baur's assertions on 

Matthew ls his Tendenz critIque. While Welzsacker shar.es a 

dlalectlcal vlew of the development of Chrlstlanlty, Its 

particular 

dropped. 

expression in Tendenz criticism 

Baur's second most 

is completely 

Matthew's character is revelsed. 

im~ortant indication of 

Baur felt that the overall 

presentatlon of Matthew demonstrated its Jewish Christian 

character, while individual examples were relatively poor 

guides. Weizsacker, employing his source criticlsm, uses 

these very individual examples to show the Jewish milieu of 

Matthew's sources, leavlng the character of the final 

redaction somewhat in question. One could summarize 

Weizsacker's work on Matthew by saying that the presupposed 

Jewish milieu of the sources shows that they come from the 

early Jewlsh Christian church, while the final redaction of 

the Gospel 15 much later- Implying probably the second, non­

Pauline Gentile church. 

3.4 ~ Nepper-Chrlstensen 

A significantly modified form of Baur's schema forms 

the background for Nepper-Chrlstensen's thesls that Matthew 

15 a g(ntlle Christian qospel. In Baur's schema, Jewish and 
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gentile Christianity have sepnrate beginnings, and Interact 

as almost separate entitles to produce early cathollclsm. 

According to Nepper-Chrlstensen, the gentile Christian vlew 

cornes Into belng ln a dlalectlc struggle wlthln Jewlsh 

Chrlstianlty. This InternaI struggle ls brought about by 

the fact that gentiles accepted the gospel while, by and 

large, Jews rejected It. Nepper-Christensen's vlew could be 

assimllated to a growth model (like Danlélou's schema) were 

it not for the fact that the question of whether th~ mise.ioll 

ls to be restrlcted to Jews or is rather to be primarily 

orlented toward gentlles, caused a real change ln direction. 

The Matthean gospel was written from the gentile Chrlstlan 

point of vlew, at a tlme when the position that the mission 

should be directed to the gentiles had prevailed, but the 

struggle over thls issue had not yet subslded. 

Ne~per-Christensen's Argument 

Nepper-Christensen's conclusion that Matthew Is gentlJe 

Christian 15 based on two types of argument. First, he 

revlews what he cùnslders to be the central points of the 

tradltlonal bases for classlfying Matthew as Jewish 

Christian, and flnds them wanting. Second, he looks at sorne 

Matthean special material, aôd shows how it indicates 

Matthew's gentlle Christian character. This second type of 

argument Is in part an attempt to demonstrate that Matthew 

shows a gentile shaping at the redactlonal level, although 

Nepper-Chrlstensen does not use such terms. 

The revlew of the tradltional bases for calling Matthew 
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Jewish Christian starts ~ith the testimonies from the early 

church ~hlch clalm that Matthew was first ~ritten ln 

"Hebre~." He finds these very questionable, but hesitates 

to dismiss them too quickly because of their unanimity. He 

therefore moves to a consjderation of whether or not Matthe~ 

ls ln fact a translation from a Semitic-language original. 

Unaule to find either support or conclusive reason to reject 

the idea on internal evidence alone, he looks at the 

relationship bet~een the languages at use in Palestine in 

the first century. His conclusion from this study i5 that 

to write Matthe~ in Hebrew (a language not in po~ular use) 

would be a contradiction of its aims, anè that the earliest 

written tradttions about Jesus ~ere ~ritten in G!eek. This 

then contradicts the early church witnesses. 

Nepper-Christensen next turns his attack to the 

traditional arguments based on analyses of the gospel of 

Matthe~ itself. Many have held that the Jewish character of 

the Gospel cf Matthew can be demonstrated by the special 

role played by the concept of "fulfillment." Nepper-

Christensen rejects this argument on the basis of a study of 

the form~la quotations. He suggests that the formulaic 

introductions to these quotations may not ~ave been written 

by the outhor of Matthew, but may merely have been received 

by him. Further, the Gospe~ of John has formula quotations 

which closely resemble Matthe~'s in forme In a more general 

way, "fulfillment" plays a slmllar role in aIl the gospels. 

One slmply cannot decide whether the Intended audience is 

Jewlsh or gentile Christian on the basls of comparative 
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statistics of Old Testament usage, when the role played by 

these quotations is the same in aIl the gospels! He also 

rejects as improbable the popular vlew that Matthew presents 

Israel, Moses and Elijah as "types" of Jesus. 

The second type of argument presented takes the form of 

a revie~ of special Matthean rnaterial, material which he 

holds to give positive evidence of qentile Chrlstianlty. 

The rnaterials which he studies ln greatest detail are Mt 

10:5f, Mt 10:23 and the parable of the Canaanite Wornan (Mt 

15:21-28). Let us briefly look at his argument for the 

parable of the Canaanlte woman. The flrst part of thls 

perlcope sets up an Impenetrable barrier between Jews and 

gentiles, but then thls only serves to highlight the fact 

that this barl: ier i5 broken in the latter part of the 

pericope. Thus the perlcope as a whole shows a gentile 

bias. Nepper-Christensen sees ln this perlcope an older 

view that the mission should only be directed to the Jews 

being rejected and put ln this oewer framework ln which the 

mission is conceived as directed primarlly to the gentlles. 

The process at work ln the pericope of the Canaanite 

woman Is indicative of the shaplng of the gospel as a whole. 

Matthew was written at a time when the mission to the 

gentiles haà already been underway for quite sorne tirne, but 

there was still a considerable struggle over it. There are 

many elernents within the gospel which reflect the earlier 

- eXGlusive orientation toward the Jewish mission. They 

however are reversed, as in the Canaanlte Woman parable, by 

92 



-~~------------

1 , 

( 
elements assuming a priority for the gentlle mission. The 

gospel opens vith Wise Men from the East who bring ~resents 

ta the Christ. Many interspersed elements give this pro-

gentile-IIIission orientation, amongst which Nepper-

Christensen lists: primarily Mt 24:14 and 28:18ff, but also 

Mt 13:38; 25:32; 26:13; 12:18ff; 5:13ff. The centurion 

recognizes the crucified Christ as Son of God. Most 

significantly, the whole g0spel culminates by having the 

Risen Lord himself explicitly give the command ta evangelize 

aIl nations- the new mission orientation from the Lord 

himself . 

Critique 

Early chur ch traditions no longer have much influence 

on research 1 nto the background of Mark or John; i t 15 

curious how they have contlnued ta have a major influence on 

research into Matthew. For this reason, Nepper -

Christensen's examination of these statements plays a useful 

role. Aiso very u5eful is his rè\'iew of pertinent opinions 

in twelve N~w Testament introductions published in the late 

nineteen forties and early fifties. The real interest of 

his work lies, hOl,Jever, in h.l.s overall claims about the 

gospel and h1s quasi-redaction czitical method of supporting 

these claims. 

The be~t arguments advanced are based on what 

contemporary phrasing might call redactional shaping. As 

pointed out earlier, such termlnology 15 largely forelgn to 

Nepper-Chrlstensen's york, since redaction critlclsm as a 
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conscious discipline was still quite young when he yrote his 

thesis. Nor 15 his method exactlJ what most contamporary 

writers see as redaction cr1t1c1sm. He does not separate 

pericopae by form or source crltic1sm, and th~n try to set 

what theologlcal (or other) stand Is impl1ed by the way they 

are Integrated lnto the gospel. Such analysls would not be 

useful, sinee he admits (as we shall shortly see Strecker 

does as weIl) that Jewish elernents are 1~dlsso1ubly 11nked 

at almost aIl level3 wlth non-Jewish element5. A mOte 

fundamental difference between his work and mu eh redaction 

critlcal work i5 that he does not try ta show that the 

tendency he I501ates 15 the vlew of an indlvlduëll. The 

iàentified tendency 15 rather one pole of a dlalectlc 

struggle, very much in the tradition of the TUblngen scbool, 

even though the struggle envlsloned ls dlfferent from the 

one postulated by the TUbinqers. 

The two poles whlch hls quasi-redactionai treatment 

brings out are on the one hand an older view that the 

Christian mis~ion should be directed toward Jews (but not to 

the complete exclusion of gentlles) and on the other hand a 

newer view that the Christian mission should be dlrected 

toward the gentiles (but not to the complete exclusion of 

Jews) . The earller vlewpolnt may represent that of Jesus, 

and certainly repr~sents an earlier stage of the community. 

It is part of the history of the early church. The latter 

view was occasioned by the general fallure of the Jewish 

mission and the great success of the gentlle mission. Thus, 

pericopae which contain elements in favour of Jewish 
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ex c lus! v ! ~ m , ~I h 0 s e U.rust 13 then revers::!d by the!r 

conclusion or the larger context, do reflect the historical 

expprience of the Chr~stian community. Such pericopae; with 

reversed meaning, are the natural result of th~ history of 

the Christian community. Slnce the final conviction of the 

majority of the community wa~ that the Lord called them to a 

universal mission, it i5 again consistent ~it~ history that 

the general framework of the gospel, and the closing 

dominical command, explicitly unCergird the mission to the 

gentiles. 

~his suggested view of the generRl shaping of Matthew 

raises at least twa seriQus pr obl~ms for Nepper-

Christensen's contention tilat Matthew is gentile C .... rlstian. 

First, if Matthew is, as Nepper-Christensen claims, written 

for a gentile audi~nce, how Is it that it feels the need to 

tak~ a p05ition in an argument over the legitimacy of the 

gentile mission? If Matthew was written for gentiles, then 

those gentiles are, ta a qreater or lesser extent, the 

producls of the acceptance of a gentile mission. They, if 

they preach the gospel, would be in a natural position ta 

evangelize gentiles, not Jews. Why would it be necessary ta 

have a gospel written for gentiles which argues in favour of 

what they are already doing? Surely that is a classic case 

of preaching to the converted! Several possible answers to 

this question rnight be advanced. Perhaps the fi~st view of 

missions vas 50 pervasive ln the early cornrnunlty that it 

could not be ellminated from the record; or posslbly gentlle 
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questions about thelr place in the sch€me of salvation had 

to be dealt Ylth ln thls ~ay; perhaps the struggle over the 

correct mlssinn vle~ yas still 50 sharp that any Christian 

document, ~ven one lntended for gentl1es only, had to arqu~ 

the point. Sorne cledr response to this questlon i~ requlred 

for Nepper-Christensen's drgument, sinee he holds that the 

shaping ln favour )f the gentl1e mission is very fundamei"'tal 

in Matthew, f~om the Mag! to the last words of the risen 

Christ. 

The largest problem ~ith the work revic~pd here 15 that 

a change ln mission orlentatl'i,\ 15 not sufficlent to 

demonstrate the gentile Christianity supposed bi Nepper­

Christen~en. He 15 not unayare of this fact, but the true 

gravit y of the problern 15 not brought out elearly in his 

york. Such a mission change could conceivably have been 

made Ylthin Jewlsh Christlanlty. Adrnlttedly, this change ln 

mlss~on orl cation ls major, and could cause a break ~1th 

the non-Christian Jewjsh ~orld. But other elernents of the 

Je~ish community in the early Graeco-Roman ~orld se~m to 

have been actively and sometlmes quite suc~essfully 

proselytizing, yet they ~ere still called "Je~isn." The 

Je~ish community aiso contained several sects, some of whlch 

rejected sorne or aIl of the lest cf the Jewlsh cornrnunlty. 

Thus vigorous rnissionary ac~ivity and schisms may be poor 

grounds on yhich to replace the term "Jevish" by "gent i le." 

Further, the fact that the post~lat.ed struggle over mission 

orientation vent on ~ithin the traditlon leadlng to Matthe~ 

might be taken as evidence that it vas an intra-Jewish 
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Chrlsttan detate. 

the 

point 

w1 th 

The real problero with selecting mission orientation as 

key 15 that it does not touch an p.ssentiai dividing 

oetween Jews and gent~les. 15 a Jewish Christianity 

a new mission orientation really "gentile 

Christianity"? lt is true that the success of the gentile 

mission meant that many geptiles entered the ch~rch. But 

was the theology or pra~tice of these new gentile converts 

any different from that of the oider ethnically-Jewish 

Christians? If there was no such real difference, then 

there i::; no uSf'tful distlnction between "gentile Christians" 

and "Jewish Christians" except the ethnie one. "Gentile 

Chrlstlanlty" would merely be the sum of gentlle bellevers, 

"Jewish Christianity" the sum of Jewish believers. 

The critical shortcoming tr.at a new mission orientation 

may not be a sufficient proof of Matthew's gentile character 

i~ a fault tnis thesis hopes to rectify. The tradition in 

which Nepper-Christensen's work is writt~n, 

importance he attaches to determining the place of 

and the 

Matthew, 

both suggest that he does assume a significance for the term 

"gentile Christianity" beyond a mere -=:thr.ic label. The 

addition needed to his case 15 ta Identlfy something which, 

unlike mission orientation, was an essential characteristic 

which might set Mat~hew apart from Jewish Christ~anity. The 

fol1owing chapters of this thesis will focus on precisely 

thls problem, attempting to show that at least one 

~mportant, l~entliylng el~rnent of J~dalsrn- dtetary purlty-
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Is absent from Matthew. This elernent, It wl1l bp argued, 1~ 

(unlike rn~ssion orientation) lndicative of a suffficiently 

radically different view of religion to justify the term 

"gentlle Christianlty." 

3.5 Georg strecket 

Baur's schema forms the basis for Georg Strecker's vl~w 

of the development of the early chur ch The Jewlsh 

Christian, Semitic language church vas centred in Jerusalem 

fram the tlme of its found~tlon untll the Edlct of Hadrian 

took effect, the flight tu Pella belng a later invention. 

Hellenlst Jews learned the gospel from thls communlty, and 

took it te the gentlles. Although the Jerusalem community 

itself observed the law, at the Apostolic Council it 

approved the law-free mission te the gentiles. Th~ 50-

called Apestolic Decree later introduced certain laW5 for 

the gentil~s 50 as not to endanger the ritual purlty of 

Jewish Christians at meals with gentile Christlans. The 

distInction betwee~ Aramaic-speaklng and Hellenlst Jewlsh 

Chrlstlans does not correspond to the dlvislon betweell 

strict and rooderate Jewlsh Chrlstlans ln the early consensus 

schema. The Hellenlstlc Jewlsh christlans observed the law 

just as did the Aramaic-speaking Jewish Christians, 

althaugh for bath the law had been relativized by the1r call 

in Christ. We will not trace in any detail strecker's 

reconstruction of the later development of the Palestinian 

cornmunity, sinee it~ history after the very early stages had 

little if any influence on Matthew. Suffice to say that it 
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followed a path of acceleratlng return to a prlnclple of 

legal observance. It should be noted that gentile 

Christianity followed a parallel but completely independent 

path to a religion based on a principle of legal observance. 

The Matthean community was established by Hellenistic 

Jewish Christians. The author of the gospel comes from the 

second generation of this community. By this time in the 

Matthean community, and presumably in most Christian 

communities west of Palestine, gentiles had become the 

rnajority and had taken the lead in teaching, theology and 

missions. This brought about a change from Je\'lish 

Christianity, creating a gentile Christianity which was 

different from Jewish Christianity in non-trivial ways. For 

instance, its freedom from the law was complete rather than 

relative. Gentile Christianity's understanding of the 

Christian message, and especially of the sacrament, was 

influenced by the mystery religions. It was still subject, 

however, ta strong Jewish Christian influences especially in 

the areas of ethics and liturgy. It probably adopted the 

form of the synagogue service, including the recitation of a 

Psalm, a Scripture lesson, sermon and blessing. It was in 

part the pressure of the "lesson" from the Jewish Scriptures 

which led the gentile Christian c~mmunity to develop its own 

scripture. Matthew was a teacher who filled a formally 

commissioned office in his community. He wrote his gospel, 

using Mark, Q and his own community's Jewish Christian oral 

( tradition. The goal of the book was ta fuifiii the 

kerygrnatlc task of the Christian teacher in the worship 
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service, in Instructlng catechumens, and ln teachlng ln a 

more general sense. 

Argument 

In his ~ ~ ~ Gerechtigkeit Strecker considers the 

problem of whether or not the Gospel of Matthew Is Jewlsh 

Christian. He begias his investigation by rullng out 

reference to the anclent note by Paplas: as wlth other 

gospel issues, this one must be resolved on the basls of 

criticism of the text alone. For his analysls he elects to 

follow the majority of Nev Testament scholars and assume the 

Two Source hypothesls of synoptlc relationshlps. Havlng set 

these general parameters for his study, Strecker opts not to 

presuppose any partlcular deflnltlon of Jewish Christlanity. 

Although he viII of course eventually integrate his 

conclusions on Matthew Into the schema he has adopted for 

early Chrlstianity, he presumably does not wlsh to restrlct 

at the outset the term "Jewish Christi~nity" to his schema 

alone. He sets out rathel to examine Matthew element by 

element, testing each as he goes for possible Jewlsh 

character. This method, at least in principle, vould allow 

him to flnd Jewish elements ln Matthew whether or not they 

corresponded to his own view of the character of Jewlsh 

Christlanlty. His final conclusion i5 that Matthew does not 

show such characterlstlcs as vould allow one to conclude 

that thls gospel was wrltten ln any sort of a Jewish 

Christian envlronment. ~et us revlew his main arguments. 

Strecker holds that if Matthew were Jewlsh, one should 
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expect to find semitisms beyond the mere influence of the 

septuag1nt. He deals f1tst w1th the quest10n of Arama1c 

influence. On the basis especially of the use of 

archesthai, he argues that Matthew of all the gospels shows 

the least A~amalc influence. Leaving aside subtle 

influences, there are of course a few actual Aramaic words 

in the text. These, however, come from the tradition and 

not from the Matthean redaction. Matthew actually reduces 

their number when compared to Mark. 

Having rejected the idea of demonstrable Aramaic 

influence, strecker holds that Greek-Semitic bilingualism 

could then only be supported by indications of Matthean 

knowledge of the Hebrew text of the Bible. On a study of 

the eVidence, Strecker concludes that in quotations taken 

from Mark or 0, Matthew usually follows his Marcan or 0 

source, but when he varies from this the change is motivated 

by a free use of the Septuagint rather than the Masoretic 

text type. The Matthean quotations not taken from Mark or Q 

he flnds aiso e1ther to be directly taken from the 

Septuagint or at least based on the septuagintal text type 

rather than the Masoretlc text. A small resldue of texts 

whlch dû ln his opinion reflect the Masoretic text or a 

Jewish setting corne from pre-Matthean tradition. For 

instance, Christ's words from the cross (Mt 27:46) represent 

a variant tradition Matthew knew and chose because that form 

better explained why bystanders thought Jesus was calling 

Elijah. 

In the preceding examples, Strecker is in general able 
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to demonstrate, at least to his own satisfaction, that the 

so-called Jewlsh elements do not stand up to scrutlny. A 

number of texts, however, do show true Jewish 

characteristics. This he does not deny, but deals wlth th~s 

problem ln the same way as he does with certain of the 

Aramaisms and scriptural quotes: he argues that the Jewlsh 

element i5 part of the tradition whlch Matthew has received 

and transmits, but that It is not part of Matthew's 

redactional work. The traditional Jewish materiai in fact 

often stands ln tension wlth the Matthean re1actional 

material. Strecker thus contra5ts Mt 23:23, where the 

reader 15 told ta do and keep whatever the scribes and 

Pharisees say and Mt 16:11, where the reader i5 warned to 

beware of their teachlng. This tension ts not to be 

resolved by a more subtle readlng of the overall intent of 

the gospel. The posltive evaluation cornes from the 

tradition Matthev has received and passes on; the negative 

from hls own contemporary vlews. 

Redactional sections may aiso show Jewlsh influence, 

but this ls not because Matthew or hls community is Jewish, 

but rather because Jewlsh traditions have been transmltted 

to Matthew's tlme from an earller stage when the community 

was Jewish Christian. Mt 5:32 introduces the restrictive 

clause parektos logou pornela~ to the Q source'5 general 

rejection of divorce (Lk 16:18). Some have alleged that a 

parallel with Shammai's positlon here 15 evidence of a 

Jewish character in Matthew's gospel. Strecker argues that 
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if Matthew had wlshed to add somethlng new to his 

communlty's understandlng of divorce it would have been 

necessary to give them a much more detailed argument. The 

simple way in which this restriction is added shows rather 

that the exception for porneia was likely something aIready 

beins practiced in the Matthean community. This addition 

then cornes not from any dir~ct Jewish influence on Matthew, 

but rather was received from the tradition in which Matthew 

li ved. If it is a Jewish influence, the influence was 

exercised on the community before Matthew's time. 

It is clear to S~recker that Jewish additions come from 

the tradition and not from Matthew himself because what he 

himself adds sometim~s stands in contradiction to rabbinic 

Jewish custom. For example, to interpret Zechariah's word 

(Mt 21:5) as meaning two animaIs does not square vith the 

Jewish tradition. strecker also feels that there is 

evidence that the Jewish Sabbath laws were stronger than 

supposed in Mt 12:11, where a person may save an animal 

which has fallen into a weIl. 

strecker further argues that Matthew clearly 

demonstrates consciousn~ss of his own distance from the 

synagogue, and of the distance of Christianity from Judaism. 

This 15 first to be seen in such simple things as Matthew's 

references to "your" tradition (15:6) and "their" scribes 

(13:52; 23:34) and "your" or "their" synagogue. The 

distance from Judaism is thrown into sharp relief in Mt 

15:1-20. That it contains anti-Jewish polem1c 1s clear from 

the Matthean insertion of 15:12-14 against the Pharisees. 
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The Harcan 11st of vices ls adjusted to the wording of the 

Decalogue, and the conclusion that "to eat with unwashed 

hands does not def~le a person" 15 added. These changes lay 

the emphasis more clearly than in Mark on the "Christian" 

moral law ln contra5t wlth the ceremonial law, which i5 

characteristlc of Jews and which ls unequivocally re1ected 

by the Matthean redactor. Strecker feels that only by 

startlng with the erroneous assumptlon that Matthew is 

Jewish Christian could one be led to think that Matthew is 

merely subordlnating ritual food law to moral law. 

Cultlc observance of the Sabbath had also been 

eilminated ln the Matthean community. The famous Matthean 

addltion "nor on the Sabbath" (Mt 24:20) ls not a Matthean 

addition, but rather the Matthean restoration of the 

underlying Jewish apocalyptic source, perhaps on the basis 

of his own community's tradition. Matthew passes on Marcan 

stories of healings on the Sabbath, and even introduces a 

new one (Ht 12:9-14), clearly showing that Sabbath 

observance is not assumed. Mt 12:1-8 justifies the breaking 

of the Sabbath. Strecker has an interesting Interpretation 

of this pericope's closlng words "1 wish mercy and not 

sacrifice." "SacrifIce," he contends, represents the whole 

ceremonial law (Sabbath included), whlle "mercy" represents 

ethical conduct. To follow Jesus' decIs10n is to 

acknowledge that hls new order 15 characterlzed by ethical 

law, while the ceremonlal law ls nova thing of the pasto 

The same conGlusion 15 dravn from Mt 12:12. 
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Another indication of the d1stance between Matthew and 

Juda15m 15 to be found ln the retreat from the Jewlsh term 

"Rabb i . " In M·;itthew the terrn is only used by Judas, in a 

traditional warning about the "Christs," and in the cornmand 

not to be called "Rabbi" (Mt 23:7f). 

In contrast to this distancing from Judaism ls the 

Matthean attitude toward the gentile world. The closing 

admonition ta evangelize aIl nations represents the Matthean 

cammunity's overall view of the place of the mission and of 

the nations. In the h!story of salvation, Israel as a 

people has been rejected (the parable of the Vineyard and 

the Tenants, and the parable of the Marrlage Feast) and the 

message goes ta aIl people without distinction (and so 

basically to gentiles, but of course not rejecting Jews as 

individuals) . In the same way the final judgement is to 

encompass aIl mankind. The disparaging uses af the terms 

ethnikos and ethn@ sometimes corne from the the tradition, 

but when they are redactional they refer to the hardened 

pagan. 

The unambiguously gentile character of the redactional 

framework of Matthew leads Strecker to conclude that Matthew 

is gentile Christian. However, the presence of traditional 

Jewish elernents, and sorne Jewish elements in the redactional 

work lead him to postulate that the Matthean community has a 

Jewish Christian pasto This gentile Christian comrnunity 

must be a newer generatlon which ls replaclng the older 

( Jewlsh Christian generatlon in the communlty. The older 

community from which the Matthean re6actor's communlty 
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evolved explains the ernbedded Jew~sh Christian traditions 

and Influences. Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty continued ta influence 

Matthew and his cornmunity only insofar as that influence 

could be integrated into the gentile Christian way of life. 

The Independcnce of these gentlle christian element5 places 

Matthew squarely with gentile Christianity and makes of it a 

major contributor in the early stages of the development 

toward the early catholic church. 

Critique 

The interest of this chapter is Strecker's argument 

that the Gospel of Matthew ls gentile Christian, not in his 

more detailed vlew of the history of the Matthean communlty 

and of the Matthean redactor's Iule ln that community. His 

comments about the formally commissioned office of teacher 

in the early Christian community are highly speculative, and 

hardly subject to verification from any other source for the 

early period. Such jdeas are not essentlal to hie general 

argument and will not be dlscussed ln this critique. 

The consensus of modern criticism is that the G~eek 

book of Matthew is nct a translation of a Semltlc-language 

original. ~or 15 Aramalc or Hebrew influence on Matthew's 

Greek a major argument u5ed by modern wrlters to argue for 

Matthean Jewish Christianity. Strecker's contention that 

Matthew follows his sources or the Septuagint 15 probably 

correct. The Septuagint was, however, originally translated 

for and by Greek-speaklng Jews. It could thus be argued 

that Matthew was a member of a Hellenistic Jewish Christian 
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( community which was not weIl versed ln Hebrew and used the 

Septuagint. In general, arguments in this area are not of 

great value for arguing that Matthew's gospel should be 

considered gentile Christian. 

Strecker's arguments invoiving a division between 

tradition and redaction are more à propos of modern 

discussions. His individuai examples are valuable, but an 

opponent cou Id be excused for thinking that Strecker has 

assumed his conclusion befole starting his proof. His 

yeneral contention that Jewish materials are to be found in 

sections from the tradition, gentile in redactional 

sections, is clear. Since Marcan and Q materiais couid be 

deemed tradltional, thls contention could, to a large 

extent, be confirmed or called into question by a careful 

comparative study. Strecker, however, goes on to ailow that 

sorne redactional sections show Jewish influence. As soon as 

this Is admitted, any sort of controlled testing of his 

hypothesis becomes almost impossible. He theorizes that 

Jewish elements in the redaction corne from the Jewlsh 

Christian elements which remained from an earlier stage in 

Matthew's gentile Christian community. What criteria could 

an impartial reviewer of this theory use 

between Jewish Christian characteristics 

to distinguish 

Matthew showed 

because he lived in a Jewish Christian community versus 

those 

Jewish 

he showed because his community retained eariier 

Christian characteristics? 

answered, strecker's argUl\lents 
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redaction must be v1ewed with suspicion. 

Texts which show a distance between Matthew and Judalsm 

put Strecker's argument on firmer footing. But even here, 

sorne of hls arguments suffer crippllng weaknesses, often 

because this distance is explicitly or implicitly grounded 

in a dIstinctIon between "moral law" and "ceremonial la\rl." 

While distinctions between moral la~ and ceremonial la\rl were 

once heavily relied upon to sho\rl the evolvlng distance 

between Christlanity and Juèaism, such 15 no longer the 

case. His Interpretation of "mercy" as "moral la\rl" versus 

"sacrifice" as "ceremonial law" (Mt 12:8) has not recelved 

general assent. In fact, the distinction bet\rleen moral and 

ceremonial law is not made explicltly in Matthew. This 15 a 

very difficult distinction, whlch may vary from group to 

group at a given time, and may be subject to change with 

time. Whl1e this distinction has been very important for 

research in the last century and a half, such a distinction 

15 rarely evldent ln the New Testament texts. It follows 

from this that arguments whlch avold the distinction bet\rleen 

"moral" and "ceremonial" la\rl, and deal rather \rIith actual 

laws referred to in early Christian literature are more 

11kely to be defensible. 

Wlthin the domain of \rIhat 15 generally ca lIed 

ceremonial law, Strecker deals specifically with purity and 

Sabbath observance. His argument that "nor on a Sabbath" 

(Mt 24:20) represents a restoratlon of the underlylng Jewlsh 

apocdlyptic source sounds again as if he assumes what needs 

ta be shawn. The healing stories and commentaries may, as 
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he suggests, ju~tjfy not keeplng the Sabbath. 

could argue they merely justify a change 

understanding of Sabbath observance. 

But 

in 

others 

the 

Much stronqer is his contention that Matthew rejects 

correctly 

defile a 

Jewish ritual dietary purity observances. He 

identifies "ta eat with unwashed hands does not 

persan" as a Matthean redactional conclusion, and in a 

footnote argues, against Gerhard Barth, that this pericope 

must Imply the abolition of food laws. The argument i5 

weakened, however, by making this only an instance of the 

more general rejection of ritual observance. The 

fundamental insight that a Matthean community vhich rejects 

dietary purity i5 inconsi5tent with an observant Jewish 

Chrlstlanity 15 sound, and forms the basis of the thesis l 

defend. It needs, however, to be distanced from the 

difficult general questions of ceremonial law, and each of 

its parts should be defended in detail. Most importantly, 

it must be shawn that dietary purity is not just another 

"Jewish element" to be counted up for or agalnst a 

particular background. AlI of this Strecker fails to do. 

The strongest argument Strecker advances for the 

gentile Christian char acter of the Gospel of Matthew is 

based on the conclusion and overall shaping of the gospel. 

The closing or the gospel vith the admonition to evangelize 

aIl the nations gives the movement to the gentiles a 

privileged place. The fact that the future i5 seen vith the 

presence of Christ (Mt 28:20) amongst the nations, taken 
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vith the parables of the Vineyard and the Marrlage Feast 

certainly do seem to suggest a movement from Israel to the 

nations. strecker's argument that thls is the view of the 

gospel as a whole is not easl1y overthrown by contraà!ctory 

elements within the gospel. 

3.6 concluslQn 

Georg Strecker's work represents a valuable attempt to 

show that the Gospel of Matthew is gentile Christian on the 

basls of a division between traditional and redactlonal 

material. His strongest arguments have to do with the 

general shaping of the gospel, most cle~rly seen in the 

addition of the closlng commission to evangellze the 

nations. Equally sound is his basic intuition that nothlng 

!s proven simply by adding up Jewish versus gentile 

elemeots: they must rather be apportloned to tradition or 

reda~tion. Those skeptlcal of his conclusions may weIl, 

however, question how he dlvides between tradltlonal and 

redactional material. 

There remains one crucial problem with Strecker's work, 

even if one accepts his division between the active 

contributionz of Matthew and traditional material. Once it 

is determined what Matthew contributed, how gentile does 

this have to be for Matthew to be gentile Christian? Or, 

how much of the Jewish Christian tradition must be 

superseded or rejected for the label "Jewish Christian" no 

longer to fit? Having wlsely abandoned simply balancing 

Jewish and gentile elements in Matthew, ate we now called to 
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balance Jewlsh and gentl1e elements in the redact10nal 

materlal? W!lat 18 called for 15 a dlvlding llne. Are there 

critical issues i~entified in first c~ntury documen~5 which 

divide Jewi~h Christianity frorn gentile Christianity? Are 

these issues sharp and clear e~ough to discriminate 

unequivocally b~tween groups? If such issues existed, then 

they and not sorne tally sheet with two colurnns should be the 

arbitrator of whetrer or not Matthew was Jewish Christian. 

The next chapter of this dissertation will argue that there 

are such critical issues. 
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JEWISH DIETARY PURITY AS CRITERION 

4.1 Introduction 

F.C. Baur's method of classifying the Gospel of Matthew 

was studied in chapter two and judged unsound. That part of 

his reasoning which is intimately associated with the 

Griesbach hypothesis must be rejected if the Tvo Source 

hypothesis is adopted. But even Baur's fundamental 

arguments which consider Matthew on its own merits, 

independently of its ~elationship to the other synoptic 

gospels, were rejected. These fundamental arguments, we May 

recall, hold that Matthew represents "Eine immanente 

Entwicklung aus dernJudentum ... ,,1 This line of reasoning 

was rejected not b€cause the steps in his argument vere 

faulty but because its point of departure- the nineteenth 

cent ury understanding of first century Judaism- was faulty. 

Having optad for the Two Source hypothesis, this t~esis must 

reject Baur's view of the relationship of Matth~v to Luke 

and Mark. A careful study of Matthew's relationship to 

Judaism would be a reasonable vay ta evaluate Matthew's 

Jewish or gentile Christian character, but only if it could 

be based on samething firmer than the nineteenth century's 

viey of first cent ury Judaism. 
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The eecond and thlrd authore reviewed in chapter two, 

Ernest Renan and H.J. Schoeps, are representative of modern 

schelarship in adepting the early consensus schema, and 

classifylng Matthew wlthin that schema as moderate Jewish 

Christian. Renan accepted the growing evidence that Mark 

was wrltten before Matthew, and that Matthew used Mark as a 

framework. His conception of Matthew as growing serenely 

out of Judaism accounts nicely for its Jewish content, but 

does not deal adequately with either the sharp conflict 

between Jews and gentiles in the chur ch reflected in the New 

Testament, or even with the difficulty of the separation 

from Judaism which Renan alludes to elsewhere in his 

writings. Schoeps' approach is much more analytic, but 

scarcely more helpful. On the one hand he flnds Jewish 

ChristIan characteristics in the gospel of Matthew, while on 

the ether he sees that it cannot be situated within the 

Ebionite sphere. He thus classes it, almost by default, as 

moderate Jewish Christian. Both of these authors' 

conclusions depend heavily on the presence of Jewish 

characteristics in Matthew. This fact makes their work 

weaker than Baur's, since he argued convincingly that these 

Jewish characteristics cannot on their own bear the burden 

of !>roof. Their work is further dlsappointing in that, like 

Baur's, it fails to determine clearly the position of 

Matthew on the decisive issues which divided Jews from 

gentl1es in the first century church. 

The authors surveyed who argue for a gentl1e Matthew 
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(chapter three) have not been more successful than thelr 

opponents in escaping the impasse caused by the fallure to 

base their classification on authentic, first cent ury 

criteria. Baur's Tendenzkritik is rejected, and replaced by 

an attempt to discern the overall thrust or shaplng of the 

gospel. More sophisticated methods are called upon to show 

that the Jewish elements of the gospel tend to be earlier in 

the tradition, and that later tradition and redactlon show 

fewer of these Jewlsh elements. But while the methods are 

more refined, the same crucial questions remain: how does 

one determine the overall aim of the gospel? Given the fact 

that modern perceptions of first century Judaism are often 

Inadequate and always incomplete, how does one determine 

what is or Is not a Jewlsh element? How many Jewish 

elements in the gospel, or in the redaction, or even 

apparently underlying the redactional shaping, does it take 

to make Matthew Jewish Christian? Since these questions are 

not answered on the basis of authentlc, flrst century 

criteria, the classification of Matthew by these authors 

remains very problematic. 

Baur and his successors had in hand the means ta 

evaluate Matthew's relationship to first century Judalsm, 

but fai13d ta see it. It was Baur's analysis of 1 

Corinthians, Acts and Galatians which led him to postulate 

two types of Christianity, divided on certain central 

issues. These very texts had shown him the line where Jews 

within the church had felt it necessary to say, "No; this 

far and no further!" If Baur had trled to integrate Matthew 
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lnto hls schema on the basld of the same issues he used to 

construct that schema, he would have been able to transcend 

his awn century's misunderstanding of Judaism. In this 

chapter, we will return to the texts Baur and his successors 

used as evidence of a division within the church. This 

division, since it is evidenced within the texts themselves, 

does not depend on any modern understanding of first century 

Judaism. It rather takes note of lines of demarcation as 

they are recorded in the Acts of the Apostles and the 

letters of Paul. The goal of this chapter is to determine 

what criteria taken from these first century texts 

themselves may be applied to Matthew to determine on which 

side of this line of demarcation Matthew stands. 

4.2 Galatians 

A record of several incidents which interest this 

dissertation is to be found in paul's letter to the 

Galatians. In the early part of this letter Paul recounts 

two sharp controversies in which there was sorne tension 

regarding the applicability to gentile Christians of certain 

Jewish practices. In the first the issue was circumcision. 

In the second, the issue was in sorne way related to Jewish 

dietary purity. In both cases, Paul argues that according 

to his gospel, converts to Christ are not bound to observe 

Jewish practice. 

ln narrating the first incident, Paul tells the 

Galatlans that his gospel, by whlch gentile Christlans might 

remaln uncircumclsed, was accepted by the pillars of the 
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Christian chur ch at a meeting in Jerusalem. 2 This 

represents a 11nk in his argument against opponents who, in 

addition to questioning his status, were apparently telllng 

the Galatlans that they should adopt certain Jewish 

practices. 3 paul lnsists that when he s~t out his go~pel 

before the lnfluentlal men of Jerusalem, they accepted lt. 

The first evidence that Paul adduces to prove this is that 

"Titus who was with me, even though he Is a Greek, was not 

constralned to be circumcised" (Gal 2:3).4 This statement 

is followed by the explanation "d.1.a. ~ pareisaktous 

pseudadelphous" (Gal 2:4). The grammatical relationshlp 

with the preceding ls unclear, but we may probably read lt 

as the explanation of why the question of circumcision had 

ar isen concernlng Ti tus: "because of the false brothers who 

had sneaked in." "Fa Ise br other s" 5 had asked tha t gent Ile 

bellevers be circurncised. Paul feels that to yield to thern 

would have been to yleld to enslavement. He inslsts that he 

resisted thern 6 "in order that the truth of the gospel (~ 

alêthela tQu euaggeliou) rnight rernain continually with you 

[the Galatians]" (Gal 2: 5). The influentlal men of 

Jerusalem saw that Paul had been entrusted with the gospel 

to the unclrcumcised as Peter had been to the clrcumclsed 

(Gal 2:6-10).7 Paul sees this as proven by the!r g!v!ng the 

rlght hand of fellowship. The Influentlal men of the 

Jerusalem chur ch thus agreed that those gentiles who were 

converted might legltlmately remaln unclrcumclsed, as 

demonstrated 8 by the case of Titus. Traugott Holtz notes 

that the Councll clearly decided against the necesslty of 

116 



~ 
,1 

~ 
"1 (. 

f 

clrcumclslon for gentl1e Chrlstlans, but ln so dolng It dld 

not el1mlnate the dlfference between Jews and gentl1es, but 

rather conf1rmed that distinction (Holtz 353). If this 

I1ne of thinking Is pursued, one might claim that It was 

this Councll whlch first recognized different posItions for 

Jewlsh Christianity and gentile Christlanity. 

The second incident which Paul narrates is the division 

in the Antiochene Christian community between Jews and 

gentiles at meals. There Paul opposed Peter to his face 

"because he stood condemned (kategnOsmt#nos en)" (Gal 2: 11) . 

The account represents another link in Paul's argument 

ag?inst opponents who were apparently telling the Galatians 

that they should adopt certain Jewish practices. Peter had 

been making it his practice to eat with the gentiles (the 

verb 1s in the imperfect). The context makes it clear that 

paul approved of this practice and followed it himself. But 

when sorne came down from James, Peter made it hls practice 

to draw back and separate himself (both verbs again ln the 

imperfect) as did the rest of the Jews including Barnabas. 

The issue focused on here, then, is one in which Jews 

wlthdrew and separated themselves as a group from the 

gentl1es at meals. It 15 reasonable to conclude that they 

withdrew out of consideration for sorne aspect of Jewish 

purity. Since it was specifically at meals, dietary purity 

in a broad sense seems to have been at issue. 

This account preserves the earliest record of a real, 

physical divisio~ between Jews and gentlles wlthin the early 
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Christian church. This point is so critical to Jevish self 

identification, that it is only in this context of eating 

vith gentiles or of refraining from eating with Gentiles 

that Paul uses the terms living "in a gentile manner 

(ethnikOs)" rather than "ln a Jevlsh manner (IoudaikOs)". 

The letter to the Galatians does not give precise motives 

for the Jevlsh objectlon to eating vith gentlles. Hovever, 

questions of what food may be eaten, under what 

circumstances and in what company represent one of the best 

attested traditional divisions between Jews and gentiles. 9 

This division is attested ln Jevish sources and in gentl1e 

sources, as outlined ln the flrst tvo excurses at the end of 

thls chapter. 

The incident at Antloch is of central importance 

because it shows how divisions between Jews and gentiles 

characteristic of the age continued to divlde Jew and 

gentl1e vithin the Christian church. The meeting in 

Jerusalem admltted gentlles lnto the Christian church 

wlthout circumcislon. On thls basls Holtz argues that the 

council did not eliminate the difference between Jews and 

qentiles but rather confirmed the continued val1dlty of an 

existing distinction vithin the Christian church. The 

Incident at Antloch confirms that at least James may have 

Interpreted the Jerusalem decision in this way. 

10 such an understanding was anathema. 

To Paul 

In Gal 2:14a Paul states his view that the observance 

of distinctive Jewish dietary practice at meals, at least in 

a community vith gentile Christians, ie a rejection of hie 
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understandlng of the gospel. In Gal 2:6 he spoke of not 

yleldlng to those who advocated clrcumc1s1on for the 

sake of h@ alêtheia teu euaggeliou. Here he sees that in 

separa t Ing themse 1 ves a t meals, the Jews "2..Y.k. erthopodousl n 

~ ~ alêtheian teu euaggeliou." The exact meaning of 

11 orthopodousin 15 not clear. It 15 clear, however, that in 

Paul's view to accept distinct Jewish practice at meals, at 

least in a congregation including gentiles, puts these Jews 

in the same situation as those who advocated circumcision: 

they are not proceeding in line with the truth of the 

gospel. 

starting at Gal 2:14b Paul argues that observing Jewish 

purity law is a rejection of the gospel he preaches: "If 

you [Peter} belng a Jew live in a gentile and not a Jewish 

manner, how is it possible that you compel the gentiles to 

Judaize (~ta ethnê anagkazeis ioudaizein)?" (Gal 2:14).12 

What does Paul mean by ioudaizein? Ooes he mean that 

somehow Peter, in stressing Jewish dietary purity, was by 

implication telling the gentiles that they too should 

practice Jewish dietary purity? Was his separation in fact 

a condemnation of gentiles, and a clear implication that 

they should go aIl the way and become Jews? To pose the 

question in thls second way ls to miss the point of paul's 

argument. E.P. Sanders has convincingly demonstrated that 

Paul's analysis of the human predicament, and of the 

shortcomings of Judaism, do not flow directly from Paül's 

experlence of the human condition but rather are deductions 
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worked out from his overwhelmlng experience of being ln 

Christ. Paul makes the crucial point, which Sanders argues 

Iles at the heart of his polemic agalnst the law, in the 

following argument against peter's action: "if 

righteousness 15 through the law, then Christ died for no 

purpose" (Gal 2:21). paul's belief is, of course, that 

Christ's death most certainly did have a purpose, and that 

1t was effective in bringing about justification. Applying 

to Paul's declaration the rule of logic that if A implies B, 

then not B implies not A, gives the result that "if Christ 

died for a purpose, then rlghteousness is not through the 

law." This Is the exact conclusion which Sanders argues 

that Paul then applies to the Jewlsh law. If Christ had to 

die to bring justification, then justification must not be 

available in any other way, specifically it must not be 

available through the Jewish law. This type of reasoning 

lies behlnd his argument with Peter, and explains his 

accusation of Peter, and his conviction that Peter's actions 

were a rejection of the gospel. Whether or not Peter and 

the others actively urged the gentl1e Christians to 

"Judaize" ln any general sense Is not the central issue. In 

separating themselves and showing the gentiles that they saw 

a real role for Jewish purity law in the situation even of 

the Antiochene Christian community, they vere allowing a 

role for the Jevish law which Paul reserved for Christ 

alone. Paul's ~eelings are 50 deep at this point, that when 

he sees that the Galatians may have been persuaded in a 

simllar way to accept a role for Jevlsh lav in the place of 
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Christ (as Paul sees i t ) , he exclaims, "0 fool1sh 

Galatlans, who has bewi tched you ... did you rer.:elve the 

Spirit from works of the law, or from the obedience of 

faith7" (Ga 1 3 : 1 ) • Thi.ls what Paul means by "loygSll;ein" 1s 

"to practlce Juda\sm," whether ln whole or in part, rather 

than to depend only on Christ. Thus as Paul saw it, ln 

practicing dietary purity in that situation, Peter was 

rejecting the gospel by introducing the Jewish law where 

only Christ had a place. 

Paul takes great pains in the letter to the Galatians 

to set his view on a solid theoretical basis. He feels that 

Christians are not subject to the Jewish law ~t all, and 

certainly not to considerations of Jewish dietary purity or 

to the other issue of this letter, circurncision. Paul can 

hardly be accused of not trying to be clear as he adds 

explanation to explanation to convince the Galatians that 

their justification is a matter of faith in Christ and not a 

matter of obedience to the law. The law once had its place, 

but has It no more: " ... the law was our DaigagOgos to 

Christ, in order that we might be justified from faith; 

since faith has come, we are no longer under a paidagOgos" 

(Gal 3:24-25). This assertion ln paul's view applies to aIl 

who are in Christ, since "there is nelther Jew nor Greek .•. 

for we are aIl one in Christ Jesus" (Gal 3:28). Thus Paul's 

opposition to Peter's practice in Antioch had a theoretical 

basis which was carefully expounded to the Galatians. 

The theoretical basls of Paul's opponents 15 not given 
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in Galatians. A great deal of energy has been expended by 

commentators in trying to imagine why those vho came down 

from James advocated separation at meals, vhat paul's 

opponents in Galatia vere saying and vhy they vere saying 

it. But history has transmltted only paul's explanatlons, 

not hls opponents'. While the theoretical basis of the!r 

positJon may never be ~nown, they almost certainly had one, 

and It was convlncing enough to sway believers ln Jerusalem, 

Antioch and, Paul greatly fears, Galatia. Whatever the!r 

unknown theory, it could certainly draw on ample traditional 

bases. Circumcision had long been a distingulshing mark of 

those following the God of Isr~el, with solid basis in the 

canonical scriptures. The same may be said for dietary 

purity, as can be seen in Lev 11-16, Dt 14:3-21 and the many 

texts cited in this chapter's first excursus. 

The two issues dlscussed 50 far have opposite outcomes. 

The first issue is resolved to Paul's satisfaction. The 

gentile in question is accepted by the leaders as a 

Christian without clrcumcislon, a decision which Paul takes 

as a confirmation of his understanding of the gospel. In 

the second, the issue is some way related to dletary purity. 

In this case those he cares most about- Peter and Barnabas­

are swayed to observe the aspect of Jewish dletary purity 

which 15 at question. If the earlier agreement confirms 

Paul's understanding of the gospel, Paul takes this 

disagreement as a violation of his view of the gospel, just 

as he takes the Galatians' possible conversIon to the Ideas 

of his opponents as a betrayal of his gospel. 
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\ To classlfy Matthew It 15 essentlal to note the 

divisions in early Christianity, not to speculate on 

unknowable. Paul tells us that sorne had objected 

uncircurncision arnongst gentile Christians, but that 

real 

the 

to 

in 

Jerusalem the pillars had accepted Paul's mission to convert 

gentlles to Chrlstlanlty wlthout Imposlng clrcumclslon. 

This difference of opinion about what was requlred- or 

perhaps merely deslred- of gentile Christlans vas either 

continued or re-ernerged, sinee Paul fights It in this letter 

to the Galatians. Circumcision is not mentloned with 

respect to the Antiochene incident. At that tirne, thp. 

Christian community was split into two groups at rneals: one 

group included aIl the Jews (save paul) and presumably 

observed Jewish dietary puritYi the other group included aIl 

the gentiles (and Paul) and presurnably conducted itself in a 

non-Jewish way. Peter dld not adopt a mediating position. 

At first he liveà as a gentile with respect to rneals. When 

certain people came down from James, he did not mediate: he 

vent over to their position. There was no grey zone: with 

the sole exception of Paul, all the Jews separated at meals; 

all the gentiles ate as gentlles. 

4.3 

The book of Acts has always been an indispensable 

source for research into the development of the early 

church. Its perspective on the tensions between Jevs and 

gentlles ln Chrlstlanlty and ln partlcular on the so-called 

Apostolic Councl1 is of particular Interest. 
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The narrative of Peter's vision, the conversion ot 

Cornelius and the sequel in Jerusalem bear on the question 

of commensality and dietary purity (Acts 10:1-11:18). (On 

the present writer's view that the contents of this and 

other related sections ln Acts explain Luke's Great 

Omission, see the introduction, note 11.) The crltics who 

question the historJcal basis of Acts 10:1-11:18 hdve sorne 

13 very well-founded arguments on their side. Since there ls 

no independent evldence for any of this account, it is best 

not to base any arguments on a presumption that the events 

narrated actually took place, at least when and as 

described. What this narrative does reflect, hovever, 15 at 

least Luke's perceptlon of certain tensions in the early 

Christian community. He knows that the flrst Christians 

were aIl Jewish, but that shortly sorne gentlle converts ~ere 

made. The first community of gentile Christlans in Luke's 

account is the household and friends of the gentl1e 

Cornelius. Peter ls persuaded to go and assoclate wlth 

these gentiles through a vision. In this vision somethlng 

like a great sheet is let down from heaven, contalning aIl 

the types of animaIs. Peter ls Instru~ted to "slaughter and 

eat" (Acts 10:13; 11:7). To hls protest that he has never 

eaten unclean things, the heavenly voice replies, "What God 

has declared clean, do not declare uncleanl" (Acts 10:15; 

11: 9) • When Peter first returns to Jerusalem after the 

baptism of Cornelius, the accusatton which the author of 

:-\Cl'S has the Jewish chur ch (luù. d perltomes) br Ing against 
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Peter is that he ate vith uncircumcised men (Acts 11:3)- the 

very issue 50 central ln the Artlochene Incident. Thus, 

although the historical nature of these incidents is 

unclear, Luke Indicates that ln his view there vas at a very 

early tlme a controversy over vhether or not Jevish 

Chrlstians could eat with gentiles. If the vision vere 

interpreted according to the words of the heavenly voice, it 

would appear to imply the abolition of dietary purity vith 

respect to different types of animals. Hovever within the 

cor.text of Acts It is used to justify the sending of the 

gospel to gentiles, and more significantly for this study, 

to justify Peter's eating vith gentiles. 

The next incident of great importance for the question 

of Jevs and gentlles in the early church is the so-called 

Apostolic Confe~ence (Acts 15). This section rest3 on a 

solld hlstorlcal basis, as is demonstrated by the paraI leI 

first person account by Paul, an actual participant ln the 

events, whose comments on them have come to us in his letter 

to the Galatians. 14 When there aLe discrepancies betveen 

the two accounts- and there are several- there can be no 

question that the account by Paul, an actual participant, 

must be preferred to the later Lucan version vhich 15 at 

best a second hand account. This exegetical princlple ls 

not to be rejected by alleging that Paul has slanted his 

account to make a polnt- for Luke has most assuredly done 

the same, on the basis of mere second hand knovledge. 

ln both accounts, the question of circumcision is 

discussed in the meeting at Jp.rusalem. For Luke the meeting 
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is an apoetolic council, to which Paul and Barnabas had been 

sent as delegates. The participant Paul, in contrast, says 

he met in private with "t.sUA dokousin," but also counts the 

meeting as very important. He does not say he was delegated 

by the Antlochene churchi but his reason for going, that he 

went up "k.sU.à apokalupsin" is arguably an even stronger 

reason than the one Luke gives. Although diff~rlng on the 

character of the meeting, the second (or later) hand report 

and the eye-witness account agree that the contention by 

some that gentile Christians should be circumci&ed vas an 

issue. Both agree that the decision was that gentlles need 

not be circumcised. 

Only for Paul did the agreement about circumcision 

resolve aIl problems about Jewish law. For the other 

parties in Jerusalem, Antloch, Galatia, and tor Luke, more 

needeJ to be said. It 15 safe to assume that all the 

parties took for granted that aIl Christlans are under a 

divine obligation to conduct their lives according to high 

moral standards. The issue is, to what extent are 

Chrlstlans called upon to observe Jewish purity and related 

lavs which differ from ge~tile practlce? paul's argument ln 

Galatians makes clear that he feels no su~h obligations fall 

on gentile Christians- nor ultlmately on Jewish Christlans 

elther. But It 15 equally clear that many did not agree 

with him. A decision on circumcision did not necessarily 

Imply aIl was settled. Thus James cou Id agree to accept 

gentl1es without clrcumcision, but demand that Jewish 
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Christians not eat with gentiles. In Acts, the Council i3 

convened on the question of circumcision, but despite a 

decision aga!nst the demand for the circumcision of genti1e 

Christians and despite the ear1ier vision permitting 

commensality, Luke still believes genti1e Christians to be 

subject to a few basic dietary purity 1avs. 

Luke's account of the Apostolic Council concludes with 

a gentile Christianity which observes certain, limited 

purity lavs, and a Jewish Christianlty which ls fully 

observa~t of the Jewish law. As is the case ln Paul's 

letter to the Galatians, after deallng with the question of 

circumcision Luke moves to matters related to Jewish purity. 

This is a 10gica1 step: having just dealt with what was for 

gentiles the most offensive and difficult aspect of the 

Jewish 1av, Luke then has the Counci1 come to a general 

decision on the applicability of the other parts of Jewish 

purity lav which vere strange to gentiles. Luke i5 a1most 

certain1y incorrect in introducing the so-called Aposto1ic 

Decree (Acts 15:23-29) at this point, as the Pauline 

discussion in Ga1atians shows. 15 It is, however, extremely 

unlikely that a Christian such as Luke wou1d simply invent a 

decree which legislated ln the name of the Ho1y Spirit and 

the Apostolic Church. The decree is thus more likely out of 

place than invented. As such, it wou1d represent a theory 

and practice knovn to Luke. It decrees th~t only the purity 

matters specifica11y mentioned would apply to gentiles. 16 

In this context, pornela ls a1so probably vlewed as a purity 

question, showing how dlfficult it may be to maintain a 
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clear distinction between "ritual" and "moral" purity. 

Suffice to say that the gentiles were to be subject to no 

Jewlsh purity laws save those expllcitly mentioned. He does 

not concern himself greatly with the continued life of the 

Jewish church. Nevertheless, there Is no Indication at the 

Councl1 that their Jewish legal practice Is expected to 

change. Lat~r references assume rather that their 

Jewishness continues: when Paul returns to them, he learns 

that they are ail "zealots for the law" (Acts 21:20), and on 

their suggestion he perforrns a meritorious gesture under the 

law (Acts 21:23ff). Luke thus fully recognizes and glves a 

theoretlcal basis to a gentile Chrlstianlty whlch 15 

distinct ln lts practice from Judaism, and a contlnued 

Jewish Chrlstlanlty which observes the law, lncludlng, of 

course, dietary purity. 

The book of Acts thus presents a set of parameters for 

use in classifying Matthew theoretically different but in 

practlce broadly slrnl1ar to those presented by Paul. As 

already familial from Galatians, Peter 15 presented as 

eatlng wlth gentile Chrlstians and creatlng a scandaI 

amongst the Jewish Christiane. (Unlike the Peter of 

Galatians, he does not retreat from thls position.) Thus 

Luke preR~n~s as clear a division as does Paul. On the one 

side there are gentile Christians who live as gentlles and 

are only subject to a very limited number of purity 

regulatlons, and with them there are the Jews converted in 

the Diaspora who seem to move in a generally gentlle milieu. 
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No controversy arises vithin thls part of the Christian 

church. On the other side there are the Jevish Christians, 

centred in Jerusalem, vho observe the vhole Jevish lave 

4.4 Implications ~ Brovn'5 ~ paniélou's Schemato 

It i5 not the object of this thesis to present a 

detailed critique of the schemata outlined in chapter one. 

The observations on Galatians and Acts, hovever, have 

certain clear consequences. Both these sources show a real 

division betveen tvo groups vithin the early church. Luke 

and Paul give evidence of a Christlanity lived ln a gentile 

vay, and each gives a theoretical basis for this. Luke and 

Paul also give evidence of a Christianity lived in a Jewish 

vay, although the basis for this is not given. These 

observations, 50 basic for Baur and those who followed him 

in one vay or another, cl~sh vith the schemata of Dani~lou 

and Brown. So, even though a detailed critique of the 

schemata is not an object of this dissertation, the problems 

vith these two schemata are too closely related to the basis 

on vhlch Matthew is to be classified to be 19nored here. 

The evidence revleved in thls chapter renders Raymond 

Brovn's schema untenable because it Invalldates hls most 

basic premise. We recall that Brown argues that there were 

no "gentile Christian" theological or ecclesiological 

stances in Nev Testament times. Rather he holds that there 

vas a great dlversity vith!n early ethnically-Jevish 

{ Christianity, and that as each of these early tendencies 

made gentile converts, these converts vould adopt the views 
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of those who evangelized them. This would not lead to 

Jewish Christians and gentile Christians, but to a diversity 

of groups and communitles, each of whlch would be made up of 

Jews and gentiles. But this schema ls contradicted by the 

New Testament evidence just examined. This evldence, both 

from Paul and Luke, has demonstrated the existence of 

Chrlstlans who were from a gentlle background and who lived 

as gentiles in the most pertinent sense of the word, that 

15, they dld not live as Jews. Paul and Luke each gives a 

different theoretical basis in their writings for their 

different, but both emphatically gentlle, types of 

Christianlty. This whole phenomenon of gentile Christlanlty 

provided with not one but two recorded theoretical bases in 

first century documents (Galatians and Acts) cuts the ground 

out from under Brown's fundamental, constitutive assumption 

that distinct gentile theological positions or 

ecclesiological stances did not emerge until the second 

century. 

Even though Brown's schema must be rejected, some mlght 

still wish to follow him in his analysis of the posltlons of 

Paul and Peter. Their positions mlght then be pressed to 

flnd parameters for classlfylng Matthew. Brown clalms Paul 

practlced at flrst a Chrlstlanlty whlch requlred neither 

circumcision nor observance of food regulatlons by gentile 

Christians (but was not necessarily opposed to such 

observances by Jewish Christians) (type three in his 

schema). Paul Is then supposed to have moved closer to a 

"medlating position" advocated by Peter, which did not 
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( require circumcision of gentile Chrlstlans, but did require 

the observance of some purity laws by gentiles (Brovn's type 

two) . On the evidence of the texts reviewed above, and 

taking cognizance of the recent york of Pauline scho1ars 

such as E.P. Sanders, both of these positions are seen to be 

a mlsunderstanding of Paul's grasp of Chrlstianity. What ls 

"required" of all Christians, no matter their ethnie or 

religious background, is that they be grasped by the new 

creation brought about by the death of Christ. To state 

that Paul did not require circumcision and dietary purity of 

gent Iles but did not neeessarily oppose these in Jew5 15 

entirely to miss the point. These things could not be 

requlred of anyûne, sinee if they vere required then 

Christ's death would have been in vain (e . g. Gal 2:21). 

Thus Paul would never have under~tood hirnself as subscribing 

to Brown's position three, nor 1ater wou1d he have seen his 

understanding of the new creation in Christ as requiring 

"sorne purity 1aw" (Brown's position two). For further 

discussion of Paul's position as expressed in Romans and 1 

Corinthians, see the third excursus at the end of this 

chapter. 

Brown's comments on Peter are to be situated in a long 

tradition of the Interpretation of peter's role in the ear1y 

church, and are congenla1 to severa1 schemata of early 

church development. Brown, and very many others, claim 

,f .. 
Peter advocated a "mediating position," vhlch dld not 

requlre circumcislon of gentlle Chrlstlans, but did requlr.e 
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the observance of sorne purity laws by gentiles. But this ie 

not supported by the texts. They show Peter eating with the 

gentiles in Antioch, and then withdrawlng from so doing. 

Thus the only eye-witness report in existence does not show 

Peter occupying a mediating positlon, but rather first 

living like a gentile in the Antiochene congregation, then 

having his mind changed and living in a Jewish manner. Nor 

does Luke indicate that Peter occupled a mediating position. 

In the book of Acts, Peter at first thinks a Jew should not 

associate with gentiles, but then is persuaded by a vision 

to spearhead the acceptance of gentlies without 

circumcision. He then eats with gentiles. In his speech at 

the Apostolic Conference he argues that gentiles should not 

be required to bear the "yoke" of the law, a yoke whlch he 

says Jews aiso have been unable to bear (Acts 15:10). 

Paul's later references to Peter in l Corinthians show him 

in a Pauline gentile congregation. 1? paul's first letter to 

the Corinthians is by most theories of Paul's career to be 

situated between the time of the Antiochene incident and the 

letter to the Galatians. In both these Paul vehemently 

attacks the position Peter adopted in Antioch. So, if Peter 

had been advocating any role for Jewish dietary purity when 

he came to Paul's congregation in Corinth, one would have 

expected Paul to oppose him. But he does not. AlI this 

evidence concurs to suggest that Peter shifted from 

observing dletary purity to not observing dietary purity. 

The texts show a clear vacillation, and certainly not that 

he occupied a mediating posItion. 
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For Daniélou, Jevish Christianity is that type of 

Christlanity vhich reflected Semitic forms of thought, and 

whose theology was mostly vorked out in the categories given 

by Jevish apocalyptic, rather than Hellenlstlc phl1osophy. 

This definition has never had a great following in the 

academic community, largely because the definition of Jevish 

Christianity is very broad and rests on an Imprecise basis. 

(Harcel Simon's critique of this position is outlined in the 

appendix.) His own definition of Jevish Christianlty aside, 

Daniélou is quite capable of making a practical distinction 

betveen gentlle groups of christians and Jevish groups of 

Christians in the early church. As briefly pointed out in 

chapter one, and discussed in more detail in the appendix, 

he distinguishes sharply betveen the theoretical question of 

gentile obedience to the law and the practical question of 

commensali ty. In his view, an autholitative Apostolic 

Counc!1 decreed that gentl1e~ were not subject to the Jewlsh 

Law. By contrast, he argues that the so-called Apostolic 

Decree was not a conciliar decision, but merely a 

disciplinary compromise by the Jerusalem chur ch to regulate 

Jewish-gentile relations. It did not york vell. Thus, the 

early ChUICh had a Jewish Christian theology, and accepted 

falth in Christ as its only basis of admission. Yet, for 

nationalistic reasons, the Jevs continued to identify vith 

Judaism and therefore to practice the Jevish law. Daniélou 

thus fully accepts a division of the church into a gentile 

and Jewish section by practlce. His difference from the 
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line of Interpretation Instltuted by Baur at thls point i5 

that he has this differencc b~sed on a nationalistic 

alignment with Israel rather than a rellgious or theological 

(in the broad sense) tendency. 

Daniélou's analysis is a modern reading of the records 

which finds no solld basis ln the texts. paul's arguments 

against Peter at Antioch, as presented and perhaps expanded 

in the letter to the Galatians, are not at aIl based on the 

type of nationaiistic allgnment proposed by DanIélou. The 

analyses of the pertinent passages at the beglnnlng of thls 

chapter suffice to show the deep religious motives Paul 

gives for his opposition to Peter at Antioch. The same goes 

for the other Paulin~ texts where he opposes dletary purlty 

or circumclslon. Luke also glves no hint of a nationalistic 

basis for not requiring obedience to the Jewish law on the 

part of gentiles, nor for the Ilmlted purity regulation 

contained in the Apostolic Decree. As polnted out above, 

there 15 no text avallable which outlines the view of those 

who advocated obedience to dietary purity, circumclsion and 

sabbath law. Thus no text affirms that Jewlsh Chrlstians 

remained obedient to the law merely out of solidarity with 

the Jewish nation, whlle the rel1g1ous character of the 

arguments agalnst them glves no basls for the contention 

that their arguments were national in character. On the 

other hand, the analyses which open thls chapter show 

debates at the religious level. Thus the arguments 

marshalled agalnst Brown's schema also rule out Danlélou's 

division between Jewish and gentile Christlans on the basis 
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of so11darity vith the Jevish nat1on. H1s main def1nitlon, 

based on Semitic categories of thought, has already been 

found wanting. 

The basic problem with Dani6lou's schema, as vith 

Brown's, ls that he rejects any fundamentally dlfferent 

gentile Christian view of the chur ch before the second 

century. Against this the evidence of Paul and Luke is 

decisive. Both Paul and Luke show the existence of gentile 

communities which lived in ways conflicting with the Jewish 

lav, and both Paul and Luke give a theoretlcal basls for 

this lifestyle. For Paul this basis is the nev creation in 

Christ. For Luke it is a development guided by God through 

vision and Apostolic Decree. Daniélou's single orthodox 

stream does not allow for this true gentile Christian 

position. (His secondary division on the basls of 

nationalistic identification is clever, but not supported by 

18 the New Testament evidence.) Thus the two major schemata 

which fundamentally deny a distinct gentile Christianity-

the schema of Brown and the schema of Daniélou- cannot stand 

ln the face of the New Testament record of Paul and Luke. 

4.5 Conclusion; Matthew ~ Jeyisb Dietary ~~ 

The discussion ln thls chapter has clear implications 

for the classification of Matthew. In chapters tvo and 

three, attempts to classify Matthew as either Jewish 

Christian or gentile Christian against the background of the 

various schema ta were revieved. Thes~ attempts. though 

often ingenious, foundered for two taslc reasons. The better 
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approach trled to classlfy Matthew agalnst the background of 

first century Judaism, but failed because its understanding 

of first century Judaism was Inadequate. The weaker 

approach failed because it merely added up Jewlsh elements 

in Matthew, wlthout having a method for deciding which 

elements are truly decisive. This dissertation argues that 

these approaches represent a blind alley. The true solution 

is to return to the texts which were the basis for the 

schemata. As this chapter has demonstrated, these New 

Testament texts show historically how Jews and gentiles 

divided in the early Christian church. Neither any modern 

reconstruction of first century Judaism, nor any modern 

debate on how many (or few) Jewish characteristics make 

Judaism, but the real instances of division witnessed by 

first century texts give the only valid criteria on which 

Matthew may be classified. 

The New Testament texts studied in this chapter reveal 

Jewi~h dietary purity to be the main divisive issue. The 

position of Paul is the most clearly presented. For hlm, 

there is no theologlcal place left for Jewlsh dietary purity 

in Christianlty. Although Paul saw his understanding as 

applicable ta aIl Christians, the record of Galatians and 

Acts shows that his opinion was not accepted in Jewish 

Christian clrcles. Thus if Matthew rejects Jewish dietary 

purity, then in this respect it falls within the type of 

gentile Chrlstianity which follows Paul's teaching. 

The gentile Christian position of Luke on dietary 
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purlty ls also clear. In the book of Acts he shows the 

church, gulded by God, cOlllng to the understandlng that the 

gentiles are called to Christ in historical contlnuity with 

the Jevlsh people, but vith new revelation froll God to and 

through the leaders and assemblies of the church. In this 

way, the gentl1es are dlspensed from any general observance 

of Jewish dietary purity, except that they should refrain 

from the thlngs expllcltly mentloned ln the Apostolie 

Deeree. Thus if the Gospel of Matthew does not expeet 

Chrlstlans to observe dletary purlty except for those few 

items, then it may be classed as gentile Christian. 

Both Paul and Luke bear vltness to a Jevish 

Christianity very eoncerned about dietary purity, and whieh 

Itself observed Jevlsh dletary purity. It 15 reasonable to 

assume that this vlew also had d solid theoretieal basis, 

sinee the others just reviewed did, and sinee emissarles 

from James to Antioch vere able to persuade Peter and aIl 

the other Jevs there (save Paul only) of the correetness of 

thls viey. The theoretical basis for this position has not 

been preserved in the New Testament records, although the 

fact that such observance is demanded in the seriptures 

would prob~bly have been qulte sufflcient. If the Gospel of 

Matthew argues for the observance of Jewish dietary purlty 

and assumes sueh a practiee for Christlans, then it may be 

classed asJewish Christian. 

Was there a "moderate" Jewish Christian party as 

alleged by the early consensus schema? ThIs study has 

brought forth no solld evidence for a consistent party-like 
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split withln Jewlsh Chrlstianlty. Peter certainly dld not 

adopt a mediating or moderate position at Antioch: he a~d 

his fellow Jews vacillated between two types of practice. 

50 no party divisions have been clearly discerned vith in 

Jewish Christiani~y. Jewish Christians as a group have been 

seen to be characterized by observance of the dietary laws, 

except for the Jews in Antioch, who were apparently 

decisively convicted of their error. On the other hand, 

sorne of the texts reviewed (especially Acts 15) assume that 

certair. Jewish Christians, whl1e holding to dietary purity 

for Jewish Christians as a group, did not feel such 

observance was nec~ssary for gentile Christians. If such is 

the case, then, as Ritschl and Harnack have correctly 

pointed out, their theory implies two types of Christianity. 

There would be a Jewish Christianity which observed dietary 

purity, and a gentile Christianity which did not observe 

dietary purity, again except perhaps for certain essentials 

such as those outllned in the Apostoilc Decree. It might be 

argued that Matthew was written by such a Jewish Christian, 

either for a Jewlsh Christian or a gentile Christian 

audience. Thus if Matthew shows respect for Jewish dletary 

purity but acknowledges that its application, outside his 

group, was not universal, Matthew could be Jewish Christian. 

Or, again, lf Matthew assumes that dletary purlty 15 not 

1 

e5sentlal, but reflects the knowledge that lt wa5 once 

requlred and that wlthln the group of Jewlsh dlsciples was 

still requlred, Matthew could have been wrltten by a Jew15h 
1 
r 
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Christian for a gentile christian audience. Thua, duality 

in the theory or practlce of Jew13h dietary purity could 

indicate a Jewish Christian authorship for Hatthp~. 

Are there other options possible for H~ttheY? It would 

always be possible to imagine an indefinite number of other 

hypothetical options. However, those already present~d seem 

to best correspond to the documentary evidencei to go 

beyond the evidence into pure speculation wculd be to ad~pt 

an unsound method, ~r perhaps it would be to abandon method 

altogether. But even the possibility of otherwise 

unattested options is not a great problem for the thesis 

that Matthew is gentile Christian. Jewish dietary purity 

has been shown to be a watershed issue. No matter what 

other unattested options there might be, if they utterly 

reject Jewish diet3ry purity then they fall on the gentile 

Christian side of the divide. 

Only the type of gentile Christianity ta~ght by Paul 

rejects dietary purity at a theoretical level. Christians 

following the type of gentile Christianity supposed by Luke 

would live as gentiles, but their observance of the 

Apostolic Decree woulo ~t least mitigate the tendency to 

ascribe no slgniflcance to dietary purlty. Jews, the New 

Testament texts demonstrate, as a group in the church 

continued to respect the Jewish dietary law. The only group 

of Jews in the texts who dld not respect dietary purity 

prove this point. They disregarded it in an Antiochene 

gentlle setting; upon thia becoming khown, they agreed with 

the Jewi!h Christian envoys and returned to a Jewlsh 
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l1festyle, obedlent to Jewlsh dletary law. Only Chrlstians 

followlng Paul's understanding completely reject any 

for dletary purity and live as gentiles amonq 

as did Paul himself. No Jewlsh Christian 

slgniflcance 

the gentiles, 

group of whlch the New Testament or other early ChrIstian 

I1terature has any record does thls. Thus, If lt can be 

shown that th~ Gospel of Matthew totally rejects Jewish 

dletary pur1ty, then the only category ava1lable for 1t on 

the basls of the authentlc first century texts ls that 

category evldenced by Paul, an optIon wh1ch has long been 

called "gentlle Chrlstianlty." 
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4.6 Excursus ~ 

Jevlsh Dletary Purlty ln Jewlsh Sources 

Extant Jevish vork~ dating from the last centuries 

before the common era and in the first century of the common 

era give evldence of the importance of dietary purity during 

this periode Dietary purity plays a major role ln the book 

of Judith. It is significant that Judith does not eat the 

qentiles' food, but rather only what her servant brings her. 

In chapter 11, Judith concocts a story to mislead 

Holophernes: The Jews cannot be overpovered unless they sin 

against God, she tells Holophernes. But she knows that 

since their food has run out, they plan to eat things vhich 

God ln hls lava has commanded them not to eat, and they viII 

also eat the first fruits and tithes. When they do these 

things, God viII hand them over to destruction. That this 

is a story made up to mislead Holophp.rnes is beside the 

point for our purposes. It is told in such a vay that it 

appears that the author expects the audience, both 

Holophernes vithin the story, ~nd more importantly, the 

implied readers and hearers of the tale, viiI knov that 

there are special dietary rules which God has given the 

Jevish nation, and that he vould punish them severely if 

they broke the se Iules. In the perhaps contemporary story 

of the deported youths transmitted to us in the book of 

Daniel, ve find the same concern as Judith has not to eat 

the food of the gentile conquerors (Daniel 1). Again, Tobit 

vou Id not eat the food of the nations ln exile ln Nlneveh 

(Tobit 1:10-13). 
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In 167 B.C. Antlochus IV Eplph~nes published a decree 

ordering that the Jevs no longer keep the Sabbath, 

circumcise their sons or observe the Lav of Hoses, includinq 

Its directIves on dletary purity. But "many Israelites 

strongly and steadfastly refused to eat impure food. They 

accepted death, ln order that they mlght not be defiled by 

food and in order not to profane the holy Covenant; and they 

vere kl11ed" (1 Haccabees 1:62-63). (cf. II Hacc 6:18ff) 

This reaction, probably Incomprehensible to the Greeks, 

shortly culminated in the Haccabean RevoIt. 

The evidence from PhIlo concurs vith vhat has already 

been presented. It ls true that he understands the Torah 

lavs as also having an allegorical meaning. Nevertheless, 

he stresses that they must also be 1Iterally obeyed: " ..• ve 

should look on aIl these out~ard observances as rese.bling 

the body, and thelr Inner meanlngs as resembllng the soul. 

It follovs that, exactly as we have to take thought for the 

body, because it ls the abode of the soul, so we must pay 

heed to the letter of the lavs. If we keep and observe 

these, we shall gain a clearer conception of those things of 

whlch these are the symbols; and besides that we shall not 

Incur the censure of the many and the charges they are sure 

to bring against us." (Philo, The Higration of Abraham 

16:93, Loeb Classical Library translation) Thus Philo feels 

the laws should be 11terally observed, and he assu.es that 

the Jewlsh comaunlty vould condemn any Jew Wh0 failed to 

observe them. 
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A different view of the law, specifically purity lau, 

la Implled by a saylnq attributed to Yohanan ben ZakkaI: "It 

is neither the corpse which renders a man unclean nor the 

waters which purify, but the Holy One said, 'A statute have 

1 enacted, an ordlnance have l ordalned, and you are not 

permltted to transgress my commandaent ••• '" (Tanhuma Huqat 

26: Peslqta de R. Kahana, ed. Handelbaum, p. 74, ls 2-12 

quoted by Jacob Neusner, ~ ~ QL Purlty ln Anclent 

Judalsm 105). Neusner comments: "Whoever sald It (the above 

statement dttrlbuted to Yohanan ben Zakkal) was a deep, 

crltlcal thlnker, but a conservatlve and observant Jew ..• 

What is attrlbuted to Yohanan ben Zakkal ls, to be sure, not 

really new. Paul had told the Romans nothlnq 15 

Intrlnslcally unclean. But he dld not believe the laws of 

the Torah remalned valld as a mode of salvatlon. And every 

rabbI belleved exactly that. Yohanan ben Zakkal's saylng 

der Ives, after aIl, from a movement that affirmed the Torah 

as the contlnulng and permanently valid will of God. The 

purity lavs were part of God's will •.• " (Jacob Neusner, ~ 

~ ~ Purlty ln Anclent Judaism 107). Paul's atatement ln 

Rom 14:14 means that aIl things are clean, but if someone 

conslders somethlng to be unclean because of weakness of 

conscience or Incomplete Christian understanding, then for 

that person the thing ln question is unclean. The tradition 

reflected in the Yohanan ben Zakkai sayinq probably means 

that nothing is pure or impure ln the sense of havlng any 

special physlcal qualltles, but rather thlngs are pure or 

impure because God has 50 declared them. Thus for Paul the 
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impurity lies in the conscience of the person, for Yohanan 

ben Zakkai impurity lies in the mind, or at least in the 

law, of God. The two positions should lead to opposlte 

practice. paul's position implies that as a person becomes 

more mature, he or she should see that all things are pure 

in themselves. The person would then be free not to observe 

purity law. The Yohanan ben Zakkai posltion laplies that as 

a person becomes mature, he or she should be even more 

careful in respecting purity laws because they do ln fact 

reflect God's will. 

The point demonstrated for this dissertation by this 

survey ls that observance of dletary purlty establlshed a 

llne which the ancient Jewlsh community Itself recognized as 

a dividing line between Itself and the gentile world, a 11ne 

across which the pious would not step. Although the later 

RabbInlc traditIon decided that dietary pUlity was not a 

sufflciently crucial point of the law to calI for martyrdom, 

lt has remained to this very day as an important part of 

that line of demarcation carefully observed by religious 

Judaism. If the term "Jewish" in "Jewish Christianity" Is 

to mean more than merely an ethnlc group, then "Jewlsh 

Christianity" must designate a positIon which requires 

clrcumcislon and reverence for the Hosaic Law, includlng 

Sabbath observance and dletary purity, at least for Its 

Jewish adherents. 
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4.7 Excursus a 
Jewish Dietary purity ln Gentile Sources 

The practice of circumcision and the observance of the 

Sabbath vere frequently noted, and usually ridiculed, by 

pagan observers of Judalsm. The dletary practlces of the 

Jewish natIon vere, however, also frequently commented upon 

vIth greater or lesser inslght by pagans. Henahem sternls 

tvo-volume Greek And LatIn Authors Qn ~ ~ Judaism 

contains a useful collection of passages, vhlch has served 

as a basis for the follovlng survey. The Jewish abstinence 

from pork seems partlcularly to have lnterested gentlle on­

looker~. strabo of Amaseia (c. 64 B.C.E.- c. C.E. 25) 

believed that Jews abstalned from aIl meat (~Geograohy 2i 

Strabo XVI, 2:37). Eplctetus (c. A.D. 50-130) makes the 

partlcularly lnterestlng comment: "Come, tell me, are ail 

thlngs that certaIn persons regard as good and fitting, 

rightly 50 regarded? And 15 lt possible at this present 

time that aIl the opinions vhich Jevs, and Syrians, and 

Egyptians and Romans hold on the subject of food are rightly 

held?- And hoy can it be posslble?- But, l fancy, It ls 

absolutely necessary, if the vievs of the Egyptlans are 

right, that those of the others are not rlght; if those of 

the Jews are weil founded, that those of the others are 

not .... ThIs 15 the confllct betveen Jevs and Syrians and 

Egyptlans and Romans, not over the question whether holiness 

should be put before everythlng else and should be pursued 

in ail clrcumstances, but whether the partlcular act of 

eatlng swlne ' s flesh i5 holy or unholy." (Epictetus 
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Dlssertatlones I.XI.12-13; and I.XXII.4, Loeb Classical 

Llbrary translation). parallel comments on characteristic 

dlfferences in dietary purlty were made in the second 

century by Sextus Empiricus, which are of 

interest to quote at some length: 

sufficient 

"Similar things to these lreferrlng to the preceding 

discussion about the varlet y of vlews on religion and the 

gods) are found also ln respect of food in people's worship 

of the gode. For a Jew or an Egyptian priest would eooner 

die rather than eat pork, a Lybian considers tastlng mutton 

to be one of the most unlawful things, sorne Syrians think 

the same about doves, and others about cattle. It ie right 

to eat fish in some temples, but in others it is 

sacrilegious. Of the Egyptians who are deemed to be wise, 

some believe it to be unholy to eat the head of an animal, 

others the shoulder-blade, others the feet, others some 

other part. A priest of Zeus Casios at Pelusium would not 

offer an onion in sacrifice, just as a priest of AphrodIte 

in Lybia would not taste a garlic. They keep away from mlnt 

in sorne temples, in sorne from [another var let y of mlnt?), ln 

some from celery. Some say it wou Id be better to eat the 

heads of our fathers than to eat beans. But to others these 

things are Indifferent. We consider it unholy to eat dogs' 

flesh, but sorne Thracians are reported to eat dogs. In the 

same vay thls was customary vith Greeks, on account of which 

Dlocles, urged on by the physlcians, ordered dog-meat be 

glven to certain of the patients. Some even, It ls said, 
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eat human flesh indifferently, which is considered to be 

unholy by us. If the thlngs pertalnlng to rellg10us and 

irreligious actions came naturally, they would have been 

practlced ln the same way by aIl. (Sextus Empiricus, 

HYDotyposes III, 222-226, Teubn:r, trans, by present 

author). 

Plutarch was weIl aware that Jews abstained from pork; 

the questlon posed ln hls Table-talk ls whether they abstain 

from reverence or aversion for the pig (Noralia, Table-talk 

IV, Question 5). Juvenal also refers to the abstinence from 

pork (Satire XIV, 96-106). Hore Interesting are the 

comments of Tacitus, who besldes referrlng to the Jewlsh 

abstinence from pork, also refers to the division at 

mealtlmes: " the Jews are extremely loyal toward one 

another, and always ready to show compassion, but toward 

1 
J every other people they feel only hate and enmlty. They sit 

apart at meals ..• " (Tacitus, Histories V. 5.1-2, Loeb 

Classical Library translation). 
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4.8 Excursus l 

Romans and 1 Corlnthians 

ln Rom 14 and 1 Cor 8-11 questions of dlet are again 

ralsed. The tone Paul adopts ln these letters ls quite 

different from his strong reactions ln Antioch and in his 

letter to the Galatlans. This leads Brown and others to 

conclude that Paul changed his view on the role of Jewish 

dletary purlty ln Chrlstlanity. The texts do not support 

this view, and ln fact give further evidence that Brown's 

general schema is incorrect. 

The importance of PaulIne material for thls 

dissertation Is the distInction between Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty 

and gentlle Chrlstlanlty, and not PaulIne theology. Thus, 

this dIssertatIon viII not be concerned with declding 

whether or not Paul'5 theology 15 con31stent or coherent,19 

nor whether or not his practice was in general conslstent. 20 

only two questions are crltlcal for thls excursus ln 

dlscusslng Romans 14 and 1 C~r 8-10: did Paul continue to 

ho Id that Jevlsh dietary purlty has no fundamental place ln 

Chrlstianity (against Srovn's minor assumptlon)? and, do 

these sections reflect a gentlle Chrlstlanlty whlch had 

theologlcal or ecclesl01og1cal positions distinct from 

Jewlsh Christlanlty (agalnst Brown's major assumption)? 

There can be no doubt that ln hls letter to the Romans, 

Paul continues to hold Jewlsh dletary purlty to have no 

place in Christianlty.21 He emphatically tells them, "1 

know and am convinced in the Lord Jesus that nothlng 19 
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lmpure ln itself" (Rom 14:14) and "aIl things are clean" 

(Rom 14:20). Given Paul's positions ln Galatians, it is 

clear these statements in Romans mean that Paul excludes at 

least Jewish dietary purity from Christianity. Paul did nct 

change his views on Jewish dietary purity ln his letter to 

the Romans. 

It appears that the majority in Rome shared Paul's view 

and thus represent a gentile Christianity distinct from the 

Jewish Christianity of Jerusalem. There is not enough 

information ln Romans, however, to be certain of the 

position of those whom Paul characterizes as weak in the 

falth. Their practices could have been a form of dietary 

pUlity coming flom another religious tradition, or perhaps 

vegetarianism and abstinence from wine introduced to avoid 

meat and wine offered to pagan gods. If this was the case, 

then neither the "strong" nor the "weak" were observing 

Jewish dietary purity, and neither group could be classified 

as Jewish Christian. But given the reference to the 

observance of certain days (Rom 14:5), and the fact that 

some of the Roman Christians were Jews (probably indicated 

by Rom 2:17-3:8; 7:1, and by some of the names in Rom 16), 

it seems more likely that the dietary practices referred to 

22 vere based on Jewlsh dietary purity. If this is 50, then 

the chur ch at Rome provides another striking example of a 

division between Jewish Christians and gentile Christians on 

the basis of Jewlsh dietary purity. In either case, the 

situation of the Roman chur ch would contradict Brown's 

schema by shoving a gentile group living dellberately as a 
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gentlle group within Chrlstlanity, dlfferent its 

observances fr~m the Jewish Chrlstlanity of Jerusalem. 

ln 1 Cor 8 Paul demonstrate~ the same attitude toward 

diet as he does ln his letter to the Romans: "Food will not 

bring us before God: nelther lf we do not eat are we 

lacklng, nor If we eat do we have more" (1 Cor 8:8).23 

Thus, in paul's vlew, food 15 a matter of Indlfference wlth 

respect to God. He ls ready, however, to counsel agalnst 

eatlng food offered to pagan gods when It could cause harm 

to another Chrlstlan (1 Cor 8:1-13). Thls 15 not dletary 

purlty, because the food Itself Is not subject tr ~rlty or 

Impurlty, nor ~s the eateri what Is at issue is the good of 

the weaker fellow Chrlstlan. 

In 1 Cor 10:19-21, Paul counsels agalnst eatlng food 

offered to idols on the grounds that a person cannot share 

both the table of God and the table of demons. Sorne mlght 

hold that this argument of Paul's, unllke the earller one, 

could be construed as belng based on a prlnclple of rltual 

dletary purlty. Such a problem Is not relevant to thls 

dissertatlon, unless it could be shown that by thls 

reasoning Paul was introduclng speclflcally Jewlsh dletary 

purlty Into hls proclamatlon. It would be very dlfflcult to 

demonstrate on the basls of thls one short argument that 

Paul, in contradiction to his frequently and strongly stated 

view, wlshed his Corinthlan converts to practlce Jewlsh 

dletary purity. 

contrary to Brown's basic thesis, 1 Corinthlans assumes 
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a gentile Christian congregation which held a position 

distinct from Jewish Chrlstianity. The py.oblems ailuded to 

in 1 Cor 8 and 10 show that at least some part of the 

congregation took paul's vievs on diet so thoroughly to 

heart that they did not observe any religiously motivated 

restraint vhatsoever in what or vith vhom they ate. In his 

remonstrance, Paul does not ask them to adopt a Jewish 

Christian position. The dietary observance he does calI 

them to- the avoidance of food offered to idols- he tries to 

set on a moral basis. Whether one considers this dietary 

counsel to be moral or ritual, its resemblance to the first 

article of the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15 is unmistakable. 

In Luke's st ory, the object of the Couneil which issued this 

decree vas to decide upon the basis on which gent lIes vouid 

be admitted into the Christian church. The promulgation of 

the Apostolic Decree, far from assimilating the gentiles to 

the Jevs, offieially sanctioned the distinction between 

Jevish Christians and gentile Christians. Thus, while Paul 

probably did not knov this, the general rejection of Jewish 

dietary purity coupled vith strong adviee aga1nst eating 

food offered to idols eomes very close to Luke's 

understanding of gentile Chrlstianity. 

This short review of Rom 14 and 1 Cor 8-11 has 

supported the conclusions drawn in the body of chapter four. 

Although much less vehement in his rhetorie, Paul continues 

ta hold that Jevish dietary purity has no constitutive place 

ln Christianlty. Romans and 1 Corinthlans have been found 

to support the evidence of Galatians and Acts for ft gentile 
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Chrlstlanlty which was distInct from Jewish Chrlstianity and 

which dld not observe Jewish dietary purIty. The exIstence 

of thls gentl1e Christlanlty, as outlined ln chapter four, 

contradlcts assumptlons so fundamental to Brown's schema of 

early church development that Brown's schema must be judged 

untenable. 

152 



( 

( 

~) MT 15:1-20: JEWISH DIETARY PURITY REJECTED 

5.1 Introduction 

Jewish dietary purity is at Issue ln Mt 15:1-20. 

Chdpter 

cr 1 tical 

four has established Jewish dietary purity as n 

and decisive issue in the division between Jewish 

Christianity and gentile Christianity. The object of this 

chapter ls to establish clearly the position a:lopted on 

Jewish dietary purlty in Mt 15:1-20. 

The main contribution of this chapter toward the thesis 

that Matthew does not reflect a Jewish Christian position is 

t:)e demonstration that Mt 15:1-20 rejects t~e concept of 

dietary purity. However, a secondary contribution to the 

thesis cornes as a by-product of the method employed lü 

ana lyse Mt 15: 1-20. In a careful compar ison of Mt 15: 1-20 

with Mk 7:1-23, It 15 shown that the Matthean pericope rnay 

be satlsfactorily understood as a redaction of the parallel 

Marcan text, without need of assuming a Jewish Christian 

background or bias on Matthew's part. This subsidiary 

contribution to the thesls finds Its strength ln the fact 

that one might expect a Jewish Christian background or blas 

to be especlally prominent in a section such as this where a 

distlnguishlng characterist1c of Juda1sm 1s under 
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discussion. slnce space and tlme constralnts prevent th!! 

analysis fr~m being extended to cover the vhole of the 

Gospel of Matthev, and because it is more subjective in 

nature than an argument based r,., the acceptance or rejection 

of dietary purity, lt vill only be considered as minor 

confirmation of the thesis. The demonstration of the thesis 

stands upon the decisive role of Jevish dietary purity in 

dividing Jewish and gentile Christianity. 

The argument of this chapter i5 bascd on the Two Source 

hypothesis of synoptic yelationsh\ps. (For a general 

discussion of the position of this dissertation on the Two 

Source hypothesis, see the introduction, section 3.) 

According to that theory, ùs generally accepted today, 

Matthew used Mark as his primary source, adding material he 

held in common with Luke (usually referred to as "Q") and 

mate~ial which is unique ta his gospel (often called "M"). 

With the exception of a short section against the Pharisees 

(Mt 15:12-14), Mt 15:1-20 15, according to the Two Source 

hypothesis, entirely a Matchean redaction of Mk 7:1-23. 

On the assumption that Matthev used Mark as his source 

for this pericope, the greatest quantitative changes which 

Matthew makes in Markls text are the omission of Markls note 

on traditional rltual cleansing (Mk 7:3-4) and the addition 

of the logia on the Pharisees (Mt 15:12-14). Next in 

quantitative importance is his transposition of the 

quotation from Isaiah to a later point in the section. Seme 

repeated statements are resolved into single ones, a fev 
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clauses are dropped and one added. Beyond these, Matthew 

makes several small adjustments to arrive at a final form 

which is almost one quarter shorter than Hark's. If the 

logla on the Pharlsees are not counted, Matthew's text 15 

fully one thlrd shorter than that of Mark. ln what follows, 

the text of Matthew will be cornpared to its Marcan source 

section by section. It 15 assumed that the reader has before 

her or hlmseli a GreeK synopsis of thls material. 

5.2 

In his introduction to the perlcope, Matthew elimlnates 

Mark's long explanatory note on Jewish ritual cleansing. In 

the Marcan version, the text opens with the arrivaI of the 

Pharlsees and scribes who notice that sorne of Jesus' 

disciples eat wlth unclean, that ls, unwashed hands. The 

story ls then interrupted by this note which explalns the 

practice, identifies It as ~ürt of the tradition of th~ 

eIders, and gives other exarnples of this tradition as it 

touches on ritual dietary purity (with the exception of "and 

beds," if in (act these wo!ds should be part of the text). 

The text then picks the story up agaln and has the opp~nents 

ask why the disciples transgre5s the tradition of the eIders 

by ~ating vith unclean hands. In the Matthean text, the 

reader learns ~hat the disciples are not living by the 

tradition of the eIders by ~ating with unwashed hands in 

statements by the opponents themselves, wlthout any 

intrusion by the narrator. 

It i5 generally held that Matthew eliminates the note 
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on tradltlonal ritual cleansing (Mk 7:3-4) because the 

background information given there was not needed by 

Matthew's Jewish Christian audience (e.g. Fenton 249, 

Bonnard 225). Since there is much debate about the accuracy 

of Hark's comments, it could also be argued that Matthew 

eliminates this note because his readers wouid have known it 

to be inaccurate. These explanations, plausible as they may 

be, are, however, not necessary to explain the Matthean 

omission. As we have already noted, an examinatlon of 

~atthean and Marcan paraileis shows that Matthew tends to 

abbreviate Hark's text. Abbreviation with an eye to the main 

points of the story can explain this omission. AlI that is 

necessary for the story being told in this section ls 

present ~n the Matthean text. In their accusation, the 

Pharisees and scribes say that the disciples transgress the 

tradition of the eIders by eating without washing their 

hands. The first verse of Hark's special note adds that the 

Pharisees 

(whatever 

tradition 

and aIl Jews unless they wash their hands pugmêi 

that may mean) do not eat, thus keeping the 

of the eIders. While Hatthew's calling hand-

washing a "tradition of the eIders" would perhaps imply to a 

Hellenistic reader that this was a general Jewlsh practlce, 

the followjng story is compreh~nslble whether hand-washing 

15 assumed to be a general Jewish practlce or only a special 

Pharisaic tenet. The rest of the comments in Mark's special 

note play no role whatsoever ln the story . 

assumptions about Matthean background are 

If no special 

i ntroduced, the 

simplest explanation for the omission of Mark's explanations 
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at this point is the ellmlnatlon of unnecessary detal1s in 

conformlty vith Matthev's vell demonstrated policy of 

conclseness. 

Mt 15:1-2 brlngs together Mark's introduction (Mk 7:1), 

the observation on the disciples' conduct (Mk 7:2), and the 

lmplled attack (Mk 7:5). Pharlsalol ~ grammatel~ of Mt 

15:1 corresponds not only to Pharisaiol ~ tines ~ 

2 grammateQn of Mk 7:1, but also to hQl Pharisaloi ~ QL 

grammateis of Mk 7:5. Mark ls forced to repeat the 

designatlon of the people asklng the question because he 

Inserts a long explanatory note betveen Introducing thern and 

relatlng the!r question. No repetltlon 15 necessary for 

Matthew slnce he drops thls note on rltual cleansing. The 

Pharlsees' and scrIbes' questIon in Mt 15:2 is an even 

clearer example of the Matthean policy of rephrasing in one 

clear staternent what Mark expresses repetltlvely in two or 

more separate statements. The second part of the Pharisees' 

and scrIbes' question in Mt 15:2 is most closely parallel to 

the correspondlng question in Mk 7:5, but also reflects 

Hark's report on the Pharisees' and scribes' observation of 

the disciples' conduct ln Mk 7:2, just before the note on 

rltual cleansing. As 15 the case with Mark's repetitlon of 

"Pharisees and scribes," thls rephraslng of the earlier 

observation as a question has probably becorne necessary for 

the sake of clarlty after the train of the narrative is 

Interrupted by the digression on the tradition of the 

eIders. Hatthev, not having thls digression, can fuse the 
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two lnto one clear question. 

Matthew changes the verb in the first clause of the 

scribes and Pharisees' question from ~ DeriDatousin to 

parabainousin. The original Marcan verb is commonly held to 

be a technical term: "The Palestinlan origln of ~he [Marcanl 

story 15 revealed by the use of perlpateO (il 9), used here 

only in the Synoptlc Gospels ln the Hebralc sense of 'to 

live' or "conduct one's life" (halach) (Taylor 377). Allen 

agrees that Hark's 15 a "more technical" term (Allen 163). 

This view may weIl be correct, nevertheless peripateo 

functions in a comprehensible way in Greek with no reference 

to usage in Hebrew. While Houlton comments that in the 

sense required here, anastrephesthal would be the correct 

teym (Houlton Grammar, prologue 11), in his Vocabulary he 

notes that Henander uses peripateo ln a sense almost equal 

to "to live" in Epitr. 12, while Liddell and Scott cite it 

ln a metaphorical sense meaning "to live" in Philodemus 

(peri parrêsias, dated first century BCE). It ~ight still 

be objected that Hatthew reduces the severity of the charge 

against the disciples, since the charge of "not living 

according to the tradition of the elders" (whether a 

technical term or not~ Is far more sweeplng than the mere 

charge of transgression (parabaino) at a particular point. 

However, the charge Is Immediately specified in Hark's text 

as eating with unwashed hands, so that Mark's text is at 

exactly the same level of specificity as Hatthew's. 

Matthew's text of 15:2a is thus a clear and comprehensible 

re-phraslng of Hark's text as understood purely from the 
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polnt of vlew of the Greek language. 

Mark uses the term kolnais chersin ln both the parts 

fused by Matthew, but ln the flrst part glosses It wlth 

tout'estln an1ptols, whl1e ln the dlgression he uses the 

verb niptomal (mlddle). Matthew drops the term kolnais 

entlrely, and uses only the other term, nlptomal. The 

particular Matthean use of the kQlnos family of words is of 

slgnificance for the thesls being advanced in this chapter. 

This usage wIll be noted, and conclusions drawn at the 

appropriate places ln the discussion of Mt 15:1-20. A 

general excursus on the term koinos is to be found at the 

end of this chapter. 

5.3 ~ 15:3-9 

5.3.1 General 

The section Mt 15:3-9 functions as a general 

condemnation of the tradition of the eIders. In Mt 15:2 the 

Pharlsees and scribes attack Jesus (or at Ieast his 

disciples) by asking why his disciples transgress the 

tradition of the eIders. The case they raise Invoives hand-

washing. Jesus counter attacks by asking them why they 

transgress the command of God on account of thelr tradition. 

The case he raises is one in which their tradition Is 

formulated in a way which Ieads a person to disobey God's 

commandment to honour his parents (see the discussion of 

korban in 5.3.2). This example 15 Dot dealt with as a 

specific and uDusual case of perversity. If this were the 
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case, It would be no answer to the question why his 

disciples transgress the tradition at another, totally 

unrelated point. Rather, Matthew 15:3b ls seen as a 

representative case, which can by a genera1 condemnation of 

the tradition answer any attack on non-observance of the 

tradition. This point cannot be overstressed: if the 

Matthean Jesus genera11y accepts the tradition of the 

elders and only criticizes it at thls point of evasion of 

responslbillty to parents, then Mt 15:3-9 15 not an answer 

to what precedes it. If, however, Mt 15:3-9 does in fact 

loglcaIIy fo1low Mt 15:1-2 and ls a response to the question 

there, then Mt 15:3-9 must be understood as a general attack 

on the tradition of the eIders. 

A survey of sorne Matthean conflict stories tends to 

support the 

tradition of 

contention 

the elders. 

that this sectlon rejects the 

In the other conflict stories, 

Jesus accepts a common basis of argument, usua1ly the 

Scriptures, and defeats his opponents on that basis. Satan 

when tempting Jesus (Mt 4:1-11) once quotes from the 

Scripturesj Jesus does not dispute the value of Scripture, 

but quotes a more appropriate Scrlpture in response. When 

Jesus's disciples are criticized for plucking grain on the 

Sabbath (Mt 12:1-8 par Mk 2:23-28), again Scrlpture ls not 

attacked, but rather another Scripture Is quoted. Matthew 

adds to his Marcan source another argument quoting 

Scripture, and a taunt claiming that the opponents would not 

have accused the innocent If they had understood a 

particular Scriptural section. In Mt 12:22-30 (par. Mk 
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3:22-37) Jesus is accused of casting out demons by the 

prince of demons. Jesus opposes them vith a logical 

argument vhich presumably both sides vould admit. He then 

further, in a section absent from Mark, argues his innocence 

on the commonly accepted basis that both he and his 

opponents' disciples cast out demons. ln the controversy on 

divorce (Mt 19:1-9 par Mk 10:2-9), the dispute opens vith 

exchanges based on common acceptance of Scripture. When the 

Pharisees object to Jesus' position vith an argument based 

on the Mosaic Law, Jesus does not attack the Mosaic Law, but 

rather those who received it: God's true will vas not 

perverted by Moses, but rather he allowed a concession 

because of the people's stubbornness. Jesus reveals God's 

true vill, vithout insulting Moses. When the authority of 

Jesus i5 questioned (Mt 21:23-27 par Mk 11:27-33), Jesus 

links the argument to the question of John. Here the 

discussion breaks off because the opponents- not Jesus-

refuse the suggested common basis for discussion. When 

Jesus is questioned on the problem of paying taxes to Caesar 

(Mt 22:15-22 par Mk 12:13-17), Jesus chooses, and his 

opponents unvittingly accept, the inscription on a coin as 

the common ground. Finally, the question about resurrection 

(Mt 22:23-33 par Mk 12:18-27) is raised on the basis of the 

Scriptures. Jesus accepts the common basis, but argues that 

the Sadducees understand neither the Scriptures not the 

power of God. Jesus gives the correct Interpretation based 

on knovledge of the Scriptures and the power of God. 
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If this ls a fair selection of controversy etories, we 

May conclude that the general pattern lncludes the 

acceptance of a com~on basls, from whlch Jesus then develops 

his position and defeats his opponents. The common basis 15 

usually the Scrlptures, although a number of other common 

bases are also represented. The controversy in Mt 15 

proceeds ln a totally dlfferent manner. The opponents 

challenge, referring to the "tradition of the eIders." If 

Jesus had accepted the validity of the t~adltion of the 

eIders, one might have expected an argument taking the form 

of the arguments found ln the other controversy stories. 

Jesus would not attack the tradition, but show by deeper 

understanding of this tradition and of the power of God how 

one cornes to a correct understanding (cf. resurrection 

controversy). Or perhaps he might accept their coin, that 

15, the tradition of the eIders, and turn it against them. 

Or he might have linked his authority to that of John, and 

thus frightened his opponents out of continulng their 

criticism. Or he might have argued that he was showing 

God's true will, which the basically good tradition had 

allowed to be mitigated due to the people's stubbornness 

(cf. divorce controversy). Or he might have shown a logical 

Inconslstency in their attack, adding perhaps that on 

occasion even the Pharisees do not wash their hands (cf. 

prince of the demons controversy). Or he might have found a 

basis in the commonly accepted tradition vhy at least his 

disciples vere justified in this action, capping it off with 

a taunt that if they really understood the tradition, the y 
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would not condemn the innocent (cf. plucking on the 

Sabbath). Or finally, he could have simply quoted a more 

appropriate tradition. But he does none of these things. 

He seeks no common ground in the tradition of the elders. 

What he does do breaks entirely with the pattern Matthew 

otherwise follows in his controversy storles. Jesus does 

not accept the basis or logic of the attack and show the 

error of the attack. He lnstead attacks the very idea of 

the tradition to which the Pharisees and scribes refer. 

The attack on the scribes and Pharlsees ln Mt 23 does 

not formally contradict the precedlng argument, since the 

attack ls not a controversy story. It does nevertheless 

pose a problem in that it appears to make Jesus approve of 

the authority of the Pharisees. This may be a traditional 

unit whlch Matthew has retalned even though It contradlcts 

the general redactional intent of Matthew, but 

explanations are Possible. 3 

other 

This Hatthean section, after opening with a counter 

attack agalnst scribes and Pharisees, and rejectlng the 

tradition of the eIders buttressed by what Is presented as a 

conclusive example, characterlzes the opponents as 

"hypocrites," and final1y brings this section to a 

conclusion vith a thundering quotation from the prophet 

Isaiah. The Scriptures are thus shown to foretell the 

Pharlsalc attempt to replace the commandments by thelr own 

tradition. 
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5.3.2 The "Korban" Section 

The question in Mt 15:1-2 and the issues ln Mt 15:3-9 

are quite distinct. The first part concerns the question of 

the washing of hands before eating. This practice may have 

been part of a Pharisaic program to eat aIl meals in astate 

of ritual purity. Both the New Testament and the later-

redacted Hishnah are witness to the fact that questions of 

ritual purity were matters of much discussion in Judaism 

during the first centuries of the common era. The 

discussion in Mt 15:3-9 does not deal at all vith ritual 

purity. 

There is a vide and genelal current of Interpretation 

of Ht 15:3-9. According to Allen's volume on Matthev in the 

International Clitical Commentary (1907): 

The custom which the Lord vas reproving vas this, 
that the scribes alloved a man by a formula to dedicate 
aIl his property to the Temple, and so escape the dut Y 
of supporting his parents. A legal formula thU5 became 
more sacred than the divine command expressed in 
Scripture. In Mt. this is described thus: 'Hoses said, 
Honour thy father etc. But you say, A man need not 
honouI.' (Allen 164) 

J.C. Fenton expresses a similaI viey in his 1963 commentary: 

The example from ~ tradition (v. 3) is a regulation 
for vovs: a man could set apart his property fOI God, 
while retaining the rlght to use it himself, and thus 
prevent Its use by anyone else- e.q. in this case by 
his father. (Fenton 250) 

Even the great champions of Jevish background- W.F. Albright 

and C.S. Hann- give a similar Interpretation: 

By ailowing a man to dedicate his property and 
possessions to the temple, the oral law (~ tradition 
~ ~ eIders) had in effect permitted a man to escape 
the obligations of the fifth commandment (Exod xx 12). 
In this way an oral tradition could emoty God's ~ 21 
meaning. (Albright and Man" 184) 
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Setting aside for the moment the value of this 

tradition of Interpretation as an ~nderstanding of the 

Hatthean text, let us examine the possible historical 

referent of this texte That is to say, let us investigate 

the extent to which this text may reflect an historicai 

situation in the time of Jesus' ministry, or at least an 

historical situation very early in the church's history, 

while it vas still functionlng vithin Judaism. 

The common Interpretation seems to be the followlng: 

there was a tradition that a man could, by pronouncing a 

certain legal formula, donate aIl his possessions to the 

Temple (or to God). Once his possessions belonged to the 

Temple, he was no longer free to dispose of sorne of them for 

the support of his parents, presumably in their old age. 

The donor nevertheless would have retained the use of his 

possessions for himself. The unscrupulous could thus make 

use of this formula of dedication to escape supportlng their 

parents. Slnce the command to honour one's parents 

obviously impiies supporting them economically when need be, 

thls tradItion had the effect of contradicting God's law. 

The word "dOron," which is a key term here, Matthew has 

taken from Hark, where it translates the Hebrew or Aramaic 

korban. This translation in the Marcan text agrees with the 

Septuagint, which also translates korban as dOron (65 times 

thusi once as dOreisthai, according to the work of Camilo 

Dos Santos 186). This usage is attested for the perlod of 

the composition of the gospels by Its occurrence in 
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Josephus' Antlgultles 1 V , 73, and by archeologlcal 

artlfacts. A tomb discovered durlng construction work in 

the suburbs of Jerusalem and dated to the first century 

C.E., waa found to contain an ossuary with an inscription 

Includlng the word korban. 4 The translatlon has been 

subject to debate, but Fltzmyer renders It thus: 

AlI that a man may flnd-to-his-proflt ln thls ossuary 
(is) an offerlng to God from hlm who ls withln It 
(Fitzmyer 96) 

Though not slrlctly referrlng to a person's "property," this 

inscription, wh!ch is probably roughly contemporary with the 

gospels, gives an example of the use of korban ln a man's 

dedlcatlon of somethlng to God. Fltzmyer further notes the 

discovery of a stone jar inscrlbed with th~ word ~ in an 

excavation near the temple area (Fitzmyer 100). The word 

identifies the j~r as a gift, most likely for temple 

servlce. The hlstorical background for the use of the word 

korban for a glft to God or to the Temple ls thus falrly 

weIl established for the appropriate periode 

The practlce of dedlcating a "glft," referred to as 

korban, may be weIl established, but the generally recp!ved 

interpretation of this text supposes a sllghtly more 

specialized meaning for this terme Bonnard does a good job 

of clearly tracing the steps from this meaning of korban to 

the one supposed in the common lnterpretation of thls 

passage: 

ce mot hébreu a revetu une trlple signification: 
d'abord le don, particulièrement à la divinit. (Exod. 
20.28; 40.43, etc.), puls le trésor du Temple (chez 
Josèphe, Guerre juive 2.175, cf. Hat. 27.6), puis la 
formule juive juridico-religleuse par laquelle on 
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soustrayait quelque chose à la vie profane pour en 
faire une offlandei c'est à ce troisième sens que notre 
texte fait allusion ... (Bonnard 228) 

It ls not vithout significance that Bonnard cites Blblical 

or Jewish passages for his first and second senses but not 

for his thlrd. Examination of Jewish texts may suggest a 

different third Interpretation. 

Reflection on the tractate Nedarim ("Vovs") in the 

third division of the Mishnah may g1ve clues as to a more 

llkely third Interpretation of korban and thus a more likely 

historical background for this section. "Nedarim" ls 

concerned with the regulation of vews. Perhaps the most 

common type of vow dealt vith in thls sectIon 15 the vow to 

abstain from something, or to deny someone else the use of a 

thing or of one's services. Most of these are introduced by 

the vord korban (or one of its substitutes, such as konam, 

kondh, or konas, aIl held to be equally bindlng), folloved 

by a reference to the thing or service to be denied. It may 

be, as Danby seems to imply in a note to his translation of 

the Mishnah (Danby 264 note 6), that when a person eut 

hlmself off from another by a vow, he said that anythlng 

vhlch the other mlght glve hlm should be to hlm like a 

offerlng to God (a korban), that ls, a thlng vhlch he vas 

not entitled to use. This usage might then have been 

extended by analogy to vovs where one declared he would not 

give a thing or render a service to another. Or it may be 

simply that people svore by the glft (korban) on the altar 

in rash oaths, as ls implied in Mt 23:18. Whatever the 

orig1n of this usage of the term, it is clear from the 
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Mishnah that when a person prefixed korban to a saying, that 

saying was held to have the force of a v~~. Whether or not 

the thing or service in question was really held to be 

specially dedicated to God Is not discussed ln the Mishnah: 

the questlon Is rather whether or not the denial of a thlng 

or service to the other person may be revoked. 

Nowhere in the Mishnah is there explicit discussion of 

why a person might pronounce the various types of vows under 

discussion. Because of the nature of many of the vows 

discussed, one is almost inevitably led to the conclusion 

that much of the background for this section is 

uttered in the heat of family arguments. This 15 

what Jacob Neusner assumes for his discussion of 

9:1-12 in his popular, llttle book Learn Mishn?~. 

sayings 

ln fact 

Nedarim 

If one has, in a fit of anger against father or mother, 

rashly uttered a vow such as "Korban, anythlng you mlght 

have benefited from me," what are the person's 

responsibilitles when he cornes to his senses? The problem 

is that one, through rash utterance, has fallen between two 

sets of Torah lavs: one set stresses the inviolability of 

vows to God (e.g. Nb 30:2-16; Lev 27:1-34; Dt 23:22-24), 

while the ot~~r set (more familiar to Chrlstlans) comprises 

the laws of filial piety, best represented by the fifth of 

the Ten Commandments. In this situation, to obey one is to 

break the other. Neoarim 9 seems to deal with cases similar 

to the one under discussion in Matthew, that Is ~here a 

man's vow in some way prejudices the rights or dignlty of 
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his parents. The fInal declsion of the Jewlsh Sages, as 

recorded ln Nedarlm 9:1, 15 that a man May repent of such a 

rash vow out of respect for his parents. The fact that 

there 15 some debate about this recorded ln the Hishnah, 

taken 

would 

into consideration along with the synoptic pericope, 

seem to indicate that sorne Jewish scholars in the 

early period may weIl have decreed that a man was bound by 

even such a vow. The declslon by a group of religious 

leaders that a vow offendlng parents must be honoured, would 

be based on a hlgh evaluation of the importance of Torah law 

on vows, and certainly not on a desire to circumvent 

obligation to parents. 

Decisions against parents' interest need not have been 

frequent to have been r~torlous. Just as modern courts are 

subject to popular a~ger and ridicule for letting the guilty 

c~f on a technicality, 50 an ancient court would have been 

despised and ridiculed for allowing a person to avoid 

supporting parents. The scandal would have been all the 

greater if the person had gone to the court to find a way to 

escape a rash vow, and the court had decreed on thls 

technical basls against what most have always felt to be 

right and juste As stressed here, such a decree would have 

been against the final, Jewish majority tr~~ition. Despite 

thls fact, the technical declsion of a Jewish court against 

parental support could have become known ln the gentile 

world, where It could have been seized by those with little 

sympathy for Judaism as an example of how "their law" works. 

There 15 sorne danger ln uslng Mishnalc material to 
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illuminate New Testament texts because the Hlshnah was 

redactea much later than the New Testament. Can Hishnaic 

discussions, and their pre-suppositions, be applied to the 

early first century? There is no general answer, but in the 

case of korban 1 belleve there are hints that the answer 

should be ln the affirmative. The nature of rash vows, as 

opposed to gifts to the Temple, is such that one would not 

expect archeological confirmation from artifacts. One does 

not normally inscribe a pot to immortalize a fight with 

one' s father. However, the warnlngs about oaths in the 

logia ascribed to Jesus in the New Testament seem to 

Indicate that rash oaths were in fact a problem in Jesus' 

time. Josephus is witness that there was a korban oath ln 

his time and earlier. In a section of Against Apion where 

he speaks of non-Jewish literary references to Jews and 

Jewish customs, he alludes to comments by Theophrastus in 

his book t&n: 

The 

he (Theophrastus) says that the laws of the Tyrians 
prohibit the use of foreign oaths, in enumerat1ng which 
he includes among others the oath called "Corban." Now 
this oath will be found ln no other nation except the 
Jevs, and, translated from the Hebrev, one may 
interpret it as meaning "God's g1ft." Against Apion 1 
167 (Loeb) 

context shows that, even though Josephus maintains the 

traditional translation "glft," he in fact presumes the 

thing in question not to be a g1ft, but rather an 

identifiable oath. If Josephus vas correct ln his 

understanding of Theophrastus, then there was a korban oath 

centuries before the New Testament; if Josephus was not 
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correct ln hls understandlng of Theophrastus, this Is stlll 

evidence that there was a korban oath of some kind which was 

already tradltlonal by the time of Josephus. Returning to 

the gospel, it should be noted that the Marcan form in 

questIon bears a general resemblance to the form of the 

korban vow as represented ln the Hishnah: the word korban 

(or its clrcumlocutlon) ls pronounced, then there 15 a 
5 reference to the thlng to be denled, just as ln Mark. 50, 

we know that there was a problem with oaths in New Test~ment 

tlmes, that there exlsted a korban oath, and that at least 

ln Mlshnalc tlmes a karban vow took a form generally like 

that found ln Hark. 

Presuming that the Mlshnah may be used as a source on 

thls questIon, let us revlew the hlstorlcal basls belng 

suggested here for Ht 15:3-9. In flts of anger, people 

sometlmes vowed that thelr parents should not beneflt from 

any of thelr money or possesBlons. On comlng to their 

senses, they consulted Pharlsees on how they mlght be 

released form thelr rash vows. Vows are regulated by the 

Torah. Because of thls the Pharlsees sometlmes (or at least 

on one notorlous occasion) declàed that a vow could not be 

broken even If It was Injurlous ta parents. 

The comman Interpretation of Mt 15:3-9 states that 

there vas a Pharisaic tradition vhich in effect alloved a 

person to clrcumvent responsibility to parents. If the 

hlstorlcal background suggested for Mt 15:3-9 on the basis 

of the Mlshnah ls correct, then what 15 at questIon ls the 

balanclng of two sets of Torah laws, those on vows and those 
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on flilai plety. It 15 posslble that some Pharlsees 

insisted that even rash vovs against parents must be 

observed. If this vas the case (and the Hishnah discussion 

strong1y suggests it vas), the motive of this discussion vas 

a high respect for Torah lav on vows. But It 15 very 

unlikely that this vas the majority position of the 

Pharisees. The final decision of the rabbis (vho are 

generally vieved as the successors of the Pharisees) vas in 

agreement vith Jesus, and agalnst vhat is here ascribed to 

the Pharisaic tradition. At an even more basic level of 

reasonlng, It seems hard to believe that a group which 

rendered decisions injurious to parents could successfully 

aspire to spiritual leadership in a nation. While the 

example of the Red Guard in China during the 1960's might be 

suggested as just such a case, the intervenlng decades have 

seen them and their thinking fall into disgrace, whl1e the 

Pharisees' power and prestige on the contrary became greater 

and greater (presuming the rabbis are in fact their 

descendants). For these reasons, a decision agalnst 

parental support cannot be considered a "Pharisaic 

tradition," as the common Interpretation clalms lt to be. 

Decisions against parental support by certain individuals, 

though excellent material in a polemic, do not constitute a 

fair basis to make of their Ideas the "tradition" of the 

whole group. Thus the generally accepted Interpretation of 

Mt 15:3-9 does not stand up vell to examination as an 

Interpretation of the hlstory lylng behlnd thls text. 
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Let us return to an examlnatlon of Mt 15:3-9 at the 

redactional level. The hlstorical basis for Mt 15:3-9 may 

be a problem about balanclng Torah lavs, yet the text ln Its 

present state does not seem to deal vith the problems this 

background raises. The Marcan text may still carry echoes 

of the attempt to reconcile two Torah lavs ln its 

introduction, where it says, "You set at naught the 

commandment of God in order that you may establlsh your 

tradition." In Matthew, hovever, any such echo (if that Is 

really what it i5 in Mark) is gone, his introduction being a 

simple rhetorical attack on the opponents' practice: "Why do 

you transgress the command of God on account of your 

tradit~on1" The technical cerm korban, omnipresent (in 

various guises) in the Mishnalc discussion of this question, 

present in Mark, and presumably a crystal clear term to a 

Jewish audience, ls dropped by Matthew. If thls had really 

been understood as a problem of veighlng commandrnents, a 

saylng on the welghtler rnatters of the law mlght have been 

in order here. If it had been understood as a problem of 

rash vovs, a saylng agalnst oaths- such as the one Matthew 

lncludes ln the Sermon on the Mount at Mt 5:33-37- vould 

certalnly have been ln order here. Nor ls there any 

hesitation in calling thls "the tradition" of Jesus' sertbal 

and Pharisaic opponents without any qualification. These 

observations make lt elear that, vhile the hlstorlcal 

background of Mt 15:3-9 may be a balanclng of vows (or 

perhaps an Infamous declslon), thls Is certalnly Dot the 

point that Matthew has in view. 
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The preceding discussion leads to an apparent problem, 

vhich is in reality easily resolved. The problem may be 

expressed in two ways. First, the above discussion calls 

into question the generally accepted explanation of the 

historical background lying behind Mt 15:3-9- yet this 

common explanation seems to be an accurate commentary on the 

point Matthew makes in this text. Or, viewed from the other 

direction, the historical background suggested by the 

Mishnah 15 not weIl reflected ln Mt 15:3-9. This is a 

problem, however, only if one assumes that Hatthew re-wrote 

the Marcan text vith a real understanding of the Jewish 

background. The problem disappears if the Two Source 

hypothesis is f~llowed with nv special added assumptions. 

In this latter case, the background suggested on the basls 

of the Mishnah may weIl be correct. If Matthew 15 worklng 

with Hark's text as his only source of information at this 

point, then it is not surprislng that he reflects little of 

the proposed actual historical background of the question. 

He could not be expected to know more of the background than 

that available in his Marcan source. Whether or not the 

commonlyaccepted Interpretation of Mt 15:3-9 is accurat~ as 

an explanation of Hatthew's redactional intent is thus 

uncoupled from any questions about Jewish background. The 

meaning of Matthew depends only on his Interpretation of 

Mark. To this we must now turn. 

5.3.3 Mt 15:3-9 as a Redaction of Mk 7:6-13 

According to the minor supposition of this chapter, Mt 
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15:3-9 may be satlsfactorlly understood as a redaction of 

the parallel Marcan section, without need of any added 

assumption of a Jewlsh Christian background or Jewlsh 

Christian blas Influenclng the redactlon. The crucial 

importance of this for the thesis ls the demonstrat~on that 

Matthew does not change the general meanlng of the Marcan 

source which is 50 opposed to the tradition of the eIders. 

It ls not argued here that we can now reconstruct how the 

Matthean redactor actually proceeded in his work. This 

section 15 rather intended to show how the logic of the 

contention of this chapter may be worked out in detall in Mt 

15:3-9. Whether or not the actual historical redactor 

proceeded by exactly these steps can of course not be known. 

In both the Marcan and Matthean versions of this story, 

Jesus does not deny that his disciples fail ta observe the 

tradition- in fact, he does not expllcitly answer the 

question at aIl, but rather moves to the attack. The attack 

is related to the opponents' questlon through the catch-word 

"tradition," although ln the flrst part of thls section It 

15 "the tradItion of the elders," while ln the second part 

"your tradition" ("tradition of men" once in Mark). 

A clue to the Matthean redactional form of thls story 

lies in the displacement of the Isaianic quotation. After 

the accusation that Jesus' disciples do not walk accordlng 

to the tradition of the eIders, Mark has Jesus calI their 

accusers hypocrites, and through Isaiah accuse them of 

serving God with their I1ps, whl1e thelr hearts are far from 
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hlm, teaching as God's what are in fact teachings of men. 

Nov, the mere fact that the scrlres and Pharisees vash thelr 

hands before eating is hardly a sufficient reason to accuse 

them of hypocrisy and fraud. The basis of Jesus' attack is 

to be found in the section vhich follovs, rather than in 

what precedes. If, however, the Isaianic quotation is 

removed, ve come immediately to the accusation Jesus makes 

against the Pharisees, and the narrative then builds to end 

with the Isaianic denunciation. At that point the terrn 

"hypocrites" has a logical basis and, rather than coming as 

an unprepared explosion, the Isaianic quotation aptly caps 

off the section. 

starting from the Marcan text, if the Isaianic 

quotation is removed one is left vith a double statement (Mk 

7:8 and 7:9). The statements in Mk 7:8 and 7:9 are 50 

similar that one May suspect vith Taylor (338-339) that Mk 

7:1-8 once circulated independently from Mk 7:9-13. If 50, 

Hk 7:8 would have served as a conclusion to the pericope on 

the washing of hands, perhaps somehow drawing this sense out 

of the scriptural quotation, while Mk 7:9 vould have served 

as the introduction to a pericope condemning a practice 

involving korban. To a limited extent, they still function 

this way in their present Marcan contexte Whatever the 

historical explanation, in their present context they are 

repetitive. In the Matthean context they would have been 

equally repetitive, and with the scriptural quotation gone, 

could not have served as conclusion and introduction as they 

May ln Mark. Matthew thus reduces the two to one, and 
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transforms it into a rhetorical question. This leaves a 

much more effective literary structure: 

Ht has altered the sequence of the verses in Hk. 
in such a vay that he makes a double antlthesis: "why 
do Thy disciples transqress?" v. 2; "Why do ye 
transgress?" v. 3; "God said," v. 4; "But you say," v. 
5i and makes the speech work up towards the rhetorical 
climax: "le hypocrites," etc. (Allen 163-164). 

Sorne see a Jewish influence ln this partlcular 

rhetorical construction: "Jesus answers their question with 

a counter-questlon in the rabblnic manner; the pattern 

'question, counter-question' is the work of the Evangelist, 

who has contrived it by the manipulation of his source" 

(Fenton 249-250). True as it may be that thls technique is 

rabblnlc, a glance at Plato's dialogues will show that thls 

question, counter-questlon pattern ls in no vay forelgn to 

the gentl1e world. Hatthew also had models for it vithln hls 

Marcan source: Mk 11:27-33, vhere Matthew copies It, and Mk 

10:2-12 where he modifles It. It ls further to be noted 

that Matthew applles the same redactional technique to both 

parts of the question, counter-question set (whlch 

corresponds to the flrst set of antitheses ln Allen's more 

apt descrlptlon). The question is a conflation of Mk 7:2 

and 7:5, whl1e the counter-questlon ls a conflation of Mk 

7:8 and 7:9. Both parts drop the accusing Marcan verbs and 

use rather the Matthean Darabain~. 

Matthev's second set of antltheses follov Markls very 

closely, varying in a slgnificant way only at a few points. 

The most strlklng change ls from "For Moses sald ... " ln Mark 

to "For God said ... " in Matthew. The change is not 
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religiously slgnIflcant ln 1tself, slnce Jews and Christlans 

wou Id agree that respect for parents 1s a command of God. 

Nor is it a change from Mark's earller narrative, since Hark 

tWice, once ln each of the preceding two verses, refers to 

"abandoning" or "setting aslde" the commandment of God. 

Mark then sets up as a contrast the Pharisees' and scribes' 

abandoning the command of God so as to follow their own 

tradition. Matthew Improves the stylistic consistency by 

referrlng to command of "God" rather than "Hoses". In the 

same way (as Allen also points out (p. 164» the literary 

affect ts greatly Increased ln Matthew compared to Mark ln 

the statement about the effect of the "g1ft". While ln 

Mark's version the statement that "you no longer let him do 

anythlng for his father or Mothern ls a conclusion drawn by 

Jesus, in Hatthew's version, by contrast, thls conclusion Is 

put into the mouths of the Pharisees and scribes themselves, 

so that their command is made explicitly the opposite of 

God's will. Matthew also drops the technlcai term korban 

(see the preceding section on "korban"). 

The three Old Testament quotations in this section 

of such a character as to support the thesis of 

chapter. The fiIst two citations, ~ iQn patera ~ 

are 

this 

u.n 
metera (Ex 20:12) and hQ kakalogOn patera ! metera thanatOi 

teleutatO (Ex 21:17) are taken word-for-vord from Mark (vith 

some manuscript hesltations over the presence of pronomlnal 

adjectives), and correspond to the Septuaglntal form of the 

texte The third Old Testament quotatlon in this section 
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clearly reflects Isaiah 29:13, and is a variant vithin the 

Septuagintal rather than the Hassoretic tradition. What is 

important for our york here i5 that with the exception of 

the insignificant change of houtos ~ ~ to ~ ~ 

houtos, Hatthew follovs Mark without trying to conform the 

citation to the Hassoretlc tradition. This concurs well 

vith the contention that this Matthean perlcope can be 

accounted for on the basis of the Marcan text vith no 

further reference to Jevlsh background. 

Hatthev's absolute dependehce on Mark for the quotation 

from Is 29:13 goes beyond Mere matters of the exact wording 

of the texte Stendahl has stated the matter in this way: 

The Ilne of thought in the quotation is vholly 
dependent upon the LXX's translation of maten whlch 
must revert to yethohu instead of the H.T.'s watbehi. 
The Targum agrees with the M.T. Even the syntactlcal 
form rests on the LXX. In the M.T., as in the Tarqum, 
the sentences are joined thus: Slnce this people 
approach me vith their mouth ... therefore 1 shall ... , 
vhile the LXX turns the causal clause into an 
affirmative clause; the quotatlon is based on thls. It 
15 impossible to decide whether Jesus referred to this 
passage in its Semitic form, or if the quotation is 
added in a church where the LXX scriptures vere used. 
ln the former case we must suppose that the LXX form 
appeared to fit even better than the Semitlc one, and 
thus Influenced the Greek renderlng; there is no direct 
vay from the one to the other. In any case the LXX 
form ls a ~ ~ n2n for the narratives of Mark and 
Matthew .... 

To summarlze, there i5 almost complete agreement 
between Mark and Matthew and equally clear i5 their 
dependence on the LXX; there is no dependence upon the 
H.T. Even Lagrange repudiates Zahn's assumption of 
such a dependence. (Stendahl 58) 

Glven the facts as Stendahl presents them, Matthew's exact 

following of Mark creates no difficulties for the thesis 

beinq defended in this chapter. Accordlnq to the thesls 

advanced here, if (as was probably the case) Matthew knev 
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the Scriptures very weIl, it 1s likely that he knew them 

only in the Septuagint form. 6 The difference from the 

Hassoretic text is then not problematic, since the form used 

in this story reflects the sense of the Septuaglnt qulte 

weIl. But if Matthew were Imagined to reflect a Jewish 

Christian background and bias, it would be necessary to 

explain why he was willing to put on the lips of Jesus a 

quotation from Isaiah wh1ch does not agree with either the 

Massoretlc text or the Targurn. 

The style in Mt 15:3-9 is more elegant than ln the 

Marcan source, but the thrust is the same: the Pharisees and 

scribes set aside God's law to establish thelr tradition. 

The understanding proposed here for Mt 15:3-9 does not 

presuppose any knowledge of Jewish background on Matthew's 

part. We may weIl suspect that the question on hand-washing 

circulated at one time separately from the attack on lack of 

respect for parents. Whether they dld originally go 

together, or were later artlficially jolned, they stand 

together in the Marcan tradition. Matthew takes them 

together and re-worles them as we have Indlcated. This re-

working makes lt even clearer that Jesus responds to the 

Pharlsees' and scribes' initial attack by clairning that they 

transgress God's command on account of thelr tradition. In 

fact, we have seen in the preceding section that Matthew 

does not seem to reflect the questions which were probably 

at issue at the or1g1n of this story in the tirne of Jesus or 

of the early church. The possible echoes of these roots 
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(balancing of two commandments, technical term korbao) still 

present in Mark are dropped in Matthew. In the long history 

of human confrontation, there are probably relatively few 

examples of arguments where the party attacked sticks 

strictly to the topic of the original accusation. But, the 

vay Mark and Matthew pass from the question of ritual purity 

to that of oaths without seeming to indicate ~ny 

appreciatlon of the change of topic (for example, by havlng 

the Pharisp.es protest) does seem easier to explain if one 

supposes a milieu where these questions were not currently 

debated. 

Even the generally held interpretation that Matthew is 

condemning a scribal practice that allowed a man to 

wi11fully circumvent the commandment to honour his parents, 

does not br.ing out clearly the Immediate function of this 

section in Matthew. The Immediate function of this section 

15 to give grounds fOI a sharp rejection of the tradition of 

the eIders, in answeI to the accusation of not washing 

before eatlng. Fer thls purpose, the story ln Mark gives 

Matthew enough information and It 1s not necessary to assume 

Matthew vas drawlnq on any further knowledge of Jewish 

background, or was writing vith a Jewish Christian blase 

5.4 Matthew 15:10-20 

5.4.1 General 

Mt 15:10-20 rejects dietary puritYf and holds purity to 

be excluslvely a moral category. As in the earller 

sections, 50 here it ls argued that the text of Mt 15:10-20 
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may be satlsfactorl1y understood as a redactlon of the 

parallel Marcan text, with no assumption of a Jewlsh 

Christian bias being necessary. Matthew does abbreviate and 

reformulate Mark's text in a more elegant fashion. He does 

not restrict the rejection of dietary ritudl purity to the 

question of hand-washing, or in any other vay alter the 

basic meaning of hls Marcan source. It ls here, in these 

eleven verses, that the Matthean position on Jewish dietary 

purity is most fully and clearly set forth. 

5.4.2 The parable (Mt 15:11, parallel Mk 7:15) 

The parable about what does and does not deflle a 

person ls the focus of Mt 15:10-20. 7 Following the Marcan 

order, the Matthean section has Jesus calI the crowd and 

tell them the parable. Then departing from Mark's text, 

Matthew underlines the importanc~ of the parable by having 

the d lsc 1 pIes say to Jes us l "You know tha t whe n the 

Pharisees heard this saying they vere greatly offended 

(eskandalisth@san)." This comment ls rather remarkable, 

sinee Matthew did not indicate that the Pharisees Were 

offended when their tradition was attacked (Mt 15:3-6), nor 

when they were called hypocrites (Mt 15:7-8), nor when the!r 

worship of God was called vain (Mt 15:9). In response ta 

the disciples' report about the Pharisees' reaction, Jesus 

pronounces two short warniuys against the Pharisees. After 

these sayings, Peter asks Jesus to explain "this parable" 

(some manuscripts omit "this"). One mlght then reasonably 

expect an explanation of one of the sayings against the 
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Pharisees. This reasonable expectation, about to be 

dlsappolnted, ls probably why some manuscrlpts do not have 

the word "this." Instead of an explanatlon of one of the se 

sayings, we are presented with an commentary on the parable 

about what does and does not deflle a person. The rest of 

the pericope ls devoted to a commentary on this parable. 

All of these elements, both those taken from Mark and those 

lutroduced by Matthew, concur to focus on the parable of Ht 

15:11 as the key statement of the Mt 15:10-20 section, and 

perhaps of the whole per it 'pe (Mt 1S: 1-20) • 

Given the claim that the Matthean redaction does not 

change Hark's fundamental rejection of dietary purity Iaw, 

it is useful to examine the Marcan source text ln sorne 

detail. To fully understand the Marcan parable ln Its 

context, it is necessary to examine not only the Marcan 

parable itseIf, but aiso to ask what Interpretation of this 

parable Hark assumes in his following commentary. 

Mark opens thls section by introducing the "crowd," 

whlch Is then to "hear" and "understand." ThIs Is followed 

by the parable, in the authorltatlve words of Jesus hlmself, 

whlch 15 the focus of this section. Accordlng to thls 

paroble, there ls nothing external whlch entering a person 

can render him unclean, but rather the thlngs which come out 

of a person render hlm unclean. In the parable itself It 15 

not indlcated what the thlngs from outside whlch enter a 

person mlght be. Wlthout the folIowlng Marcan explanatlon 

it would be far from clear what this refers to. Food, 
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liquids and air enter a person's mouth, vhile sights enter 

( the eyes and sounds the ears (n.b. "mouth h ls not speclfied 

in the Marcan parable). By means of sights and sounds, 

Ideas enter a person. Further, anything done to a person 

might be said to enter that person. In the same vay, the 

by-products of aIl these things- actions, ideas, food and 

drink- aIl may be said to come out of a person. In the 

absence of the clear explanation given by Hark, any 

combinat Ion of these possibillties could be construed as the 

meaning of the parable. 

In Mk 4:34, Mark set forth the principle that Jesus 

spoke to the crovds in parables, but in private he explained 

everything to his ovn disciples. This is what then appears 

to take place here. But 15 Hk 7:18-23 itself really an 

Interpretation of the parable? Few Marcan parables are 

accompanied by an Interpretation. The parables in the 

pericope on Jesus and Beelzebul (Mk 3:20-30) and the parable 

of the Vineyard and the Tenants (Hk 12:1-12) are made very 

cJear by their Immediate literary contexts. Tvo parables, 

this one on clean and unclean, and the Parable of the Soyer, 

are followed by sorne sort of a question by the disciples and 

then some sort of an explanation by Jesus. In the 

intprprecation of the Parable of the Soyer (Mk 4:13-20), 

each significant element in the story is explicltly or 

implicitly referred to, and linked vith its intended meaning 

(even if there are sorne Inconsistencies). This 15 not at. 

aIl the case with Hk 7:18-23. Flrst, the negative part of 

the parable 15 repeated ln a sllghtly dlfferent phraslng, 
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sllghtly clarlfylng the grammar so that the negative pronoun 

ouden Is changed to Rân and the negation ls moved nearer the 

verb, glvIng ~ dunatai. One might then expect the earller 

ouden plus description to be equated with something, as in 

the Interpretation of the Sower. But not so. One searches 

in vain for any explicit Interpretation. Nonetheless, as we 

shall see, it ls crystal clear what Mark thinks thls parable 

means. What we actually flnd in Hark's commentary appears 

to be the step whlch loglcally follows an Interpretat1on: an 

explanation, or perhaps even a defense, of the idea 

represented by the parable as implicltly interpreted here. 

That is, the Marcan commentary does not say that the parable 

means "x," rather lt assumes that the parable means "x," and 

explains why the position "x" ls the correct position. 

Let us examine the Interpretation ("x" in the argument 

above) which lies behind the explanation or defense to be 

found in the Marcan commentary. Mark has Jesus and his 

disciples go into a house away from the crowd, where the 

disciples ask him about the parable. Jesus repeats the 

first, negative half of the saying only slightly re-phrasing 

it, explalning that "the thlngs from outslde which go Into a 

person" do not go into hls kardla but rather Into hls 

stomach, Intestines and flnally are eilminated. Since thls 

traces the route of food through the body, the discussion 

clearly aS3umes that the "thlngs from the outslde golng ln" 

means "food." Jesus then slmilarly repeats the second, 

positive half of the parable only sllghtly re-phrasing 1t, 
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assurnlnq "that whlch cornes out of a person" means "moral 

evlls," as Indicated by the appended list of moral evlls. 

Once this key has been seized, the interpretation which 

the text assumes for the parable i5 clear. "That outslde a 

person which goes Into him" has been interpreted as "food." 

Applylng this Interpretation to "Nothlng that is outside a 

person which goes into him can render a person unclean" 

produces the meaning: "No food can render a person unclean." 

"The thlngs which come out of a person" has been interpreted 

as "moral vices," as indicated by the appended liste 

Applying this Interpretation to "The things which come out 

of a person are the things whlch render a person unclean" 

produces the meaning: "moral vices, as exempiified ln the 

appended list, are the things which render a persoo 

unclean." Thus by applying the Interpretation assumed by 

Jesus (in the Marcan text) of the enigmatic elements in the 

parable we arrive at the Interpretation underlying the 

Marcan commentary: "No food can render a person unclean. 

Moral vices are the things which render a person unclean." 

The parable thus interpreted according to the key 

deduced from the Marcan text contradicts the Torah. The 

flrst part of the "purity code" (Lv 11-16) explicitly 

declares large classes of animaIs unclean and forblds them 

as food. These prohibitions are also found in Dt 14:3-21. 

Beyond the class of animais unclean in themselves, a person 

is made unclean by eating any animal which has died of 

natural causes (Lv 11:40). Contrary to our parable as 

interpreted here, the Torah is quite emphatic that there are 
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large numbers of thlngs ftom the outslde vhl~h, enterlng a 

person, render hlm unclean. 

The incluslon of katharlz~ ganta ~ brOmata 15 a good 

Indlcatlon that ve have correctly under5tood the 

Interpretatlon supposed ln the Marcan commentary on the 

parable. Only If the parable 15 Interpreted as meanlng that 

dletary purlty 1~ rejected, May it be concluded that ln 50 

saylng Jesus "cleansed all food." As vlth the rest of the 

Marcan commentary, hovever, this statement does not set 

forth the meanlng of the parable (lt 15 not an 

"lnterpretation"), but rather explalns O~ defends the 

posltlon advocated by the parable if the parable 15 

interpreted ln thls vay (it ls an "explanatlon"). As 

symbollcally expressed above, the Marcan commentdry does not 

say that the parable means "x," rather It assumes that the 

parable means "x," and explalns vhy the posltlon "x" 15 the 

correct posltion. The phrase katharizOn ~ta tâ brOmata 

conflrms our clalm that thls positlon "x" 15 the vlev that 

denles dletary purlty. It has been necessary to deal thus 

far vlth the Marcan commentary on the parable before deallng 

vith the Matthean form of the parable so as to be able to 

understand the parable ln Its Marcan setting. Havlng done 

50, ve now turn to the parable itself in the Matthean text. 

The Matthean parable about vhat does and vhat does not 

defl1e a person (Mt 15:11) represents a re-edlting of Its 

Marcan source (Mk 7:15) at the level of grammar and 

vocabulary, but more slgnificantly It represents a re-
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edltlng 

style" 

at the level of what mlght 

(dlscussed in the next 

be called 

paragraph). 

"parabollc 

At the 

grammatical leve1, most of the changes May be seen as simple 

improvement. Harkis statement is long and complicated: a 

subject, ouden, modified by two subjective completions 

exOthen ~ anthrOpou and the participial phrase 

eisporeuomenon ~ auton, with the point coming in a 

subordinate clause hQ dunatai ~ auton. Matthew 

greatly simplifies and clarifies the statement: the 

partlciple ls used substantively and is made the grammatical 

sUbject of the sentence, exOthen ls dropped as loglcally 

unnecessary (what "goes in" must come "from outside") and 

the word which glves the punch, koinoi, is moved from being 

an infinitive in a subordinate clause to being the main verb 

of the whole sentence; and flnally the negative sense is no 

longer awkwardly expressed by a negative pronoun ouden, but 

is rather expressed by the adverbial ~ which negates the 

whole sentence. It should be noted that in the parable 

Matthew follows Mark and uses a word from the koinos family 

every time Mark does so in his parallel. Matthew does say 

that these things do not defile (koinol) a person. We 

recall that he did not follow Mark in referring to hands as 

defiled (koinais). 

At the level of meanlng (as opposed to grammar), the 

Hatthean parable represents a re-editing of the Marcan 

parable, in which the Marcan Interpretation has been 

introduced into the text of the parable itself. The Marcan 

parable asserts that there is nothlng external which 
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enterlng a person can render hlm unclean, but rather the 

thlngs whlch come out of a person render hlm unclean. In 

the discussion of the Marcan parable, It was argued that 

wlthout the subsequent Marcan Interpretation, "that whlch 

enters a person" could mean many dlfferent thlngs, Includlng 

food, water, alr, slghts, sounds, Ideas, thlngs done to the 

person- and even this list i3 far from exhaustive. "What 

cornes out of a person" could be the by-products or results 

of any of these thlngs. The subsequent Marcan discussion, 

however, clearly assumes that "that whlch goes lnto a 

person" means "food," and "that whlch comes out of a person" 

means moral vices. Matthew, however, changes "that from 

outslde a person golng Into hlm," an amblguous phrase, to 

"that whlch goes lnto the mouth." There can be no question 

that, apart from certain special contexts, ln ordlnary 

dlscourse when one refers to "that which goes lnto the 

mouth," such a phrase is understood to mean "food," or 

perhaps "food and drlnk."a Thus, the normal under3tandlng 

of Matthew's "that which goes lnto the mouth" would be 

"food," or perhaps "food and drink." So, It ls clear that 

Matthew has taken the Marcan Interpretation of the first 

half of the parable, and introduced It lnto the text of the 

parable Itself. In contrast to the situation obtalning ln 

the Gospel Accordlng to Mark, where the parable Itself ls 

enlgmatic about what ln fact does not deflle, ln Matthew it 

ls clearly implled ln the parable Itself that lt 15 food 

whlch does not deflle a person. 
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One may suspect that Matthew wrote the second half of 

the parable to be an elegant counterpolnt to the flrst half. 

What goes into the mouth does not deflle a person, rather 

what cornes out of the mouth deflles a person. Golng into 

the mouth represents food. Coming out of the mouth 

represents the expression of a person's Inner moral belng. 

Matthew has already linked inner moral being with what cornes 

out of the mouth in the dominical saying, unique to his 

gospel: "out of the over-abundance of the heart the mouth 

speaks" (Mt 12:34, where the context Is knowledge of whether 

a person is good or evll). This opinion he re-rei terates in 

his own words a few verses later in our section, "the things 

whlch come out of the mouth come out of the heart" (Mt 

15:18), followed by a llst of moral evlls. Of course, not 

aIl the sins listed are literally committed by word- but 

this 15 not the point. "Out of the mouth"- a person' s 

speech, his word- reflects the moral being. True to the 

Marcan interpretation, Matthew's parable denies that food 

de files, and asser ts that def ilement comes rather from the 

words and actions which Issue from the person. 

Matthew presents a parable which contradlcts the Torah 

on rltual purity. What may be said of the Marcan 

interpretation of the parable may therefore be said of the 

parable itself in Matthew. The Hatthean parable clalms, 

"not that which goes into the mouth deflles a person," 

whereas the "purity code" (Lv 11-16) and Dt 14:3-21 

explicltly declare large classes of animaIs to be unclean, 

and the former also declares that the eating of any animal 
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which has died of natural causes renders a person unclean. 

The slgnlflcance of thls parable cannot be over-

stressed. 9 As we have noted, Matthew has surrounded this 

parable wlth redactional markers which show It to be 

clucially important. He has altered the Marcan source 

parable by Introduclng the Marcan Interpretation into the 

parable itself. In Matthew the parable itself clearly means 

that food does not deflle, but rather immoral words and 

actions deflle. Nothlng in the rest of the pericope calls 

this clearly stated and stressed assertion lnto question. 

The rest of the perlcope ls merely commentary. 

5.4.3 Plants to Be Uprooted and Blind Guides (Mt 15:12-14) 

Between the parable and the commentary the Matthean 

text introduces two short sayings agalnst the Pharlsees. 

The question ~hlch introduces them at Mt 15:12, unique to 

Matthe~, vas discussed briefly above. There it was noted 

that this rhetorlcal question redactlonally stresses the 

importance of the parable. The ta5k nov at hand 15 to 

determine the redactional meaning of Mt 15:12-14, the unit 

which Hatthe~ has lnterpolated into the story at thls point. 

But before coming to conclusions on Mt 15:12-14 as a unlt, 

lt will be useful to pose the question of how to lnterpret 

the "plant" image in Mt 15:13. ls it to be read, as many do 

read it, in the light of Old Testament and early Jevish use 

of this image, or does the assumption of such a background 

not help ln understandlng Mt 15:131 

The use the "plant" image ls being put to ln Mt 15:13 
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must be determlned, at leaat at the redactlonal level, by 

the meanlng glven Jt by Its context, flrst in thls perlcope, 

and then in the gospel as a whole. At these two levels the 

usage is quite clear and consistent. Within the context of 

thls perlcope, the Pharisees and ocribes question Jesus 

about the conduct of hls discIples. After sorne sharp 

criticism of the practlces and bellefs of the Pharlsees, 

Jesus' disciples warn hlm that the Pharlsees have taken 

great offense at his saying agalnst dletary purity. He 

answers that "Every plant whlch my heavenly father dld not 

plant will be uprooted. Leave th~m be ..• " The closest 

reasonable antecedent of "them n 15 "the Pharlsees," thus 

leavlng thls "plant" image sandwiched between two reference5 

to the Pharisees. The implicatIon seems to be that the 

Ph~risees are plants not planted by the heavenly father, 

which will be uprooted. There i5 no expliclt indication 

whatsoever in this perlcope who might be indlcated by the 

other Implled group, that 15, by the plants planled by the 

father. Uprootlng generally kilis plants, 50 the fa te 

envlsloned for the Pharlsees is obvlously an unpleasant one. 

But agaln we note that this "uprooting" is not expllcl tly 

1 nterpreted anywhere in th 15 per lcope . Look Ing on ly at the 

context wlthin the perlcope, we see that the pericope 15 

dlrected against the Pharlsees, Implles that they are not 

planted by God, which is obviously a sharp criticism, and 

says that they will be uprooted, obvlously meaning some klnd 

of an undeslrable fate. 

Let us next examine the "plant" image ln the context of 
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the Gospel of Hatthew as a whole. The image of "plant," 

"planting" or something planted (generally a "vineyard") 

while it occurs frequently ln the Gospel of Matthew, ls used 

ta convey only a very restrlcted number of Ideas. These 

Ideas may be roughly classi f led as "encouragement," "the 

k 1 ngdom" and"c lass 1 f 1 cat 10n and j udgeme nt. " The las t two 

groups are closely related, in that the "classif1cat1on and 

judgement" sometlmes explicltly, and perhaps always 

Impllcitly, relates ta the klngdom of God in sorne way. 

Encouragement to falth seems to be the polnt of the story of 

the Curslng of the Fig Tree (Mt 21:18-22). The "kingdom" 

parables or sayings ln which a plant ls central are: the 

Parable of the Mustard seed (Mt 13:31-32), the parable of 

the Yeast (Mt 13:33), and to sorne extent the loglon of the 

Lesson of the Fig Tree (Mt 24:32-35); in the Parable of the 

Workers ln the Vineyard (Mt 20:1-16), the human workers are 

central, but the "vineyard" 15 the backdrop. The image of 

the beautlful flowers of the fleld (ln the section Mt 6:25-

34) ln its most Immed1ate context 15 an encouragement to 

falth, and ln lts larger context ls related to the klngdom. 

By far the largest group of saylngs whlch use the 

"plant" or "vlneyard" image ln Matthew are those whlch deal 

with classification and judgement. In the Baptist's 

preachlng, dlrected to the Pharisees and Saducees, trees 

which do not produce good fruit are to be cut down and 

thrown lnto the flre, just as the chaff ls to be separated 

from the wheat and burned (Mt 3:7-12). Two similar saylngs 
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are pronounced agalnst false prophets ln Ht 7:15-20. In the 

flrst, a treels specles ls known by the type of frult It 

bears. In the second, whethpr a tree Is good or not Is 

determined by the quality of its ~ruit- and in the case of a 

bad tree, it 15 cut down and burned. This latter saylng, 

with its reference to chopping and burnlng dropped, is 

repeated against the Phdrisees in Mt 12:33-37. The parable 

of the Sower (Mt 13:1-9) and its Interpretation (Mt 13:18-

23) 15 also a parable of classification and judgement in 

that the varlous hearers of the word class themselves into 

groups by their response. In the Parable of the Two Sons 

(Mt 21:28-32) and the parable of the Vineyard (Ht 21:33-44), 

the human actors are in the foreground, whlle the "vineyard" 

forms the backdrop. But just as in the earlier "plant" 

parables and sayings of "classification and judgement," the 

characters are judged on the basis of their actions 

("fruits"). For these la st two parables, Matthew notes that 

the chief priests and Pharisees knew that Jesus was speaking 

about them. 

The longest and rnost carefully Interpreted parable 

whlch by Its content may be classed as a parable of 

"classification and judgement," but which ls also expllcltly 

a parable of the klngdorn, ls the Parable of the Weeds among 

the Wheat (Mt 13:24-30, Interpretation 13:36-43). The 

situatIon it presents is very llke our 10g1on in Mt 15:13. 

Two types of plants, one planted by the protagonlst, one by 

hls enemy, grow ln the same field. They grow together until 

harvest tlme, when the weeds, interpreted as the sons of 
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evll, are to be gathered and burned. 

punishment is in view is made 

Interpretation. 

That eschatologlcal 

explicit in the 

It is clear from this survey that Mt 15:13 fits weIl 

into 

Its 

the pattern of usage of the "plant" image ln Matthew. 

place in this pattern is unmistakable. It certainly 

does not fit the small category of "encouragement," nor 1:3 

there explicit reference to "the kingdom." But it does seem 

to fit the "classification and judgement" category very 

well. In the sayings of this group the flrst characterlstic 

ls sorne sort of a division between two or more groups. In 

Mt 15:13, "plants which my heavenly father dld not plant" 

seems to Imply a classification of two types of plants: 

those planted by the heavenly father, and those, the focal 

point of this saying, not planted by the heavenly father. 

This group of sayings then characterlstically concludes with 

an unpleasant judgement or punishment for one of the groups 

identified. This 15 the case herè: the wrong plants will be 

uprooted. These "classification and judgement" saylngs are 

often directed against the Pharisees. Comparlson with Mark, 

or in the case of Q sayings, with Lnke, show the application 

to the Pharlsees to be a Matthean redactlonal addition in 

the case of Mt 3:7-12 and in the pair Mt 21:28-32 and 21:33-

44. The one who plants and judges in these parables seems 

ln general to be the Son of Man, but in the parable of the 

Vlneyard (Mt 21:33-44) It is God. Thus Mt 15:13, wlth 

planting by God, classification and judgement, fits very 
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comfortably wlthln the Hatthean pattern of usage of the 

"plant" image. 

If Matthew vere in fa ct a Jevish Christian gospel, 

knowledge of the Jewish background of the "plant" image 

might be quite useful in understanding Mt 15:13. This is 

the position held by many commentators. Pierre Bonnard 

comments in this vein: 

Les v. 12 à 14, propres a Mat., n'appartennaient 
probablement pas d'abord à ce contexte ..• Cependant, 
l'idée qu'ils expriment convient A ce contexte: la 
prétention des pharisiens de constituer la vraie 
plantation (phuteia) de Dieu, d'être les seuls 
responsables du peuple élu, est maintenant mise en 
question par Jésus et ses disciples. L'idée de 
plantation appliquée au peuple élu a son origine dans 
Es. 60.21; elle était fort répandue dans le judaisme 
tardif, spécialement chez les esséniens: "Quand ces 
choses arriveront en Israël, le conseil de la 
communauté sera affermi dans la vérité en tant que 
plantation éternelle" (Règle 8.5, cf. Il.8; Ecrit de 
Damas 1.7; Jubilés 1.16; 7.34; 21.24; Hénoch 10.16); 
"le paradis du Seigneur, les arbres de la vie, ce sont 
ses saints; leur plantation est enracinée pour 
l'éternité; on ne les arrachera pas pendant toute la 
durée du ciel; car le lot et l'héritage de Dieu, c'est 
Isra~l" (Ps. Salomon 14.25). (Bonnard 229) 

Paul Gaechter in his ccmmentary on Matthew makes the 

significant addition of 15 5:1-7 to Bonnard's list of Old 

Testament and early Jewish texts which form a background for 

the image of "planting." But he feels that the image used 

in those texts could only correspond to an image of the 

Pharisees if the Pharisees were spoken of as an 

"association" or "union" or "chabura." Since this is never 

the case in Matthew, he turns to an interpretation of this 

image in the context of Jesus' ministry. There he gives the 

"planting" image its traditional Old Testament and early 

Jewish sense of "the people of Israel." Insofar as they were 
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mlsled by the pharlsees and turned away from Jesus, the true 

Hesslah, they were no longer the "plantlng" of hie father 

and were destlned to be uprooted (Gaechter 497). Other 

commentators are content to note the tradltlonal meanlng of 

the "plantlng" Image. A.W. Argyle comments: "Israel 15 

descrlbed ln Ps 80:8 as a vine whlch God planted tt (Argyle 

118). 

In the clted Old Testament and early Jewlsh texts, the 

"plant" 

usually 

or "vlneyard" Image normally represents Israel, 

Israel as restored or blessed by God. In Jub 1:16 

and Is 60:21 the "plant" 15 Israel as brought back from the 

Babylon!an exile and established in the land. In a slmilar 

way, the "plant" ln Abraham's blesslng of Isaac (Jub 21:24) 

refers to Israel as descended from Abraham and Isaac. In 

some cases the "plant" image appears to be extended to 

Include aIl the descendants of Noah (Jub 7:34), and even 

perhaps the whole angelic and celestlal world, according to 

Dupont-sommer '5 lnterpretatlon of Rule 11:8 (Dupont-sommer 

102). 1 thlnk It more 11kely that these last two really 

have as their Intended referent the sectaries for whlch the 

document was wrltten, as ls more clearly the case with the 

"plant" images in Damascus Document 1:7 and Rule 8:5. These 

four examples, If my Interpretation 15 correct, then become 

references to Israel slnce their sect understood itself to 

be the true Israel. Israel is represented as God's 

"vlneyard" ln Ps 80 and ls 5:1-7. The former 15 a 

reflectlon on the present lamentable state of God's vlneyard 
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in comparison with its state when brought out of Egypt and 

establlshe~ ln greatness, and a plea for lts restoratlon. 

15 5:1-7 is unique amongst the texts cited here in that it 

uses this image of Israel as God's "vineyard" to condemn 

Israel and to calI judgement upon it. 

AlI of these examples, If my understandlng of them 15 

correct, have in common that the "plant" or "vineyard" 

stands for Israel. Nothing ln the context of Mt 15:13 

indicates that plants, elther those not planted by the 

heavenly father, or the Impl1ed plants planted by the 

heavenly father, represent Israel. Further, never 15 any 

"plant" or "v 1 neyard" Image in Matthew expllcltly 

Interpreted as representlng Israel. Piants rather usually 

represent people in general, who are divided into groups on 

the basis of their response to Jesus' or the Baptist's 

teaching. In the first Matthean "vineyard" parable (The 

parable of the Two Sons, Mt 21:28-32), the backdrop 

"vineyard" remains uninterpreted. In the second (The 

parable of the Vineyard, Mt 21:33-44), the "vineyard" is 

intelpreted as meaning the kingdom of God (v. 43). 

Not only the interpretation of the image, but also the 

way in which the image is used in the cited Old Testament 

and early Jewish texts contrasts sharply with the use of 

this image in Mt 15:13. In the Old Testament and early 

Jewish texts, the "plant" or "vineyard" 15 always seen as a 

unity. Generally, this means that Israel is seen as a unit y 

( which will be establlshed and blessed by God, or on 

occasion, punished by God. The image, in the cited texts, 
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15 truly of a unit y, even though the Israel in question May 

only be a remnant. By contrast, in Mt 15:13 and Most of the 

Matthean "plant" sayings, the very point is division. Sorne 

of the plants, those not planted by God, viiI be uprooted in 

Mt 15:13. Division is in fact of the essence in ail those 

saylngs, vhlch constltute by far the largest group, vhlch 1 

have labelled "classification and judgement." The Most 

essentlal poInt ln the use of the metaphor in Matthew is 

very dlfferent from the point in the cited Old Testament and 

early Jevish texts. 

Examinatlon of the suggested Old Testament and early 

Jewlsh texts thus turns out not to be useful for 

understanding Mt 15:13. The "plant" image in Mt 15:13 

ls glven a very dlfferent Interpretation from the one lt has 

ln the cited background texts, and the type of application 

in Mt 15:13 ("classIfIcation and judgement") is very 

different from Its applicatIon ln the suggested background 

texts. Our study has shown that thls conclusion ls capable 

of belng extended to the Gospel of Matthew as a whole: the 

Interpretation and application of the "plant" image has a 

certain consistency ln Matthew, and the Interpretation and 

applIcatIon of the "plant" image has a certain conslstency 

in the suggested background texts, but these two sets of 

interpretations and applications are quite different. From 

these two observations we May draw two types of conclusions: 

conclusIons about the use commentaries make of Old Testament 

and early Jewish literature in illuminatlng Mt 15:13, and 
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more general conclusions about the general contention of 

this chapter. 

The commentaries of Bonnard and Gaechter are 

illustrative of two of the problems which may arise from 

starting with the Old Testament and Jewish background of 

this image. Bonnard falls to notlce that the Image ls not 

used ln Mt 15:13 in the same wayas it ls in the texts he 

quotes. Having failed to slmply read Mt 15:13 in its 

context, he introduces the inappropriate Old Testament and 

early Jewish meaning, he then applies this to the Pharisees: 

"la prétention des pharisiens de constituer la vraie 

plantation (phutela) de Dieu, d'être les seuls responsables 

du peuple élu, est maintenant mise en question par Jésus et 

ses disciples" (Bonnard 229). It ls unnecessary to point 

out that the Pharisees nowhere in Matthew claim to be the 

true planting of God. The incorrect assumption about the 

meaning of "plant" draws Bonnard progressively further and 

further away from the redactional sense of the Matthean 

text. Gaechter notices the lack of correspondence to the 

image in the cited texts. He then abandons any attempt to 

interpret the Matthean text, and rather launches into a 

highly speculative attempt to understand this one verse, nov 

strlpped of lts context, ln hls hypothetical reconstruction 

of the career of the historical Jesus. Thus misconstruing 

or abandoning the redactional meaning of the "plant" image 

in Matthew by applying an Old Testament and early Jewish 

meanlng to It leads both of these commentators to miss the 

basically simple redactional signiflcance of Mt 15:13. 
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Having discussed in sorne detail the question of how to 

Interpret the "plant" image in Mt 15:13, it is now time to 

return to the broader question of the Interpretation of Mt 

15:12-14 as a whole in its contexte Recapitulatlng the 

context, the pericope opens with a hostile question to Jesus 

on why his disciples do not keep the tradition of the eIders 

on hand-washing. Jesus responds with several specifIe 

points, which in the context of the attack-retort must be 

understood as a general attack on the tradition of the 

eIders. He then delivers a parable which in very clear, 

almost unparabolic terms rejects the concept of dietary 

purIty. The disciples note, at this point, that the 

Pharisees, when they heard this sayIng, took great offense. 

This redactionally stresses the importance of the parable, 

and of the Pharisaic opposition to the Ideas expressed in 

it. Jesus then pronounces the "plant" saying against them. 

We have seen that this saying follows the pattern of the 

"classification and judgement" sayings ln Matthew. By thelr 

reactlon to Jesus' words, and especlally hls saylng on 

purity, they are "classifled" as not belonglng to God, and 

are "judged" to be rejected. 

Verse 14 continues this idea of rejection of the 

Pharisees. The next image to be used against them i5 

introduced by the admonition, "aphete autous". The exact 

force of the ve~b aphiêml here Is open to dlscussion. 

Bauer, Arndt, Glnqrich and Danker seem to sugqest the sense 

of "tolerate", which while possible, seems very unlikely to 
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me (Ba~er Lexlcon 126). Somewhat more 11kely ln thls 

context 15 the sense "leave," glvlng the Idea "leave them 

be"; or perhaps even the stronger "abandon, neglect," giving 

the active sense of "abandon them," or "abandon their 

teaching." 

After havlng, in effect, said that God rejects the 

Pharisees and that his disciples should reject them, Jesus 

characterizes them as blind guides of the bllnd- and if the 

blind lead the blind, both will fall into a pit. This image 

of blind guides i5 falrly common; what of course Interests 

us ln this chapter 15 its use in the Gospel of Matthew. 

Here again, Matthew ls very consistent. The image 15 used 

repeatedly ln chapter 23 (and only there) to attack the 

scrIbes and Pharlsees. In chapter 23, at Mt 15:14 and 

throughout the Gospel of Matthew, the Pharisees are assumed 

to be leaders of the people. This characterization of them 

as blind guides then bolsters the admonition to "let them 

be" or "abandon" these leaders. Only at the beginning of 

chapter 23 do we have the apparently contradictory command 

to obey them. 10 

If thls analysls 15 correct, Mt 15:12-14 represents a 

redactional stress on the Pharisalc rejection of Jesus' 

teaching (partlcularly on ritual purlty), and a consequent 

conclusion that the Pharisees do not belong to God, and 

should not be followed. These conclusions are based on an 

analysis of thls section in Its contexte The images have 

been Interpreted as the context appears to demand, vith 

careful attention to the Hatthean usage of the images, 
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especially the image of the "plant." Suggested 11lumination 

of the "plant" Image uslng Old Testament and early Jevlsh 

sources has proven to be counterploductlve. 

5.4.4 The Commentary (Mt 15:15-20) 

General 

The Hatthean commentary on the parable (Mt 15:15-20) 15 

a 11terarlly Improved, clarlfled and abbrevlated redactlon 

of the Marcan cornmentary (Hk 7:17-23). The commentary ln 

Mark ls fundamentally a justificatlon of the rejection of 

rltual dietary purlty and affirmation of the need for moral 

purity, presented ln a manner 11kely to Impress those 

already sympathetlc to thls pos1t1on. We recall that HarkIs 

cornmentary 15 wr1tten ln such a vay that It also Includes 

the elements necessary to 1nterpret the parable ln the 

correct vay, since the parable Itself ls enlgmatlc. Matthew 

follows the maln thrust of the Marcan commentary very 

falthfully, by maklng hls commentary also a justifIcatIon of 

the rejection of ritual dletary purlty and an affirmation of 

the moral nature of purlty. In the Matthean redactlon this 

commentary is considerably slmpllfled because the deslred 

Interpretation of the parable 15 unamblguously present ln 

the text of the parable 1tself. Elements ln the Marcan 

cornmentary which aid the Interpretation of the parable are 

nov repet1tive and superfluous, and are thus e11minated. 

The balance of the commentary 15 further abbrevlated and 

I1terarl1y pollshed. 
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( The commentary: Mark (Mk 7:17-23) 

The Marcan parable and Its Interpretation were 

discussed in the last section. There it was noted that the 

Marcan commentary does not explicltly Interpret the parable, 

but rather defends a presupposed Interpretation of the 

parable. As expressed symbollcally, the Marcan commentary 

does not say that the parable means "x," rather it assumes 

that the parable means "x," and explains why the position 

"x" is the correct position. This position "x" i~ the view 

that denies ritual dietary purity and afflrms that purity is 

exclusively a matter of morality. In the last section, the 

commentary was examlned only as necessary to see what 

Interpretation of the parable is presupposed by the Marcan 

text. In this section we will further examine the Marcan 

commentary to see how it defends its position on purity. 

The symbolism of the parable is developed so as to 

justlfy the rejection of ritual dietary purity. According 

to Mk 7:19, everythlng externai golng into a person cannot 

render h im unc lean because (b.Qll) "i t does not go i nto the 

'heart' (kardia)." Now It is obvious to anyone with even 

the most rudlmentary anatomical knowledge that food does not 

go Into the heart, but rather 1nto the stomach, 50 thls 

statement must have a second sense to have significance 

here. The balancing statement on the Interpretation of what 

cornes out of a person gives this second sense. The second 

meanlng must be such as to fuIfill the sense "for out of the 

heart of people come ev1l designs ... " Therefore, the second 
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meaning given to the heart must be the figurative sense in 

which it means the seat of a person's moral decisions and 

actions (or at least his or her evil moral actions). Adding 

this Interpretation from Mk 7:21ff, Mk 7:19 says that food 

does not render a person unclean because it does not go into 

the heart either in the real sense or ln the figurative 

sense of the seat of moral action. 

This justificatIon of why food does not render a person 

unclean is glven in the Marcan text by Jesus himself. There 

15 no discussion of a Scriptural basis for this statement. 

The justification, according to the Marcan text, of why food 

does not render a person unclean is that It does not enter 

into the faculty which is the seat of moral action. This 

implies that somethlng whlch does not in any way influence a 

person's moral choices or behavior does not render unclean. 

No matter If the Torah says the contrary. That this 15 in 

fact the flrmly held position defended here '5 substantiated 

by the balance of the pericope. At the close of the 

perlcope (Mk 7:23) it is stated that the appended list of 

moral vices renders a person unclean. Aga1n, thls 15 stated 

with no reference to Scripture. This justification of the 

position set forth in the Marcan Interpretation of this 

parable thus shows that for the Interpreter, purlty and 

impurity are moral categories and moral categories only, 

having nothing to do with dietary practices. The fact that 

the speaker feels the justification tlit only enters the 

stomach" is convinclng, shows that he Is already persuaded 

that purity 15 not really a dietary, but rather a moral 
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category. 

The tensIon between the parable as Interpreted here and 

the Scriptural teaching on purity i5 clearly felt in the 

text of the Marcan commentary. The problem 15 dealt wlth ln 

the form of a short phrase whlch has no exact paraI leI 

elsewhere ln the Gospel Accordlng to Mark. The phrase ln 

question Is katharizOn Danta ~ brOmata (Mk 1:19). This 

phrase stands out ln the narrative flow of this section as 

rnuch as it stands out grammatically. Although its textual 

pedigree ls of a very high qualIty, its grammatical 

awkwardnes5 is great enough to have given rise to 

slmpllfying variants. Its head term being a masculine 

singular participle, it most likely refers back to legei at 

the start of 7:18, as Origen, Chrysostom, Gregory 

Thaumaturgus and many modern commentators hold. As such, It 

stands as a commentary on Jesus' words: ln 50 saying, Jesus 

"cleansed aIl foods." Whether thls comment comes from the 

tradition Hark received, whether it 15 Hark's own comment, 

or whether It 15 a very early marginal note whlch worked Its 

way lnto the text we are unlikely ever to know. Whatever 

Its origin, Its functlon 15 clear. Somewhere ln the history 

of the transmission of this parable with this 

Interpretation, someone felt the need to clarIfy the 

relatlonshlp of thls word of Jesus to the Scripture. Hany 

resolutions might in theory be possible. The author of this 

short note has chosen to accapt as valld the idea that sorne 

food was once ritually unclean, and to state that by his 
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authority Jesus has changed this, making aIl food clean. 

Mark turns next to a commentary on the positive half of 

the parable. As was polntp.d out earlier, what deflles a 

person Is interpreted as evll moral actions, whlch are 

summarized in the appended 11st. After the 11st of vices 

(Mk 7:21-22), Mark ends the pericope not by 11terarl1y tylng 

the whole section together, but rather by re-lteratlng the 

point just made, that is, that these vices defl1e a person 

(Mk 7:23). While there 15 no comprehensive concluding 

remark, it is clear that thls 15 the end of the perlcope 

since the following verse has Jesus get up and go from there 

to the reglon of Tyre, where a dlfferent (although 

thematlcally related) incident takes place. 

The Commentary: Matthew (Mt 15:15-20) 

The move from parable to commentary 15 marked by a 

change of focus from Jesus and the crowd to Jesus and the 

disciples. While Mark has Jesus and his disciples go into a 

house away from the crowd (Mk 7:17), Matthew marks the 

separation from the crowd merely by having the disciples 

come to Jesus for prlvate discussion (Mt 15:12a). The 

disciples' comment and the two short sayings against the 

Pharlsees which follow have already been dealt vith. Matthew 

then makes Peter the disciples' spokesrnan in asking for an 

explanatlon of the parable (Mt 15:15). The parable belng 50 

much less enigrnatlc in Matthew's text, Jesus has good reason 

to be incredulous at hls disciples' slowness, and to answer 

them much more emphatically than in the Harcan source: "Are 
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you stIll (akmên) wlthout understandlng?" (Mt 15:16). 

The single verse Mt 15:17 cornes as Jesus' response to 

the disciples concerning the first part of the parable, and 

as such corresponds ta the Marcan commentary on the 

negative part of the parable (Mk 7:18b-19). Three Marcan 

phrases are missing ln this Matthean parallel verse. First 

Matthew eliminates the redundant Marcan ~ dunatai auton 

koinOsai (Mk 7:18). Since Matthew's parable now 

unequivocally implies that food (or perhaps food and drink) 

does not render a person unclean, it is no longer necessary 

to interpret the parable as meaning food cannot render a 

person unclean. Given the unequivocal nature of the 

Matthean parable, repetition of the Marcan Interpretation 

would have produced a double expression of the sarne idea. 

We have already noted that it is chalacteristic of the 

Matthean style to eliminate one of the terms of redundant 

statements- withln this very pericope we have seen two other 

exarnples. While the Marcan text tells us twice that the 

disciples dld not wash before eating (Mk 7:2 and 7:5), 

Matthew tells us only once (Mt 15:2). Likewise, the double 

Marcan statement that the Pharisees abandon the cornmandment 

of God in order to keep their own tradition (Mk 7:8 and 7:9) 

is reduced to a single statement in Matthew (Mt 15:3). Thus 

once it is noted that the Matthean redaction has introduced 

the Marcan Interpretation of the negative part of the 

parable into the parable itself, the eliminatlon of this 

phrase is seen to be fully consistent with the general 

Matthean redaction of the Marcan source. 
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The Marcan phrase ~ 2Yk elsporeuetal autou ~ ttn 
kardian (Mk 7:19) Is also absent from Mt 15:17, but only 

just. Instead of thls negatlve phrase ln the section Qn the 

negatlve part of the parable, Matthew has a posItive phrase 

in the section on the positive part of the parable (Mt 

15:18). In Jesus' explanation of why food does not deflle, 

Mark has Jesus tell us food does not deflle because lt does 

not go into the heart. Since in its Matthean version the 

parable from its telling refers to food, 1t becomes 

unnecessary to say the obvious, that food goes through the 

body, and not into the "heart." "Heart" Is kept only ln the 

sense of "organ of moral choice" ln the explanation of that 

wh1ch does render a person impure. In the Matthean 

perlcope, Jesus tells us that what cornes out of the mouth 

(already said to defile) cornes out of the heart 

does deflle a person. It should be noted that 

this assertion here he follows Mark in using 

and thls 

in maklng 

the verb 

kolno~, again in contrast to the way he dealt with koinals 

chers in. Matthew and Mark agree ln definlng what cornes out 

of the heart as moral vices (although the exact content of 

thelr llst dlffer5 somewhat). They thU5 agree that food 

does not defl1e, but defllement i5 rather to be assoc1ated 

wlth the "heart," whlch 15 used in the sense of the seat of 

moral action. 

The thlrd phrase dropped from the source 15 katharlzon 

ganta ~ brOmata. Matthew dld not drop this phrase because 

he thought sorne food still defiled. As we have seen, 
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Matthew has introduced the Harcan Interpretation of the 

parable into the parable itself, maklng the parable say that 

it is not what goes into the mouth which defiles a persona 

Matthew has further surrounded the parable with redactional 

indications of its great importance. The clarity of 

Matthew's parable, and Its promlnence, slmply exclude the 

possibility that he wished to deny or to soft-pedal Hark's 

rejection of the category of ritually-unclean food. 

The very clarity of Matthew's redaction of this section 

indicates what are llkely the prirnary reasons for his 

omission of katharizOn panta ta brOmata: the phrase is 

Inelegant and redundant. Its Inelegance is witnessed in 

ancient times by the variants which are found in great 

enough number not to cali the text seriously into question, 

but to show significant embarrassment with the texte Its 

Inelegance is witnessed in both ancient and modern times by 

the difficulty commentators find in identifying its 

antecedent- the dlfficulty ls small enough to make most 

commentators Agree the ante cede nt ls legei (see above in the 

section on the Harcan commentary), but it is great enough 

that they agree there is reasonable ground for debate. 

The primary reason, however, for the absence of 

12 katharizOn ~~ tà brOmata is most likely its redundancy. 

It has been repeatedly argued here that the Hatthean form of 

the parable contradicts Levitica1 purity 1aws. It was 

suggested that It was thls very tension whlch led someone to 

add katharizOn panta ià brOmata. The awkward way this note 

is attached to the rest of the narrative in Mark shows that 
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it is somewhat of an afterthought, if not an actual addition 

after the rest of the narrative was complete. As such, 

perhaps at least momentarlly- and possibly for sorne tlme­

t.he narrative was viewed as complete wlthout thls addition. 

Both at that possible earlier moment, and later when Matthew 

had removed the phrase, it should in fact have been clear to 

anyone with the Scrlptural knowledge Matthew demonstrates, 

that there Is a tension between Jesus' words and Levlticus. 

Although the details of how this tension is to be resolved 

may be very complex, it would be quite clear to anyone with 

Matthew's view of Jesus' authority that Jesus' word must be 

paramount. This fact 15 underl1ned, rather than 

contradicted, by the vay Matthew has Jesus deal with the 

Mosalc Law ln Sermon on the Mount ln the section followlng 

Mt 5:17-20. 13 Vlewed ln this way, katharlz~n ganta ~ 

brOmata 15 qulte unnecessary. In thls very pericope we have 

seen several examples of how Matthew eliminates redundant 

expressions; thls then constitutes another example. 

what 15 the functlon of Mt 15:17 If lt ls not an 

Interpretation of the negative part of the parable, if It 

avolds simply repeatlng that food does not defile, lf It 

does not repeat Jesus' expllcit justification of the fact 

that food does not defile and if it does not repeat 

katharlzOn R§nta t4 brOmata? What it does ln fa ct repeat 

from the Marcan text is the description of the path food 

takes through the body, which, as in the Marcan text, ls 

presented as an explanation of why food does not defile. It 
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Is weIl marked as such an explanatlon: the parable clearly 

means that food does not defile; the disciples (through 

Peter) ask for an explanationi Jesus is amazed at their lack 

of comprehension, and asks "You know, do you not, that ••. " 

and goes on to this traclng of the route of food through the 

body. This is aIl that Matthew finds necessary as a 

justification. 

Matthew's explanation of why food does not defile shows 

him to be even further than Mark from any sympathy for 

dietary ritual purity. AlI that Matthew finds necessary as 

a justification of the plain statement that "It Is not that 

which enters the mouth which renders unclean" is a tracing 

of the route of food through the body. This is the 

explanation of a person already convinced that purity is 

14 only a question of morality. To a Torah-observant person, 

it is self-evident that certain food deflles. This 15 so 

because that is simply the way the universe is ordered, or 

because God so commanded in the Torah. But, for a person 

who sees purity as a moral category, it is not food which 

renders impure, for after aIl it just goes through the bodYi 

such a person agrees with Mark that morality concerns the 

kardia (perhaps best rendered "mind"). 

Mt 15:18 having been dealt with in conjunction with 

discussion of the preceding verse, let us briefly examine 

Hatthew's redaction of Mark's list of evils (Mt 15:19, 

parallel Mk 7:21-22). Matthew follows his Marcan source 

(with stylistic Improvements) in asserting that what comes 

from the organ of moral choice is evil designs (dialogismoi 
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ponCrol). In Mark, these evl1 desIgns are then exempllfled 

in a list of twelve evils. Matthew presents a list of six 

evi 15. One or both of two principles may lie behind his 

choice of items. The first possibility is weIl expressed by 

A.H. M'Neile "Evil thoughts 'come forth from the heart' only 

when they issue in action; Mt. therefore, after dial. ~, 

selects externa1 actions ... " (M'Nelle 229). A second 

possibillty, also advocated by many commentators, is that 

Matthew has conformed hls 11st to the Decalogue. Accord Ing 

to this Idea, Matthew followed the order found in the 

Massoretic Text and the text of the Septuagint as in the 

Codex Alexandrinus for the fifth, sixth (doubled as 

molcheial and porneial), seventh and elghth commandments. 

Blasphêmiai might reflect the command not to take the Lord's 

name in vain. Since the Codex Alexandrinus tradition of the 

Septuagint 15 weIl represented in Matthew,15 both these 

explanations of Matthew's editing of his Marcan source fall 

within the range and style of Hatthew's normal editing of 

Mark, and calI for no special assumptlons about Jewish 

background. 

Whlle Mark ends the perlcope wlth a conclusion that 

basically refers only to the last few verses of this 

pericope, Matthew ties the whole pericope together in the 

last verse. As Neusner comments, 

Mk. 7:23 concludes the pericope, which Mt 15:23 la 
mlsprint for Mt 15:20J further embellishes. It seems 
to me Matthew has supplied nothing more than a 
redactional improvement, linklng- and mixing up- two 
qulte Jeparate matters lwashing of hands and cleanness 
of foods) in his concluding summary. (Neusner ~ 62) 
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This embeillshment basically constitutes the second part of 

the fInal verse. Matthew 15:20a Is thus simply another 

example of the Matthean practice of reproducing Markls text 

in an abbrevlated ... J styllstically-lmproved form. In Mt 

sectIon 15:20b, Matthew then explicltly links this 

concernlng what renders a persan unclean ta the Introductory 

question on the washing of hands. In this way the whole 

~erlcope ls drawn together as a cohes 1 ve li terary unit. 16 

It ls ln this fInal verse of the perlcope that the 

loglc of Matthew's usage of the kolnos family of words 

becomes clear. Mark says that Immorallty defiles (tQ1nol) a 

person. Matthew agrees and follows Mark both in the Idea 

and the words used to express the idea. Mark tells us, 

througr parable and commentary, that food does not defile 

(koinoi) a person. Matthew agrees, and again, despite his 

re-writing of the parable, uses the same verb to assert the 

same idea. If, then, defilement has to do only with 

morality, It makes no sense to refer to tQinais chersin (Mk 

7:2,5). Mark was likely prepared to allow this 

contradiction in usage because it was not on the lips of 

Jesus, but rather his opponents', and was carefully 

explained- or perhaps he slmply failed to notice it. But it 

certainly did not escape the notice of Matthew. He 

conspicuously removed from the opening accusation this usage 

which is Inconsistent with the point of the perlcope. In 

his final resume (Mt 15:20) he reiterates the point that 

immoral practices defile (uslng the verb koinoO). Then, 
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tying the conclusion back to the openlng accusation, he 

polntedly avolds the Marcan koinais cherain and rather says 

that to eat aniptois cher5in does not defile (kolnol) a 

person- and after aIl, how could it? Matthew has just 

repeatedly underlined that only immor)lity defl1es (k2inol). 

Thus Matthew with great care redactionally conforms his 

usage of the terms in the koinos family to his rejection of 

ritual dietary purity and affirmation of the importance of 

moral purity. 

The reasoning which probably lies behind Matthew's 

final redactional conclusion (Mt 15:20b) appears to be 

totally out of touch wlth early Jewish reasoning. If, as 

this chapter holds, Matthew's only source for this pericope 

i5 Mark, the logic which leads to his final conclusion may 

be inferred vith some degree of proh~bllity. Mark's opening 

remarks lead Matthew correctly to conclude that the 

tradition of the elders conslders unwashed hands to be 

unclean, and that one should not eat with unclean hands. 

After a general attack on the tradition of the eIders, 

Jesus, ln che Marcan text, says that no food defl1es a 

person. Since in Mt 15:20b, Matthew links this response on 

food to the question of unwashed hands, 1t appears that 

Matthew concluded that, ln the logic of the tradition of the 

eIders, unclean hands transfer uncleanness to food, which 

then tenders the person unclean by eating it. This i5 

certainly the idea which some modern readers have derlved 

form the Marcan and Matthean texts. Some modern critlcs 

have in fact 5uggested that Matthew i5 only thinking about 
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food rendered unclean by unclean hands, and 1s thus 

attacking only the tradition of the eiders, and not ritual 

dietary purity in general. This final, erroneous conclusion 

is excluded by the declsive, general rejectlon of any food-

based defl1ement ln the parable and commentary, as argued 

above. For Matthew, the reason that food touched by 

unwashed hands does not defl1e (besides the fact that such 

hands are not "defiled") is that no food deflles- defllement 

is a moral category only. Nevertheless, his understanding 

of the opponents' logic is that for thern impurity ls 

dietary, and travels from hands to person, probably by means 

of food. 

The difference from early Jewish thinklng ls not just 

in rejectlng dietary ritual purity. Matthew's reasoning 

about how the tradition of the eIders functlons appears to 

be incorrect. There is no documentary evidence in any 

ancient Jewish source of which 1 am aware that shows any 

Jewish group held the opinion that eating with unclean hands 

defiled a person. None of the comrnentaries or studies 

consulted ln the preparation of this exegesis could cite any 

Jewish text which held eating with unwashed hands defiles a 

person. Thus, unless sorne important, pertinent documents 

have been lost, this final, concluding Matthean statement 

(Mt 15:20b) shows that Matthew vas merely folloving his 

Marcan source, and was not in intimate enough contact with 

the Jewlsh milieu to know how the tradition of the eIders 
,( 

.. functioned. The apparent fact that ln the tradition of the 
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elders, Impurlty was not held to be transmltted ln the vay 

assumed in the Matthean text, if correct, ls a very strong 

argument agalnst assumlng a Jew15h ChrIstIan background for 

the Gospel Accordlng to Matthew. The more Important point, 

of course, 15 that Matthew rejected the val1dlty of dietary 

purlty, whether or not he really understood how It 

functloned. 

5.5 conclusIon 

ThIs chapter argues 

satlsfactorlly understood as 

that 

a 

Mt 15:1-20 

redactlon of 

vlthout need of any added assumption of a Jewish 

blas Influenclng the redactlon. On thls basls, a 

m.~y be 

Mk 7: 1-23 

ChI i st ian 

detalled 

comparatIve 5tudy has been made of the Matthean and Marcan 

texts, highl1ghtlng the changes Matthew has made. The 

character of these changes has been consldered, and, vhen 

deemed approprlate, compared with redactlonal changes 

Matthew makes to hi5 source mater laI ln other parts of the 

gospel. It was found that the same sort of I1terary 

phenomena at york ln other parts of the gospel vere equally 

at work here. It was not found necessary ta assume that 

Matthew dlsagreed vith the substance of the Ideas present ln 

hls Marcan source. Since the logic of the changes traced in 

this chapter vould not hold If reversed (that 15, If Matthew 

vere assumed to be a source for Mark), If the argument of 

thls chapter 15 cogent, It gives added support to the Tvo 

Source theory of synoptic relatlonshlps, agalnst such other 

theorles as Farmer's form of the GrIesbach hypothesls. 
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The major contr1but1on of th1a chapter to the thesls la 

the conclusIon that Matthew follows his Harcan source in 

rejecting the concept of dietary purity. The Marcan source, 

particularly the "parable" (Hk 7:15), was examlned ln 

de ta 11 • It is clear from the following section that Hark 

assumes the parable to mean that "No food can render a 

person unclean. Horal vices are the thlngs whlch render a 

person unclean." It 15 argued that ln hls redaction, 

Matthew rephrases the parable in such a way as to eliminate 

the remaining enlgrnatic elements in the saying, and to make 

i t even clearer 4;ha t the mean i ng is "food does not de file, 

only Immorallty defiles." He then introduces sorne new 

mater ial into the narrative in such as way as to stress the 

importance of the "parable." Hatthew's commentary on the 

parable shows even less sympathy for the concept of dietary 

purity than does Hark l s. 17 Matthew ties the whole pericope 

together by llnking this rejection of dietary purity to the 

question of hand-vashing ln a vay vhich seems to have an 

internal logic, but may be in confllct wlth the vay the 

Jewish community understood dietary purity at that tlme. 

The conclusion of thls chapter i5 thus that Matthew 

completely and vithout reservation rejects the concept of 

dletary purity. 

Let us summarlze the view of the Mt 15:1-20 vhich i5 

implled by the analysis presented ln this chapter. The 

pericope opens vith a hostlle question to Jesus on vhy his 

disciples do not keep the tradition of the eiders on hand­

vashing. Jesus responds vith a counter-attack, in vhlch he 
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points out a case where their tradition leads to 

not fulfilling God's command to honour parents. 

a person 

In thls 

context, thle responee muet be underetood ae a general 

attack on the tradItion of the eIders. He then delivers a 

parable whlch ln very clear, almost unparabollc terms 

rejects the idea that a person may be made impuïe by eating, 

and afflrms that immoral actions render a person impure. 

The disciples note, at this point, that the pharisees when 

they heard thls saylng took great offense. This 

redactionally stresses the importance of the parabIe, and of 

the Pharisaic opposition to the ideas expressed in it. 

Jesus then pronounces two saylngs by whlch he rejects the 

Phar isees. In response to Peter' s request for an 

explanatlon of the parabIe, J~sus asks rhetorically If they 

do not knov that food only goes through the digestive tract 

and is eIimlnated. This response ln no way deais vith the 

problem of the contradiction betveen Jesus' position and 

both Torah tElachlng on purlty, and later JeYish beliefs on 

dletary puritYi it is an 1rrefutable argument only to 

someone already convlnced of the correctness of this 

position. Jesus then affirme that immoral acte, exempllfied 

ln a llst perhaps influenced by the Decalogue, do defile a 

person. The pericope ls then tied together by a phrase 

which explicJtly answers the question whlch opened the 

pericope: elnce Impurlty le caused only by Immorality, to 

eat Yl th unyaflhed hands does not de f lle a person. 
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5.6 Excursus ! 

Usage of the Word "Koinos" 

A survey of the standard reference works fails to 

reveal a single pagan, pre-Christian instance of a word from 

the koinos famlly used to express concepts in the domain of 

purity. It seems that the words normally used for this 

field were taken €rom the katharos family: katharos, 

katharizQ, akathartos etc. The Septuagint translation of 

the Hebrew scrlptures follows normal Greek ln not uslng 

kQ1n05 for "ritually unclean"; the first septuagintal use Qf 

koinos ln this sense 15 ln I Macc 1:47 where It refers to 

rltually unclean fQQd. This rltual sense is nQt fQund ln 

PhIlo, but Kittel's ~ cItes four occurrences ln Josephus: 

Ant. 3:181; 11:346; 12:320; 13:4. (In my view, it is 

doubtful that Ant. 3:181 and 13:4 should be classed as 

examples of the term used in a purlty sen~e.) 

R.P. Booth has advanc~d a plausible theory on the 

orig1n Qf this unusual use Qf kQinos (Booth 120-121). 

Followlng w. Paschen. he suggests that this usage developed 

in situations such as the crisis created by the policy of 

Antiochus Epiphanes. Faithful Jews vere forced to eat such 

things as pQrk, which were "cQmmQn~ to the surrounding 

nations, but "unclean" accordlng to the Torah. The word 

kQlnos thus came ta be applied first tQ food from prohibited 

animaIs, and then by analogy, Booth suggests, this term was 

extended to other types of dletary ritual Impurity. The 

conclusions of both the Marcan and Hatthean perlcopae seem 

further to indicate that at least by the time of the writing 
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of the Gospels, the use of koinos in the 

tradition had been extended to include 

Impurlty both in Its rltual sense and ln 

sense of Immorallty. 

Greek Bibllcal 

the concept of 

Its metaphorlcal 

Christian writers follow thls new usage of the kolnos 

faml1y, but display great care ln Itsuse. Words of thls 

group occur ln the sense of purlty twenty-four tlmes ln the 

New Testament, ten tlmes ln forms of ~he adjective koinos, 

fourteen tlmes ln forms of the verb kolnoO, dlstributed as 

foilows: 

kolnos, ln sense of "Impure": Mk 7:2,5; Ac 10:14,28; 

11:8; Rom 14:14 (three times); Heb 10:29; Rev 21:27 

kolnoO, ln sense of "to deflle": Mt 15:11 (twice), 18, 

20 (twice); Mk 7:15 (twice), 18, 20, 23; Ac 10:15; 

11:9; 21:28; Heb 9:13 

These twenty-four Instances are concentrated ln a few 

pericopae and most are qulte ciosely related ln sense. Our 

Matthean section and Its Marcan parallel account for twelve 

of the twenty four, that Is, exactly half the New Testament 

occurrences. Flve of the remaInlng twelve occur ln Peter's 

vIsion of clean and unclean animaIs, or ln Its 

Interpretation (Acts 10:14, 15, 28; 11:8,9). In each of 

these five cases the word from the kolnos famlly Is 

intimately associated with a word of the katharos family. 

Paul uses the term three times in Rom 14:14 when discusslng 

food, but then makes a parallel statement ln verse 20 uslng 

the tathar root (Rom 14:14 ouden kolnon; 14:20 ganta ~ 

kathara). In Heb 9:13, the wrlter tells us ~ ~ tQ baima 
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trag~ ~ taurOn ~ spondos damaleOs rhantlzou~ ~ 

\ , 
kekolnOrnenous haglazel ~ ~ tes sarkos katharoteta, 

pasti mallon to hairna tou Christau... kathariei 

suneid@sin h@mOn ktl ... Thus the usage of koinoO ls to sorne 

degree c1arified by the context, which inc1udes two 

instances of words of the katharos family. In fact, in the 

dozen instances of koino- words outside Mt 15 and Mk 7, only 

three are not elucidated by the use of a kathar- word: Heb 

10:29, Acts 21:28 (both books where such a connection has 

already been made) and Rev 21:27. This need to explain what 

apparently was a very unusua1 usage seems still to have been 

felt in Justin's time, 1eading him a1so to gloss koina with 

a kathar- word: QQ ~ to einai auta koina ~ akatharta ouk 

esthiomen (Dialogue with Trypho 20:3). 

Mark follows the general practice of g10ssing words 
, 

! from the koinos family with words from the katharos family 
1 

r 
when he adds to Jesus' vords the explanation katharizOn 

panta ta br Omata (Hk 7: 19 ). 1 n Hk 7: 2, hovever, Mark does 

not gloss koinals chersin with a kathar.os fami1y word, but 

rather explains the perceived prob1em by saying that the 

hands were aniptois, and then gives a longer explanation in 

his note on ritual c1eansing using the verb niptomai. This 

ref1ects very ancient Greek usage. In the sixth book of the 

Illad the Trojans, after having been put to flight in the 

fields by the Achaeans, are rallied by Hector. Hector then 

returns to the city, where his mother proposes to get him 

( sorne wine 50 that he may make a libation to Zeus. To this 

he replies (ln part), "chersi d'anlptols1n JllJ. leibeirr 
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aithopa oinon hazomal" (Iliad 6:266-267, "1 fear to offer 

sparkling vine to Zeus vith unvashed hands"). This cultic 

assocIation of the ~- root ls continued in the 

septuagint. The verb niJ;)tomal (middle) 1s used of the 

ritual vashlng of the prlests' hands and feet ln the bronze 

basin (Ex 30:17-21), and agaln in the cast metal Sea (II Chr 

4:1-6), and of the hands of the innocent in the case of the 

unsolved homicide (Dt 21:6). In his gloss and note, MaIk 

thus replaces a VOId vhich vas unusual ln a cultic sense 

vith a teIm having centuries of cultic use in a sense quite 

appropriate to the story at that point. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

The task of thls final chapter ls to set forth the 

configuration of the early church as implled by the research 

of this dissertation, and then to situate the Gospel of 

Matthew against this background. The results may be briefly 

antlcipated. The early church was divlded on the basis of 

practlce lnto Jewlsh Christianity and gentile Christianity. 

The observance of Jewish dietary purity by Jewish 

Christlanity but not by gentile Christianity proved to be a 

dividing line and a source of conflict. The Gospel of 

Matthew rejects the idea that Jewish dietary purity is any 

part of God's will. Matthew thus represents a gentile 

Christian position. 

6.1 Jewlsh Chrlstianity and Gentile Chrlstianlty 

This dissertation has outlined five schemata of the 

development of the early church which are representative of 

work done over the last century and a haif. Two of these 

were found to be in conflict with the evidence reviewed in 

the letters of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles. Raymond 

( Brown's schema 15 based on the belief that there vere no .. 
distinctive qentl1e Christian theological or ecclesioloqical 
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stances in New Testament times. But the letters of Paul and 

the Acts of the Apostles show Christlans who lived as 

gentiles. Paul and Luke both give a theologlcal basis for 

this gentlle Ch~istianity, as outlined ln chapter four of 

thls dissertation. In that same chapter (and in the flrst 

appendix) Jean Dani61ou's schema 15 rejected, as is his 

secondary distinctIon between ethnIe Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty and 

ethnIe gentile Christianity on the basis of nationalism. 

The rejection of these two schemata leaves three schemata 

which aIl postulate sorne forms of Jewlsh Christlanlty and 

gentlle ChristlanIty. 

The evldence revleved in this dissertation supports the 

hypothesls of a dIvIsion ln Christlanlty between those who 

Ilved ln a Jewlsh manner and those who llved ln a gentl1e 

manner. Such a division being weIl attested in the texts, 

the use of the terms "Jevlsh Christian" and "gentile 

Christian" in modern research seems qulte approprlate. The 

evidence thus supports the fundamental insight of F.C. Baur. 

Baur's schema can no longer be accepted without 

modification. Almost immedlately upon its publication, 

volces were ralsed to object to Its characterlzation of the 

opposition between the most famous two apostles. Thls 

dlssertatlon's research supports those protests. Far from 

being the leader of the Jevish Christian party, 1t seems 

doubtful that Peter vas even a llfe-Iong member of It. 

Baur's identification of the "Christus Party" vith Peter has 

found no favour ln scholarshlp. As discussed ln chapter 
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four, Paul does not attack Peter as the leader of a rival 

party in Corinth. Church tradition later has Peter in Rome, 

and does not record any struggle vith Paul's gospel. 1 

Peter, vhich later tradition attributes to Peter, is the 

most Pauline outside the authentic letters of Paul. As also 

argued in chapter four, the texts do not shov Peter 

embracinq a mediatinq position betveen that of Paul and his 

opponents. It rather shovs him alternating between a fully 

gentile Christian position, and the position advocated by at 

least sorne Jevish Christians in Jerusalem. Without being 

absolutely conclusive, the evidence sugqests that Peter did 

finally adopt the gentile Christian position in one form 

or another. 

WhIle Saur's schema may need significant correction at 

many points, the critical question for this dissertation is 

vhether or not it needs fundamental modification with 

respect to the number of groups in thL early church. 

Specifically, vere there "strict" and "moderate" Jewish 

Christian parties, as the schema of Ritschl and the early 

consensus viey contend? A case can be made for strict and 

moderate tendencies or tensions vithin Jewish Christianity 

on the basis of the evidence reviewed in this dissertation. 

Starting from this fact, Ritschl divides Christianity on a 

soteriologicai basis: one group, Including gentile 

Christians and moderate Jevish Christians, accepts Jesus 

Christ as the sole basis of mankind's reconciliation to God, 

while the second group, made up of strict Jewish Christians, 

believes that such reconciliation is still also based on the 
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Jewlsh nation and law. The texts may ln fact support the 

idea of a division of opinions on what miqht be called 

50terlology, perhaps similar to these ideas outlined by 

Rltschl, and adopted ln the early consensus schema. But the 

evidence 15 not there to support the existence of sharply 

dlvlded parties ln early Jevtsh Chrlstlanlty. As far as the 

evldence for the New Testament perlod shows, this remalned a 

divis1.on of opinIon, not a party division. There vas no 

division ln practlce ln Jerusalem, because there was no 

division of practice in Jerusalem. AlI practiced Jewish 

dietary purlty, because aIl were Jews in a Jewish 

envlronment, aIl "zealots for the lav." 

Having afflrmed the existence of Jewish Chrlstlanity 

and gentile Christianity, we must now consider how these tvo 

interacted according to the evldence revlewed ln thls 

dissertation. There appears to be a strong link between 

Jewish Christlanlty and Jerusalem. Peter and the Jews ln 

the Antiochene church returned to a Jevish way of living 

upon the arrivaI of people from James, who presumably came 

from Jerusalem. Further, in at least ln sorne cases, paul's 

Judaizlng opponents clalmed authority from Jerusalem. 

According to Acts, when Paul returned to Jerusalem he 

learned that the Christians there vere aIl zealots for the 

Jewish law, and in Jerusalem Paul hlmself observed the lav. 

Even though there ls no solid evidence for parties wlthin 

Jewish Chrlstianlty, and even though Jevlsh Chrlstlans vere 

apparently unanimous in observing the Jewlsh law in 
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Jerusalem, It is clear that there were differing opinions on 

how to act with respect to gentile Chrlstianlty ln the 

diaspora. The tcxts reviewed in chapter four show that, at 

first, Peter and the Antiochene Jews simply adopted a 

gentlle llfestyle, but later vere persuaded to return to a 

Jewish lifestyle. Paul's Judaizlng opponents lived in a 

Jewish way, and called Paul's congregations to do the same. 

But as argued above, it appears that Peter returned to 

living as a gentile amongst the gentile Christians by the 

time of Paul's first letter to the Corinthians. 

The second aspect of the interaction between Jewish 

Christianity and gentile Christianity which Baur's schema 

outllnes is the diachronie one. D1d these tvo forms of 

Chrlstianity in fact interact dialectically to produce early 

catholic Christianity? There is no direct evidence that 

this was the case. Huch of the indirect evidence used by 

Baur would now be rejected. Hany aspects of Jewish 

Christianity he found in later Christian wrltings are based 

on a vlew of Judaism which is now untenable (see especia11y 

the arguments in the appropriate part of chapter three of 

this dissertation). He assumed a much later emergence of 

early catho1ic Christianity- and hence a longer period for 

the dialectic interaction- than can nov be accepted. 

Perhaps most importantly, vriting when he did he could 

assume a dialectic movement in hlstory, an assumption whlch 

ls much less readily accepted ln the present day. 

( In closlng, the pertinent conclusions on Jewlsh 

Christlanity and gentile Christlanlty May be briefly 
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summarlzed. Jewlsh Christlanlty was establl~hed ln 

Jerusalem and in areas under Its Immediate influence. 

Adherents of Jewish Chrlstlanlty observed Jewlsh dletary 

purity and circumcision. The churches established by Paul, 

and the churches known by Luke outslde Palestlne, 11ved ln a 

gentile way, not observing circumcislon or Jewish dletary 

purlty except perhaps the 11mlted purity regulatlon of the 

Apostolic Decree. This division is 50 weIl documented and 

clear ln the New Testament texts that on lts basls the 

Gospel of Matthew May be characterlzed aB either Jewlsh 

Christian or gentile Christian. 

6.2 Matthew: Jewlsh Christian ~ Gentile Christian? 

The conclusion of chapter five of this dissertation, on 

the basis of Mt 15:1-20, is that the Gospel of Matthew does 

not accept Jewlsh dietary purity as part of God's will. The 

arguments presented in that chapter trace in detail how 

Matthew has redacted hls Marcan source, and show that 

Matthew does not reject or limlt Mark's attack on Jewish 

dletary purlty. ThIs research shows in fact that Matthew 

has even less sympathy for rltual dletary purlty than Mark 

does, and considers purity valld only as a moral category. 

This opinion represents the redactional position of the 

author of the Gospel of Matthew (see arguments ln the 

introduction and ln chapter five). Any later redactors of 

Matthew, if there were any (no compelling case has been made 

for such), did not find it necessary to alter the Matthean 
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rejection of Jewlsh dietary purlty. Thus a place in the 

evolution of early Christianity must be found for Matthew ln 

which there is no sympathy for Jewish dietary purlty, but 

rather where purity is only accepted as a moral category. 

The position of Matthew ls incompatible with that of 

Jewish Christianity according to aIl the contemporary 

records. In chapter four, the evidence of Paul and Luke on 

Jewish Christlanity was reviewed. The evidence showed a 

Jewish Christianity centred in Jerusalem which observed 

Jewish dietary purity. There was, however, controversy 

recorded within this group about the conduct which should be 

required by Jewish Christians of the new gentile converts to 

Christianity, and of the appropriate Jewish Christian 

behavior in relation to the gentile Christians. But neither 

side of this controver~~ gives rise to the type of view 

expressed on Jewish dietary purity ln the Gospel of Matthew. 

Those demanding observance by aIl Christians could not, of 

course, have written Matthew with Its rejection of dietary 

purity. But neither could those Jewish Christians who did 

not demand observance by gentile Christians have written 

Matthew. A writer who accepted Jewish dietary purity for 

Jewish Christians but did not demand it of gentile 

Christians would hold to a double standard, or at least to 

two levels of practice, as, for instance, seems to be 

Indlcated in the book of the Acts. But there is no 

suggestion in the Gospel of Matthew of two levels of 

practlce on Jewlsh dietary purlty. There 15 no redactlonal 

indication in Matthew that he believes his readers will be 
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"- subject to a different lav than the original believers. Nor 

does 

at 

the 

one 

to 

Matthew calI his readers to ignore some commandments, 

risk of bringing upon himself the fate of being "called 

least ln the Kingdom of Heaven" for having "set aside 

of the least of these commandments and teaching others 

do son (Mt 5:19). For him dietary ritual purity is not 

one of the commandments, and in fact 15 associated with the 

tradition which frustrates the will of God. Chapter five, 

however, provides an even stronger argument agalnst 

authorship by this type of Jewish Christian. In that 

chapter it was argued that the Matthean expianation of why 

food cannot defile ls phrased ln such a way that It would be 

convlnclng only to those who already accepted as given that 

purlty 15 valld only as a moral category. such a posItIon 

is not attributed to anyone who could be called Jevish 

ChristIan in the documents whlch have been examlned in thls 

dIssertation. It vas further noted in chapter five that, 

unless significant early evidence has been lost or 

misunderstood, the wrlter of Hatthev may even have 

misconstrued the way in which the "traditIon of the eiders" 

functioned vith respect to dletary purity. These 

considerations show that there Is no place ln Jewlsh 

Chrlstianityas it 15 known from first century documents for 

the vlews on Jewlsh dietary purity expressed by Matthew. 

The Matthean rejection of Jewish dietary purity 

dictates that the Gospel of Hatthew be situated in the 

stream of gentile Christianity. Its position vithin that 
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stream may be estlmated by a revlev of the data from Paul 

and Luke. In chapter four lt vas seen that Luke reflects a 

form of gentile Christianity whose members were dlspensed 

from any general observance of Jewish dietary purity, but 

vere authoritatively commanded to observe the Apostolic 

Decree (Acts 15:29). While these modest requirements are 

most certainly not a call to Jewish dietary purity, they are 

still a little shy of Hatthew's bold statement "It is not 

what goes Into the mouth whlch defiles a person" (Mt 15:11). 

Much closer to the Hatthean position ls paul's viey. As 

seen from the discussion in chapter four, Paul leaves no 

theological place for Jewish dietary purity ln Christianity. 

Paul, however, did not just deal with theology in the 

abstract, but had to deal vith practical problems from a 

pastoral perspective. Perhaps on this basls he allowed for 

certain practices, such as abstinence from food offered to 

idols, a practice which may resemble dietary purity. Since 

Matthew makes no such exceptions, it could be argued that he 

is even further from Jewish Christianity and more resolutely 

gentile Christian than Paul. But since Matthew's writing is 

a story which does not need to deal vith particular cases as 

do Paul's letters, it is hard to be certain how he might 

have reacted to certain practical situations. ~hat can be 

said, though, is that Hatthev's theological rejection of 

Jewish dietary purity 15 50 categorical as to put him 

unequivocally within the gentlle Christian stream. He ls 

certainly further from the Jewish Christian position than 

the gentile Christian position reflected by Luke. 
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This dissertation thus concludes that the Gospel of 

Matthew represents a gentile Christian position. 
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6.3 Excursus ~ 

Supplementary Conclusions on Early Church Evolution 

The body of the final chapter of this dissertation has 

presented aIl the evidence necessary to decide whether 

Matthew reflects a Jewish Christian or gentile Christian 

position. The New Testament evidence is so clear and 

unambiguous on the question of Jewish dietary purity, that 

no further discussion of the development of the chur ch 

beyond that presented in Acts and the letters of Paul was 

found necessary for the work of this dissertation on 

Matthew. It would be of interest, however, to draw out the 

implications of this dissertation's research for 

understanding the evolution of the early church. This 

excursus will thus present, very briefly, the schema 

early church development which seems to be implied by 

evidence. It should be stressed that the work in 

of 

the 

this 

excursus does not constitute any part of the basis on which 

Matthew was classified; it is rather a supplementary 

comment, and is more speculative than the conclusions about 

the Gospel of Matthew. 

The evidence reviewed seems to indicate that Jewish 

gentile Christianity was centred in Jerusalem, while 

Christianlty was the dominant form outside Palestine. 

and Luke qive evidence of gentile Christlans continuing 

live as gentiles. Some gentiles may have been converted 

Jewish Christianity (perhaps the case where certain 

Paul 

to 

to 

of 

Paul's opponents triumphed), but there is no clear New 

Testament evidence for this. Jewish Christianlty was and 
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remalned, as It seems from the New Testament evldence, 

Jerusalem-centred. Whlle the Jerusalem communlty Itself 

lived in a traditionally Jewish manner, its views on how 

gentl1e 

little 

Chrlstlans should act were dlvlded. There 15 very 

evldence about the conduct of Jews ln the church 

Jerusalem. paul certalnly adopted a gentlle 

and it appears l1kely that other Jews about whom 

outslde 

lifestyle 

we have some Informatlon- Peter and Apollos for example­

also adopted a gentile llfestyle while amongst gentlles. [n 

aIl probability, sorne Jews in the Diaspora llved as Jewlsh 

Chrlstlans, but New Testament evidence for such Jevlsh 

ChrIstiane 15 very weak. 

The development of the early eatholle chur ch must 

remaln somewhat less clearly deflned sinee there 15 less 

direct evldence for It than there 15 for Jewish Chrlstianity 

and gentile Chrlstlanity ln the ver~ early church. The lack 

of sympathy fOI Jewlsh traditions shown ln the Gospel of 

Matthew and the strong warning by Ignatius agalnst llstenlng 

to any who "proclalm Judalsm" (IgnatIus ta the 

Phlladelphlans, chapter 6) militate agalnst the Idea of a 

synthesls of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty and gentl1e Chrlstlanlty. 

Furthermore, slnee It has been noted that Jevlsh 

Christianity was centred in Jerusalem, vith 

Jerusalem the power and attraction of Jewish 

the fall of 

Chrlstlanlty 

would have of neeessity been greatly reduced. The ever­

increasing gentlle majorlty (see, even durlng Paul's 

lifetime, the evldence of Romans 9-11) would have put great 
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pressure on those Jewish Christians who were in close 

contact with gentile Christians to go over to gentile 

Christianity, or at least to tolerate that their children do 

50. A few more phys1cally or soc1ally 1so1ated Jew1sh 

Christian groups (such as the Ebion1tes) remained d1stlnct 

for some t1me. Gentile Chr1stlanity no doubt preserved some 

of Chr1stianity's Jewish heritage, but it essent1ally 

assimilated Its Jew1sh members to a gentile 11festyle. 

Although Ritschl was wrong in his division of the groups in 

the very early chur ch, he was probably correct in asserting 

that the early catho11c church was bul1t Iargely on a 

gentile base. It ls thus Iikely that most of Its Jewlsh 

elements came from Its reading of the Old Testament (see the 

letter to the He~rews' uses of the Old Testament) rather 

than from a synthesls with Jewlsh Christianity. 

The schema advanced here thus accepts the division 

between Jewlsh Chrlstlanity and gentile Chrlstlanlty 

insplred by Baur. It does not accept the full dlalectlc 

development he ~uggests. Rather 1t suggests that gentl1e 

Christianity, while bullt on the teaching of the Old 

Testament and the Jewish Jesus, nevertheless was always 

Identiflably gent1le and was only Influenced in a limited 

way by the Jewish Chrlstlans which it assimilated. Jewish 

Christianity slowly faded away, while the early catholic 

chur ch was estab11shed largely on a gentl1e bas1s. 
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7 APPENDIX 

SURVEY OF RESEARCH INTO THE RISE OF 

THE EARL Y CATHOLIC CHURCH 

Chapter one of this dissertation presented five of the 

most influential and representative theories of the 

development of the early Christian church. In that chapter, 

only as much information was presented as was necessary for 

a full consideration of the problem of whether the Gospel of 

Matthew reflects a Jewish Christian or gentile Christian 

position. This appendix will set the contentions of chapter 

one on a firmer basis by presenting a fuller discussion of 

the contribution of certain major scholars from F.C. Baur to 

Raymond Brown. 1 

7.1 ~~_ First period: 

~ ~ and Ritschl tQ ~ Consensus Position 

7.1.1 "j'.C. Baur 

F.C. Baur's goal in tracing the early history of 

Chrlstlanity 15 to understand the development of mankind's 

religious consciousness 2 . He sees religion as essentially a 

moral system, although by this he means somethlng broader 

than might be lrnplled by the Engllsh word "moral". The 

motor whlch moves the process of development forward 15 the 
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d1alect1cal clash of thes1s and antlthes1s g1vlng l1se to a 

synthesls. In tre early hlstory of Chr.istlanity, the thesls 

is Jewish Christianity, which ls particularistic: it was 

orient~d toward one nation, and expressed Itse]f in the 

forms of Jewish cult. These forms characteristlcally 

include clrcumcislon, obedience to the Mosaic Law, and 

certain regulations respecting relations with gentiles. The 

antithesis mlght be called Hellenistic Christianlty, 

Paulinism, or (due to the element which quickly 

predominated) gentile Christianity. This form of 

Christianity was universalizing, tending to include all 

nations and expressing itself in forms not limited by Jewish 

tradition. It did no~ encourage circumcision, or obedience 

to the Mosaic Law or countenance any discrimination in 

relations between Jewish and gentile Christians. The 

~ synthesis, Catholic Christianity, maintained the 
" 

universalizing aspect of gentile Chr\stianity and the 

historical roots and ecclesiastical structure of Jewish 

ChristianJty, while tempering the stress on faith versus 

works of the former and rejecting the Jewish exclusiveness 

of the latter. 

Baurls synthetlc view of Chrlstianlty of the first 

century is by no means a product of unfettered imagination, 

as sorne would argue. Dialectical analysis is the method he 

uses to study the texts before him, but it is the careful 

consideration of these texts themselves which yields the 

results. subsequent critlcal work has questioned the 
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valldlty of thls type of dlalectical reasonlng, and 

justlflably decrles Baurls misunderstanding of Judaism. 

Nonetheless, lt is Baurls brililant analysis whlch has set 

the agenda for research on Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty. 

Followlng the Book of Acts, Baur can trace a 

development of the early church consistent wlth hls 

dialectical Interpretation. The earllest Christian 

communlty ln Jerusalem was made up of both Hebrew and 

Hellenlst Jews. Even wlthln this group, Hellenism 

represents for Ba~r flrst a unlversalizlng prlnclple, and 

second a tendency to splrltuali~e and internallze religion. 

The first attack against external worshlp (represented by 

the Temple) and calI to spiritual worshlp Is recounted ln 

the story of the martyrdom of stephen. The Hellenlsts' 

challenge to the received order vas so great that they vere 

forced to flee Jerusalem, leavlng the mother chur ch entirely 

composed of Hebrews, that ls, Jewlsh Chrlstians. In their 

eastern Mediterranean diaspora, the Hellenists' 

universalizlng prlnclple found expression in their preachlng 

of the Gospel to gentiles. 

The Hellenistlc view, although present in the bud in 

the earliest communlty, came ta flower ln the thought and 

career of Paul. Setting out from Antioch, he preached 

Chrlstianity as a universal religion, not bound by the 

particularism of the Hosaic Law. On the other side, 

Jeru9alem continued to move wlthln the bounds of the Jevish 

nation, both ln the sense of only preachlng to Jews and ln 

the sense of continuing ta observe the Jewish law. 
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" Baur ls able to reconstruct the flrst serious clash 

between Jewlsh and gentl1e Chrlstlanlty from the early 

chapters of Galatians and Acts, Informed by his earlier work 

on the various parties alluded to ln 1 Cor. A group from 

Jerusalem had visited Antioch, and was distressed to see 

Antiochene gentile Christians claiming an equal place with 

them, while disregarding aIl the particulars of Judaism. In 

Baur's viey, the Jerusalem delegates' position was adopted 

by the "pillar apostles," James, Peter and John. The 

ensuing meeting between Paul, Barnabas, Titus and the 

"pillaIs" resulted essentially in a recognition of the 

complete separation and independence of the two parties. 

The one party vas to preach a Gospel of Jewish ChIistianity 

to Jews, the other a law-free Gospel to the gentiles. 

While these two groups may have theoretically 

recognized and accepted each other and the line of 

demarcation between them, in practice there was of course 

crossing of this line and conflict between the two groups. 

The incident betveen Peter and Paul in Antioch is the most 

notorious instance of this conflict. Later, people from the 

Jewish Christian party vent to Galatia (a mainly gentile 

Christian church) and vere at least partly successful in 

convincing the church there that to be saved they must aiso 

take the whole yoke of the lav upon themselves. Their 

thesis that cl~cumclslon (and therefore ~eeping the whole 

Hosaic Law) is necessary for salvatlon was immediately 

opposed by Paul vith the antithesls that If a man ls 
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circumcised he has no profit from Christ. A similar 

situation shortly obtalned in Corinth as weIl, where 

representatives of the Jewish Christian party also arrlved 

to try to win converts. 

Jewlsh Christianity not only spread in palestine and 

Into the PaulIne churches, It also spread by means of the 

natural relations between Jerusalem and the large Jevish 

communitles of the Diaspora. An outstanding example of thls 

would be the chur ch of Rome, which Baur claims was made up 

predomlnantly of Jevs, and vas of a Jewish Christian 

theological persuasion. 

In Saur's scheme, the clash between these two parties 

was sufficiently strong to lead hlm to the conclusion that 

Jevish Christians vere partially responslble for the riot 

that broke out on the occasion of Paul's last vlslt to 

Jerusalem. There vas no reconciliatlon during the lifetime 

of Paul. 

The synthesis of these two Ideas of Christianity vas 

worked out ln the perlod follovlng paul's death. It was 

brought about by the realizatlon that the tvo parties really 

belonged together. 

originally insisted 

The Jevish Christian party had 

on the absolute necessity of 

circumcislon for salvation. Sut as the number of gentl1es 

enterlng the chur ch became overvhelmingly preponderant, the 

Jewlsh Christlans abandoned this positIon, and in a move 

toward Christian universalism, replaced circumcislon vith 

baptlsm (thls Is even the case in th~ Pseudo-clementine 

literature). Only a amall group of Jewiah Christians 
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rejected this accommodation. The next step in thls process 

vas marked by the Apostolic Decree, which ls of course dated 

quite late by Baur. With the promulgation of this decree (a 

sort of minimum of law) and the substitution of baptism for 

circumcision, free association between Jewish and gentlie 

Christians became possible. Baur ho Ids that in the early 

catholic church, the prlnciple of universal1sm had won the 

day. Jevish Christianity brought lnto this synthesis its 

ecclesiastical structure, which allowed the church to grow 

into the cohesive institution of the catholic church. In 

this structure, the blshop functioned for each communlty as 

Christ himself, understood on the modei of the Jewish 

Messiah, functioned for the whole c~urch. This structure, 

therefore, brought together the two parties, leaving out 

only certain backwater movements such as Ebionism and 

various other groups branded as hereticai. 

Although outside our period, it should be noted that 

Baur held the chur ch develops in aIl periods by a 

dialectical process of internaI oppositions. ln the second 

century, the antitheses the early catholic church faced were 

Gnostlclsm and Montanism. 

7.1.2 Albrecht Ritschi 

Baur studled the early hlstory of Chrlstlanlty to 

understand the 

consclousness. 

development of manklnd's 

Ritschl's orientation vas very 

religious 

different. 3 

For hlm, what lies at the heart of his 5tudy of the history 

of the early Christian Church 15 the question of its 

242 



understandlng of mankind's reconci1iation to God. This 

being the case, it is not surprising that the prob1em of how 

Christianity related to the law is of great importance for 

Ritschl. 

In sharp contrast to Baur, Ritschl does not see the 

ear1y catholic chur ch as a synthesis of Paulinism and Jewish 

Christianity, but rather as a deve10pment of gentile 

Christianity which had finally separated itself from its 

Jewish roots. This separation was brought about both by 

external factors such as culture and polltlcs, and by 

internal factors such as the inordinate demands made by the 

Jewish Christians on gentile Christians in the Apostolic 

Decree. Catholic Christianity was not a triumph of 

"paulinisme, elther, slnce Rltschl by no means ascribes as 

much signlficance to Paul as does Baur. The catholic church 

misunderstood Paul as much as it did Peter, and neither had 

a dominant influence on it. 

The divorce of the catho1ic church from its Jewish 

roots means that it lost its context for interpreting the 

Old Testal~ent presuppositions on which it vas bui1t. This 

led to a drift into a new type of legalism, a legalism which 

was distinctly Christian, and not Pauline 01 Jewish 

Christian. It should be noted that from Rltschl's 

Protestant point of vlew, this 10ss was by no means 

religiously neutral, but vas a real disaster for mankInd, a 

disaster only to be reversed in the RefoImatlon. 

Let us review the history of the early ChrIstian church, 
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and especlally Its strugqles about the Hosalc Law, as vlewed 

by Ritschl. 

The Apostles at first folloved Jesus' example in going 

only to Israel, believing perhaps that aIl Israel must be 

saved before the entry of the gentiles. Peter's conversion 

of the Roman centurion Cornelius does not really represent 

an exception, because Cornelius vas added to the chur ch as a 

proselyte. The initial attitude of the Christian Church 

toward the lav vas set by Jesus himself. He distinguished 

between tvo types of lavs: those lavs vhich pertain to man's 

highest end and are therefore permanently and universally 

bindingj and those lavs which exlst for the sake of men, 

and are therefore adiaphora. As long as Christendom vas 

contained vithin Israel, the Apostles could not distingulsh 

betveen the national facets and the religious facets of the 

law. 

The mission to the gentiles started in 

independently of the Apostles. It appears that 

city, gentiles vere baptized vithout being asked to 

the Hosaic Lav, but sorne time thereafter former 

Antioch 

in this 

observe 

Pharisees 

from Jerusalem demanded that they be circumcised and obey 

the whole lave This demand, Ritschl notes, is an indication 

of true Jevish Christianity. The original Apostles did not 

support this demand and found themselves ln the position of 

having to oppose and yet conciliate this group. At the 

meeting held ln Jerusalem, attended by Paul and Barnabas as 

delegates from Antioch, the solution adopted vas the 

Apostolic Decree. The decree is pivotal for Ritschl's 
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understanding of this periode It in effeet gave proselyte 

status to the new converts, thus preserving the priority of 

the J€WS, whlle still allowing for full recognition of the 

gentiles as brothers and sisters. Full fellovship vas 

maintained between Jevish Christians and non-Christian Jevs. 

Gentlle Christians, however, still remained ritually 

unclean, and thus full table fellovship vas not established 

vithin the Christian Church itself. Ritsehl is highly 

eritieal of this attempt at a solution, saying: "In dem 

Dekrete ist eine Norm des mosaischen Gesetzes direkt auf die 

Verhaltnisse der christlichen Gemeinde angevendet. Muss man 

dies nlcht so verstehen, dass eigentlich das ganze mosaische 

Gesetz im Chrlstenthume gllt, jedoch aus ausseren GrUnden 

nur ein Mlnimum davon bei den Heidenchristen durchgesetzt 

wird?" (Entstehung Jll) The fact ls, even James and Peter 

sav the converted Jevs as the true people of the old 

covenant, and as the core of the new covenant- as we can see 

even from their letters (vhich Ritsehl aecepts as genulne). 

The Apostolie Decree made sense ln palestine, vhere 

most Christians were Jevish. In the Diaspora, however, 

vhere most Christians were gentile, full communion betveen 

Jevish and gentile Christians was more important than full 

communion betveen Jewish Christians in the Diaspora and 

their co-religionists in Palestine. It quiekly folloved 

that this full communion vas establlshed in the Diaspora on 

gentl1e terms, that is to say, vithout observance of the 

Mosaie Law. This praetice represents paul's position. 
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Whlle thls vas not a formaI breach of the Decree, It vas 

certalnly less than full observance of the lav by aIl Jews, 

which is of course what James had wanted. 

Peter was sympathetic to Paul's position, and when he 

came down to Antioch he ate with the gentile Christians 

without concerning himself about their ritual uncleanness. 

When representatlves came from Jerusalem to recall Peter to 

James's understanding of the Decree, Peter withdrew from 

such fellowship. Ritschl cannot find indisputable evidence 

that Peter returned to his position of ignoring questions of 

ritual purity and to full communion vith gentile Christians, 

but he clearly suspects that Peter did eventually return to 

that Pauline position. This question is secondary. What Is 

central is that Paul, Peter and even James were in complete 

agreement that faith in Christ is the condition for 

admission to the new covenant. 

At this point there were essentially two groups within 

Christianity. The first group recognized faith in Christ as 

the only universal condition for full Christianity. Within 

this group ve flnd the Pauline tendency which, while 

accepting the Apostolic Decree, did not require any further 

observance of the Hosalc rltual law from anyonei and the 

tendency of James, which expected the gentlles to observe 

the Apostolic Decree ~nd ethnie Jews to observe the whole 

law. The second major group vithin Christlanity at thls 

time comprised the Jewish Christians ln the strict sense of 

the term, whlch Ritschl often calls the "strenge (as opposed 

to "mllde") Judenchristen." They dld not recognize any form 
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of Chrlstianlty except that whlch ls based on the Jewish 

people. Gentlles m1ght therefore become Chr1stlans only 

through circumcislon and obed1ence to the whole Law of 

Hoses. This group, of course, did not recognize the 

apostleshlp of Paul, and are the people Paul refers to as 

demandlng the clrcumcIslon of Titus, and were responsible 

for the opposition to Paul's work in Galatia. With the 

passage of tIme, those who held James's position became the 

Nazarenes, while the extreme Jewlsh Chrlstlans became the 

Pharlsalc and Essene Eblonltes. 

The reason for the spllt between what became malnstream 

Christianity and the "strict" Jewish Christianity ls self­

evldent. "Moderate" Jewish Chrlstlanlty (the posItion 

represented by James), desplte the general observance of the 

Apostolic Decree, st1ll could not accept full commun1on with 

the gentlle Chr istians. l te. Inf luence on gent i le 

Christianity disappeared at least after the Bar-Cochba 

revoIt, when Jewlsh Christians (with aIl Jews) were banished 

from Jerusalem, and gentile Chrlstlans replaced them ln that 

Important ci ty. The pos i t i ons of Paul and Pete c d 1d 

influence general Christlanity, but not to a great extent. 

The true development of Christianlty moved with the current 

of the increasing gentl1e majorlty, and grew in response to 

factors ln the gentile world (such as Gnosticism and 

Montanlsm), with no relation to Jewish Christianity. 

7.1. 3 Edouard Reuss 

Edouard Reuss was a professor at the Protestant 
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semlnary ln strasbourq, whlch vas under German rule at the 

tlme. That strategie location allowed hlm to contribute to 

both French and German scholarship. 

History 

Based on Paul's statement in 1 Cor 15:6, Reuss notes 

that when Jesus left this world he already had hundreds of 

disciples, and aecordlng to Acts within a few more weeks had 

thousands (Théologie, 1:282).4 This important and rather 

neglected fact, Reuss tells us, shows that the centre of 

gravit y of the early chur ch is to be found in the mass of 

disciples, not in a few indivlduals or à fortiori ln the 

Twelve. The Twelve's influence would have been further 

clrcumscribed qulte early on by the entry of a large number 

of priests and Pharisees, men wlth a far greater formaI 

education than the Gailleans. ThIs rndSS of people had not 

believed in a new religion or new doctrine, but rather with 

repentance and baptism had belLeved that Jesus was the 

Hessiah and herald of the End. This new conviction was, of 

course, entlrely wlthin the bounds of thelr Jewlsh beliefs. 

Further, based on the statement in Acts 21:10 ("all zealots 

for the law"), he clalms that the mass of Christlans were 

closer to the Pharisees than to any other Jewish group at 

the tlme. The bulk of the Christiane remained faithful 

members of the synagogue and followers of aIl the traditions 

attached to it (Théologie 1: 282-297). 

While the mass of Jesus' followers remained fully 

attached to the JewLsh institutions, the Hellenlst Jews saw 
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that the gospel Ideas vere really incompatible vith the 

Mosaic institutions. The clear expression of this fact, 

transmitted to us by Luke in the speech he has stephen give, 

brought about a persecution of Hellenistic Christian!. Sorne 

fled to Antioch, vhere gentiles vere then converted to 

Christianity. The two groups, Jevish and gentile Christian, 

co-exlsted in harmony, sharing common meals. (Théologie 1: 

297-306) 

The peaee of this communion was shortly troubled by the 

arrival of Christian Pharisees from Jerusalem, who held that 

circumc!sion and the Mosalc code must be observed by aIl 

ChristIan men. It vas deelded to send a deiegation to meet 

with the apostles ln Jerusalem to Iron out these 

dlffleulties. While Paul was expectlng th!s to be a prlvate 

discussion, rnembers of the stricter party inslnuated 

themselves into these meetings, making them very dlfficult. 

The decislon of the Apostles was ln favour of Paul, that 

uncircumclsed gentl1es should be admitted as full brothers 

ln the ehurch, only being asked to observe the Noachie 

commandments. (Théologie 1:306-320) 

Though thls decls10n brought about a truce, three 

parties or opinions were already beginning to ernerge. The 

Pharisaic Christlans basically believed that the law was for 

aIl believers; the pillar apostles aecepted gentiles wlthout 

circumcislon; and Paul shared the pillars' opinions but 

clearly vas moving at a deeper level of understandlng. 

Although the compromise appeared destlned for sucees!, 
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lt could not last. paul moved from hls earller nalve 

posltlon to ~~ full reallzatlon that ln Christ there vas a 

nev covenant, a nev lav, and therefore that the Hosaic 

covenant vas no longer in effect for any group of 

Christians. The apostles held to the original compromise, 

the incident betveen Peter and Paul in Antioch being a 

hesitation of no real slgnlficance. The Pharisaic party 

returned to its true belief that the lav applies to aIl, and 

soon began actively to take their gospel to the churches 

founded by Paul. (Théologie I: 342-353) 

As tlme passed, the antipathy of sorne supporters of the 

Pharisaic position forced them tovard vhat eventually became 

Ebionism. o~ the other hand, some vho vere opposed to the 

lav drifted to antinomianism or to Gnosticism. But the 

great mass of the chur ch did not push elther of these 

positions ta its logical limit, perhaps never even really 

understanding either. Nevertheless, the general influence 

of Paul's thinking vas far greater than that of the other 

parties in the final form taken by the church. (Théologie 

11:265-290) 

In Reuss's work we see the beginning of the pattern 

vhich would characterize the early consensus on the history 

of the chur ch ln this period. Reuss accepts Ritschl's 

contention that the division between Paul and the pillar 

apostles vas not as deep and fundamental as Baur had held. 

Nevertheless, he cannot fully accept Rltschl's conclusion 

that the church develored along an essentially gentile 

trajectory, thus really abandoning Baurls idea of a 
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synthesis of Jewish and gentile. Reuss therefore feels that 

the po~ition held by the pillar apostles (and perhaps even 

the positlon of the Pharlsaic Chrlstlans) dld influence the 

church, which however developed on a predomlnantly Pauline 

basis. 

7.1.4 Ernest Renan 

Ernest Renan i5 Most famous for hls life of Jesus, 

whlch Is the first book of his Histoire ~ origines du 

christianl~.5 In that volume, he consclously sets himself 

apart from the growlng consensus by credltlng the Gos~el of 

John with a hlqh degree of hlstorlcal accuracy. His 

preference for John accords weIl wlth hls own Idealistlc, 

romantic view of Jesus. The perceived tension between the 

lofty, romantlc mlnd of Jesus, and the generally baser but 

more practlcal mlnd!1 of hls ImmedIate followers and Paul 15 

an important theme in hi5 presentation of early 

Chrlstianlty. 

Renan shares the prevalent view of his tlme that the 

crucial spiritual achievement of late anciqulty ls the 

progress of the Jewish tradition from being a national 

religion to being a universal religion. He argues that to 

become universal, Judalsm had to dlvest Itself of Its 

national and political aspects, of clrcumc!sion and slmllar 

practices: in short, it had to reduce itself to a sort of 

Deism (Book 2, p. 259). Many of its adherents had already 

accompllshed thls, and Judalsm Itself mlght have become the 

universal religion were it not for the fanaticism which took 
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hold of It, the same fanatlcism whlch led to the First 

Jewish War. In taking these steps toward universallsm, 

Judalsm both prepared the vay for Christianlty, and 

foreshadoved many of the InternaI struggles It would have to 

endure. 

History of the Early Church 

During his ministry, Jesus had already seen the 

absolute necessity of the abrogation of the Hosaic Law and 

the complete emancipation of unlversal religion from Judaism 

(Book 1, pp. 230-232). Despite this, the church came to 

realize the essential difference between Jesus' Ideas and 

Judaism only through a long strug9le. 

The original core of the church was eomposed of 

"Hebrews," and only Aramaic was spoken. Greek started to be 

used ln about the third ycar after Jesus' death, Renan 

estimates, due to the influx of Hellenistic Jewish converts. 

Very quickly, conversions of Hellenists outnumbered those of 

Hebrews, so that even the apostles learned or improved their 

G~eek. (Book 2, pp. 110ff) 

stephen's surprising speech ln the book of Acts poses 

no problem for Renan's scheme. Binee Chrlstianity from its 

very inception in Jesus' mind stands in opposition to 

JUdaism, Stephen's speech is not really a new development, 

but rather a statement of a basic insight of Christianity. 

As such, it causes a violent reaction from the Jevish 

authorities, but does not cause a correspondlng reaction or 

split within the Christian coamunity (Book 2, pp. 138ff). 
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The appolntment of deacons Is also accepted by Renan as a 

coherent part of the early church. These Hellenists vere in 

fact appolnted as the book of Acts states, and dld serve as 

deacons in the chur ch of Jerusalemj it vas only vhen the 

chur ch vas first persecuted and .uch of the communlty 

dispersed that these talented Hellenists became evangelists. 

(Book 2, chapter 9. pp. 150-162) 

The most significant step ln early Chrlstianlty vas the 

establishment of the chur ch in Antloch by a number of 

Jerusalem Hellenists. This great development forced the 

question of the terms of admission for the gentlles, and 

also brought the recognition and naming of this nev 

rel1gious movement: 

C'est ici un moment très-important. L'heure où 
une création nouvelle reçoit son nom est solonnelle; 
car le nom est le signe définitif de l'exjstence. 
C'est par le nom qu'un être individuel ou collectif 
devient lui-même et sort d'un autre. La formation du 
mot "chrétien" marque ainsi la date précise o~ l'Eglise 
de Jésus se sépara du judalsme. (Book 2, pp. 235-236) 

In becomlng a separate religion: 

.•. la vraie pensée de Jésus a triomphé de l'indécision 
de ses premiers disciples. (Book 2, p. 236) 

Durlng this tlme Paul va~ converted and became 

associated vith the church at Antioch. Renan holds that 

since resurrection as described in the Nev Testament ls 

iapossible, Paul's experience vith the risen Christ vas 

totally subjective. At first Paul preached circumcision 

(Book 3, p. 72, based on II Cor 5:16 and Gal 5:11), but 

later came to the conclusion that it vas useless. This 

development, and in fact his whole doctrine of Christlanity, 
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vas his ovn, and not really that of the ldeas of Jesus. His 

not knowing Jesus is a major point for Renan, who alvays 

considers Paul in sorne ways lacking in his understanding of 

Jesus. (Book 2, pp. 163-190) 

Barnabas, who was the Most advanced Christian in 

Jerusalem, led the support for Antioch. His zeal impelled 

him to move to Antioch. He later accompanied Paul to 

Jerusalem to examine this question of the basis for the 

admission of gentiles. Paul had hoped to meet privately 

with the pillar apostles since he knew that in a large and 

impassioned assembly, the narrower spirits would always gain 

the upper hand. At this time there were two clear parties: 

one (represented by Paul), which held circumcision to be 

wlthout value; and one (represented by Many Christian 

Pharisees) which held that a convert must become a Jew to 

become a Christian. Peter was totally Indifferent to party 

questions, feeling no such question of principle to be worth 

risking the peace of the church. He was 50 greatly 

impressed by Paul that he was won over to him- but this very 

suppleness was later to create problems. The final decision 

was to admit gentiles while only asking them to observe the 

Noachic commandments. This compromise put the problem off 

more than it solved It. (Book 3, pp. 57-95) 

Peter left Jerusalem and took up the life of a 

traveling evangelist in Syria, leaving James as the head of 

the church in Jerusalem. Horrified by the mass of new 

converts not attached to the Jevlsh rellglon, James hatched 
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a plan to follow Paul and try to persuade Paul's converts 

that they must be clrcumclsed and practlce the whole lave 

Representatives of James came to Antloch and persuaded Peter 

to vlthdrav from fellowshlp wlth the gentlles there. 

Hovever, slnce Peter baslcally agreed vIth paul, after the 

departure of James' people he probably resumed hls eatlng 

vith the gentlles. Nevertheless, a divIsIon remalned, such 

that one could say that the chur ch vas dlvlded lnto a Jevlsh 

parlsh and a gentile parish. (Book 3, pp. 278-310; for the 

final assertion, Renan refers to the Apostollc Constitutions 

vil, 46.) 

According to Renan, the resolutlon of these confllcts 

came about ln a vay very slmllar to the one proposed by 

Baur. 

Rome) 

Rltschl 

The PaulIne and Petrlne churches (most especlally ln 

reallzed thelr basic unlty. Hovever, he follovs 

ln holdlng that peter and Paul's dlsagreement vas 

not nearly so deep or fundamental as Baur belleved, so the 

basls for unIt y Is much easler to see. The true Judalslng 

group vas headed by James and centred ln Jerusalemi so vhen 

Jerusalem vas destroyed and thls group fled to the Trans­

Jordan, Its Influence on the church as a vhole grev less and 

less. It eventually became the Eblonite sect. Except for 

thls chur ch and the churches of Syrla, everyvhere "the 

Jevish Christians vere, as It vere, drovned by the flood of 

nev converts." (Hlbbert Lectures 138) 

7.1.5. carl von Welzs3cker 

carl von Welzs3cker succeeded F.C. Baur as professor of 
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Church Hlstory at TOblngen. He was apparently much less 

Interested ln a phllosophlcal understandlng of the 

development of the human religious consciousness than his 

predecessor, while being just as interested in a pragmatic 

tracing of the early period of Christlanlty. For 

Weizs&cker, following Baur, the essentlal question that 

stands behind the development of the chur ch 15 whether or 

not Christianity is to reflect universalism rather than 

particularism. In the early Jewish Christian tradition 

there 15 a mixture of the particular and the universal. 

That which is of the essence is, of course, that which 

universal- and this "purer tradition" (Apostolic 1:71)6 

is 

was 

passed on in the church, while the particularistic tradition 

was carried on in the marginal Ebionites. 

Hlstory 

After Jesus' death and resurrection, his disciples (who 

were mostly Gallleans) qulckly establlshed their community 

ln Jerusalem as a Jewish sect. This Christian Union or Sect 

was more like the Essenes in form than like a synagogue or 

school. Evangellsts vere sent out on the model of the 

mission of the Twelve in the Gospels and shortly made 

converts among the Jevs of Jerusalem, Judaea and the 

Diaspora. Hellenist Jews joined the Jerusalem community 

early in Its history, but ln contrast to Baur, Weizs!cker 

does not believe that their vievs anticipate those of Paul, 

nor that Stephen is a precursor of Paul. The opposition to 

the Temple, 50 Important in stephen's speech, 15 not found 
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in paul's thought. In that speech, stephen May be 

expoundlng an Alexandrlne llne of thought, but no solld 

conclusions about the early Hellenlsts' vlews may be drawn, 

since most of the speech reflects later ideas. 

The conversion of Paul was a declslve step ln the 

development of early Chrlstlanity. We~zsacker belleves that 

Paul Immediately began to preach a universalist Chrlstianity 

completely free from the Jewlsh law. Worklng ln total 

independence from Jerusalem, he establlshed churches around 

Damascus, then founded the chur ch ln Ant10ch (slc), folloved 

by churches elsevhere ln Syrla and ln Clilcia. His hope vas 

that by the results of his missionary york he could 

demonstrate to Jerusalem and the Jevlsh Christian chur ch 

that h1s approach to the gentlles vas the correct one. Hls 

fond dream vas that Jerusalem would accept hls 

congregations, and aIl vould be united ln one commun1on. 

At flrst Jerusalem looked vith favour on Paul's work. 

Later, hovever, large numbers of nev converts vho vere 

"zealots for the lav" joined the church ln Jerusalem " 
vith the intent10n never, even as Christ1ans, to abandon any 

part of the lav" (Apostollc 1: 183). Th1s group of "false 

brothers" (as Paul calls them) demanded that at a mlnimum 

paul's converts be clrcuacised. While thls vas a vocal 

group, it did not vin over the bulk of the Jerusalem church. 

The controversy vas sharp enough, hovever, that Paul came up 

to Jerusalem to meet vith the "pillars," as recounted ln Gal 

2. While he holds that Gal 2: 1-10 corresponds to Acts 15, 

Weizslcker stresses the difference between the two reports, 
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( and concludes that we must follow the eye-wltness account 

rather than the later Ideallzed one. Peter could not have 

been the advocate of the Pauline gospel that Acts makes him 

out to be; Paul vas not the submissive, obedient delegate 

Acts makes him to be; the so-called Apostolic Decree could 

not have been issued at this time, since Paul says "they 

added nothing to me" (Gal 2:6). Had the Decree been in 

effect, there vould not have been the clash later in 

Antioch. It is more likely, therefore, that the decree came 

out of the conflict in Antioch. Folloving Paul's report, 

then, this vas a private meeting in Jerusalem, not a general 

council, and its result vas a sort of mission treaty betveen 

Paul and Barnabas on the one hand and James, Peter and John 

on the other. 

The mission treaty vas quite specifie. According to 

it, each party recognized the full validity of the other's 

york, and affirmed their unit y in faith and religion. It 

recognized the proclamation of a gospel to the circumcised 

by James, Peter, and John, and also recognized the 

proclamation of a lav-free gospel to the gentiles by Paul. 

Weizsacker draws from this treaty the exegetlcal conclusion 

that since Paul agreed to the treaty, he must in fact have 

preached first to gentlles in his mlssionary work, not to 

Jews first as Acts asserts. He further dravs the 

phllosophlcal conclusion that this agreement, since it marks 

( 
the acceptance of gentiles, is a major step ln the 

dlalectlcal process: "the falth ln whlch they (Jews and 
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gentlles) vere at one became the hlgher unIt y, and the 

bellef ln ChrIst could not but develop lnto an Independent 

relIgion." (Apostolic 1:188) 

The first problems resultlng from thls treaty occurred 

at the church ln Antloch, vhlch, ve recall, Welzsacker 

belleves vas founded by Paul. Gentlles ln thls church had 

of course been converted to Paul's lav-free gospel, and the 

Jevish Christians there, follovlng the founder Paul, dld not 

observe traditlonal food lavs or vorry about any defllement 

their relations vIth gentlles mlght occasion. Wnen Peter 

dld likevise in Antioch, James sent representatlves to calI 

Peter back to observance of the lav. In dolng so he vas not 

opposing paul, but merely recalling Jevs to their rlghtful 

dut y, and vas acting in line vith the treaty vith Paul. The 

position of James led to the divisIon of the Antlochene 

church Into separate Jevish and gentlle congregatIons. 

This, of course, vas a great blov to paul's goal of bringlng 

about the unIon of hls gentile churches vIth the Jevlsh 

Christian church. 

It ls Weizs~cker's conclusion that Paul did not carry 

the day in Antioch. The clash probably resulted in the 

Apostollc Decree, vhlch ls incorrectly dated ln Acts. In 

the earlier agreement, the pillar apostles had pledged not 

to reject gentile Christians. But since they did not 

abandon the lav for their mIssIon ln Jevish terrltory (vhlch 

Weizsacker seems to Interpret as covering Judaea and aIl the 

areas of Jevlsh colonlzatlon), the Apostollc Decree 

represents the conditions vhich vould be laid on gentile 
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Chrlstlans in contact vith Jevlsh Christians in Jevlsh 

territory. The effect of the Decree, hovever, vas to create 

an exclusive Judaism vithln Christianity, a consequence 

vhich vas anathema to Paul. 

Folloving the clash in Antioch, Weizs~cker identifies 

three parties vithin the church. One party consisted of 

Paul and his churches. It adhered to a lav-free gospel, and 

vas composed mostly of gentiles, vith of course some Jews. 

A second party consisted of the Lord's brothers, Peter, 

James, John and their converts. From 1 Cor 9:5 ve knov that 

they travelled about evangelizing; given the mission treaty, 

ve must assume that, vhether in Judaea or the Diaspora, they 

only converted Jevs. The Petrine party in Corinth 

(1 Cor 1:12) must not have been founded or encouraged by 

Peter. The relationship of thls party to Paul vas marked by 

tension and coolness, but there vas no open hostility as 

both sides observed the mission treaty. 

The thlrd party vas make up of the "Judaizers," those 

"zealots for the lav" who had never been a party to the 

mission treaty, and did not respect Its terms. They in fact 

systematically attempted to win Paul's churches over to 

their position that to be Christians, gentiles must become 

Jevs who believe in Jesus as the Hessiah. Since they 

presented this as the true teaching of Jesus, thelr 

followers in Corinth adopted the na me of the "Christus 

Party" (1 Cor 1:12). The book of Revelation represents 

thelr point of viey. From the section vhp.re the 144,000 
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martyrdom 

member of 

coamunlty. 

spoken of, we learn that the Christus party say 

as second class Chrlstlans admltted only by 

(Apostolic II: 19-20). On the death of James, a 

thls party became the head of the Jerusalem 

The further development of the ChrIstian chur ch vas 

greatly influenced by the var. This crisis brought the 

Jewish ChrIstian chur ch to the realization that the Jewlsh 

nation was golng the wrong vay. This fundamental 

conclusion pushed aIl questions of zeal for the lav into the 

background. The Christus party split from the Jevlsh nation 

and fled Jerusalem. They continued to influence the church, 

both opposlng Paul and, more positlvely, contributing to the 

general heritage of the church, as evldenced by the letter 

of James and by the sources used in Luke and Acts. 

In the end, a church emerged vhlch ln many vays might 

be considered a new or second form of qentlle Chrlstlanlty. 

The balrier betveen Jews and gentlles fell by the very 

velght of the large number of gentlle Christlans. This nev 

chur ch whlch developed amongst gentl1es was resolutely 

universalistic and completely free from the particularlsm of 

the Jewlsh law. It developed amongst people vho had not 

taken part ln the battle betveen Paul and the zealots over 

the lav. Because of this, it vas as ftee of Paul's 

particular theology of justification by falth ln opposition 

to vorks as 1t was of the lavas proposed by the Juda1zers, 

whlle yet showlng some influence from both these trad1t1ons. 

This newer type of gentile Christianity developed quickly ln 
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Rome, vhere Christianlty had appeared Independently of Paul, 

but since lt vas a natural development It soon became the 

dominant form everywhere. 

Weizs~cker's viey of the evolution of the early 

cathollc church ls a consummate veavlnq together of Baur's 

ideas and Rltschl ls critique. With Baur, he carefully 

traces the buddlng and floverlng of the straln of 

universalisme He has worked out a vay for two opposing 

principles to struggle in dialectic tension to a nev 

resolution. But he agrees vith Ritschl that Peter and 

Paul's disagreement vas not as fundamental as Baur thought, 

and that Peter and Paul were not as influential as Baur made 

them out to be. He also accepts Ritschl's contention that 

the catholic church developed on an essentlally gentile 

basis, yet without abandoning Baurls view that the Jevish 

ving had a real and on-going influence. 

7.1.6 J.B. Lightfoot 

When ve move from the study of F.C. Baur and those vho 

follov in his traditIon to J.B. Lightfoot, we must be 

prepared to deal vith a radical change in philosophical 

paradiqm and reliqlous outlook. While Baur is a dialectic 

idealist, Lightfoot (who has much less Interest in 

philosophy) has been described as a "commonsense empirIclst" 

(Barrett, "Quomodo" 318).7 Thelr religlous stances tovard 

the Bible are just as different as their philosophies. 

Barrett holds that Baur seems to have felt hlmself qulte 

free to pose any question about the New Testament, and to 
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follow his reasoning to any conclusion it seemed to demande 

On the other hand, he says: 

Lightfoot was to sorne extent inhiblted from asking the 
right questions by his theological beliefs, by hls 
understanding of authorlty and especlally of the 
authorlty of Scrlpture. This authorlty, he belleved, 
was bound up with the authenticity of documents and the 
accuracy of historlcal stateaents. He was an 
absolutely honest man, as weIl as a very learned one, 
and he neve~ fudged evldence ln order to reach the 
conclusions that his piety required. But he either 
failed to put, or blunted the edge of, the sharpest 
questions ... (Barrett, "Quomodo" 318) 

Llghtfoot's careful hlstorlcal critlcal work on the 

Apostolic Fathers Is weIl known. It Is he who definitively 

established the seven-Ietter corpus of the letters of 

Ignatius as used in modern editlons. Hore slgnificantly for 

our studies here, Lightfoot convincingly demonstrated the 

authentlclty and early date of thls Ignatian corpus, as weIl 

as that of 1 Clement. These nearly undisputed facts have 

led Stephen Neill, in his ~ Interpretation QL ~ ~ 

Testament, to see Llghtfoot as the great champion who 

destroyed the synthesis of the TÜbingen school. This 

opinion ls greatly exaggerated. Rltschl publlshed hls 

fundamental break with Baur before Lightfoot published his 

famous Galatians commentary (whlch came out long before hls 

volumes on the Apostolic Fathers), and in that commentary 

Llghtfoot makes use of Ritschl, whom he vlews very 

favourably. Besides that, as will be eeen below, 

Llghtfoot's position 15 often quite close to Baur's. What 

does remain, however, ls the unquestloned fact that 

Llghtfoot's datlng of 1 Clement and Ignatius precludes 
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Baur's tentative dating of the Ney Testament books, and 

either precludes his dialectic understanding of early 

Christianity, or forces it to be yorked out in a much 

shorter period of time. Since Lightfoot offers no 

comprehensIve alternative to Saur's scheme, his york really 

has had more the force of shortening its time-frame than of 

calling it into question. 

Hist~ry 

Jesus himself le ft the chur ch no instructions about the 

observance of Jevish customs: "He had charged them, it ls 

true, to preach the Gospel to aIl nations, but hoy this 

injunctlon vas to be carried out, by vhat changes a national 

Church must expand into an universal Church, they had not 

been told." (Gal 295) What is clear for Lightfoot is that 

the Mosalc ordinances vere never an Integral part of the 

Gospel message, but vere related to It as "svathing bands" 

(~ 295) might be to an infant. The movement to complete 

emancipatlon from the Jevlsh customs took place ln three 

stages. In the first stage, the Gospel vas preached to the 

gentiles vith no reflectlon on thls question; in the second 

stage, the church recognized that the gentiles should be 

free from the Hosaic Lav. In the thlrd and final stage, it 

vas recognized that Jevish Christians as vell should no 

longer be subject to the Hosaic Lav. Let us trace 

Lightfoot's viey of the development of the early church, 

noting these stages. 

The first stage vas set in motion by Stephen, vhom 

Llghtfoot regards as Paul's forerunner in sounding the 
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death-knell of the Hosaic o~dInances. From the book of 

Acts, he recounts the stories of stephen, of the pexsec1ltion 

and dIspersIon to Antioch, of PhIlIp anrt of Peter's 

conversion of Cornelius. The addition of gentiles to the 

church at Antioch precIpltates the crlsls vhIch Introduces 

the second stage of development. 

The crlsis of the second stage, concernlng the basls of 

the admission of the gentiles, came to a head at the 

Apostolic Conference. The Pharlsaic Christlans held that 

the gentile converts must be circumclsed (~nd presumably, 

although Llghtfoot does not say 50, keep the Mos~ic Lay), 

vhile Paul held that gentiles vere to be fully admltted to 

ail the privileges of Israel vlthout clrcumclsion. 

Lightfoot identifies Gal 2 and Acts 15, giving as much 

veight to Acts, a secondary source, as he does ta the 

primary source provided by an actual participant. This 

choice seems to be a consequence of the religious position 

outllned earlier. 

The problern of the second stage, that is the question 

of ~entile freedorn from the lav, vas resolve~ at least ln 

principle at th13 conference: 

The arrangement of the dlsputed polnts vas effected by 
a mutual compromise. On the one hand It vas decided 
once and for ever that the rite of circumcision should 
not be imposed on the Gentiles. On the other, 
concessions vere demanded of them ln turni they yere 
asked to 'abstain from meats offered to idols, and from 
blood, and from things strangled, and from 
fornication. ' 

The first of these decisions vas a question of 
prlnclple. (Qàl 305-306) 

While the decision that clrcumclsion vas eliminated for 
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gentiles vas enunciated as a principle, the second set of 

conditions "vere a temporary expedient framed to meet a 

temporary emergency. Their object vas the avoidance of 

offense in mlxed communlties of Jev and Gentile converts." 

(~ 307) They vere drafted in such a vay as not to press 

too heavily on the gentiles, vhile yet not infringing on 

anyone'~ prlnciples. C.K. Barrett reports (from a set of 

notes by Llghtfoot for lectures on Acts) Lightfoot's opinion 

that the pillar apostles "'(I)concurred vith the prlnciples 

of these Juaaizers,t but vere '(2) disposed to concession in 

practlce, for the sa~e of peace. t" ("Ouomodo" 313). A 

problem vith this pcsltion (as Barrett implies) ls that if 

tl.is group on principle vished the gentiles to be 

clrcumcised, then the compromise did violate a principle. 

In hls commentary on Galatlans, Llghtfoot says Peter "had 

declared himself plainly ln favour of Gentile liberty ... " 

(Ga 1 128). 

The result of the Conference vas that gentile Christlan 

liberty from the lav vas fully recognized. It is not 

specified, hovever, whether gentiles vere admitted as equal 

integrated members, equal but members of a separate 

organlzation, or second class members of the one church. 

Aleo left unsettled in in the Decree vas the question of 

Jevlsh Christian ObS€Tv,",nce of the Hosaic Lav. It is, 

hovever, clear that those Jewish Christians who lived 

amongst Jevs continued to practice the lav vithout really , 
i 

thlnklng the problem through. James, as head of the chur ch 
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ln Jerusalem, needed to relate only to Jews. "No 

troublesome questlons of conflictlng dutles, such as 

entangled st Peter at Antloch, need perplex him. Under the 

law he mus~ live and dle." (~365) Llghtfoot puts the 

clash between Peter and Paul in Antloch down to the 

inconsistency of Peter's character. "And though st Paul's 

narratlve stops short of the last scene ln thls drama, It 

would not be rash to conclude that lt ended as the other 

(hls betrayal of Jesus) had ended, that the revulslon of 

feellng was as sudden and complete, and that agaln he vent 

out and vept bltterly, havlng denled hls Lord ln the person 

of these Gentile converts." (~129) Those who came down 

from James he suqgests had powers from James, but mlsused 

those powers. 

The thlrd stage, the emanclpation of the Jewish chur ch 

from the law, though lmplled by the Gospel message, ln the 

East was preclpltated by external factors. Huch of the 

Hosaic ritual simply could not be observed after the 

destruction of the Temple ln Jerusalem. shortly before 

thls, a sharp wedge vas drlven between the Jewlsh Chrlstian 

communlty and thelr Jewlsh confreres by the Chrlstlans' 

flight to Pella. These two unavoidable facts forced the 

Jewlsh Christian communlty in the East to face up to the 

question of the relevance and place of the la~. The final 

division from Judaism was brought about by the appearance of 

Bar-Cochba. No one could accept both hlm and Jesus as 

Messiah. By thls tlme many, perhaps most, Jewish Chrlstians 

had abandoned the observance of the Hosalc Law, and lived ln 
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a way slmllar to gentl1es, wlthln the cathollc church. From 

this time on, Lightfoot identifIes two groups of "Judaizing 

Christlans," both of vhich observed the law: 

1. The Nazarenes: This group, small and insignificant, 

lived ln and near Pella. They observed the lav, but 

rejected Pharisaic additIons and Interpretations of It. 

They were ln full communion vith gentile Chrlstians who 

dld not keep the law, and recognlzed the vork of Paul. 

They, or a group slmilar to them, produced the 

Testaments of the Twelve Patrlarchs. It 15 to be noted 

th~t this group has sorne afflnities vith the positIon 

of the Apostles in Jerusalem at the tlme of the 

Apostolic Conference. 

2. The Ebionltes: This group, much larger and more 

important than the Nazarenes, vas found ln palestlne 

and throughout the Diaspora, even ln Rome. They 

regarded the Hosa1c Law as being hinding on aIl 

Chrlstlans, and so regarded qentiles who dld not keep 

the lavas impure. They of course rejected Paul as an 

apostate. In Chrlstology, they held Jesus to be only a 

man, son of Hary and Joseph. At f1Ist, they were 

Pharisaic, and as such vere the direct spiritual 

descendants of Paul's opponents in Antloch and ln his 

varlous mission churches. Later, large numbers of 

Essenes converted to this form of Christianity, and 

shortly ecllpsed the Pharlsalc EbIonlsm. It vas the 

Essene Eblonltes who produced the Clementlne wIltlngs. 
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It is vorthvhlle at thls point to suaaarlze Llghtfoot l s 

vlev of the hlstory of the church ln Rome, as found ln hls 

commentary on Galatians (Gàl 335-338). He feels there vere, 

at a very early tlme, two separate communitles ln Rome, one 

a Judalzing Church and the other a pauline Church. Paul 

arrlved and strengthened the latter. Peter later arrlved, 

but Instead of deepening th1s rlft, the1r personal cordial 

relations led to a union of the two bodies. This york of 

union vas passed on to Clement. It vas successful on the 

vhole, but Ebionism (as vell as myrlads of other heresles) 

of course continued to plague the united Roman church. In 

Asia Hinor, 1t vas under the aegls of Paul and of John that 

judalzing vas resisted, and the catholiclty of the church 

was assured. Even ln Palestine, the chur ch vhlch included 

native Jews became catholic for internai and external 

reasons, while Inclpient Ebionisrn vas marglnallzed. 

It ls clear that Llghtfoot follovs the vrlters already 

revlewed ln seeing the question of Jevlsh partlcularlsm 

versus Christian unlversallsm as being absolutely central ln 

the early development of Chrlstianlty. Thls question of 

whether or not the particularlsm of Jewish rltual 

observances vas to be understood as an essentlal part of 

Chrlstlanlty came to a polnt of crlsls at the Apostollc 

Conference. There, the universallst option vas chosen, but 

there remained several steps before It could be fully VOl 'd 

out. Although he speaks hlghly of Rltschl, and crlticlzes 

Baur, hls position is in some ways closer to Baurls. He 

does agree vith Rltschl and the general consensus that the 
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split betveen peter and paul vas not at aIl as Baur 

portrayed it. But gone entirely Is the schema of Rltschl's 

according to vhich the final form of the chur ch oves little 

to the Jevish Christian element. Rather, the .ore moderate 

Jevish Christian and gentile Christian groups come together 

in vhat looks much 11ke Baur's synthesis. In particular, 

Lightfoot's description of the evolution of the church in 

Rome precisely reflects Baur's qeneral schema, merely played 

out over a much shorter period of time. 

7.1.7 F.J.A. Hort 

By the time F.J.A. Hort began his course of lectures on 

the subject, the term "Jevish Christian" had been used in 

sufficiently diverse senses that he felt careful definition 

vas called for. He recognlzed that aIl Christianlty, vith 

the exception of forms such as Harcion's, rests on a Jewish 

basis and legltimately exhlbits many Jevish characterlstics, 

and may therefore be called "Judaic." In its earliest 

stage, the vhole Christian church continued to be part of 

the Jevish nation and to observe its lav. Hort, hovever, 

VigOlously defends the position that the Jevish nation and 

their lavs represent an earlier stage in God's design fOI 

mankind, and that this stage once passed should fOlm no 

further part of Christianity. He thus makes much the same 

distinction betveen particular and universal elements as 

does Baur, except that while Raur expresses It ln terms of 

development of the human religious consclousness, Hort 

expresses It ln terms of the progress of God's "dispensation 
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of times and seasons" (Judaistlc 3).8 Applying this view to 

the development of the early church, he asserts, 

The only Chrlstlanlty whlch can properly be called 
Judaistic 15 that whlch falls back to the Jewlsh polnt 
of view, belonging naturally to the time before Christ 
came, and still ~ractlcally malntalned by those Jews of 
subsequent ages vho are not merely unbelleving members 
of a caste. I~ ascrlbes perpetulty to the Jewlsh Lav, 
vith more or less modification; thus confounding the 
conditlons Provldentlally Imposed for a tlme on the 
people of God when it vas only a single nation, the 
people Jnhabitlng Palestlne,-confoundlng these 
Providential conditions with God's government of His 
people after Its national 1imlts vere broken down and 
it had become universa1. Judaistic Christianlty, ln 
this the true sense of the term, might vith at least 
equal propriety be called Christian Judaism. Its 
posltlon 15 not fundamenta11y or generically dlfferent 
from that of Mahometanism, though Jesus, not Mahomet, 
15 Its last great prophet. (Judaistic 5-6) 

Hort speaks hlghly of the second edltlon of Rltschl's 

~ Entstehung ~ altkathollschœKlrche and ls clearly 

Influenced by it. Nevertheless, in his york he assumes 

contlnulng Influence of the moderate Jewlsh Chrlstians on 

the church, and sols closest to the early consensus 

position. We need note only where his tracing of the 

church's development departs from thl~ position. 

Hort dlssents from the scholarly consensus ln that he 

does not believe the earllest church in Antioch included 

gentiles. Based on the likely reading "Hellenistas" in Ac 

11:20, he argues that those evangelized in Antloch vere 

Hellenist Jews, not gentlles. Despite his scholarly 

argument (Judaistic 58-60), it ts hard to see hov one can 

avold readlng "Hellênlstas" as non-Jevs, since the 

"Hellênlstas" of Acts 11:20 are Jn contrast vlth the 

"Ioudalois" of the precedlng verse. His peculiar 
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Interpretation at thls point leads him to hold that the 

flrst gentlle converts vere made by Paul and Barnabas during 

their first missionary journey. "This incident in the 

synagogue at Pisidlan Antloch 15 the true turnlng point at 

vhlch Gentile Chrlstlanlty formally and definltely begins, 

and 50 a Judalstlc Chrlstianity become5 possIble. The year 

vas either A.D. 50 or thereabouts." (Judaistic 64,65). 

Hort disagrees vith the general consensus that the four 

prescrIptions of the Apostollc Decree issuing from that 

conference are related to the Noachic Covenant or to the 

conditions imposed on the resident alien. His criticism 15 

based on the obse4vation that the correspondence of the 

decree vith either of its supposed antecedents 15 not exact 

(Judaistic 68-76). His critique i5 weIl argued, but his ovn 

contention that "they were meant as concrete indications of 

pure and true religion" (Judaistic 71) 15 50 anachronistlc 

as not to merit serious attention. He ends his discussion 

of the Decree with the contention that it was aimed 

specifically at the nev converts from Syria and Cilicia, and 

is not to be taken as applying to aIl possible gentile 

converts. 

Hort's writings imply that at this poInt ln Christian 

history there vere four groups. Tvo of these groups vere 

made up of Christian Jevs of Palestine. Both these groups 

kept the lav, but one group felt all Christians should keep 

the law, while the other (vhich included aIl the original 

apostles) accepted gentlles as Christians wlthout the law. 
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The second group's keeping of the law vas not a matter of 

Christian principle. The third group vas the gentl1e 

Christians, who did not keep the lav. The fourth and final 

group was composed of Christian Jevs of the diaspora, who in 

practlce occupied a position intermedlate betveen the Jevs 

of Palestine and the gentiles. Of their theological 

position ve hear nothing- but may reasonably assume Hort 

belleved that by and large they reallzed the significance of 

the new dlspensatlon for the lav. only the first of the 

Palestinian groups would be what Hort calls "Judaistlc." 

Peter, James and John were members of the second Palestinlan 

group, that Is the group whlch accepted gentlles vlthout the 

law. 

7.1. 8 Adolf Harnack 

In vlsuallzlng the development of the early church 

Adolf Harnack follows Rltschl, and ln fact pushes Rltschl's 

schema even further. In doing 50 he begins to seriously 

question the recelved categorIes. His attitude tovard 

religion reflects that of the nlneteenth century, but ln hls 

dlssatlsfactlon vith the by then traditionai group 

divisions, he suggests modifications whlch are precursors of 

those of writers reviewed in the next chapter, and 

especlally of Raymond Brown. He, l1ke Hort, 15 

uncomfortable vith some authors' use of the term "Jevlsh 

Christian", and frequently attempts to clarify what It 

should mean. 

F.C. Baur's insight that something other than merely 
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Pau11nlsm 1s needed to explain the early cathol1c church 1s 

correct according to Harnack. But there are fundamental 

errors in his division of Christianity into Jewish 

Christlanity and gentile Christianity. He was wron; to hold 

that Chrlstlanlty's unlversalism cornes from Hellenlsrn, and 

wrong to equate Paullnlsm vith gentlle Christlanlty. Both 

Chrlstlanlty's unlversallsrn and Paullnisrn were born on the 

sail of Judalsm and share nothing with Hellenlsm. This 

contentlon, If correct, should explode the whole of Baur's 

schema. Harnack's traclng of the actual, hlstorlcal 

developmen~ of the chur ch ls very close to Rltschl's, and 

thus need not be traced in detaili his general overvlev 

should however be outllned. 

Jesus announced ta the nation of Israel .. ... the 

government of the world and of every indlvldual soul by the 

almlghty and holy Gad, the Father and Judge." (PQgma 1:58)9 

This universal reign of God and his relationship to each 

individual soul is clearly not limited to any one nation, 

but by its very logic applies to all hurnanlty. On this 

basis, H,arnack bel ieves that the unlversalism of 

Chrlstlanlty is Inherent ln lts very nature and is not 

somethlng introduced from Hellenlsm. 

The first great transitlon for Christlanity vas from 

the Chrlst hlmself to the flrst generation of bellevers, 

where It remalned essentlally non-Hellenistlc. Of this 

stage, Harnack can say, "Original Christlanlty was in 

appearance Chrlstlan Judaism, the creation of a universal 

religion on Old Testament solI." (pogma 1:287) This 
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religion moved into the gentile world, where it vas accepted 

by and large without the Mosaic Law. Even the "Pauline 

universallsm is founded on a critique of Jevi~h religion ... " 

and paul's "idea of the Gospel, with aIl his Greek culture, 

15 Independent of Hellenlsm ln Its deepest grounds." (both 

quotations Dogma 1:49 footnote 1), just as his theology is 

based on strictly Pharisaic doctrinal presuppositions (Dogma 

1:89). In the same way, the ChristIan viev of the law was 

not merely a reaction to Hellenistlc influence: "for there 

i5 no doubt that even before the rise of Christianity the 

Jevs of the Diaspora allegorized the ceremonial Law, and 

that thls paved the way for the Gentile church's freedom 

from the Lav. fi (MIss ion W!l Expans ion 1: 13 footnote 2) 

Nationallty and observance of the Mosalc Law are the 

basls of Harnack's deflnltlon of Jevlsh Chrlstlanlty. The 

aforementloned vlev of the Law amongst Diaspora Jevs Is the 

reason why there was no conflict betveen Jevlsh and gentl1e 

Christians in Antioch before the arrivaI of the people from 

Jerusalem. Harnack follows Rltschl's Ilne ln analyzinq the 

results of this conflict and of the ensuing Apostolic 

Council, and goes even further than Rltschl does. We recall 

that Ritschl spoke of tvo groups, the strict Jewlsh 

Christians and the malnstream church, itself dlvlded into 

gentile Christians and moderate Jevlsh Christians. For hlm, 

the Apostolic Decree vas a disaster sinee it created tvo 

classes of Chrlstians. One mlght say that Harnack 

radlcall~es thls ldea: lf unlversallsm ls a basic and 
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fundamental part of Christianity, not coming from Hellenism, 

then anything which restricts Christianity to one nation is 

not fully Christian. By this definition, Harnack can go 

beyond Ritschl and calI both the groups which retain a real 

and signlflcant place for the nation of Israel in 

Christianity (both Ritschl's strict and moderate Jewish 

Christians) as "truly Jewish christian." On the other hand, 

groups which fully recognize the universality of the 

Christian gospel (whatever their vlews on Israel ln hlstory) 

are therefore not gentile Christian, but Christian ~ 

CQU~. By the end of the Apostollc period, Harnack 

distlnguishes four basic positions, each of which was held 

by at least some native Jews and by sorne native gentiles: 

(1) The Gospel has to do vith the people of Israel, and 
with the Gentile world only on the condition that 
believers attach themselves to the people of Israel. 
The punctilious observance of the law i5 still 
necessary and the condition on vhich the messianic 
salvation is bestowed (particularism and legallsm, in 
practlce and in prlnciple, which, however, was not to 
cripple the obligation to prosecute the work of the 
Mission). (2) The Gospel has to do vith Jews and 
Gentiles: the first, as bellevers in Christ, are under 
obligation as before to observe the law, the latter are 
not; but for that reason they cannot on earth fuse into 
one community with the believing Jews. Very different 
jUdgments in details were possible on this stand-point; 
but the bestoval of salvation could no longer be 
thought of as depending simply on the keeping of the 
ceremonial commandments of the law (universalism in 
principle, particularism in practice; the prerogative 
of Israel being to sorne extent clung to). (3) The 
Gospel has to do with both Jews and Gentilesj no one is 
any longer under obligation to observe the law; for the 
law 15 abolished (or fulfllled), and the salvatlon 
which Christ's death has procured is appropriated by 
faith. The law (that is the Old Testament religIon) in 
its literaI sense 15 of divine orlgin, but vas Intended 
from the first only for a defInlte epoch of history. 
The prerogative of Israel remains, and 15 shewn in the 
fact that 5alvatlon was fir~t offered to the Jews, and 
it will be shewn again at the end of aIl history. That 
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prerogative refers to the nation as a whole, and has 
nothing to do vith the question of the salvation of 
Indivlduals (Paullnism: universalism in prlnciple and 
in practice, and Antinomianism in virtue of the 
recognition of a merely temporary valldlty of the vhole 
lav; breach vith the traditional religion of Israel; 
recognition of the prerogative of the people of Israel; 
the clinging to the prerogative of the people of Israel 
vas not, however, necessary on this stand-point: see 
the epist le to the Hebrevs and the Gospe l of John). 
(4) The Gospel has to do vith Jevs and Gentiles: no one 
need therefore be under obligatlon to observe the 
ceremonial commandments and sacrlficial vorship, 
because these commandments themselves are only the 
wrappings of moral and spiritual commandments which the 
Gospel has set forth as fulfilled in a more perfect 
form (universallsm in principle and in practice in 
virtue of a neutralizlng of the distinction betveen law 
and Gospel, old and nevi spiritualizing and 
universalizing of the law). (Dogma 1:90-91.) 

The term "Jewish Christianity" applies only to groups 1 

and 2 in the preceding enumeratlon, and not to Jewlsh 

elements present in other Christian groups. Since 

Christianity developed out of Judaism and contlnued to use 

the Dld Testament, the presence of Jewlsh and Old Testament 

ideas is to be expected and does not constitute evidence of 

Jewish Christianity: 

for Christianity took possession of the whole of 
Judaism as religion, and It 15 therefore a Most 
arbitrary view of history which looks upon the 
Christian appropriatlon of the Old Testament religion, 
after any point, as no longer Christian, but only 
Jewish Christian. Wherever the unlversallsm of 
Christianlty 15 not vlolated ln favour of the Jewlsh 
nation, we have to recognize every appropriation of the 
Old Testament as Christian. (Dogma 1:288-289). 

Harnack goes on to specify that in his opinion, the term 

"Jewish Christian:" 

should be applied exclusively to those Christians who 
really maintalned in thelr whole extent, or ln sorne 
measure, even if it were to a minimum degree, the 
national and political forms of Judalsm and tne 
observance of the Hosaic law in its literaI sense, as 
essential to Chrlstianity, at le~st ta the Christianlty 
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of born Jews, or who, though rejecting these forms, 
nevertheless assumed a prerogative of the Jewish people 
even in Christlanity •.. "If a forelgner keeps the law, 
he 15 a Jew, but if he does not, he is a Greek." (Dogma 
1:289; Harnack's quotation is from Pseudo-Clem., Homil. 
XI. 26) 

Since he dates the New Testam~nt writings very early 

compa~ed to Baur, Harnack can argue (as does Ritschl) that 

they were written by people who still understood the gospel 

in the same way as the earliest disciples. This would 

include a full nnderstanding of the Jewish presuppositions 

and bases {rom wh lch Chr lst lan 1 ty deve loped . However, just 

as ther.e is a gulf between Jesus and the earliest 

Chrlstians, so there is a gulf between the early community 

(most of the members of which carne from Judaism even If they 

vere not "Jewish Christian" by Harnack's deflnltion) and 

thei! gentile converts. Since Harnack strasses the logical 

afflnlty of group 2 (corresponding to Ritschl's moderate 

Jewish Christians) with group l (Ritschl's strict Jewish 

Chrlstlans) more than does Rltschl, It i5 easier to see in 

his scheme how the whole Jewish Christian element is quickly 

outnumbered and has no influence on the early catholic 

church. The conflicts which led to the early catholic form 

of Christlanlty vere not between Jewish and gentile 

Christianity, but between Christianity and "the united 

powers of the world in whlch It exlsted" (pogma 1:294). 

Since these converts could not understand much of what they 

received from Paul and the other missionaries, the early 

catholic doctrine vas quite different from the Biblical one. 

The ear ly cathollc doctr ine vas vorked out on the bas 15' of 
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what the gentiles could understand from their Graeco-Roman 

Leligious background of the preaching of the Gospel of Jesus 

Christ and the exposition of the Old Testament. By about 

140 CE the transition of Christianity to the gentiles with 

its emancipation from Judaism was complete. Chrlstlanlty 

(without any adjectival modifier) grew among the gentiles, 

while Jewish Christlanity continued for some time as a 

marginal movement with no influence on the eaLly cathollc 

church. 

Not only does Harnack's work foreshadow later work on 

the question of "Jewish Christlanity", it also foreshadows 

work on the character of the Pseudo-Clementine literature. 

While eariler authors had used thls llterature as a source 

for Jewish Christianity, Harnack calls Into question the 

current Interpretation of the Clementine Homllies and 

Recognitions. He questions the general consensus of hls 

time that they were wrltten ln the perlod 150-170 CE, and 

rather insists that they are to De dated at the very 

earllest ln the flrst half of the thlrd century. His scorn 

for the conclusions drawn from these writlngs 15 clear: 

At any rate, the hlstorlan who, untll further advlsed, 
denles the existence of a Jewish Christianlty composed 
of the most contradictory elements, lacking 
circumcision and national hopes, and bearlng marks of 
Ca t h 0 1 i c and \. ~ l ère for e 0 f He Il e nie i n f Ille ne es, j u dg es 
more prudently than he who asserts, solely on the basls 
of the Romances which are accompanied by no tradition 
and have never been the objects of assault, the 
existence of a Jewlsh Chrlstlanity accommodatlng itself 
to Catholicjsm which is entirely unattested. 
(pogrna 1:315) 

He argues that while the sources for this literature may be 

Jewish Christian, the final edition of the work 15 early 
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cathollc. He then of course asserts ln Ilne vith hls 

Ritschlian position that Jevish Christlanity had no 

influence on the development of the early catholic church. 

While his influence may not have been great enough to 

most people from the early consensus positIon on 

development of the church to the theory of Rltschl, 

swing 

the 

hls 

conclusIons on the Pseudo-ClementInes largely closed 

debate on that questIon unt!l lt vas ralsed agaln from 

perspective of the Tübingen School by H.J. Schoeps. 

the 

the 

7.1.9 Trends ln the Research 

Reviewed to this Point (Baur-Harnack) 

General 

The basic question F.C. Baur posed was hov the earliest 

communlty developed Into the cathollc church. His ansver 

vas that it lnvolved a dlalectlc process: a thesis (Jewlsh 

Chrlstlanlty) ~nd an antlthesls (Paullnlsm) produclnq a 

synthesis (cathollc Christianlty). The major element at 

question vithin this dialectic process ls that of religlous 

particularism 

Christianity 

Jewish nation 

versus religious universalism. In Jewish 

Baur found the religious particularism of the 

with its special Mosaie lavs, espeeially 

clrcumclslon. In Paullnlsm, he found the unlversal element, 

a religion open to aIl nations without distinction, and not 

observlng the special Hosalc lavs, especlally clrcumclslon. 

This universal element triumphed, and vas taken up in the 

synthesls, as ls Implled in the term "cathollc" church. 

AlI the authors surveyed follow Baur in stru9gl1ng wlth 
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hov, and hov quickly, the early community developed into the 

cathol1c ChUICh. FurtheI, the idea that there vas a 

development from a religion hindered by Jevish particularism 

to a universal religlon ls shared, ln one vay or another, by 

aIl the authors studied. From the vantage point of another 

age, ve must also add that thelr attitude betrays at best 

little comprehension of and sympathy for Judalsm, or at 

vorst antl-Semltlsm. 

The most significant opposition to Baur's ideas vas 

mounted by Rltschl. Rltschl argued that the early Christian 

communlty vas founded on faith in Christ, and that Jew5 and 

gentlles were both admltted on that basls. paul and Peter 

vere ln agreement on thls poInt. Rltschl does see an 

extreme Judalz1ng party, but 1t does not Include Peter, and 

Is marginal. Withln the mainstream, there Is no synthesls 

between Jewlsh and gentile Christian elements, but rather a 

process of 9rovth. In thls growth, Jewlsh elements are 

progresslvely marglnallzed and eventually lost, and the 

cathollc chur ch grows up in a purely gentl1e stream, based 

only on a limlted number of elements it absorbed from Its 

founders. In Ritschl's scheme, the cathollc church 

develops, then, from general gentlle Chr1stlan1ty, while the 

Nazarenes develop from the other part of the early 

malnstream, that ls from the moderate Jewlsh Christlans. 

The second, small, early Christian party, the extreme Jevlsh 

Chrlstlans who dld not accept gentiles wlthout the lav, 

developed lnto the Eblonltes. 
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In the period we have examlned 50 far, most researchers 

adopted a schema which is an amalgam of the positions of 

Baur and Ritschl. They accepted Ritschl's analysis of the 

early groups in Christianity: a strict Jevish Christian 

group, fairly quickly marginalized, and a mainstream 

composed of a moderate Jevish Christian group, and a gentile 

group, the se la st tvo still recognizing each other. 

However, they did not accept hls conclusion that the 

catholic church developed almost entirely on a gentile 

basls. Rather, they relntroduced Baur's analysls and 

applied it to the two groups of Ritschl's mainstream. After 

the strict Jewish Christian group is set aslde, the moderate 

Jewish Christian group vas made the thesis ln this nev 

schema, the gentile Christian group the antithesis, and the 

early catholic church the synthesis of these tvo remalnlng 

groups. 

Toward the end of the perlod surveyed, authors such as 

Hort and Harnack began to question the use of the term 

"Jevish Christian," and to thlnk through the definitions of 

this and related terms more carefully. It is true that 

since Baur's scheme vas generally rejected, there vas sorne 

ambiguity in these terms. Nevertheless, as long as there 

vas a fairly clear schema of the development of the early 

church vhich vas shared by Most vrlters (our "early 

consensus schema"), sorne ambiguity ln terminology did not 

create real difficulties. Only in the second perlod, 

surveyed in the next section, when thls early consensus 

broke dovn, did the problem vith these terms become 
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critical. 

History of the early church (Baur to Harnack) 

There is a surprising consensus that Jesus left no 

explicit instructions on the place of the Mosalc law ln the 

new ChristIan community- surprlslnq vhen one considers that 

Mark and Matthew have Jesus declare aIl foods clean, and 

that the rite of initiation is baptism and not circumcislon 

(Mt 28:19). The agreement that Jesus must not have left 

clear instructions seems te be based on the idea that 

wlthout thls postulate, the whole struggle ln Acts and the 

Pauline letters becomes Incomprehensible. 

As mentloned above, all aqree that there 15 a struggle 

for Christlanity to break forth from the bonds of the Jevlsh 

nation and the Hosalc laws. There 15 general agreement that 

stephen's speech represents the flrst example of the vorkinq 

out of thls new Idea. He ls usually seen as a forerunner of 

Paul. The persecution occasioned by Stephen's speech caused 

the dIspersIon of the Hellenlst Chrlstlans, who began to 

preach the Gospel to gentlles ln Antioch. It vas because of 

thls chur ch ln Antioch, and because of the missions launched 

from It, that the question of the responsibility of the 

gentl1es vith respect to the Mosalc Law vas ralsed. A group 

of Chrlstians from the Pharisaic party said that the gentlle 

converts should be clrcumcised and observe the Mosalc Lav. 

This clash led to a meeting in Jerusalem to look into thls 

question, the so-called Apostolic Councll. 

The Apostolic Council 1s a subject of particular 
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difficulty. There is virtual unanimlty that it took place, 

and for the reason just outlined. The position of Paul, 

opposing the Pharisaic Christians, vas that the gentlles 

need not obey the Mosaic Law. Most of the vriters surveyed 

seem to feel that he already thought that clrcumclslon and 

the Law had no further value for anyone, but al1 agree that 

he was at least moving ln that direction. The intermediate 

position, occupied at least by Peter, is ~omewhat less 

clear. Some thlnk him Indifferent ln princlp1e, at least 

one entertains the idea he in principle aqr~ed with the 

Judaizers, but the trend seems to put him in prlnclple ln 

Paul's camp (although somevhat indecisively 50) and have 

him, at the Council, take the mediating position that 

gentiles should be admitted vithout the law, while ~ews 

should continue to observe the law. The result of the 

Conference was not the recognition of two separate 

(~ Baur). What did result was a temporary Ik'eace, 

Gospels 

based 

on compromise. Ritschl sees peace obtained on the qrounds 

outlined in the Apostolic Decree, vhlch he sees as important 

and disastrous, in that it created tvo classes of 

Christlans. Reuss sees a truce, policed by the Noachlc 

commandments as outlined in the Decree. Weizs~cker sees 

peace based on a mere mission treaty. Liqhtfoot and Hort 

see peace achieved by a compromise that grants exemption 

from the lav for gentiles on prlnciple, but reQuires those 

gentiles under discussion (and only those) to observe 

certain requlrements. Harnack dates the Apostollc Decree 
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later. 

Amongst those who accept that the Decree vas 

promulgated before the clash between Paul and PeteI ln 

Antloch, there ls a general feeling that the Decree vas 

vague, settllng the questIon of gentile Chrlstlans, but 

leavlng the relatlonshlp of Jewlsh Chrlstlans to the Hosalc 

law open. Accordlng to this l1ne of thought, Paul could 

1nterpret 1t "llberally", readlng the abolition of 

c1rcumclsion ln 1t, wh11e the Judalzers could 1nterpret it 

"narrowly", readlng It as supportlng the valldlty of the 

whole law for 

Interpretations 

Jewlsh Chrlstlans. 

would confllct vith 

Nelther of 

the let ter 

these 

of the 

Decree. Followlng th1s llne, sorne would see Peter leanlng 

somewhat toward the flrat InterpretatIon, James toward the 

second. When caught ln the mlddle ln Antloch, Peter 

wavered; most who follow thls I1ne suspect that Peter 

flnally returned to full communion with gentlles on a 

Pauline basis. 

Host authors flnally arrive at the cathollc chur ch by a 

surprls1ng combinatlon of Baur and Rltschl, as noted 

earlier. Baur's two groups have been abandoned for 

Ritschl's two, whlch are Interpreted as really three: 

Pauline Christiansi moderate Jewish Christlansi and extreme 

Jewish Chr1stians. The extreme Jewish Christlans, 

originally largely made up of Pharisees, are marginalized 

and develop into Pharisalc Eblonltes. Later, due to a large 

influx of Essenes, the group becomes mostly Essene Eblonite. 

They are responslble for the Pseudo-Clementine literaturei 
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thelr 

Baur's 

influence 

dlalectlc 

on 

ls 

the church ls 

then applled 

variously 

to the two 

estimated. 

remalning 

Rltschlian groups, very much counter to Rltschl's own 

opinion on the 5ubject. The shock of the fall of Jerusalem 

and the destruction of the Temple (and for some writers, 

also the Bar-Cochba revoIt) forced the moderate Jewish 

Christians to give very serious thought to thelr 

relationship to the Jewlsh nation and to the Hosaic code. 

On this basis Many (probably MOSt) were fully integrated 

into the gentile church, presumably abandoning the Hosaic 

Law. Some moderate Jewish Christians, the Nazarenes, 

continued to observe the Jewlsh Iaw whlle acceptlng the Iav­

free gentile churches. Harnack 15 alone among the later 

authors in rejecting this understanding of the cathoilc 

church- he continues to ho Id to Ritschl's position that the 

catholic chur ch vas constructed on an almost purely gentile 

basls. 
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7.2 The. second Perlod: 

A ~ Appreciation Qi Judaism 

The period surveyed in the preceding section ended with 

a general consensus having been reached on the history of 

the rise of the early catholic chureh. S1nee thls 

hypothesis seemed to fit the data weIl, little further work 

was done on th1s question for qulte sorne t1me. Most 

seholars assumed sorne form of the early consensus schema as 

a background for the1r work whl1e advanclng research in 

other areas. Rudolf Bultmann, for example, used the labels 

"Palestinian Chrlstianlty," "Hellenlstlc Chrlstianlty," and 

(occasionally) "Hellenistlc Jewish Chrlstlanity" when 

assigning an or1g10 and trajectory to various perlcopae. 

These terms reflect a particular variation on the early 

consensus schema. 

The end of the early consensus schema vas brought about 

by a change in attitude toward JUda1sm, and was catalyzed by 
1 

1 
the work of H.J. Schoeps. In the nineteenth century 

Judalsffi, and Jewlsh Christianity, had been vlewed very 

negatively by Christian scholars. Baur, it 15 true, had 

a5signed Jewish Christianity an important role in the 

development of the early cathol1c church. Nevertheless, 

amongst the Jew1sh Chr1stian contributions to the final 

synthesls, those aspects whlch tended to be emphasized were 

ones trad1tionally not h1ghly regarded by Protestants, such 

as an eccleslastical hlerarchy. Of course Jesus hlmself vas 

{ Jewlsh, and the B1bllcal revelatlon of God vas transmitted 

through Jewlsh and then Jewish Christian channels. But 
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these facts were hardly stressed, some authors such as Renan 

even golng so far as to clalm that Jesus had splrltually 

abandoned Judalsm by the end of hls career. PrecurSOIS of a 

change ln attitude may perhaps be found ln Schweltzer's 

rejectlon of the nineteenth century portrait of Jesus. 

change was further advanced by the work of many, lncludlng 

G.F. Moore, to a Ilmited extent by Billerbeck's commentary, 

and especially by W.D. Davles. Once Christlan scholars had 

come to recognlze that Jesus was authentlcally Jewlsh, and 

once they had acqulred a new and more positive appreclatlon 

of Judalsm, the y were prepared to postulate that Jewlsh 

Chrlstlanlty contrlbuted ln a signlflcant and constructive 

way ta the formation of the early catholic church. It took 

only the Impetus of the work of Schoeps to set such crltlcs 

as Jean Dani'lou on the way to a complete re-evaluation of 

Jewlsh Christlanlty. This new vlew of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty 

so transcended the old that it could not but destroy the 

early consensus schema of the formation of the early 

cathollc church. 

The breakdown of the consensus occasloned a crls1! 

concernlng the meanlng of the term "Jewish Chrlstlanlty." 

F.C. Baur had taken the idea of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty and made 

lt the thesls ln a dlalectlcal understandlng of the 

developlng church. However, when Rltschl and the lateI 

consensus vlew postulated the existence of both a strict and 

a moderate Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty, the term of necessity lost 

some of lts clarlty. As we have seen, some crltlcs had 
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begun to examine thls problem ln the flr~t perlod, but as 

long as the early consensus preval1ed the general schema was 

clear enough that some terminological ambiguity did not 

crea te diff1culty. However, as 500n as the common 

background, agalnst whlch anyone's commenta could be 

understood, had vanished, 1t became essential to define just 

what one meant by "Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty." It follows that 

the second period exhibits a wide range of defin1tions of 

Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty. 

The second period surveyed will show the two related 

characterlstlcs just outllned. In the first place, there 

will be new theories of the evolution of the early catholic 

church based on a more posltive and nuanced appreclation of 

Jewlsh Christlanlty. In the second place, there will be a 

concern ta define preclsely what 15 meant by the term 

"Jewish Christianity." 

7.2.1 H.J. Schoeps 

After a long period of fairly general consensus and of 

I1ttle fundamentally new work on the questions of Jewlsh 

Christianlty, Hans Joachim Schoeps reopened the work of the 

TQhlngen School ln this area, and thus Initlated a new 

period of intensive study.l0 ThIs he accompllshed not by 

concentratlng on the questlon of groups ln the New 

Testament, but rather by poslng the question of the faith 

and theology of a post-apostollc group, the Eblonites. His 

study ls a great advance in that he ~eviews aIl the 

aval1able sources for thls tradItion so as to understand ft 
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in Its own right, not just as a deviant development used to 

1llumlnate the study of the New Testament or e~rly church. 

Schoeps seeks to improve on Saur's work on the Pseudo­

Clementines by means of careful source crltlcism, so as to 

base his conclusions only on what he identifies as the 

Eblonlte sources used ln the production of the present form 

of the literature. His contention that this group was as 

legitlmate a successor of the early Jerusalem communlty as 

the early cathollc chur ch was of Pauline Christlanlty Is the 

key to understanding why hls work was so important in the 

dIssolutIon of the early consensus on the evotutlon of the 

chur ch in the flrst century. 

ln the opening pages of his TheologIe ~ Ge~chichte 

~ Judenchrlstentums, Schoeps argues that Saur's uncrltlcal 

use of the Pseudo-Clementines (seen as a unit y and dated too 

early) brought that literature and the work of the TUblngen 

School into disrepute. Since the demise of the TUblngen 

School, schoeps argues, fev had been wl1ling to discuss 

"Jewlsh Christianity" except insofar as it was slrnply 

deflned as Chrlstlans of Jevlsh descente While there ls 

sorne truth to thls, 1 feel the major reasons why subsequent 

research went another way are qulte clear. Following the 

argument of the last chapter, Saur's theory of the 

development of the church ln the early per iod was not 

abandoned because of any criticlsm of Baur' s york on the 

Pseudo-Clementines, but because Ri tschl (and others) 

successfully pointed out its Incompatlbillty vith certain 

New Testament data. The discussions eventually came to 
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centre on the "consensus position." Agaln, 1 remaln 

unconvinced by schoeps' contention that the york of later 

TÜblngers such as Hilgenfeld, Lipsius and Hausrath on the 

pseudo-Clementines was 19nored because of Baur's uncrltlcal 

york on that literature. It vas rather 19nored because of 

the acceptance 

vere primarily 

of the consensus position. Most 

interested in the New Testament 

scholars 

and the 

development of the early cathol!c church. The consensus 

position was that the branch leading to Ebionlsm had no 

influence (at least after the flight to pella) on the 

formation of the catholic churchi therefore literature 

reflecting Ebionism could be ignored because It had no 

bearing on the!r work. since Scho~ps equates Jevlsh 

Christianity with Eblonism, this then means that they could 

ignore Jewish Christianity in schoeps' sense of the term. 

Although schoeps reapproprlates Baur's work ln 11nklng 

the Pseudo-Clementine writings and the position of the 

Petrine party, he does not for that stray far from the way 

we have been tracing. He accepts the correction to Baur's 

work that Peter and Paul's disagreement was not as Baur 

thought. In fact, his detailed view of the development of 

the early cathollc church, outlined below, Is weIl vithin 

the range of views subsumed under the rubric Hthe consensus 

position." Schoeps did not hlmself destroy thls consensus 

position, but rather provided the set of ideas which would 

do so. 

Schoeps' york led Indlrectly to the end of the 
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consensus because he pioneered the movement to examine 

Jewish Christianity for its ovn value and not just as an 

essentlal but unlnteresting stage ln early Christianity. 

His major work is an account of the theology of Ebionlsm, 

whlch, by hls deflnltlon, equals the theology of Jewlsh 

Chrlstianity. His clalm thdt Eblonlsm was as legitlmate a 

successor of the early Jerusalem communlty as the early 

catholic church vas of Pauline Chrlstianity implies that the 

so called "Jevish Christian theology" Schoeps outlined 15 ln 

sorne vay a legitlmate outgrowth of the Jerusalem communlty. 

The clalm that a true theology developed from the roots of 

the Jerusalem community's thought ~ndependently of the 

cathollc church Inevltably raises the posslbillty that there 

might aiso be a "Jewish Christian" theology whlch was not 

Eblonlte which developed from those same roots. In other 

words, if Schoeps was really wrlting the theology of the 

descendants of the strict Jewish Christian party, could 

there not aiso be a theology of the moderate Jevish 

christIan party? Jean P~niélou's answer to this question 

was a resounding "yes"! The re-evaluation of Jewish 

Christlanlty which ensued fundamentally changed the 

scholarly view of the Jewlsh Christian contribution to early 

Chrlstianity. The change vas so great tnat the nev Jevish 

Christianity could no longer merely play the "thesis" role 

assigned it in the early consensus schema. It ~as thus the 

new view of Jevish Christianity which caused the break-down 

of the early consensus. 
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History of the Early Church according to Schoeps 

Schoeps insists that only appearances of Jesus after 

his resurrection to .any of the first Ch~istians is 

sufficient to explain the genesis of the Christian 

community. The early community, vhich gathered around these 

witnesses to the ~esurrection, vas a variegated group of 

Jevs who believed that Jesu" was the Hessiah, and vho say 

themselves as making up the end-time community. Their 

common bases included the affirmation that Jesus' death 

pffected atonement vith God, and the acceptance of baptism 

as the rite of initiation into the coamunity. 

The membership of thls original communlty vas as 

diverse as that of the Jerusalem synagogues, running from 

follovers of the baptlsm of John aIl the way to Zealots. 

This nev community appears to have had a special attraction 

for members of the Greek language synagogues, made up in 

large measure of Diaspora Jevs who had settled in Jerusalem. 

These Hellenistai, though numerous, should not be 

Identlfled as a party. This of course has been long the 

tendency ln mode~n scholarship, exacerbated by the model of 

Jevish Hellenism, vhlch had long existed. To be a 

Hellenistes meant nothlng at a theological or party level. 

To believe in "Hellenism" meant to belong to a particular 

tendency vithin a community of many tendencles, but it dld 

not aean that one belonged to a particular party. This must 

be strongly emphasized: for Schoeps, there 15 no early 

Hellenlstic community, and no special Hellenlstlc kerygma ln 

the early hlstory of the communlty. 
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It is possible that during this early period there was 

extensIve evangellzation of Galilee and the area of the 

Decapolls. We cannot be certaIn about thIs, or really about 

much els'e ln the very early perIod, slnce we lack good 

sources for vhat vent on before Paul. Whether or not the 

Gaillee was 

Chrlstlanlty 

from early times a terra chrlstlana, 

shortly spread to Antloch vhere, as we know 

from the book of Acts, sorne gentiles became Christians. 

The Introduction of significant numbers of gentlles 

lnto the church forced the early comaunity to face the 

questIon of the basis on vhich these people vould be 

admltted. Three basIc posItIons eventually emerged: 1. the 

Pharlsaic ChristIan conservative position, accordlng to 

vhlch circumcision was a ~ ~ ~~ for Christlans, as 

vell as observance of the Hosaic Law. This posItion would 

see no dIstinction between Christlanlty and Judaism at least 

as far as Ilfestyle Is concerned; 2. the moderate, group, 

Inciuding James and Peter, whlch carried the day at t.he 

Apostolic Conference. TheIx position demanded of gentile 

adherents observance of rules vhlch more or less amounted to 

the Noachic covenant; 3. the Pauline position, representing 

a universalism emanclpated from the Law. 

As has already been stressed, Schoeps does not believe 

the third position to have exlsted before Paul, except 

perhaps as a tendency. It vas Paul who laid the theoretical 

basls for this positIon, and therefore the so-called 

Hellenlstlc church's theology derIves Its basls from Paul. 
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In thls Schoeps Is expressly breaklng vith Bultmann, 

Heit.uller and Bousset, who are closer to the general 

consensus at this point. They postulated that Ch~lstian 

developaent had proceeded f~om Jesus, through the early 

communlty to Hellenistlc Ch~lstianity and then to Paul. 

Schoeps reverses these last two: Paul does not receive and 

develop hls views from an imaginary early Hellenistic 

Christian community, rather Paul lays the theoretical basis 

for a community vhich develops in this direction. 

As long as James vas alive, he continued to be a 

Mediator betveen these varlous views, and there vas no 

fOlmal split. There vas certainly divergence betveen Paul 

and the Jerusalem community, but no rupture. Schoeps feels 

that in the area outside of Jewlsh influence Cby which 1 

suppose he means outside Palestine, Trans-jordan and Syria) 

the Apostollc Decree vas certainly never accepted, and 

further he dates the incident betveen Peter and Paul in 

Antloch after the Apostollc Council. Nevertheless, Paul and 

aIl Christians continued to recognize the pre-eminence of 

the Jerusalem communlty. As at Jerusalem, there vere no 

truly separate parties ln the Diaspora. For example, the 

church in Rome contained both Jevish and gentlle Christlans. 

It is true, however, that those vho subscribed to the 

conservatlve, Pharisalc Christian Interpretation of 

Christlanlty, the "zealots for the law," exe~ted great 

influence in Jerusalem and they or their representatives 

vere the opponents referred to by Paul in Galatlans and 

Corinthians. 
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For Schoeps, then, it vas James vho during his llfetlme 

held back divisions. It vas vith his death and the flight 

of the Jerusalem community to ?ella that the split came. 

This flight was occasioned by a prophecy which has come to 

us ln a variant form ln the Synoptic Apocalypse. On thls 

basls, James' successor Simon (Simeon bar Clopas) led the 

Jerusalem community across the Jordan to safety from the 

Impending destruction. This move took it out of living 

contact vith the mission communities of the young, spreading 

Christianity. While It was still in Jerusalem and 

maintaining some contact vith these coamunities, its 

leadership and authority had never really been questioned. 

As soon as it was removed from the scene, the opinions of 

the Jerusalem communlty were quickly and fundamentally 

forgotten, and had no further influence on the rest of 

Chrlstendom. The group vhich crossed the Jordan became the 

Ebionltes. 

Thp great chur ch continued to be formed both of Jews 

and gentiles. 

of Chrlstlans 

vithstandinq, 

Eusebius' statement that Judaea was emptled 

at the tlme of the flight to Pella not 

Schoeps asserts that up to the time of the 

Bar-Cochba War the majority of Christians in palestine vere 

Jevs. And of course, there continued to be Jews in the 

church throughout the Diaspora. In line vith the consensus 

position, Schoeps believes that the early cathollc church 

then slowly emerged as a synthesis of the moderate Jevish 

Christian groups and gentile Christians. Identifiable 
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Moderate Jevish Christian co •• unities continued vithln the 

great chur ch into the thlrd century. It seems that he sees 

these as s.allez gzoups vithin the cathollc church as vell 

as congzegatlons separate froa but in communion vith gentile 

Christian groups. In controversy vith, but vithln the 

catholic church, these moderate Jevish Christian groups 

produced the Letter t.o the Hebrevs, the Letter of Barnabas, 

and the Letter of James. 

7.2.2 Jean Daniélou 

The york of H.J. Schoeps deeply impressed Jean 

Daniélou. 11 Hovever, vhlle Schoeps had argued that Ebionism 

vas a legitimate development of the thought of the early 

Jerusalem community, Daniélou maintained firmly that it vas 

merely a Jevlsh ChrIstian sect vhich had always been on the 

fringe of the "official community." It no doubt rankled him 

that Schoeps called his subject "the theology of Jewlsh 

Christianity," vhen for Daniélou it only represented the 

theology of one very marginal Jevish Christian group. For 

Daniélou, the theology of Jevish Christianity, if not 

further qualified, vould be that of the mainstream of the 

Jerusalem comaunlty and of its orthodox successors. 

Jean Dani'lou's basic thesis 15 that early Jewlsh 

Christlanity had a theology. In this he i8 opposing the 

idea that theology is unlquely the result of the encounter 

of the .essage of the Bibllcal tradition vith the Greek 

style of thought. Long before the Greek mlnd reflected on 

the message of the Christian tradition and gave us what ve 
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Christian 

entlrely 

nov think of as Christian theology, the earliest 

coamunlty had produced a theology concelved of 

vithin the bounds of Semitic thought patterns. 

formaI factor ln thls theology vas apocalyptlc. 

The major 

Even though 

Jevlsh Christianity qulckly became a minorlty in the chur ch 

and Its theology vas overpovered by Greek thought patterns, 

it continued to exert a major influence on the vhole of the 

church. Nov that ve have a much better understandlng of the 

background of early Christianity- due to the discoveries at 

the Dead Sea, at Nag Hammadl and at other less important 

~ltes- Daniélou believes thls Jevish Christian theology can 

be recovered and put ln Its contexte Hls maln sources for 

this theology are certain Old Testament pseudepigrapha, sorne 

non-canonical Go~pel~, the Dldache, the Shepherd of Hermas, 

thp. Letter of Barnabas, the Letters of Ignatius, 1 Clement 

and tradltlon~ survlvlng ln the Church Fathers. Hls goal, 

Tp.flected in such books as ~ Theology 2L Jeylsb 

Chrlstlanlty, 15 to enrlch present-day Chrlstlanlty by 

presentlng thls early Jevlsh ChrIstian theology to the 

modern vorld. 

From Daniélou's main interest ve nov turn to a part of 

his york vhich, although less central to him, Is more in 

11ne vith our interest, that is, hl~ viey of the development 

of the earllest church. 

As we have seen, a very general consensus has developed 

that the problem of the admisslon of gentlles Into the early 

chur ch vas a very dlfficult one, and that there 18 a 

systeaatlc effort ln the book of Acts to alnlmlze the 
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gravit y of thle confllct. To thle end, Daniélou arques that 

Luke has cODbined tvo layers of tradition vhich are in fact 

hlstorlcally and loglcal1y distinct. The first of these 

revolves around the theoretical question of the significanc~ 

of clrcumcls1on, and thereby the basis of admission lnto the 

nev church. The second concerns the question of table 

fellovshlp betveen Jevs and qenti1es vithin the church. 

The question of the circumclsion of gentile Christians 

DanIélou belleves vas resolved ln a definltlve manner in a 

number of clear steps. The God-fearlng gentl1e Cornelius 

and the members of his household vere filled vith the Holy 

Spirit, and this fact Peter took as authorlzatlon to baptize 

them vithout any other conditions belng laposed. Heanvhlle, 

gentiles in Antioch and in the citles of Paul's first 

misslonary journey vere converted to Chrlstlanlty vlthout 

being told keep the Jevish lave When objections vere 

raised, the leaders of the Antloch church sent Paul and 

Barnabas to Jerusalem to submit the question to the apostles 

and elders. The meeting in Jerusalem vas a fully 

authoritative apostollc council preslded over by Peter, and 

recounted in Acts 15:1-12 and Gal 2:1-10. There It vas 

definitively affirmed that salvatlon ls based only on falth 

ln Christ, and the mission to gentlles vlthout the Jevlsh 

lav vas fully vlndlcated. Though battles .ay yet have been 

fought over this question, it vas fully resolved for Paul, 

Peter, James and the whole orthodox church. 

The Incident between Paul and Peter concerning table 
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fellovshlp took place after the declslon about clrcuaclslon, 

and ln no vay called that declslon into questIon. The 

Jevish Christlan and gentile Christian co •• unlties ln 

Antioch vere separate, vith the former continuing to observe 

Jevish lav. Slnee the Eucharlst took place ln the context 

of a meal, the tvo coamunltles could not celebrate It 

together. Here vas peter's problem: as a Jev, should he 

only eat vith the Jevs; or as an apostle, should he be above 

all divisions, and take part in both cOllmunities' 

Eucharists? The clash led to another delegation being sent 

to Jerusalem, but th1s time the representative of Antioch 

vas Symeon. This meeting in Jerusalem vas only a meeting of 

the local Jevlsh ChrIstian church preslded over by James, 

and not an apostolic council. The occasion of this meeting 

is descrlbed ln Gal 2:11-14 and the account of It ls to be 

found ln Acts 15:13-34. The Symeon mentloned ln Acts 15:14 

ls Symeon the representatlve of Antloch aentioned in Acts 

13:1, and not Simon Peter. The decislon in effect 

lIaintalned the idea of food requlations, while redueinq them 

to a minimum. It was .erely a dlsciplinary compromise, and 

proved to be unworkable. 12 

The positIon of James and the Jewish Christian church 

ln Jerusalem vlth regard ta table fellovshlp vas not shared 

by Paul or by Luke. For Paul, there was no fundamental 

reason for any sort of food regulatlons. However, since he 

believed each group should accept the other on the basis of 

Christian love, he vas prepared to make certain concessions 

in practice (but not ln princlple) so as not to cause 
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trouble, especlally on the question of aeat offered to 

idols. Luke agreed vith Paul. We have already noted that 

Daniélou belleves the baptism of the Holy Spirit vas the 

actual historical justification for Peter's baptisa of 

Cornelius. The vision of the sheet full of animais both 

clean and unclean, vhich Peter ia comaanded to kill and eat 

(Acta 10:9-16), Is actually part of an ancient apocalypse, 

vhich justifies Jevish Christian freedom to eat vith 

gentl1es. The addition of thls fragment, the fusion of the 

tvo meetings ln Jerusalem and the omission of the incident 

ln Antioch make Peter into a sort of precursor and supporter 

of Paul's position. 

The question of circumclslon had a second aspect not 

yet discussed. It had been agreed that falth ln Christ vas 

the sole basis for membershlp in the church. It was further 

generally agreed that this implled that circumclslon vas 

unnecessary for gentiles. But what did it imply for the 

Jevs? The conclusion for Paul clearly vas that clrcumclsion 

vas not necessary for Jevish Christians. The scandai of 

this position for .ost Jevish Christians vas not at the 

theoretical level, but rather at the soclological level. 

Not to clrcumcise thelr sons, to abandon the Jevlsh lav, 

vould inevitably lcad to a break vith the Jewish nation. 

Betrayal of Judalsm wou Id have been particularly grave at 

that time vhen Jewish nationalisa vas especially strong and 

building toward the revoit against Roae. Host Jevish 

Christiane therefore continued to practlce the lave The 
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true question vas, then, one of solidarity vith the Jevish 

nation. 

In hls mlsslon, Paul vas concerned vith presenting the 

gospel to the gentlles, and vith llbe~atlng Ch~lstlanity 

from Judaism. Peter, on the other hand, vas concerned vith 

shoving Jewlsh natlonalists that one cou Id be a ChrIstian 

and yet keep the lave Paul's position brought him lnto 

continued and grovlng confllct vith Jevish nationallst 

Christians. Despite the success of Paul's missions and the 

ultimate victory of his posItIon, Jevish Christlanlty 

remained the dominant force ln the chur ch during his 

llfetime. Paul's position vas ultlmately victorious, but at 

the terrible priee of complete rupture vith Judalsm. 

At least as la te as the year 57, Jewlsh Christians vere 

still the majority in the church. But the faii of 

Jerusalem, and the consequent blow to Jevlsh natlonalism, 

changed the sociological situation in such a manner that 

Chrlstianlty could go its vay separate from Judaism. The 

balance of the church changed from majorlty Jewlsh to 

majorlty gentile. 

The shift to a gentile majority did not lamediately 

Mean a change in leadershIp or theology. The Hellenistlc 

church vas 

leadership. 

too young to Immediately 

The early theology, Sealtlc 

take 

in 

over the 

thought-forms 

and heavily Influenced by apocalypticism, continued to be 

the church's only official theology until about the tlme of 

Clement of Alexandria. After his time, the gospel message 

presented ln terms of Greek thought began to doainate, untii 
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Hellenistic theology vas the church's official theology. 

Thp Semltlc thought-forms persisted at the popular levels, 

and ln some fringe move.ents, and even reappeared in many 

church festivals and lava ln the fourth century. But 

official church theology has from that tlme on alvays been 

Hellenlstic. 

The earllest chur ch vas concerned vith living history, 

not vith vrltlnq hlstory. It therefore wrote very llttle. 

After the chur ch split from Judaism, there vas a conscious 

reactlon aqalnst aIl that vas Jevlsh. The thorouqh 

Hellenization of the chur ch after the time of Clement of 

Alexandrla pushed memory of the Jevish Christian chur ch even 

further away. AlI of these factors serve to obscure our 

knowledge of the early Jewlsh Christian church. Daniélou 

reconstructs the hlstorlcal outline we have just traced 

larqely from the canonical sources. His true interest, of 

course, Is early Jewish Chrlstianlty's theology, whlch he 

must reconstruct larqely from non-canonical sources. 

7.2.3 Harcel Simon 

Harcel Slmon's study of the relations between 

Chrlstlanlty and Judaism ln the perlod from the Second 

Jewlsh War to the promulgation of the Theodosian Code l3 

lnp.vltably begged the very questions we are studying here. 

As a result, in a series of publications over .ore than a 

quarter of a century, he dealt wlth the hlstory of Christian 
14 origin8. A very important second type of contribution to 

these studies ls his careful consideration 
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classlflcatlon 

Chrlstlanlty." 

of the varlous deflnltlons of "Jevlsh 

The cholce wh1ch S1mon makes amonqst the var10us 

ava1lab1e theorles of the evolut10n of the ear1y cathollc 

chu~ch cornes as qu1te a surprise. It had begun to appear 

that Baur's schema cou1d no longer funct10n on the cutting 

edge of scholarshlp, except as an 1nsp1r1ng historical 

artlfact. Whlle Schoeps greatly lamented the dem1se of the 

Tübingen School and folloved Baur ln hls approach to the 

Pseudo-Clementines, he nevertheless did not adopt Baur's 

schema of church evolutlon. Simon, hovever, does resolutely 

adopt 1t. In Simon's view, there vere tvo and only two 

fundamental conceptions of Chrlstlanlty at york ln the early 

church: a Jevlsh Christlan one and a qent1le Chr1stian one. 

These tvo concept10ns clashed, sometlmes vlolently, but they 

dld 50 without ever destroylng the fundamental un1ty of 

Chrlstlanlty. In worklng out the detalls, Simon of course 

makes changes to reflect the research since Baur's work, but 

vithout alterlng Baur's basic orientatlon. Early 

cathollclsm vas most assuredly a synthes1s of Jevish 

Chrlstlanlty and Paullnism. 

H1story of the Early Church accordinq to Slmon 

Simon follovs the aajority oplnion ln seeing a movement 

tovard un1versal1sm ln the Jerusalea He11enlst group, and 

especlally ln Stephen. It ls thls group whlch leads the 

advance ln evangellz1nq the gent11es, beg1nnlng ln Ant10ch. 

The sharpest contrast between Simon's vork and .ost 
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others' ls his Interpretation of the early controversies at 

Antloch and the related Apostollc Councll. These events 

resulted ln two and not three positions. Partisans of the 

law had visited Antioch, and due to thelr protests the 

Apostolie Councll vas convened to consider the mission to 

the gentl1es. The conclusion which Simon holds the Council 

reached vas exaetly what Baur had argued a cent ury and more 

earlier: Paul vas fully recognized as the œisslonary of a 

law-free gospel to the gentiles, while the Jerusalem 

apostles were to continue to preach a gospel Includlng law 

observance to the Jews. Thus tvo distinct, valid types of 

Chrlstlanlty vere recognlzed for the two parts of humanlty. 

The situation of the church in Antloch posed a problem, 

because lt did not fit elther of the two categories 

consldered at the Jerusalem Councll. Paul of course 

assimilated it to his gentile mission, and local Christlans 

of Jevish blrth also ignored questions of purity at table 50 

as to be able to eat with the gentlles and not dlvlde the 

new communlty. When Peter arrived he at first accepted this 

state of affairs. However, when people came dovn from 

Jerusalem and objected strongly, Peter changed his mind, 

although vhether he came to belleve the tvo parts of the 

community should be separate or vhether the whole 

should be assiml1ated to the Jewlsh group ls not 

What ls clear ls that Peter vas hesltating between 

Chrlstianity and Jevish Chrlstlanlty, not creatlng 

media. 
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The conflict in Antioch brought home to the Jerusalem 

community the fact that it had not con51dered mlxed 

communities in its original decision. Without the presence 

or participation of paul, it reconsldered the problem and 

decided that to resolve this type of conflict it would be 

necessary for the gentile converts to obey the Noachic 

commandments. This was then codified in the so-called 

Apostolic Decree. Accordlng to this InterpretatIon, the 

Apostoilc Decree was ln response to the incIdent between 

Paul and Peter ln Antloch. While this Is the most Ilkely 

explanatlon of our texts, Simon notes that it is also 

possible that JerusaIem's recons1deration based on mixed 

communities came somevhat earlier. It is possible that the 

men who came dovn from James vere in fact bear1ng the letter 

containing the Apostolic Decree, the Decree then be1ng the 

cause rather than the result of the incident. In either 

case, Paul was not present and d1d not consent to the 

Decree. Simon prefers the former explanat1on, accord1ng to 

which the Antiochene incident preclpitated the Decree. Wlth 

this solution in mind, he interprets James' recltal of the 

terms of the necree to Paul on the occasion of Paul's last 

visit to Jerusalem (Acts 21:25) as the first time Paul was 

officially informed of the Decree. 

The Apostolic Decree i5 pivotaI ln clarlfylng a number 

of issues. At this point in the church's development, the 

drafting of the Decree demonstrates that the Jerusalem 

church's thlnklng was broader than Baur had postulated. But 

whl1e Ritschl had been led to see two partIes ln the 
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Jerusalem coamunity because of the Decree, Simon integrates 

the nev Inslghts vithout allovlng for tvo Jerusalem groups. 

Thp. Jerusalem chur ch had fully accepted the gentile mission, 

but had then come to conclude that the dynaaics of this nev 

situation demanded the Apost01ic Decree. This made the 

gentlles into "God-fearers," and, as Ritschl had riqhtly 

observed, Into second class Chrlstlans ln co.parison vith 

those vho observed the full lave From this point of viey it 

i~ natural th3t many, perhaps aIl, the aembers of the 

Jerusalem community would vlsh converts to take upon 

themselves full lav observance and move on to the fuller 

type of Chrlstlanlty. 

The Jerusalem church, at first reserved, becaae 

actlvely Involved ln missIon. Peter's vislt to Antioch and 

the exIstence of a judaizinq group vith some Jerusalem 

connectlon follovlng ln Paul's vake demonstrate that the 

Jp.yusalem community vlshed to place th~ missIon under its 

authorlty and to model the dev~loplng Christian chur ch after 

lts ovn Image. It vas al~o Jevish Chrlstians vho founded 

the church in Rome. Their influence vas thus deep and vide 

ln the early church, so much so that even Paul had to make 

concessions to the.. Clearly Paul say no funda.ental reason 

not to eat meat offered to Id01s, but vhen he aqreed ln his 

flrst letter to the Corlnthlans that It alqht be necessary 

to abstaln 50 as not to offend the veak, he vas qivinq soae 

ground to the Jevlsh Christian position as set forth ln the 

Apostolic Decree. ln Ga1atia the Jevlsh Christians 
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apparently vished Paul's converts to obey the vhole lav- and 

there 15 no indication that they vere coapletely 

unsuccessful. 

Jevish Christianity's great initial strength vas 

reflected in the very aajor contributions it made tovard the 

evolution of early catholicism. These contributions are 

vell exempllfled ln the hlstory of the application of the 

Apostolic Decree. Baur, ve may recall, dated the Apostolic 

Decree quite late. By co.parlson, Slaon dates It early, and 

believes it vas vid~ly accepted and long observed in the 

vhole church. In the East, he flnds record of It being 

consldered bIndlnq as late as the slxth century.15 We 

recall that for the Jevlsh Chrlstlans the Decree vas a 

minimum of lav, Iaposed on the qentile Christians as the 

Noachic commandments vere laposed on gentile God-fearers by 

the rest of Judalsm: in both cases it placed the. on the 

frlnge of the authentic communlty. Once the Decree vas 

fully inteqrated into early cathollc Chrlstlanlty, hovever, 

it functioned in al.ost the opposite vay. Instead of 

puttlnq the gentlle Chrlstians on the fringe of Judalsa, It 

defined them as fully Christian and not Jevlsh at aIl. Thus 

an authentlc and laportant Jevlsh ChristIan contrIbution to 

the synthesis became a _ark of the church's separation from 

Judaism. 

Despite its initial doainance and vigor, the Jewish 

Christian church soon vaned in iaportance. The treaendous 

success of Christianlty amongst pagans svelled 

Christianlty's ranks vith qentiles, while the Jerusalea 
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co •• unity vas forced by the threat of the lapendlng var to 

flee to Pella. The descendants of thls group became 

progresslvely less and less iaportant ln the chur ch as a 

vhole. They vere flnally reduced to the level of an obscure 

sect, vhlch, by not keeplng up vith the evolutlon of the 

catholic church, vas soon regarded as heretlcal. It did, 

hovever, conduct one mission vith aore lasting success. 

Based on the Didascalla and the suspicion that there is sorne 

hlstorica1 fact behlnd the Addal 1egend, Sl.on suggests that 

at an early perlod the Alamale-1anguage Jevish Christian 

chur ch of Palestlne undertook a suecessful .ls5ion on the 

eastern fringes of the Empile and beyond. This gave rlse to 

a Jevish Christian chureh centred ln Edessa and 5peaking 

mostly Aramaic or Syrlae. It a150 had sorne Greek-speaking 

elements ln the Iegion of Antioch. Thls syrlae church vas 

the most important form of Jewlsh Christlanlty vhich 

survived fOI a slgnlficant period of tiae. 

Simon's Critique of Definitions of "Jevish Chrlstlanlty" 

Si.on has carefully and critically stud1ed the varlou5 

deflnltions, implied and explicit, ln use for Jevish 

Chrlstianity and classifies the. ln three categories. 

Jewlsh Chrlstianlty May be defined by: 

1. observance of Jev1sh lav 

2. a systea of doctrines (Schoeps) 

3. categories of thought (Dan1é10u).16 

Siaon finds definltlons of types 2 and 3 to be severe1y 

vanting. cat~gory 2, the def1nltlon used by Schoeps, he 
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dlsalsses qulckly. To deflne Jevlsh Chrlstlanlty sl.ply by 

the Ebionlte doctrines of the Pseudo-Cleaentines is to 

ignore other well-docuaented foras of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty. 

In fact, It does not seem possible to find any deflnition of 

Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty based on doctrine which would encompass 

aIl the known instances. He a1so rejects Danlé10u's 

category 3 definitlon of Jewish Christianity whlch 15 based 

on the contention that Jewlsh Semltic thought, and 

speclflcally apocalyptic thought, vas dominant ln the church 

at least unti1 the middle of the second century. Simon 

argues that ln the texts Daniélou uses as the basls of his 

theory we find Jewish and non-Jevish elements thoroughly 

lntermlngled. In fact, Simon holds, no aatter what period 

of early Christlanlty we examine, even the very earllest, ve 

never f1nd excluslvely Jewlsh Christian thought as deflned 

by Daniélou. Simon therefore concludes that the theology of 

Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty whlch Daniélou constructs Is an 

abstraction which never existed as an independent entlty. 

The syro-Palestlnian church aentloned at the end of the last 

section does to some extent fit Daniélou's conception of 

Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty deflned by Jewlsh Seaitic thought forms. 

It vas, however, geographlcally quite I1mlted, and never 

exerted auch influence on the church in general. 

Observance of the Jewi5h lav, that Is, category 1 

above, Is the only va11d basls for deflnlng Jewlsh 

Christianlty as far as Simon 15 concerned. He asserts that 

for the eccleslastical authors of antlqulty, a Jewlsh 
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Chrlstlan vas a pe~son vho felt hl.self to be, vished to be, 

and in fact vas, in the different manifestations of his 

rellglous life, both Jewish and Christian. l7 Laylng aslde 

any question of hov Christianity may define Itself, Simon 

asse~ts that Judalsm deflnes ltself ln the flrst place by 

orthopraxy and only in the second place by orthodoxy. It 

should further be noted that ln the Antioch Incident, the 

disagreement between James and Paul vas not over any 

strictly doctrinal poInt, but rather over practlce. So, on 

the triple basis of eccleslastlcal usage, Jewlsh self­

deflnltlon and usefulness ln New Testament exegesis, Simon 

conr.l "rtpe; that only by us 1 n9 the standard of observance of 

Jevish law can an historically valid and crltlcally useful 

definition of Jevish Christianlty be constructed. 

The fInal problem of definltlon ls to determlne hov 

much Jevlsh lav must be observed to constitute Jevish 

Chr lst lan 1 t}·. Aga1n, Slmonts ansver ls quite clear: the 

test is the level of Jevish observance demanded by the 

Apostolic Decree. As ve have seen, he argues that thls 

decree vas probably drafted ln response to the incident in 

Antioch, fairly rapidly vas generally observed, entered as a 

distinctIve and defining ele.ent into the early catholic 

synthesis, and vas long considered bindinq, especlally in 

Eastern Christlanlty. He therefore holds that any group 

vhlch observed this auch and no aore Jewlsh ritual practice 

vas not Jevlsh Christian; any group which observed Jevish 

ritual practlce beyond that outllned ln the Apostollc Decree 

vas Jevish Christian. 
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1.2.4 R.E. Brown 

The schema of early chur ch development set forth by 

Raymond Brown rests on the conclusions he has drawn about 

specIfIe early church communlties. These conclusions in 

turn seem to be based on the type of New Testament 

Interpretation which he developed in his study of the 

Johannine corpus. An important element which forms a part 

of this approach is the hypothesis that specifie information 

about the hlstory of a communlty may be Inferred from its 

writings, even if those writings do not deal explicltly with 

the communlty (as ls the case wlth the Gospel of John),16 

His vlews on the evolution of the Johannine literature, and 

of the communities it reflects, are presented ln his three 

volumes in the Anchor Bible series, dn.:l more recently ln ~ 

~munity ~ the Beloved Disciple. 19 Since his work on the 

Johannine corpus, he has outlined his view of the 

development of the church in Rome,20 and the sUb-apostolic 

development of several communities as reflected in various 

New Testament and other early Christian documents. 21 

Brown vigorously rejects the idea that there were 

theological or legal positions in New Testament times which 

could be called "Jewish Christian" and "gentile Christian." 

Rather, he holds that early Christian theologlcal and legal 

diversity is to be traced to the varying points of vlew of 

the Apostles, and of the early, ethnlcally Jewlsh, Christian 

evangelists, as weIl as to differences in the development of 

the various communities they founded. Each early, 
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ethnically Jevish, Christian co •• unity aade gentile 

converte, thus creatlng varlous Jewlsh/gentl1e co •• unities. 

Every one had its own distinctive history, including 

internai debates and occasionally schisms. A glven 

co •• unity was usually held together by a aoderating centre, 

whlch reconci1ed the opposing views as far as possible. In 

the same vay, the early catholic church developed from these 

communitles by means of compro.lse and consensus around a 

moderate, middle position. 

From the varlous types of "Jewish/Gentl1e 

Christianity", Brovn feels four can be clearly identified: 

1. Those who believed that circuaclsion and 

obedience to the vhole Hosaic Lav were necessary for 

full participation ln salvation brought by Jesus the 

Christi 

2. those who did not require clrcumclsion of 

gentile Christians, but did require the observance of 

some purlty lavs by gentlles; 

3. those who required neither circumcislon nor 

observance of food regulatlons by gentlle Christians 

(but vere not necessarily opposed to such observances 

by Jewish Christians); 

4. those vho did not requlre clrcumcision or 

observance of food regulations, and had fundaaentally 

broken vith al1 Jewish practices, seeing no lasting 

slgniflcance in the Jewlsh cult or feasts. 

The vlevs descrlbed as type 1 vere held by Christians 
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from the Pharisaic party aentloned ln the book of Acts, as 

weIl as by Paul's opponents ln Galatlans. Thelr arguaents 

won over at least soae gentlle Chrlstlans. This group vas 

never reconclled to Paul, and vou1d a1so have consldered 

Peter a traltor. It was represented ln Rome, and It may 

have been sOlle of lts aeaber:s who betrayed Peter and Paul to 

their deaths. 

Brown's group 4 i8 represented in the New Testament by 

the Johannlne literature, the letter to the Hebrews, and by 

the Hellenists ln the book of Acts. Because of his volumes 

on the Johannlne llterature, study of this group forms the 

bulk of Brown's published work. 

At lts Inceptlon, Brown sees the Johannine communlty as 

a Jewish Christian group still attached to the synagogue and 

virtually Indlstlngulshable fro. the other Jewlsh Christian 

groups. Early in its development, a group of Jewlsh 

Christlans opposed to the Temple (llke those assoclated with 

Stephen in the book of Acta) who had converted some 

Sëmarltans, entered this coamunlty. The shift in thlnklng 

occasloned by the entry of the antl-temple group, as weIl as 

the need to express the slgnlficance of Jesus ln new 

categories for the Samaritans, were catalysts for a aajor 

shlft ln thé Christology of the Johannlne coaaunlty. It 

moved from the fairly "low" Christology lt formerly largely 

shared wlth other Jewlsh Chrlstlan groups to the very 

distinctive "hlgh" Chrlstology ve know fro. the Gospel of 

John. Thls hlgh Chrlstology led to afflraatlons about Jesus 

which eventually came to be regarded as blaspheaous by their 
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non-Christian Jevlsh co-rel1g1onlsts. They vere thus 

expelled fro. the synagogue. 

The Johannlne co •• unlty vas deeply scarred by their 

expulsion fro. the the synagogue. They consequently cea~ed 

to thlnk of themselves as Jevish and developed an attitude 

of sharp conflict vith respect to Judais •• This nev 

situation facilitated a large influx of gentiles Into the 

Johannine co •• unity. Centiles vere thus accepted into their 

co •• unity vlthout the struggles ve see reflected, for other 

groups, ln the book of Acts, the letters of Paul and 

(accordlng to Brovn) the Gospel of Matthev. It vas at thls 

stage, about the year 90, that the coamunity produced the 

Gospel of John. 

The subsequent hlstory of the Johannlne communlty 

involves sharp internaI division, vlth the tvo factlo~s 

eventually merglng lnto the great aovements of the second 

century. One faction, representinq the opponents of the 

author of 1 John, eventually aoved tovard docetlsm, 

Cerinthianism and Montanism. The other faction, those 

siding vith the author of 1 John, eventually merged vith the 

catholic church. They accepted Its very foreign 

authorltative teaching structure, vhile the cathollc chur ch 

adopted the Johannine co •• unity's high Chrlstology. Thus 

ended this co •• unlty's very separate developaent. 

Brovn's type 3 Jevish/Gentile Chrlstianity (best 

represented ln the New Testament by Paul) clashed vith type 

2 at Antioch. "Paul maintained that the food lavs dld not 
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oblige the Gentiles; evldently Peter agreed but backed avay 

from the exerclse of that freedom vhen the issue gave slgns 

of leading ta a st%uggle vlth Jaaes and Jerusalea." 

(Churche§ 133) Because of Paul's carefully nuanced position 

ln 1 Cor 8 about renunclat10n of a rlght out of concern for 

a b%other, Brown feels that paul's sha%p reactlon to Peter 

alght have been due aore to his loss of face ln Ant10ch than 

to an opposition in prlnciple ta Pete%'s argument. In any 

event, Paul lost ln Antioch, and felt so isolated that he 

left and vent ta Asia Hlnor and Greece vhere he could better 

malntaln hls vle~ of the gospel. In Antloch, Peter's type 2 

position, vhich mediated betveen types 1 and 3, carried the 

day. The co.promise position, worked out in reactlon to the 

clash, vas to Impose soae purlty lavs on the gentiles. It 

vas anachronlst1cally Inserted by Luke ln the Acts 1S 

account. 

paul's posItion changed vith his experlences. As late 

even as his letter to the Galatlans, he had held a fully 

apocalyptic viey of ChristlanIty, vhich made Christianlty 

something totally nev. But the troubles he had vith those 

people at Corinth vho "had knovledge" but not love led him 

ta see soae of the veaknesses of his pos1tion, and the 

strengths of Peter's mediating position. By the tlme he 

vrote ta the Romans, he had vorked out a greater place ln 

his thought for salvatlon history and vas able to give a 

aore pos1tive evaluatlon of Lav and of Judaism. He also 

felt the need ln this letter to stress the difference 

betveen his position and that vhich Brovn calls type 4. 
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The Christian co.aunlty at Roae 15 the outstandlng 

example of a Jewlsh/Gentlle Christian group of the type 2. 

It had been evangelized before the 50's by Jerusalea 

Christians of type 2. Even though by the tlae Paul wlote to 

them, qentlles may have foraed the majorlty, they continued 

ln the type 2 bellefs they had received- holding the Jewlsh 

heritaqe in hlqh regard, and holding to a mediating view on 

the law (some of Its me.bers, though, adhered to a type 1 

position). This posltion of Rome goes far in explaining why 

Paul vas at such pains to deny the accusation that he held 

the vievs of group 4. Because of his moderated position, 

Paul vas vell accepted at Rome, but the aore moderate Peter 

was alvays qlven the first place of honour. After the fall 

of Jerusalem, Rome took over auch of the overslght of the 

aissionary work of Jerusalem, and also of Paul's churches. 

7.2.5 Observations on the Second Perlod Surveyed 

Daniélou holds that the early cathollc church vas a 

product of Jewi~h Christlanity. This judgement rests on a 

schema reaarkably slmllar ln form, but very dlfferent ln 

content, to Ritschl's. Like Ritschl, he stresses the 

earllest co •• unity's aqreeaent that church aembershlp vas 

based exclusively on falth in Christ. This led to a single 

initial stream of Chrlstlanlty, which shortiy converted soae 

gentiles. The fact that these gentlles vere not constrained 

to obey the Lav of Hoses caused conflict, but those who did 

not acquiesce in the conciliar declslon effectively reaoved 

the.selves froa the aainstreaa of Christlan developaent. In 
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the aalnstream of Christianlty there vas tension over the 

keep1ng of the Hosa1e Law, as Peter and those like hlm did 

not vant to offend Jevlsh nationallsm, vhile Paul vished to 

11berate Christianity froM Judaism. But, as vith Rltsehl, 

the tvo sides remalned at one on the basis of chrlstlanlty. 

Again somewhat like Rltsehl, the inereaslngly overwhelmlng 

majorlty of gent1les, and the blov to Jewish nationallsm 

caused by the Jewish wars, led to an eventual complete 

rupture vith Judalsm (although for Ritsehl the rupture vas 

not vith Judalsm but vith Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty). The great 

contrast vith Rltsehl is not the bas1s Daniélou sees 

Chrlstlanity resting on, nor on the relative numbers of 

ethnie Jevs and gentiles, but rather the aake-up of the 

chureh leadershIp and, more slgnificantly, the form and 

content of its thouqht. Jevlsh Chrlstlans long contlnued to 

supply the leadership of the ehureh. And Most signlflcant 

for Daniélou, the church's theology vas and long remained 

Jewish ChrIstian, worked out in Semltic patterns and based 

on the domInant theologleal Ideas of eontemporary Judaism, 

seen of course ln the light of the Christian experlence. 

It ls this contention that allovs one to claim that for 

Daniélou, no matter the ethnie make-up of the ehureh, no 

matter Its praetlce vith respect to Hosaie rltual, the 

chur ch remained essentlally Jevish Christian until about the 

tlae of Clement of Alexandria, and at a popular level, even 

longer. 

Brown rejeets the Idea that there were theologlcal 

318 



( 

( 

positions ln the flrst century whlch could be called "Jewlsh 

Christian" and "gentile Christian." Nevertheless, in the 

scheme he sets out, each co~.unity is founded by ethnie 

Jevs, and each co •• unity's development proceeds in ways 

determined largely by Jewlsh questions and condltloned by 

Jewlsh ways of thlnklng. Even though gentiles may weIl be 

present in each of the four postulated groups, distinctive 

gentlle concerns are rarely central, nor is the Christian 

message presented accordlng to any distlnctively gentlle 

thought system. Brown therefore i.pllcltly agrees vIth 

Daniélou that the early Christian theological positions vere 

aIl developed by Jevish Chrlstians, and it vas only after 

the development of the early catholic church that gentile 

thought cou Id creatlvely take a place of leadershIp ln the 

church. Within this basic conception of the early 

development of the church, vhich 15 very simllar to that of 

Dani~lou, ve do see the influence of Baur. Like Baur, a 

group demanding observance of the Hosalc Lav by aIl (type 1) 

clashes vith a gro~p not demanding such observance (type 3), 

produclng a group between the tvo. There, hovever, the 

slmllarlty ends. In Baur's schema, these tvo groups 

Interact for over a century to produce soaethlng nev, a 

synthesis. 

immedlately 

In Brovn's sche.a, the two groups clash and 

a compromise (not a synthesls) Is vorked out. 

The new position (type 2) is not something essentially new, 

but was present, at least potentlally, fro. the very 

beglnning. 

The aajor change ln .odern scholarshlp reflected ln 
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Brown's work ls the growing tendency to postulate great 

dlversity in early Chrlstianlty.22 Baur, wlth his dlalectlc 

method, was able to abstract from complexity and deal at a 

theoretleal level ln a way whieh finds little accept~nce 

today. He was also able to ignore the Gospel of John as a 

factor in the first century of the church's development, 

slnee he dated the tensions whleh produced It to the 

church's second century. But Brown, who dates the Gospel of 

John well withln the church's flrst century, and traces the 

tradition whlch produced It back very early ln the church's 

hlstory, feels he must reflect thls Johannlne complexlty in 

hls view of early chur ch development. Thus, thls diversity 

Is not only reflected ln the Johannlne tradition, but, as he 

argues ln ~ Cburches ~ Apostles ~ BebInd, a1so in 

several other traditions and herltages. The relations and 

~utua1 influences between these varlous traditions and 

communltles ln the major centres beco.e qulte complex, and 

can certalnly not be explalned by Baur's dialectlcal 

tension. But just as there ls an lncreased appreclatlon of 

early Christian diverslty, so there i5 a 10ss of clarity ln 

the meanlng of the terms "Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty" and "gentlle 

Christianity" in Brown's york. Although Baur, Ritschl and 

Daniélou used these terms ln soaewhat dlfferent senses, each 

was clear about what he meant by them. The fact that Brown 

drops these teras and replaces them with his four types of 

Jewish/Gentile Christianlty does reflect a greater 

appreclatlon of dlverslty, but robs "Jewlsh Christian" and 
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"gentile Christian" of the precise aeaning they had ln auch 

of the earller work. 

These two 

surveyed show 

outstanding schemata of the second 

this period to be characterized 

period 

by the 

breakdnwn of the earlier consensus on the evolution of the 

early chur ch and by the consequent breakdown of a consensus 

on the meanlng of the terms "Jewish Christian" and "gentile 

Christian." The never .ore positive evaluation of first 

cent ury Judaism caused the dissolution of the early 

consensus on church evolutlon, whlle a nev sensitlvity to 

early Christian diversity has alloved conteaporary critics 

to postulate various types of Jevieh and gentile groups 

vithin the church. It is not yet clear whether or not a nev 

consensus 15 emerglng on the basls of the new views of 

Judaism and of Christian diversity. 

The york of this dissertation suggests that the nev 

attitudes 

Christian 

toward first century Judaism and tovard early 

diversity aay have inadvertently led critics to 

overlook a fundam~r.tal division in the early church. Acts 

and the letters of Paul do show ~ divislve conflict vithln 

the early Christian coamunity over the observance of Jevlsh 

dietary purity and clrcuaclslon. The laportance thls 

confl~ct had in the early church, as evldenced ln these 

texts, ie not sufficlently reflected in the sche.ata of the 

second period. In the last chapter of this dissertation, 1 

have dravn out what see. to be the iapllcations of Acts and 

the letters of Paul for a scheaa of early chur ch evolution. 

It would be beneficial for scholarship to re-velgh these New 
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Testa.ent texts before coalng to any nev consensus on early 

chur ch developaent. 
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7.3 Su •• ary Qi Positions ~ Jeylsh ~ 

It is useful for this dissertation briefly to suamarize 

the positions on the Jevlsh lav held by the varlous 

postulated groups ln the schemata of the four aost iMportant 

authors surveyed. The obvlous should perhaps be polnted 

out: the debate ls not over lav in the sense of aoral law. 

AlI the groups agree that aIl Christians should live 

according to high _oral standards. Law vhlch ls under 

discussion ln Baur's york Is that vhlch Is partlcularlstic 

in Jevlsh lav, Including such thlngs as circumcislon and 

purlty lavs. Whether the practlees in question come froa 

the vrltten Torah or from the oral Torah vould not seem to 

be slgnlflcant, but rather the slqnlficance Iles in their 

place in the development of the human Moral consclousness. 

The scandaI of Jevish Christlanity ia ita retention of 

particularlstic Jevish practices. Gentile Christianity 

rejected these ele.enta, ln direct llne vith its earliest 

roots in the Hellenist group in Jerusalem, vhich criticized, 

for instance, the Jewish institution of the Te.ple. As tiae 

passed and the tvo groupa aoved tovard a synthesls, these 

particularistic ele_ents vere progressively ellmlnated. 

Circumcislon vas replaced by baptisa on the Jewish Christian 

slde early in the process. In respect to lav taken in the 

sense ve have been uslng, the early catholic synthesis 

_aintained _ost of the ele.ents of gentlle Chrlstlanlty and 

fev of Jevlsh Chrlstlanity. 

In Ritschl's eChe.a, the strict Jevish Christians 

.aintained circu.cielon and the Jevlsh lavas practiced by 
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conteaporary Judalsa. The .oderate Jevlsh ChrIstIan group 

May vell have held a sl.ilar basIc viey of lav, but as ve 

see from the Apostollc Decree, recognlzed a fora of 

Christianlty for gent1les vhich only requlred a .1n1.ua of 

specIal Jevlsh lave The aainstrea. of Chrlstlanlty, 

hovever, soon moved avay froa thls vhole dIscussIon, and 

foraed Its ovn dIstInctIve ChrIstian systea of lav (Rltschl 

calls 1t a "ChrIstIan no.ism") bearlng 1Ittle relatIon to 

any Jevlsh understanding of lave 

ln Daniélou's schema, the Apostolic Counc!1 

authorltatlvely decreed clrcuacislon unnecessary for 

gentiles. In the churches estab1lshed by paul's mIssion, 

the gentlles dld not observe any of the Jevlsh purlty lavs. 

Host Jevlsh Chrlst1ans contlnued to observe aIl Jevish lavs. 

Gentiles converted by Jevish Christians froa Palestine vere 

of course not requlred to be clrcuaclsed, but dld observe 

sorne rltual lavas outllned in the so-called Apostol1c 

Decree. They also vould have observed the Sabbath, 

pentecost, other Jevish feasts, and have folloved Jevlsh 

liturgies in thelr services. These elements, suppressed by 

the church leadershIp ln the second and thlrd centuries, 

resurfaced in the catholic church from popular and local 

groups ln the fourth century. 

R.E. Brovn 15 particularly clear on each of hls groups' 

stance vith respect to the Jeviah lave Group 1 believed all 

Christiane should observe aIl Jevlsh lavas then practiced. 

Group 2 encouraged and group 3 tolerated full observance of 
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the lav by Jevlsh Christians, but they did not require 

clrcuacision of gentiles. Their point of division vas on 

purlty lavs related to food: group 2 requlred the observance 

of some lava in thia area, vhile group 3 did note Group 4 

had fundamentally broken vith all Jevish rltual or purlty 

lava of any kind. 

325 



NOTES TO INTRODUCTION 

1. See, for instance, Langrange vii-vx. 

2. See Edouard "assaux, Influence ~ l"vangile ~ salnt 

Matthieu ~ ~ Iltt6rature chr'tlenne ayant salnt Ir6n'e 

(Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1950). 

3. The classic source for knovledge of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty 

Js the comments of the Chur ch Fathers. These are now 

convenlently available in the orlglnal languages and 

translation in A.F.J. Klijn and G.J. Relnink, Patrlstlc 

Eyldence ~ Jeylsb-Chrlstian Sects (Leiden, E.J. Brill, 

3973). F.C. Baur's idea of uSing the Pseudo-Clementine 

Ilterature to reconstruct the position of the earllest 

Jewish Christian party, while ltaelf being rejected, 

Insplred later followers of Baur to use the proposed sources 

of this 1lterature as a major source of knowledge of a later 

form of Jewiah Chrlstianity. In addition to these, Schoeps 

uses the Gospel of the Nazareans, the Gospel of the 

Eblonites (both incomplete reconstructions from references 

and quotatlons), the Gospel of Tho.as, and Syamachus' Old 

Testament translation. To these Dan1610u adds the Dldache, 

the Shepherd of Hermas, the Letter of Barnabas, the Letters 

of Ignatius and 1 Clement. 

4. "Where else cou Id such a stream of thought (to make the 

Sabbath a Christian day of rest) have ita source, as it has 

done among aIl Sabbatarlans both in the plSt Ind todly, 

except ln the four th co.mandment of the Law, a Law which was 

not deeaed to have been altered by Christ expressis yerbis?" 

w. C. van unnlk, "The Slgnlflcance of Hoses' Law for the 

Church of Christ According to the Syrlac Dldascalla," Sparsi 
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%hA collected 14A~ QL ~ ~ unnlk, 3 Vols. Collecta. 

(Lelden: E.J. Brill, 1983) 3: 32. The Didascalia divides 

between the 

worshlpped 

Law, which co.prises all qiven before Israel 

the Golden Calf (therefore includlng the 

Decalogue), and the Second Legislation, which is .ade up of 

aIl given later. Christ confirms the Law, but sets aside 

the Second Legislation. Van Unnik argues in this article 

that while the details of the Dldascalla's argument are 

unique to the Didascalla, some such resolutlon of the 

question of the applicability of Old Testament law to the 

church i5 a co.monplace in early Christlanity. 

5. Note the comments of John P. Heier who accepts the 

idea that Matthew might weIl have becn Jewish Christian in 

the ethnie sense of the term, but that the content of the 

gospel is such that even if this vere the case his Jevish 

Christianity is without significance ln the way the term ia 

generally used, and in effect a.ounts to gentile 

Christianity (Heier Vision 22-23). 

6. For a good introduction to the area of reader-response 

crlticism, see Jane P. Toapkins, Reader-Response Criticism, 

(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1980). 

7. See, for instance, James Hoffett and Kenneth R. 

HcElheny, ed, Points ~ ~ (New York and Toronto: The Nev 

American Library, 1966). 

8. Patte expllcitly assuaes that Matthew 18 the Christian 

author he presents hi.self as belng, and finds that 

assumption to be confirmed by his research: "1 am assuaing 
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that Matthew's Gospel is not fraudulent or hypocrltlcal. 

But even vhen thls Is the case, the text reflects Its 

author's system of convictions, vhich drives the author ta 

write such a hypocritlcal discourse. Features of the text-

Inconslstencies among dlfferent dimensions of meaning-

reveal the hypocrltlcal character of the text. 1 dld not 

detect such inconsistencies in Matthew's Gospel." (TM 

Gospel According tQ ~, p. 14 note 10) 

9. There has been a large number of pUblications on the 

synoptic problem in the last fev decades. But the Tvo 

Source hypothesis has been the common denominator for most 

of these: they either attack the Tvo Source hypothesis, 

defend the Tvo Source hypothesis, propose an alternative to 

the Tvo Source hypothesis, or slmply plead that minds should 

remain open to the possibility of solutions other than the 

Tvo Source hypothesis at least in the study of speclfic 

pericopae. The Tvo Source hypothesi8 18 truly the dominant 

theory against vhich anyone offering an alternatlve must 

struggle. In a recently published article (Michael Pettem, 

"Le premier r'cit de la multiplication des pains et le 

problème synoptique," studles in Religionl Sciences 

14:1 (1985) 73-83), l have argued the 

superiorlty of the Two Source hypothesis ln explainlng the 

relationship between Matthew, Mark and Luke's account~ of 

the Feeding of the Five Thousand. Accordlng to B.H. 

streeter, there are more minor agreements of Luke and 
...". 

Matthew agalnst Mark ln the Feedlng of the Flve Thousand 

than in any other section of compardble length (Streeter, 

~ QQspels. 3 1 3). In this article, l have thus tested the 

328 



( 

( 

NOTES TO INTRODUCTION 

Tvo Source hypothesl~ and found It sound ln vhat should be, 

for it, a difficult pericope. 

10. In addition to Farme~'s defense of the Griesbach 

hypothesls, some Hatthean scholars have been attracted to 

Antonio Gaboury's nev proposed solution to the synoptlc 

problern (A. Gaboury, Là structure ~ évangiles synoptigues, 

Supplements to Novum Testa.entum 22, Leiden: Brill, 1970). 

According to his hypothesis, there vas a primitive gospel 

vhich had aIl the materlal of the triple tradition found ln 

Hk 1:1-13 and 6:14-16:8 (that Is, the primitive gospel had 

aIl the triple tradition except vhat is to be found in Mark 

chapters 1 to 6). The york of Gaboury 15 sharply crltlcized 

and rejected in favour of the Tvo Source theory by F. 

Neirynck, "The Gospel of Matthew and Llterary Crlticisrn," 

L'évangile selon Matthieu. Rédaction ~ théologie, 

Blbliotheca Epherneridum Theologlcarum Lovaniensium 29, ed H. 

Didier, Gembloux (Belgiua): Duculot, 1972 37-69). His 

article cornes out of the twenty third session of the 

"Journées bibliques de Louvain" (Septeaber 1-3, 1970) where 

the topie was the Gospel of Matthew. It should be noted 

that at thls congress "nearly aIl the participants vleved 

the Hatthean redaetion on the basis of literary dependence 

upon Mark and the Q source" (Nelrynck 37), that is to say, 

they assu.ed the Tvo Source hypothesis. 

11. There Is no coapelling reason to belleve that Luke 

possessed a defeetive copy of the Gospel of Hark, .issing 

thls section. It Is aore 11kely that his Great Oalssion 
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reflects a choice on his part. The nature of the .1ss1ng 

mater1al aay be the clue. Soae of this .aterial deals vith 

Jevish lav and and the quest10n of relations vith non-Jews. 

It Is possible that Luke dropped thls aaterlal because he 

planned to deal vith these quest10ns in more deta11 and in a 

more hlstorlcally appropY late context ln his second volume, 

the book of the Acts of the Apostles. 1 plan to develop 

these ideas ln more detall elsewhere. 

12. Ernest L. Abel, "Who Wrote Matthew?" ~ 17 (1970-

1971) 138-152 f,nas two levels of redactlon ln Matthew. 

For a brief statement and critique of his article, see the 

last note to chapter three. 

If the original redactor of Matthew Is the only 

signlflcant redactor of the gospel, then the point of vlew 

reflected ln Mt 15:1-20 15 representatlve of the Gospel 

Accordlng to Matthew as a whole. If there was a slgniflcant 

secondary redaction of Matthew after the original one (and 

no such hypothesls has ever galned serlous followlng in the 

academlc community), then 1t still seems reasonable to 

aSSUNe that Mt 15:1-20 also reflects the point of view of 

thls second redaction sinee 1t dld not alter Mt 15:120. If 

one belleved that Matthew was subjeet to a secondary 

redaction which dlffered ln point of view from the primary 

redaction in Mt 15:1-20, one would have to deaonstrate the 

following propositions: First, one would have to show that 

the second redactlon so clearly altered the flrst that It 

must have disagreed vith the point of viey of the first as 

expressed ln Mt 15:1-20. Second, one wou1d have to expiain 
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why it is that the second redaction which so greatly altered 

Matthew in other places so as to clearly show Its opposition 

to the point of view expressed in Mt 15:1-20, fal1ed to 

alter Mt 15:1-20, the very point at which it 00 clearly 

opposed the first edltlon. The difflculty of such a 

position is so great that it may be concluded that if the 

Two Source hypothesis of synoptlc relationships is adopted 

it follows that Mt 15:1-20 reflects the final redactional 

poInt of view of the Gospel of Matthew. 
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MOTES TO CHAPTER OHE 

1. The teras "Jevish Christian" and "qentile Christian" 

have been used in a qreat variety of senses. Although 

careful york has been done on deflnlnq "qentile Christian," 

there has been more preoccupation vith defining "Jevlsh 

Christian." It follovs that looklnq at the Meanlng asslqned 

to "Jevish Christian" is more instructive. Without being ln 

any way exhaustive, the follovlnq elqht examples are 

illustratlve of the vays ln which the terms "Jevlsh 

Christian" and "Jevlsh Chrlstlanlty" have been used. The 

list is adapted from Marcel Simon and André BenoIt ~ 

judaIsme ~ ~ christianisme antigue 258f. 

1. The whole early eatholle chur eh ls Jewlsh Christian 

because of lts Jewish roots. 

2. AlI Chrlstlans v~o are of Jewish birth, no .atter 

their praetiee or theoloqy, are Jewish Christian. 

3. AlI Chrlstians of Jewlsh blrth who contInue to 

observe Jewish reliqious practiees within Chrlstlanlty 

are Jewlsh ChrIstian. 

4. AlI Christians of Any ethnie oriqin who observe the 

Jewish Law are Jevlsh Christian. 

5. AlI those who hold the doctrinal system found in the 

proposed sources of the Pseudo-Cle.entlne llterature are 

Jewish Christian. (Thus Jevlsh Chrlstlanlty i8 equal to 

Ebionlsa.) 

6. Jevish Christianity is a form of Chrlstlanlty, not 

necessarily linked to the Jevish co.aunity, vhlch vas 

the dominant for. of Christianity from the time of the 

oriqln of Chrlstlanlty untll about the alddle of the 
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second century, whlch 15 characterlzed by semltlc 

thought-foras, and by a theology whlch ls Jevl~h ln 

expression, and essentially apocalyptic ln fora. 

7. Jewish Chrlstlanlty ls a Judaizlng .o~e.ent within 

the cathollc church, characterlzed by a syncretlstlc 

appropriation of elements from the Old Testament, 

contemporary Judaism and other sources. (This 

deflnltlon Is Intended to Include such tendencles as 

those ln Antloch opposed by Chrysostom.) 

8. Jewlsh Chrlstianlty Is deflned as the Araaalc- or 

Syrlac-Ianguage church of Syrla-Palestine. ThIs Is 

slmllar to deflnltlon 6, except that this deflnltlon 

refers to a geographlc reglon, rather than to a tlme 

periode 

No such deflnltlon of "Jevish Christian" or "Jewish 

Chrlstlanlty" wIll be ~dopted ln this dissertation. Rather 

than a short deflnition, the full theoretical background 

agalnst which these terms have been used in the most 

important scholarly work will be outllned. In thls vay, the 

dissertation will avoid beco.ing a simple exercise in 

testlng vhether Matthew best fits lnto the category "Jewlsh 

Christian" OI "gentlle Christian" according to a glven 

deflnltlon. Because the theoretlcal background of the terms 

18 brought out, thls the8is will be able to deal vlth the 

problem of what ls an appropriate use of the terms "Jewish 

Christian" and "gentile Christian" ln the early church. 

Hatthew viii then be classifled as either "Jewlsh Christian" 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE 

or "gentlle Christian" on the basls of a careful study of 

the approprlate use of these teras. 

2. The principal worka of F.C. Baur consulted in the 

preparation of this section are: "Die Christuspartei ln der 

korinthischen Gemelnde, der Gegensatz des petrinischen und 

paulinlschen Chrlstenthuas ln der altesten Klrche, der 

Apostel Petrus in Rom," TUblnger Zeltschrlft ~ Theologie 4 

(1831): 61-206, reprinted in Fe,dlnand Chxlstlan Baux, 

Ausgew4hlte Jerke ln Elnzelausgaben, ed. K. Scholder 

(stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Friedrich FroMMan, 1963) vol. 1: 

1-146; Kx1tlsche untersuchungen ~ ~ kanonlschen 

Evangellen, (TOblngen: L.F. Fues, 1847); and ~ Churcb 

Hlstory 21 ~ [ixst Th,ee Centuxies, transe A. Henzles, 2 

vols. (London: Williams & Norgate, 1879), (First German 

edltlon 1863). A complete blbliography of F.C. Baur may be 

found in P.C. Hodgson, ~ Formation Qi Histoxical Tbeology 

(New York: Harper & Row, 1966) 285-294. 

3. For the general orientation of Rltschl's work, 1 am 

following the extremely helpful artIcle by Philip Hefner, 

"Baur Versus Ritschl on Early Christlanlty," Churcb History 

31 (1962): 259-278. The outllne of early Chrlstlanlty's 

development ls as found in: Rltscbl, ~ Entstehung ~ 

a1tkatbollsche Kircbe, 2nd ed. (Bono: Adolph Harcus, 1857). 

There 15 a .ajor change ln Rltschl's thlnklng betweeo the 

first and second edltions of this work. 

4. See: Hans Joachim Schoeps, Theologie ~ Geschlchte ~ 

~udenchristentums (Tübingen: HOhr, 1949). See also: H.J. 

Schoeps, Jeyisb Ch,lstianlty, transe D.R.A. Hare 
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(PhIladelphia: rortress, 1969); urgCleinde­

Judenchrlstentum- Gnosls (TObingen: J.C.B. Hohr, 1956); 

Paul: ~ Theology 21 ~ Apostle ln ~ Ligbt QL Jeyisb 

Rellglous Hlstory, transe H. Knlght (London: Lutterworth, 

1961). 

5. The warks of Danl'lou consulted for thls section are: 

Jean Dani'lou and Henri Harrou, Nouvelle histoire ~ 

l'Eglise. ~ ~ origines À saint Gr'golre ~ Grand (Paris: 

Editions du Seuil, 1963); Jean Daniélou, ~ Theology Qi 

Jewish Chrlstlanity, transe and ed. John A. Baker, A Hlstory 

of larly Christian Doctrine before the Councl1 of Nlcaea, 

vol. 1 (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1964); L'Eglise 

~ lpOtres (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1970). In 1946, 

Daniélou took over the column "Bulletin d'Histoire des 

Origines Chretiennes" ln Recherches ~ Science Religieuse. 

In 1947 he introduced a section called "Judatsme et 

Christianisae", whicb he continued to wIlte unttl 1973. 

This column conslsts of detalled revlews of current 

llterature on Christian beglnnlngs, and is a line of 

information both on the literature itself and on Daniélou's 

vievs. 

6. His main so~rces for reconstructing the theology of 

early Jewlsb Chrlstlanlty are certain Old Testament 

pseudepigrapha, some non-canonical Gospels, the Dldache, the 

Shepherd of Herlas, the Letter of Barnabas, the Letters of 

Ignatius, 1 Cle.ent and traditions survlvlng ln the Fathers. 

7. This diviSion of traditions in lets 15 (and a related 
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Acts 10) is out11ned in L'Eg11se dAA ApOtres 

divislon of Acta 1S follova Stanllas Glet 

(Université de Strasbourg), "L'assemblée aposto11que et le 

d'cret de J'rusalem." Recherches ~ ScIence RelIgIeuse 39 

(1951): 203-220. An interesting argument on separate Jevish 

and gentlle eucharlsts as the crux of the dispute ln Antloch 

15 set forth in Nouvelle histoire ~ l'Eg11se (1963), at 

whlch tlme he dld not yet see. to divlde Acta 15 lnto tvo 

traditions. 

8. The vorks of Raymond E. Brown conaulted for this section 

are: ~ Gospel accordlng ~~, 2 vols. (Garden City, 

New York: Doubleday, Voluae 1, 1966; Volume 2, 1970); ~ 

ÇOmmunlty QL ~ Beloyed Dlaclple (Toronto: Paullst, 1979); 

~ Ipistles 2L ~ (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 

1982); ~ Churçhes ~ Apostles ~ Behlnd (London: 

Chapman, 1984); and R.E. Brown and John P. Heier, Antloch 

And ~ (Nev York: Paullst, 1983). 
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1. Peter Hodgson clalas the opposite ln ~ [or.atlon Qi 

Hiltoricgl Theology. & study Qi Ferdinand Christian IAYL 

(Nev York: Harper & Rov, 1966) 218. 

2. Thil 1 see as the _eaning Baur generally gives the term 

"Tendenz" ln hls exegetlcal vorks. 1 freely ad.lt that hls 

use of the term _ay not alvays be consistent vithin these 

vorks, and that ln hls less speclflcally exegetlcal vorks he 

may use the term ln qulte a dlfferent vay; the distinction 1 

.ake ls not .ade by Hodgson or, to the best of ay knowledge, 

by Any other expert on Baur. Hy argu.ent ln this section 

depends on Baurls understandlng of Matthev, vhlch 1 thlnk is 

fairly clear, even though the term "Tendenz" is ,omet1mes 

unelear. 

3. See Eyangellen 609ff. 
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1. Baur, Eyangelien 614; see discussion in chapter two. 

2. In thls dissertation, it is accepted that one and the 

same meeting lies behind the account in in Gal 2:1-10 and 

Acts 15. For scholarly opinions on this question, see the 

appropriate note in the followlng discussion of Acts 15. 

3. " ... it becomes clear that the opponents had pressured 

the Galatians into accepting Torah and circumcision" (Betz 

6); Betz later outlines in more detail what position he 

believes Paul's opponents in Galatia held (Betz 8-9). 

4. The amblguity of Paul's statement in Gal 2:3 and its 

Most Iikely resolution 15 outlined by F.F. Bruce: 

(i) Far from their requiring the circumcision of Gentile 

believers, not even Titus was compelled to be 

clrcumclsed; Q.L 

(ii) Not even Titus was compelled to be circumcised; he 

was circumclsed indeed, but on hls own initiative (or on 

paul's). As the sentence stands, the placing of 'not 

even' (oude) before 'Titus' imports an emphasis which is 

more appropriate to the former than to the latter 

alternative. Bruce 0Al 112. 

Betz holds even more strongly that Titus was not 

clrcumcised. 

5. Who were these faise brothers and where and when did 

they sneak in? 

WHO: There 15 a very broad consensus that they were 

Jewish Chrlstians, and not non-Christian Jews. See Klaus 

Wegenast ~ yerst3ndnls ~ Tradition ~ paulus und ln ~ 
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D.e..u.tex;opaullnen. Neuklrchen Krels Moers: Neuklrchener 

Verlag, 1962: 47 who points out that Paul calls non­

Chrlstian Jews adelphol ~ sarka (Rom 9:3). 

WHERE AND WHEN? - at the Jerusalem conference: many 

assume, since Paul 15 speaklng of the Jerusalem 

that the faise brothers sneaked into the 

Jerusalem (Betz 90). 

conference, 

meeting at 

- at Antioch before the conference ln 

Jerusalem: Watson argues that "sneaked" in could be better 

applied to the Antioch congregation than the "supposedly 

secret" meeting in Jerusaiemi he further argues on the basis 

both of Gal 2 and Acts 15 that it was a crisis in Antioch 

caused by these men's contention that brought about the 

Jerusalem meeting (Watson 50-53). 

at Antioch after the conference in 

Jerusalern: Bruce holds that Gal 2:3 implies that the 

question of circumcision was not even ralsed at the 

Jerusalem meeting, and thus that the whole question was 

ralsed at a later date (Bruce 115-117). 

Betz's comment, directed toward the first two of the 

above options, may be the best comment on all three of these 

options: "However, one posslbility does not exclude the 

other. Paul talks about the opposition in Jerusalem for the 

precise pur pose of discrediting his present opponents. 

Schlier (p. 71) denies that there 13 an Identlty of the 

present and the past opponent3 except for the inslstence 

upon clrcumc151on. what e15e 15 needed?" (Betz 90, note 304) 

This general conclusion is à propos of the discussion in 
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this dissertation: opponents at sorne tlme in the past had 

paralleled the present opponents' pressure to clrcumclse 

gentl1e Chrlstians. 

6. The flrst hand of D and sorne other wltnesses to the 

Western text omit "~, Il making Paul admIt here that he did 

yield for a time to his opponents. The poss1bility that 

th1s variant represents the original text 15 very remote. 

For 

115. 

discussion see Hetzger et al., A Textual Commentary 

Greek ~ Testament (UBS 1971) 591-592; Bruce ~ 

2.n 

113-

7. "To the nations, to the circumcislon:" terr1torial or 

ethnie division? Betz opts for a territorial division, 

partly on the basis of the Pauline usage of the preposition 

~ (Betz 100). But a purely territorial division poses 

problems. " ... vere the Jerusalem leaders debarred from 

evangelizing the Jews of Ephesus, Corinth or Rome? Almost 

certalnly not." Bruce 125. An ethnie divisIon faces the 

corresponding problem: If paul were limlted to evangelizing 

gentiles only, then he could not have preached in the 

synagogues of the Diaspora, as Acts has him do regularly. 

perhaps the best solution, though an Inelegant one, is to 

conelude with F.F. Bruce: "But perhaps the issue vas not 

defined so preeiselYi in either case, it must have been 

difficult to define the boundaries of the two mIss1on­

fields." (Bruee 125). 

8. E. Dinkler reeonstructs what he believes to be the 

conference's official decree, which lies behind paul's 
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report here, Dinkler "Der Blief an die Galater," 

yerkUndigung ~ Forschung (1953-1955) 182f; Signum Crucis 

279ff; Ole Petrus- Rom- Frage" 198. 

9. "Important as the distinction may be betveen vhat one 

may eat and vith whom one may eat, Paul never makes that a 

basic distinction" (Richardson 351-352). 

10. The Incident in Antioch: For a review of the history 

of interpretations of this conflict, see Rene Kieffer Eoi et 

justification ! AntiQch: interprétation ~ conflit (Ga 

2,14-21) (Paris: Cerf, 1982) 81-132. As the title of this 

monograph suggests, Kieffer's interest is focused more on 

the theological Interpretation of the confllct than on the 

events themselves; but since an understanding of the former 

rests on an understanding of the latter, he treats the 

events themselves in sorne detall. He first presents the 

major Church Fathers' Interpretations up ta Thomas Aquinas; 

he then devotes an important section to the seminal vork of 

Martin Luther, followed by modern Interpreters, Inc1udlng a 

short section on Jewish interpreters. The importance he 

accords F.C. Baur in setting the agenda for the last 

century's discussion is ta be noted. 

The classic work of Franz Overbeck (~~ AYfjassung 

~ ~~ ~ Paulus mit Petrus ln Antiochien (Gal. ~ 

ilLl ~ ~ Kirchenvatern, Basil, 1877) vas republished in 

1968 by the Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft. 

The ideas of sorne important exegetes on this confliet, 

and how it Influenced the!r views of the development of the 

early church, are outlined in the appendix to this 
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dissertation. 

Betz, in a short excursus, summarizes the facts clearly 

and concisel~: cephas had taken up table fellovship vith the 

gentl1e Chrlstians, and perhaps adopted a gentl1e vay of 

life; when the delegatlon from James arrived cephas and the 

other 

Jewish 

104). 

Jewlsh Chrlstlans separated themselves and 

ritual separation from the unclean (Betz 

obsexved 

ÇiAl 103-

James D.G. Dunn ln hls major article on thls question 

("The Incident at Antioch (Gal. 2:11-18)" ~ (18, 1983) 3-

57) outlines three possible ways of understandlng the 

conflict: 

(ai the whole communityat Antioch had completely 

abandoned ail Jewish dietary puritYi the men from James 

demanded only observance 0: the laws expllcltly set out ln 

the wrltten Torah, or perhaps even only the laws of the 

Apostolic Decree; 

(b) the table-fellowshlp at Antloch had Included a fair 

degree of observance of dletary lawi the men from James 

demanded that the gentile Chrlstians become fully proselytes 

including clrcumcisIon; 

(c) the gentl1e Christians had been observing some 

purity laws; the men from James called for much more 

scrupulous observance of rltual purlty and tlthlng. 

Dunn opts for (c). A strong argument against thls ls 

presented by Rabbi Cohn-Sherbok in his response to Dunn 

("Some Refiections on James Dunn's: 'The Incident at Antioch 
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(Gal 2.11-18)1" aI.alil: (18,1983) 68-74). After pralslng Dunn 

for his presentation of complex rabbinlc data, he asks what 

bearlng ail that data has on the problem at hand, and 

proceeds to several devastatlng comments: "Dunn does not 

provide any expllcit documentatlon to support his hypothesls 

that the table-fellovshlp before the arrivai of the men from 

James Involved a fair degree of observance of the dietary 

lavs ... The epistle itself contains no such information nor 

for that matter Is there any clear indication of the content 

of the emissarles' crlticism of Peter and his fellov Jewish 

Christians. AlI ve can be certain of i5 that Peter ate vith 

qentl1es (~ ethnOn sunesthien), and vas criticized for 

dolng so." Cohn-Sherbok 70-71. Cohn-Sherbok rather follovs 

the account of Galatians, assumes a basic hls~orlcity for 

Acts, and argues that Peter, after hls experience vith 

Cornelius, conc]uded that gentiles should not be regarded as 

unclean. In vlthdravlng at mealtlmes, Peter vas leaving the 

gentile Christians vith a choice either "to take on the 

yoke of the law or suffer a line of division to be dravn 

through the ChUICh." Cohn-Sherbok 72. 

George Hovald holds the unusual position that the 

problems ln Antlvch, and in Galatia, vere due to the fact 

the Paul's non-circumcislon gospel had been made knovn to 

the Jevlsh Chrlstla~s for the first time at the Jerusalem 

meeting and "there had been Insufflclent tlme for this nev 

development in the church's mission to have been understood 

by ail and for the nevs of it to have been thoroughly and 

properly circulated." (Hovard 21) According to Howard, the 

343 



NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR 

central meanlng for Paul of christ's salvatlon was that God 

had become the God of aIl, not just of the Jews only (e.g. 

Howard 62); this was, however, accompll~hed by still 

respecting the I1ne of demarcatlon between the two. 

Gentl1es were called to the gospel of Christ but remained 

unclrcumcized gentlles, and Jews remained obed\ent to the 

Hosaic Law. This revelation was still new to Peter when he 

came to Antloch and "He had to turn back until the matter 

was cleared in his mind and his doubts were removed." 

(Howard 45) Peter dld come around to paul's understanding 

by the time Paul vrote l Corinthians. This view of paul's 

understanding of the gospel makes him, rather than James or 

Peter, the orlglnator of what ln the early consensus 

schema of chur ch evolution was called the moderate Jewlsh 

Chr1stian position. This idea clashes vith the viey of most 

of the classlc Interpreters of Paul. The arguments 

presented la ter in this chapter agalnst Brown's view that 

Paul moves toward the Petrlne position in Brown's schema are 

also strong arguments against Howard's thesis. 

Watson sees the basic problem as the dlfference between 

a r.eform movement vithin Judalsm (the Jevish Christians' 

viey) and a sect. He accepts that Paul had been teaching a 

gospel free from aIl Jevish law, and that Peter d!d try ta 

"Judalze" the Antiochene gentile Christians after James's 

delegatlon arrlved, ln the sense that he and the Jevish 

Christians tried (successfully ln Watson's view) to attach 

the Antioch church to Judalsm. (Watson 53-56) 

344 



( 

( 

NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR 

Traugott Holtz presents a very weIl balanced revlew of 

thls confllct ln the artIcle "Der antlochenlsche 

Zvlschenfall (Galater 2.11-14) If (un Testament Studies (32, 

1986) 334-361). She poInts out that despite the clash 

between Paul and Peter in Antloch, Paul still insists that 

hls gospel is fundamentally the same as Peter's, as he 

demonstrates by the reference ta the vitnesses to the 

resurrection in I Cor lS and in other places (Holtz 349-

350). She makes two points which are very important for the 

thesis that Matthew is gentile Christian. Firstly, "Var 

allem aber setzt sich in der werdenden Kirche, wie wir noch 

sehen werden, die uneingeschrankte Mahlgemeinschaft von 

JUden- und Heidenchristen, die Paulus in Antiochia 

verteidigt, nicht durch, sondern wird mit gleichsam 

Okumenischer Geltung untel bestlmmte Bedingungen gestellt, 

die jüdlschen VOlschriften entsprechen" (Holtz 249). More 

to the poInt here, Holtz argues agalnst Dunn (see above) 

that Paul's opposition ta Peter cannat be understood as a 

question of degree. Holtz sees Dunn in effect saylng that 

the men trom James were asking that the gentiles obey ~ 

Jevlsh lave Holtz replies that the categorlcal telms Paul 

uses (such as ethnikos and lPudaizein in Gal 2:14) do not 

accept degrees of more or less, but calI fOI an elther/or 

choice: either a gentile lifestyle, or a Jevish lifestyle. 

Thus the question ls not one of more or less law. FOI Paul, 

the conflict can only be understood theologically: the lav­

free qospel is for aIl who belleve, Jew or gentlle. 

The poInt for the discussIon ln this dissertation Is 
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that paul's arqument here ls an arqument of prlnclple, not 

of quantlty. Holtz has perhaps overstated the starkness of 

the alternatlves. Nevertheless, she Is riqht ln holdinq 

that the question for Paul Is not whether the gentile 

Chrlstlans should observe the Noahlc law, the whole Torah or 

both wrltten and oral Torah. Paul rather opposes the demand 

of observance of Jewish law in prlnciple. This is the 

essentlal poInt for the dissertation: Paul opposes the 

observance of Jevish dietary purity in prlnclple. 

11. It has been suggested (G.D. Kl1patrick, ~ Studlen 

t.Ar. L. Bultmann 1954 269-274) that the sense is "they were 

not on the rlght road toward the truth of the gospel." This 

accounts nicely for the classlcal sense of ~ with the 

accusa t 1 ve . However, ~ wlth the accusative meanlnq 

"wlth, in intimate connection with" Is weIl attested for our 

period (cf. e.g. John's prologue ~ ~ logos ln ~ ~ 

tbeQn). This could then lead to a sense such as "go with 

the truth of the gospel." 

12. Paul is clearly not uslng ~ in the sense of "how?" 

as if he vere requestinq more informatlon about Peter's 

technique. The sense of R.Q.:i Is "hov 15 it possIble that?" 

or even perhaps "by what right1" (Bauer Lexicon 732) 

13. See the discussion in Haenchen 355-363. 

14. The traditional probleL is decidlng which of the 

several vlsits to Jerusalem by Paul described in the book of 

Acts corresponds to the meeting Paul descrlbes in Gal 2:2-

10. The flrst appendix to thls dissertation presents the 
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views of several important commentators over the last 

century and a half. 

The majority opinion has always been that Acts 15 

corresponds to Gal 2:2·-10. On this Lightfoot: "The later 

visit of the Galatian Eplstle (Gal 1-10) coincides with the 

third visit of the Acts ~dcts 15), when the so-called 

Apostolic Council vas held, ln aIl the most important 

features. The geography 15 the same. In bath narratives 

the communications take place between Jerusalem and Antioch: 

in both the head-quarters of the false brethren are at the 

former place, their machinations are carried on in the 

latter: in both the Gentile Apostles go up to Jerusalern 

appaIently from Antioch, and retuIn thence to Antioch aga1n. 

The ~ is the same, or at least not inconsistent. St Paul 

places the event 15 or 16 years after his conversion: st 

Luke's narrative implies that they took place about the year 

51. The persons are the sarne: Paul and Barnabas appear as 

the representatlves of the Gentile Churches, Cephas and 

James as the leaders of the Clrcumclsion. The agltators are 

slmllarly described ln the two accounts: ln the Acts, as 

converted Pharlsees who had Imported thelr dogmas lnto the 

Chrlstian Churchi in the Epistle, as false brethren who 

attempt to impose the bondage of the law on the Gentile 

converts. The two Apostles of the Gentiles are represented 

ln both accounts as attended: 1certain other Gentlles' (U 

autOn) are rnentloned by st Luke; Titus, a Gentile, ls narned 

by st Paul. The subject ~ dispute 15 the sarne; the 

clrcurnclsion of the Gentile converts. The character of ~ 
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~onference is in general the samei a prolonged and hard-

fought contest. The tesult is the samei the exemption of 

the Gentiles from the enactments of the law, and the 

recognition of the Apostolic commission of Paul and Barnabas 

by the leaders of the Jevlsh Church. 

A comblnatlon of clrcumstances so strlklng ls not 

likely to have occurred tvice vithin a fev years." (J. B. 

Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle ~ ~ Galatians (London: 

Macmillan, 1896) 123-124. 

The follov1ng detailed division of texts and sources ls 

suggested by Kirsopp Lake: 

1 Paul' s visit to 
Jerusalem 

2 The 'Council' of 
the Apostles 

3 paul's return 
to Antloch 

4 Peter's arrivaI 
in Antioch 

5 The arrivaI of 
emissarles from 
Jam\~s 

Gal 

Gal 2: 1-2 

Gal 2:3-10 

implied by 
Gal 2:11 

Gal 2:11 

Gal 2: 12 

Ant. Source 

Acts 11:27-30 

?Acts 12:25 

. . . 
Acts 15:1-2 

6 A quarrel of Paul Gal 2:13-14 ?Acts 15:36ff 
against Peter and 
Barnabas 

Jer. Source 

... 

Acts 15:3-29 

Acts 15:30 

... 

Kirsopp Lake, ~ ~ Qi ~ Apost~, vol 5, ed. K. 
Lake, H.J. Cadbury (London: Macmillan, 1933) 203. 

This division is to be compared vith the division 

suggested by Dani~lou, on the basis of the ideas of stanl1as 

Giet, discussed in the first appendix. 
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The axgument fox the identiflcatton of Gal 2:1-10 vith 

Acts 15 ls so stxong that the opposing position has alvays 

been haxd to suppoxt. An argument against the consensus Is 

presenteld by John Knox in his Cbaoters .ln. .. L.i..tJl g"t ~ 

(Nev Yoxk: Abingdon, 1950) 68ff. His argument is 

interesling because it Is related to his very vell conceived 

re-thinking of the outline of the career of Paul. 

As stated in the earlier section on Galatians, it is 

assumed in this dissertation that Acts 15 does in fact 

correspond to Gal 2:1-10. Hovever, vhen there are 

diserepancies of detail, paul's first hand account must be 

preferred. 

15. Various opinions on the so-called Apostolic Decree are 

touched on in the first appendix to this dissertation. Its 

great importance for certaIn vriters, sueh as Ritschl, is to 

be noted. See Haenchen 468-472 for a short discussion of 

the hlstory of the problem and his solution. 

While the majorlty of crltics have eoncluded that the 

Apostolic Deeree ls at least out of place (if not invented) 

in Aets 15, some, of course, argue that Luke has cor.rectly 

~lacêd It here. The problem vith such a contention is the 

fact the Paul .akes no explicit reference to the decree in 

any of his letters. This glaring anomaly must be accounted 

for: if Luke has correc~ly placed this decree ln his 

history, vhy Is aIl reference to It absent from the only 

documents extant from the period, documents vritten by 

someone who vas present at the promulgation of the Decree, 

and for vhose congregations It vas vrltten? One line of 
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argument vhich takes these objections seriously and has an 

ansver for them ls that presented by John Hurd (see hLs ~ 

Or19io 2L ~ Corinthlaos (New York: Seabury, 1965)). He 

dates the Apostolle Couneil later ln Paul's eareer than most 

wrlters, holding that Paul had already evangelized Greeee 

before the meetIng. He argues that Paul dld very mueh 

particlpate in and benefit from the bargaining which 

resulted in the Decree, and did ln faet try to implement it 

ln his congregations. But sinee it laid nev oblIgations on 

the gentiles, without bringing them any nev benefits beyond 

what Paul had already proclalmed the y had, It was rather 

dlfflcult for hlm to present as such. He thus trled to 

implement lts contents vithout explielt presentation of it. 

The slgnlflcant polnt for this dissertation Is not the 

exact datlng of the Apostollc Decree. It Is rather the type 

of gentile Christianity witnessed by Luke. Even If he has 

his dates wrong by a few years, and even if sorne of his 

polnts of detail on meetlngs and agreements recounted ln hls 

history are somevhat Inaccurate, he nevertheless ls a 

knowledgeable fLrst century Chrlstian whose descriptlon of 

f1rat century gentl1e Chrlstianlty 15 of the hlghest value. 

16. The text of Aets which includes only what might be 

called "ritual" purity laws is widely accepted as the better 

reading. For a concise review of the varlant readings ln 

the text of the Apostolic Decree, see Bruce H. Hetzger, A 

Textual commentary Qn ~ Greek ~ Testament (UnIted BLble 

Socleties, 1971) 429-434. If the Western text were 
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orlglnal, then the book of Acts would be settlng dovn no 

"rltual" purlty observances for gentl1es, but only moral 

purlty observances. In that case, It would be 901ng as far 

ln ellalnatlng Jewish purity law fro. gentile Christlanlty 

as Paul and (as argued ln the next chapter) Matthew. 

17. Baur did not believe Peter vas ever ln Corinth. 

outllned ln chapter one and ln the append1x, he holds 

As 

that 

the "Peter" party in Corinth was Jevish Christian and 

reflected Peter's posItIon. 

18. It should be stressed that Dan1610u's schema of early 

chur ch development does not correspond to the ev1dence, and 

there Is no evldence to support h1s secondary dIvision in 

the church betveen Jevish groups and gentile groups on thp. 

basis of nationalism. But setting aslde his Idlosyncratlc 

definition of Jevish Chrlstianity (and the schema of early 

church development vhich accompanles it), his observations 

of differences betveen Jevish groups and gentile groups 

vithln the early chur ch may be quite correct. Within the 

context of this secondary, practical division between Jewlsh 

groups and gentile groups (Danl'lou's more narrow deflnitlon 

of gentile versus Jewlsh ChrlstlanIty), It is interesting 

for thls thesis that Daniélou probably considers Matthew to 

be a gentile ChrIstian document. He is not very clear on 

this, but he se8ms so to classify it. He considera the text 

of Matthew to be "l'écho de la cat6chèse en milieu 

antiochlen" (Nouvelle histoire ~ l'église 54). As such, It 

transmits Jevish Christian (ln the narrow sense of the tera) 

traditions, but is itself redacted in a milieu where 
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gentl1es predoalnate, and vhere that gentlle eleaent does 

not keep the Jewlsh rltual law. Thls means that it la the 

product of a communlty vhlch, vhile still ln close 

relationship with Jevish Chrlstlanlty, practlces Its 

Christlanity ln a baslcally non-Jevlsh vay. This viey of 

Dani6lou's Is not invalldated by the general rejection of 

hls theoretical constructs. Stated again, Daniélou implies 

that on the basis of gentile practice (shown orlginally by 

Peter's not sharlng the communion vith gentlles ln Antloch), 

Hatthev is not to be classed as Jevish Christian according 

to a deflnltlon of Jewlsh Chrlstlanlty based on legal 

observances. 

19. On the question of consistency see the recent article 

by J.C. Beker, "Paul's Theology: Consistent or 

Inconsistent?" (~Testament Studies 34 (1988» 364-377. 

20. For a useful discussion on paul's prlnclples of action 

which al10ved him to be "as a Jew to the Jevs", yet still to 

attack Peter for his actions in Antloch, see Peter 

Richardson, "Pauline Inconsistency: 1 Corinthians 9:19-23 

and Galatians 2:11-14," (~ Testament Studles 26 (1979-

1980)) 347-362. 

21. Michael Nevton argues that ~urlty Is an Important 

concept for Paul. In order to maintaln the presence of 

God's splrit vithin the Christian community, the believers 

must re.ain "pure." Hovever, at the crucial polnt of Jevish 

dietary purlty, Nevton Is ln agreement vlth thls 

dissertation: "Paul dld not keep, nor dld he expect Gentile 
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bellevers to keep, the rules of kashrut (cf. Gal. 

2:11f.) •.•. So that peace aay prevail vithin the communlty 

Jevlsh food lavs are abrogated .••• We vould Agree then, ln 

conclusion, vith Neusner that, for Paul, the impurlty 

decreed by the biblical food lavs, vhich we take to Include 

both kosher lavs and the Impurlty naturally associated vlth 

Idolatry, was suspended. (Newton 100-102). 

22. For a discussion of the options, see C.E.B. Cranfield, 

~ Epistle ~ ~ Romans, I.C.C. (Bdinburgh: Clark, 1979) 

vol. 2: 690-699. 

23. One cannot help but note that Paul appears to have 

phrased his little attack on dietary purlty ln a humorous 

way here: "We don't lose by fasting, or galn byeating ••• " 
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1. Thls chapter la subdlvlded as follows: 

5.1 Introduction 

5.2 Ht 15:1-2 

5.3 Ht 15;3-9 

5.3.1 General 

5.3.2 The "Korban" Sectlon 

5.3.3 Ht 15:3-9 as a RedactIon of Hk 7:6-13 

5.4 Hatthew 15:10-20 

5.4.1 General 

5.4.2 The Parable (Ht 15:11, parallel Hk 7:15) 

5.4.3 Plants to Be Uprooted and Blind Guides (Ht 

15:12-14) 

5.4.4 The Comaentary (Mt 15:15-20) 

General 

The Commentary: Mark (Hk 7:17-23) 

The Coamentary: Matthew (Ht 15:15-20) 

5.5 Conclusion 

5.6 Excuraus 4: Usage of the Word "Koinos" 

If one ellainates the headings vhIch are intended only 

to facllitate the presentation of this dissertation, these 

chapter dIvIsIons outline what seea to be the natural units 

of thls pericope. 

Compare O. La.ar cope's division of Mt 15:1-20 

1-2 An Introductory challenge by Pharisees and scribes 
criticizing the disciples' failure to wash their 
hands vhen ~hey eat. 

3-6 A counterquestlon by 
allowance of dedicatory 
Pharlsees. 

7-9 The citation of Isa 29:13 
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10-11 A brlef explanatory statement for the people. 

12-20 A more complete explanation of the explanatory 
stateaent for the disciples. 

(Cope 52-53) 

Jean Radermakers entitles chapter 15 "De la tradition 

des anciens ~ l'Eucharistie pour tous, par la fol au Fils de 

David" (Radermakers 207). If one ls deallng wlth Hatthean 

redactional Intent, th!s titie 15 not really appropriate 

because It fails to take Into account that Hatthew has taken 

the flow of this chapter directly from Hark. Radermakers 

flnds five unlts ln the chapter, the first two of which are 

15:1-9 and 15:10-20. He notes the Hatthean inclusion 

"manger les mains (non) lavées" at Mt 15:2 and 15:20 

(Radermakers 207). 

2. V1ncent Taylor suggests that Mark's ~ Pharisalol ~ 

tines tQn gram.ateOn elthontes ~ IerosolumOn (Hk 7:1) 

makes a distinction between the local, Oalilean Pharlsees 

and certain of the scribes who came from Jerusalea (Taylor 

3 J 4) • Leopold Sabour1n follows Taylor's 1nterpretat1on of 

Mark, and notes that Matthew ls dlfferent at this point 

(Sabour1n 197). This may or may not be the correct 

understand1ng of Hark; whichever sense Hark intends, Hatthew 

drops the article fro. 2na,lsaloi and keeps Hark's partitive 

sense of gram.ateO' by a siaple anarthous construction. He 

sees these two as one group, from Jerusalem. It seems 

doubtful that Matthew has consciously takan local Pharisees 

and redefined the. as Jerusalemltes, since ln other places 

where a slmllar change cou1d have been made (e.g. Mt 9:11 

355 



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE 

parallel Mk 2:16) he has felt no need to have the Pharlsees 

come fro. Jerusalea. Whatever Harkis sense May have been, 

lt seems llkely that Matthew assuaed both the Pharlsees and 

the scribes came fro. Jerusalea, and the change (if any) in 

thls respect vas Intended as only stylistlc. 

3. The opening vords of chapter 23, and especially the 

admonition to do and keep all that the scribes and Pharisees 

say, are often cited as an indication of Matthew's Jewish 

Christian character. The burden of chapter four of thls 

dissertation has been to show that the recorded causes of 

division within the early church vere clrcumclslon and 

Jewish dietary purlty. It Is not clear vhat theoretical 

view various groups vithln the church May have held on the 

authorlty of the scribes and Pharisees. Matthew here seems 

to affira their historical authorlty in the opening words of 

this chapter, but then attacks the. vlrulently for the rest 

of the chapter. Again, It could be argued that this chapter 

theo,etlcally accepts the authority of the scribes and 

Phariseesi yet this chaptel of the dissertation, if correct 

in Its analysis, shows that the "tradition of the eIders" 15 

rejected by Matthew. These opening vords of Matthew 23 are 

slmply not a reliable basls on whlch to determlne whether or 

not Matthew reflects a Jewish Christian position. Note the 

followlng comments on Matthew 23 by some acholars: 

- Francis Wright Beare ~ Gospel according ~ Matthey: "In 

practlce, it vas the scribes, not the vhole body of 

Pharlsees, vho vere tralned ln the exposition and 

application of the Law, written and oral. The Pharisees dld 
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not qenerally posses9 the learnlnq neces9ary for 9uch a 

task, and could not properly be said to 'sit ln Moses' 

seat.' They were meticulous in observlnq the requite.enta 

of the Law as interpreted by the scribes, but they clai.ed 

no teachlnq authotlty for the.selves. Matthew links sctlbes 

and Pharisees indiscriminately as the leaders of the 

co •• unity after the destructIon of the temple and the 

virtual elimination of the priesthood as an effective power 

ln the national life." p. 448 

Beare further notes the contradiction between the command to 

obey the scribes and the Pharlsees in Mt 23:3 and the 

re1ection of oral law in chapter 15, and says of thls 

com.and to obey that "The vords are no more than a foll for 

the charge that they do not themselves practlce what they 

preach." p. 448 

- Lagrange comments: "D'autant que l'autorité suprême était 

avant tous dans le Sacerdoce, qui avait la présidence du 

Sanhédrin, et qU'ici il n'est pas du tout question des 

prêtres. Il ne s'agit donc que de l'autorité des Pharisiens 

quand Ils proclament la Lol." (Lagrange 437) In confltmlng 

thls opinion he cites Jerome and Augustin De doctr. christ. 

IV, 27,59. 

Sabourln, for his part, comments: "Comme l'indique le 

pre.let verset du traité Abot de la Mishna, les Juifs 

professaient que la révélation divine, réiue par MOise, fut 

trans.ise en succession ininteroapue, A travers Josué, les 

anciens, les proph.tes et les membres du grand Sanhédrin (cf 
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Act 15:21). Les scribes et les pharisiens, surtout les 

premiers, participaient à cette tradition v'n'rable et 

.er1ta1ent donc d'etre écoutés. Cela ne signifie pas que 

tout ce qu'Ils disaient repr6sentaient la r'v6latlon 

authentique, et Jésus a souvent dénoncé leur lnterpr6tation 

inexacte des devoirs religieux, par exemple en Ht 12:1-8 et 

15:1-20." (Sabourln 292) 

Very much ln 11ne vIth the thesls of this dIssertation, 

Heier holds: "But such Isolated saylngs as Matthew 23:2-3 

cannot carry the day agalnst the velght of evldence 

indlcatlng that Matthew's church ls already an Independent 

institutIon separated from the synagogue." (Meler ~ 

Vislon ~ Matthey 16) 

J.O. Kingsbury comments: "In I1ght of such passages a~ 

23:8-10 and 16:6-12, those scholars are doubtless correct 

vho contend that the seemlngly positive vords Jesus utters 

ln 23:2-3 concernlng the rellglous leaders serve not so much 

to pay trlbute to the. as to highllght the cleavage betveen 

what they say and vhat they do (cf. 23:3c). On this view, 

then, the function of these positive vords is to serve as a 

contrast to the negative judgaent that fo11oW5 and in thls 

vay ta lend greater promlnence ta the latter." (Matthey ~ 

story, second edition, page 155 note 23.) 

4. J.T. Milik, "TroIs tombeaux juifs récemment découvertes 

au Sud-est de Jérusalem," studll Slbllcl Franclscanl Llbe, 

Annuus VII (1956-57) 232-267. The text and Hlllk's 

translation are reproduced in the "chronique archéologique," 

Revue Biblique 65 (1958) 409. 
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( 5. For a detailed discussion of the relatlonshlp of the 

Hatthean and Harcan forms to that of the Hlshnah, see G.W. 

Buchanan, "Some Vow and Oath Formulas ln the New Testament," 

Haryard TheolQgical Reyiey 58 (1965) 319-326. 

6. Cope argues that Matthew's use of laQuth ' in v 11 

probably Indicates he vas avare Qf Its presence in the Heb 

text of Isa 29:13 (Cope Matthey 57, 59). This is nQt at all 

necessary as an explanatiQn. Matthev reproduces the 

citation in its Marcan form, but might well have been aware 

of the reading ~ ,tornat! autou. These vords are absent 

from Codex Alexandrinus, but present in many later 

manuscripts (see Ziegler, Isaias). 

7. O. Lamar Cope comes to the same conclusion: "In verses 

15-20 an exp1anatlon of the lo910n in vs. Il is glven to the 

disciples. These verses do not form a distinct unit but are 

dependent upon the context and upon vs. Il for thelr 

structure and loglc." (O. Lamar Cope Matthey 53) 

8. Cope comments "It ls falr1y clear from the context and 
, 

1 
from a cO •• Qn sense application that 'what gQes into the 

mQuth' is intended to be fOQd and drink" (O. Lamar CQpe 
'" !, , Matthey 58). Cape feels that Matthew's structuring here 

reflects knovledge of the presence of the word "mouth" ln 

the Hebrew form of the quotation fro. Is 29:13. This 

position has nQt been accepted ln this dissertation; for the 

argument, see note 6. 

( 
9. John Heler not only notes that Hatthew fol1ows Hark ln 

the meaning of verse 11, but insists on the crucial 
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religious importance of this position: "What Jesus says in 

verse 11 rejects not only Pharisaic tradition, but aany 

vritten lavs of the Pentateuch (especially ln Levltlcus), 

lavs vhlch carefully distinquish betveen clean and unclean 

and forbid the latter. Not just oral tradition, not just 

the vritten Torah of Hoses, but really one of the 

indispensable pillars of Judaism and many other vorld 

religions is smashed to pleces by thls one sentence ln verse 

11. (Heier, 1~ VisioQ 2L Matthey 101) 

10. On chapter 23, see note 3. 

11. John Heier explains the disciples' lack of 

understandinq ln a vay whlch vould probably be a more 

correct understanding of hov the disciples might have felt 

vhen Jesus actually pronounced this parable (if he dld ln 

fact ever pronounce It): "The reason for their obtuseness 

and the need for rebuke stem from the fact that, on the 

point of food lavs, Jesus has go ne beyond reinterpreting the 

Hosaic Lav; he has sl.ply abollshed lt. u (Meler ~ VisLon 

2L Matthey 103) My explanation is, hovever, more faithful 

to the present context ln the Matthean narrative. 

12. John Heler comments: "That Matthew keeps the Harkan 

revocation of the food laws, vlth the tremendous 

con~equences that involves, is not fully appreciated by G. 

Barth, 'Matthew's Understandlng of the Law,' ln TraditioQ 

~ Interpretation 90, and by C. Carlston, 'The Things That 

Defile (Mark VII.14) and the Law ln Matthew and Hark, , ~ 

15 (1968-69) 75-96, especia11y 88; see a1so Car1ston's 

remarks ln ~ Parables ~ ~ TriDle Traditlon 
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(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975) 28-35. Barth appeals to the 

fact that Hatthew drops the phrase in Mark 7:19, 'cleanslnq 

all foods.' But, when one considers that Matthew ln qeneral 

streamlines Hark's material and that furthermore the phrase 

1~ ~wkward and grammatically ambiguous (does it modify Jesus 

or the latrlne1), It Is no wonder that he omlts It. Nothlnq 

substantlal Is altered by the omlss10n. Cf. also H. Hubner, 

'Mark VII. 1-23 und das 'Jüdlsch-Hellenistlsche' 

Gesetzesverstandnls,' ~ 22 (1976) 319-345." (Meier ~ 

V1s10n 2i Matthew 103) 

13. Mt 5:17-20 Is, like chapter 23, a text which 18 

frequently used to demonstrate Hatthew's Jewlsh Christian 

character. It 15 not the text of Mt 5:17-20 itself, but 

rather the assumed Jewlsh ChrIstIan background agalnst whlch 

it 18 read, whlch has made thls text seem 50 Jewish 

Christian to Many readers. The Gospel of Luke actually has 

a quite similar statement: "But It la eaaier for heaven and 

earth to pa5S away than for one stroke of the law to become 

voId." (Lk 16:17) In the case of Luke, the almost unlversal 

belief that Luke is gentile Christian, and the Immediate 

context, have allowed crltlcs to see thls statement in It8 

more general context, and not to conclude that it proves 

Jewish Christianity. It is the contention of this 

dissertation that Hatthew's stance on Jewish dietary purlty 

ia the Dost approprlate criterion for judglng whether or not 

Matthew reflects a Jewish Christian posItion. Once the 

determlnation of Matthew's posItion has been made on the 
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basis of this authentic, first century criterion, then Mt 

5:17-20 may better be understood in its proper contexte 

The goal of this dissertation is to outline a proper 

method for determining whether Matthew reflects a ."wish 

Christian or a gentile Christian position, not to propose 

Interpretations for Mt 5:17-20. It might be pointed out, 

nevertheless, that there already exist scholarly 

Interpretations of Mt 5:17-20 which are compdtible wlth the 

thesis defended here. John P. Meier, for instance, 

accounts for tensions in Matthean statements about the law 

by postulating a Matthean schema of salvation history 

reminiscent of conzelmann's work on Luke. Meier believes 

that Matthew preserves the strict Jewish Christian 

Interpretation of the law, but reinterprets it for his 

community based on their place in salvation history beyond 

the death-resurrection. " Mt sees the death-resurrection 

as an eschatological event in which the Kingdom breaks Into 

this aeon in a new, fuller way. Mt has '~pocalypticlzed' 

the basic kerygma of Jesus' death and resurrection. This 

explains why the limitations of territory, pation and Nosaic 

Law should be observed during the public ministry of Jesus, 

while all these restrictions fall away after the death­

resurrection ... This ie not to say that Mt is another 

John ... The breaking in of the Klngdom has put an end to the 

old aeon in principle, but not in full-blown reality ... " 

Meier ~ ànd Histox~ 38-39. 

In a study of Matthean vocabulary, he argues that 

"plerOsai the law" (5:17) means to fulfill the prophecies of 
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the lav, just as thls verb ls used in the Hatthean 

fuifliiment formula guotatlons. He Interprets 5:18, ln 11ne 

vith hls salvatlon hlstory thesls, as referring to the 

passlnq avay of the old order. AlI things prophesied viII 

coae to pass before the old order ends vith the death-

resurrectlon of Christ. The follovlng six antitheses 

explain what Christian justice 15, and thus how Christian 

morality vorks Itself out in relation to the older law. 

14. It ls very important to note that this is the 

argument of a person vho has no sympathy for dletary purlty, 

and that it 15 written in such a way that it would be 

convinclng only to those who already have no sympathy for 

dletary purity. T~e implled reader thus has no sympathy for 

dletary purltYi the fact that Matthew is the most cited 

gospel ln e~tant early Christian sources shows that, at 

1east as far as extant sources are indicative, Matthew had a 

good understanding of his readership. Otherwise perceptive 

commentators fail to reflect on these facts. Schweizer sees 

that Matthew rejects Jewish dietary purlty, but fails to 

notice that the nature of the argument following the 

rejectlon means that both Matthev and the lmplied reader are 

not open to dletary purlty. Thua, vlthout duly conslderlng 

the context of the following section, he c~~ments on verse 

11: "He does not bring up other commandments of the Lav for 

discussion. But he could not have wrltten verse 11 If the 

communlty had not consldered the Old Testament dietary laws 

to be blndlng. That inward, not outward uncleanness is what 
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matters still came as a shock." (Schvel~er 325-326) 

15. Stendahl 114: "It Is, hovever, obvious that the Greek 

text upon vhlch the evangelists vere throughout depandent 

vas closer to A than to B." 

16. Lagrange offers this commentary on Mt 15:20 "Le d'but 

(du verset 20 est.) co •• e He., mals plus concis. Mt. a en 

plus la seconde clause qui rappelle le sujet de la 

contr.overse et en donne la solutIon (Incluslo). Pr@ter & 

Ht. l'intention de restreindre la portée des paroles 

précédantes, de faion & montrer que Jesus n'attaquait que la 

tradition, non la Loi, c'est oublier sur quoi roulait d.s le 

début toute cette controverse." (Lagrange 307) 

In the same vein Heler says, "To round off the pericope vith 

a graceful inclusion, Hatthew returns in verse 20 to vhere 

he started, the question of washing hands. But this 

inclusion must not lull us into thinking that Matthew does 

not mean what he says ln verses 11, 17-19. (Meler ~ 

VIsion ~ Matthey 103) 

11. John Heler comments: "Matthew 15:1-20 abbreviates, 

inverts, and even adds to Mark 7:1-23. Matthev's 

modifications on the whole have the effect of sharpening the 

contrast and clash betveen the teachings of Jesus and the 

ritual lava taught by the Phariaees." (Meier ~ Vision QL 

Matthey 100) 
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1. For a good general blbllography of modern research lnto 

Jewish Chrlstianlty, see: F. Manns, Bibliographie ~ Judéo­

christianisme (Jerusalem: Franciscan Press, 1979). 

2. The principal works of F.C. Baur consulted in the 

preparation of thls section are: "Die Christuspartei in der 

korlnthischen Gerneinde, der Gegensatz des petrinlschen und 

paullnischen Chrlstenthurns ln der altesten Kirche, der 

Apostel petrus in Rom," Tgbinger z..eitschrlft fJ1.x. Theologie 4 

(1831): 61-206, reprinted in Eerdinand Christian Baur, 

Ausgewqhl te Werke ln. J:;inzelausgaben, ed. K. Scholder 

(stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Friedrich Fromman, 1963) vol. 1: 

1-146; Krltlsche untersuchungeO ~ ~ kaoonischen 

J:;vangelien, (TUbingen: L.F. Fues, 1847); and The Church 

H istory 2.t t.M. F lrst Three centur les, trans. A. ~1enz 1 es, 2 

vols. (London: Williams & Norgate ç 1879), (First German 

edition 1863). A complete bibliography of F.C. Baur rnay be 

found in P.C. Hodgson, ~ Formation Qi Hlstorical Theology 

(New York: Harper & Row, 1966) 285-294. 

3. For the general orientation of Ritschl's work, 1 am 

following the helpful article by Philip Hefner, "Baur Versus 

Ritschl on Early Christianity," Church Hlstory 31 (1962): 

259-278. Ritschl's outline of early Christianity's 

development i5 found in: ~ Eotstehung ~ altkatholischen 

Klrche, 2nd ed. (Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1857). There is a 

major change in Ritschl's thlnking between the first and 

second edltlons of this work. 

It should be noted that part of Ritzchl's main critique 

of Baur's work was advanced before Ritschl by G.V. Lechler 
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ln a prlze-wlnnlnq essay fOE the Teyle~ Theoloqlcal society 

of the Netherlands. Thls essay vas publlshed ln 1851 under 

the titie, ~ apostollscbe und da. nacbapostollsch. 

Zeitalter œ1t RUckslcht ~ Unterschied ~ Elnheit zyIschen 

Paulus ~ ~ Obrigen Aposteln, zwischen Heidenchristen YD4 

Judenchrlsten. The vork of Lechler ls not revieved here 

because it dld not have the influence on subsequent 

historical research that Ritschl's work had. 

4. The works referred to in the section on Reuss are: 

Edouard Reuss, Histoire ~ là théologie chrétienne au siècle 

apostoliQue, 3rd ed., 2 vols. (Strasbourg: Treuttel et 

wurtz, 1864); and History Qi t~ Sacred Scrlptures ~ ~ 

Np.w Testament, Trans. Edward L. Houghton, from 5th German 

edltlon (Edlnburgh: Clark, 1884). 

S. The works refetred to ln this sectIon Include varlous 

volumes of Ernest Renan's five volume Histoire ~ origines 

dR christianisme. The following books in the series are 

clted: 

Book 1: ~ ~ ~ Jésus (Paris: Lévy Frères, 1863.) 

Book 2: ~ ApOtxes (parIs: Lévy Frères, 1866.) 

Book 3: saint eaul (Paris: Lévy Frères, 1869.) 

Book 5: ~ Evangiles (Paris: Lévy Frères, 1877.) 

Also clted Is: Ernest Renan, ~ Hlbbert Lectures, transe 

Charles Beard (London: Williams and Norgate, 1880). 

6. Carl von Welzsacker, ~ ApostolLc ~ ~ ~ Christian 

Cbnrch, transe J. Hillar, 2 vols. (New York: Putnall's Sons, 

1894-95) . 
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7. The books and article referred to ln thls section are: 

C. K. Barrett, "Quo.odo Histor la Conscr Ibenda S 1 t, Il ~ 

Testament Studles 28 (1982): 303-320; J.B. Llghtfoot, ~ 

Apostolie Fathers, 2nd cd., 2 Parts ln 5 voluaes, 1889-

1890 (Reprlnted, Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981); Llghtfoot, 

Salnt Pauits Eplstie ~ ~ Galatlans, 10th ed. (London: 

Macmlilan, 1890); and Stephen Nel1l, ~ Interpretation 2t 

~ ~ Testament (London: Oxford Universlty Press, 1964). 

8. AlI references ln thls section are to F.J.A. Hort, 

Jydalstle Chrlstlanlty (London: Macmillan, 1904). 

9. The works referred to ln this section are: Adolf 

Harnack, Lehrbych ~ Dogmengeschlchte, 3rd ed., Vol. 1 

(Jc'Y'elburg: Hohr, 1894); Hlstory 2.f. Pogma, trans. Nell 

Buchanan, Vols 1 and 2, (Boston: Llttle, Brown, 1901); TM 

Mission ~ Expansion Qi Chrlstlanlty ln ~ Flrst Three 

Centuries, trans. James Moffatt, 2nd ed. Vols 1 and 2, 

(New York: Putnam's, 1908); ~ ~ QL ~ ~ ~ QL ~ 

Synogtlc Gosgels, trans. J.R. Wllklnslon, Crown Theological 

Llbrary, New Testament studles, no. 4 (New York: putnam's, 

1911) ; Ihàt ~ Christianity?, trans. Thomas Ba iley 

Saunders, Harper Torchbooks (New York: Harper, 1957). 

10. The principal works of H,J. Schoeps consulted in the 

preparation of thls section are: Theologie ~ Geschichte 

~ Judencbrlstentums (Tübingen: J.C.B. Hohr, 1949); 

Urgemeinde Judenchrlstentym Gnosls (TUbingen: J.C.B. Hohr, 

1956); Paul: ~ Theology ~ ~ Agostle ln ~ Ligbt ~ 

Jewlsh Rellg1Qys History, trans. H. Knlght (London: 

Lutterwortb, 1961); Jewisb Christiani~, trans, O.R.A. Hare, 
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(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969 (German edltlon, 1964». 

11. The works of Daniélou consulted for this section are: 

Jean Daniélou and Henri Harrou, Nouvelle histoire ~ 

l'Eglise. iL ~ origines l saint gregoire ~ Grand (Paris: 

Editions du Seull, 1963); ~ Theology 2L Jevlsh 

Christlanity, trans, and e~. John A. Baker, A Hlstory of 

Early Christian Doctrine before the Councll of Nlcaea, vol. 

1 (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1964); L'Eglise ~ 

ApOtres (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1970). In 1946, Daniélou 

took over the coluan "Bulletin d'Histoire des Origlnes 

Chrétiennes" in Recherches R Science Religieuse. In 1947 

he introduced a section called "Judalsme et Christianisme," 

which he continued to write until 1973. This column 

consists of detailed reviews of current literature on 

Christian beqlnnlnqs, and 15 a mlne of information both on 

the literature itself and on Daniélou's views. 

12. My account here ls a reconstruction of what 1 think 

must have been Daniélou's final position. The division of 

the two communities and their separate Eucharists Ls taken 

from his Nouvel~ hlstolte ~ l'Eglise (1963), at which time 

he did not yet seem to divlde Acts 15 lnto two traditions. 

This division of traditions in Aets 15 and Acts 10 ia 

outllned in L'Eglise ~ ApOtres (197'0), where it is no 

longer clear whether or not he sees the two communLties as 

strict1y separat~d. His division of Acts 15 followa 

Stanllas Giet (Unlversit~ de strasbourg), "L'as3~mbl'e 

apostolique et le décret de JérufSalem," Recherches W:. 
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Science Religieuse 39 (1951): 203-220. 

13. Marcel Simon, Verus Israël. Etude ~ ~ relations 

entre Chrétiens ~ Juifs ~ l'Empire romain (135-425), 

(Palis: Boccald, 1942). Second editlon Boccard, 1964. 

14. The yorks consulted for this section are: ~ premiers 

Chrétiens, Que sais-je? series 551 (Parls: Presses 

Universitaires de France, 1960); Recherches d'histoire 

judéo-chrétienne (Parls: Houton, 1962); "Souillure morale et 

souillure rituelle dans le chr istlanlsme primitif," 

Proceedings 2L ~ 11tn International Congress 21 ~ 

International Association ~ ~ History ~ Religions 87-

88; "Problilmes dl. judilo-christianism," Aspects dl1 judéo­

christianisme, Colloque de Strasbourg, 23-25 avrll 1964 

(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965) 1-17; "The 

Apostolic Decree and Its Settinq in the Ancient Church," 

Bulletin 2L ~ ~ Rylands Library (1970) 437-460; 

"Réflexions sur le jUdéo-christianisme," Chrlstlanity, 

Juda!sm and other Greco-Roman CuIts; studies iQL Morton 

Smith àt Sixt y, Part Tvo: Early Christianlty, ed. Jacob 

Neusner (Lelden: Brl11, 1975) 53-76 and 437-460; Marcel 

Simon and André Benott, ~ 1udalsme ~ ~ çbristianisme 

antigue: d'Antioçhus Epiphane ! Constantin (Paris: Presses 

Universitaires de France, 1968). 

15. See peeree, and appropr iate sect ions in Chrét lena.. 

16. See especlally Slmon's discussions of deflnition ln 

1udatsme ~ christianisme 258ff and Aspects 6; however, most 

of bls major writlngs diseuss thls problem to a qreater or 

1esser extent. 
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17. Thus stated ln Aspecta 1. 

18. The view that It Is possIble to infer the history of a 

co.aunity fro. the gospel vritinqs has recently coae in for 

strong- and in ay viev weIl deserved- crltlcism. On thls, 

see t~e co.ments on "transparency" ln the IntroductIon to 

this dissertation, section stQry ~ Hlstory (0.2). 

19. Ray.ond E. Brown, ïb4 Gospel accordlng ~~, 2 vols. 

(Garden City, Nev York: Doubleday, Volume 1, 1966; Volume 2, 

1970); ~ Epistles 2L ~ (Garden City, Nev York: 

Doubleday, 1982); ~ Community 2l ~ Beloyed DiscIple 

(Toronto: Paulist, 1979). 

20. R.E. Brown and John P. Heier, Antioch ~ ~ (New 

York: Paulist, 1983). 

21. Brown, ~ Churches ~ Apostles ~ Behlnd (London: 

Chapman, 1964). 

22. One of the major catalysts for the idea of great 

diversity ln early Chrlstlanlty vas Walter Bauer's Qrthodoxy 

ànd Heresy ln Earliest Christianity, trans. Robert A. Kraft 

et al. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971) orlqinally 

publ1shed ln German ln 1934. 
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