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Compiling the results from contemporary and exciting areas of research into one single important volume, this

book stands ahead of its field in providing a comprehensive one-stop handbook reference of biblical interpretation.
Examining a wide range of articles on many of the recognized interpreters including Augustine, Luther, and

Calvin, up to the modern figures of Martin Hengel and T.W. Manson, Professor Porter gathers contributors

who expertly combine the study of biblical interpretation with the examination of the theological and philosoph-

ical preconceptions that have influenced it, and survey the history of interpretation from different perspectives.
Key perspectives studied include:

» the historical dimension: addresses how interpretation has developed at various periods of time, from early
Jewish exegesis to the historical-critical method,;

» the conceptual approach: looks at the various schools of thought that have generated biblical interpretation,
and compares and contrasts competing conceptual models of interpretation;

» the personal perspective: addresses the reality of biblical interpretation by individuals who have helped plot
the course of theological development.

With relevant bibliographies as a guide to further reading, the Dictionary will be an extremely important refer-
ence tool held for many years, not only by libraries, but also by students, scholars, clergy, and teachers of this
fascinating and high-profile subject.
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and, with Craig Evans, the Dictionary of New Testament Background (2000). He has also written ten books, including
Early Christianity and its Sacred Literature (2000), with Lee McDonald, and The Criteria for Authenticity in Historical-
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Preface

This dictionary has been a long time in the making.
At last it is released to the world — far from complete
(no dictionary could ever be), but willing to take its
place as one of the tools in the enterprise of biblical
criticism and interpretation. The title of the volume
reflects its aim. That is, to provide a dictionary-length
guide to major issues, approaches, and people that
have been important in the development of biblical
criticism and interpretation. Criticism addresses the
variety of methods that have been developed, especially
since the Enlightenment, to help us as biblical inter-
preters to come to terms with the issues surrounding
reading the Bible. Interpretation addresses the fact that
all these various methods, and those who have utilized
them — including those preceding modern critical
analysis — have been involved in helping biblical readers
to gain understanding. The scope of the dictionary
includes major time periods of biblical criticism and
interpretation, the range of corpora between the two
Testaments and other texts as well, critical approaches,
methods, and mind-sets of significance, and even a
variety of individual critics and interpreters. Whereas
we have some confidence that we have covered the
major critical periods and most of the significant
methods and approaches, it was necessary to be highly
selective regarding the individuals included. I apologize
here if you think that your favorite biblical scholar —
or even you, yourselfl — should have been included but
was not.

This enterprise began with the idea of Richard
Stoneman, editor for Routledge. I wish to thank him
for encouraging the development of this project,
and for his patience as it took longer than anticipated.
My hope is that this dictionary will join the ranks of
the significant and growing list of Routledge volumes
that have come to be important for understanding
the ancient world, of which the Bible is a significant
part.

At the outset of this project, I asked my then col-
league Dr. Brook Pearson to be a coeditor with me.
He gladly undertook this task and initiated corres-
pondence and kept the databases regarding the project.
Due to a variety of factors, he has been unable to con-
tinue with the project, and I have truly missed his

participation. I wish him the best in his own contin-
uing scholarly endeavors. His separation from the project
corresponded to a time of transition for me from one
continent to another, which has occasioned the delay
in completion and publication.

In his stead, and at the last stages, my teaching and
research assistant, Andrew Gabriel, joined the project.
I wish to thank Andrew for tackling all dimensions of
the project so avidly, including the databases, the ever-
growing stack of manuscripts, and the electronic files.
He has also been of great assistance in corresponding
with authors, recruiting last-minute participants, and
editing contributions.

My major debt is to the individual contributors. Over
the course of the years, a number have wondered
whether this project would ever see the black of print.
I am pleased to say that that day has finally arrived. I
thank you for your patience, and your faith in believing
that this project was far from dead. This volume brings
together scholars from several different continents, to
say nothing of many different countries. One of the
results of this has been the ability to benefit from a
variety of perspectives reflective of the places in which
these scholars do their critical work. Along the way,
some potential contributors had to withdraw, and others
had to be recruited. Some of these joined at the last
minute. [ especially appreciate the willingness with
which a number of last-minute contributors accepted
invitations and returned their contributions in a timely
and efficient manner. I am confident that the quality
of their contributions has been equal to the others,
and that readers will find a surprisingly high degree of
consistently fine contributions within this collection.
Thank you to each of you for offering your expertise
and for being willing to make a contribution to this
project.

As a last word, I wish to encourage users and readers
of this volume to explore the depths of its riches. As
I reviewed articles, it became clear to me that the
tapestry of criticism and interpretation of the Bible is
complexly woven. The various strands include history,
literature, material remains, philosophy, and a variety
of other things. Many of the articles, even though the
individual contributors were unaware of it, were closely

vii



PREFACE

intertwined with other contributions because of their
common task of attempting to help us to understand
biblical criticism and interpretation. My hope is that
this volume helps you also in your biblical interpretation.

STANLEY E. PORTER

McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario, Canada
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Introduction to Criticism and
Interpretation of the Bible

The field of biblical studies is one of the most complex
within the humanities disciplines (some would question
whether it is a humanities discipline, since it avails
itself of a variety of social-scientific methods as well;
that is part of the point that I make below). This assess-
ment has been recognized by a number of scholars who
recently have undertaken to join, or at least to have
conversation with, the field of biblical studies. Few dis-
ciplines make such rigorous demands on those who
would call themselves experts in the field. The require-
ments include knowledge of the ancient world, ancient
languages, various ancient literatures, and a history of
writing, research, and investigation that dates back nearly
two millennia in its most inclusive form, and at least
to the Enlightenment in its more immediate critical
form. Thus, it qualifies as one of the oldest academic
and intellectual disciplines. A number of critical disci-
plines geared to studying the ancient biblical world have
been developed, often called historical criticism, in con-
junction with which biblical scholars have been forced
also to ask theological questions, including addressing
such topics as canonicity, revelation, and inspiration. In
more recent times, there has been an influx of modern
critical methods, which have been appropriated from
related (and sometimes not so related) disciplines. These
include literary studies, drawing upon work that has
been developed in the study of modern literature; clas-
sical studies, including but certainly not limited to
exploration of the influence of oral culture; social-sci-
entific criticism, with its prescriptive and descriptive
models of various societal patterns; linguistics, with its
original attention to spoken languages being applied to
the written artifacts of past cultures; and others that
could be mentioned (and probably are somewhere in
this volume). Much of the recent work that has been
done in the discipline could have appeared in any
number of major modern languages, including, for
example, English, German, or French to be sure, but
now also Spanish, Italian, or Swedish, among others.
No doubt as a result of its complexities, the field of
biblical criticism and interpretation is one that has been
increasingly well served in the last several decades. This
is not to say that previous decades did not have signifi-
cant contributions to the field made by a variety of

scholars. Clearly, such contributions were made.
However, we currently live in a highly self-conscious
and methodologically reflective age. Perhaps that is
the inevitable result of the accumulation of history and
tradition in any given intellectual enterprise. That is, at
a particular time one needs to pause, if only momen-
tarily, and critically reflect on what has preceded in
order to impel forward movement into new and
different areas of intellectual exploration. Nevertheless,
it is only within the last several decades that there has
been a multiplication of critical methods within the
field of biblical studies that has forced interpreters to
come to terms with the nature of their discipline. Few
interpreters today would want to make the claim that
they uncritically accept and utilize a critical interpre-
tive method (there seems to be a contradiction in terms
to make such a claim, whether it is inadvertent or not).
Instead, most interpreters are forced to scrutinize the
methods that they use and to make a conscious effort
to defend and buttress the methods that they believe
lead to critical insight. As a result, there is a significant
difference of opinion among interpreters regarding
what the ‘best’ method is — in fact, I know of few who
would be willing to make such a blanket statement,
without also offering a number of caveats and quali-
fiers. Along with the endorsement of particular methods
is the acknowledgment and respect given to those
who have paved the way and continue to develop
such methodological perspectives. Only time will tell,
whether the apparent critical panoply is genuine, or
whether we are suffering in our critical examination
from a critical myopia bred of proximity in time and
environment.

The consequence of such critical scrutiny is a number
of positive and negative factors. Some of the positive
factors include advancement in critical method, includ-
ing the development of ‘new’ methods of interpreta-
tion. The process of self-analysis and critical interaction
has helped to motivate and refine methods of critical
interpretation. What once, for example, passed as simple
‘literary’ readings of the Bible are now much more
critically aware, and would perhaps difterentiate between
formalist, new critical, new historicist, and reader-
oriented methods. Another positive result has been the
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establishment of bodies of critical interpretation regard-
ing these methods. What began as just one or two struc-
turalist interpreters, for example, developed into a body
of critical structuralist interpretation. A third result is
that the more traditional critical methods — e.g., the so-
called historical-critical method — were forced to defend
their territory if they wished to retain advocates other
than simply those who were too deeply enshrined in
their inherited tradition to contemplate anything else.
Even though at various times throughout the last
century some have forecast the death knell of the his-
torical-critical method, it appears to have survived into
this new century. In fact, it not only has survived, but
has also expanded its scope of usage, so that it is being
utilized by a number of biblical interpreters who perhaps
in a previous generation would not have been its advo-
cates. A fourth positive result, and one that follows
directly from the previous one, is that some of the
boundaries that have insulated the discipline of biblical
studies in various quarters have been broken down, so
that there is much more mingling of methods and inter-
pretive models. Even the historical-critical method has
had to make adjustments as it has been forced to appro-
priate perceived benefits from other critical methods.
Much of its staying power has perhaps been related to
its ability to adapt to the demands of the age, and for
many of its advocates to adapt along with it.

Whereas there have been a number of positive results
of the recent critical discussion, these advantageous con-
sequences have not come without a price. There have
been a number of negative results as well. One of these
is the clear fragmentation of the discipline of biblical
studies that seems to have become a reality. The result
of the development of a greater number of critical
methodologies has been that it has become increasingly
difficult to expect any given interpreter to be able to
understand — to say nothing of master — this range of
approaches. As a consequence, not only have there con-
tinued to be commentaries and monographs that utilize
the mainstream range of critical methods, but there are
other series that focus specifically on a single critical
method. Related to this is the sometimes unconscious
(though sometimes explicit) belief that those critical
methods that have not been mastered are in some way
inherently inferior to those that have been learned. They
may be, but not learning about them is not the way
to prove that this is the case. Another disadvantage is
that a sense of the history of interpretation has been
lost. Biblical interpretation used to be a more synchronic
enterprise, in which the major thinkers of the past were
viewed as still-relevant interpreters in the present. The
reason for this was probably that the approaches to
biblical interpretation from then to now were similar
enough to make past interpretation relevant in the
present. However, in recent times, with the develop-
ment of new and competing models of interpretation,
it has become increasingly easy to see past interpreters

2

as simply artifacts, and their interpretation as antiquated
and irrelevant. I am always pleasantly amused to hear
someone promote a new interpretation of a biblical
text, only to find out or realize that the interpretation
suggested was first proposed in the nineteenth century
or earlier (unfortunately, this sometimes involves an
English-language scholar failing to have noted the work
of a non-English language scholar). One of the goals
of this volume will have been accomplished if some of
the major essays that are concerned with individual
periods of biblical interpretation are read and appreci-
ated for the relevance of their content, and the
realization that earlier interpreters often struggled with
the same issues that we struggle with today. A third
negative consequence is the difficulty in arriving at any-
thing that resembles definitive or normative interpreta-
tions. This of course implies that such are desirable.
The critical postmodernist terrain argues at some levels
that such a goal is not only unattainable but not even
desirable. Such may be true, but it then would seem
to imply that communication between competing inter-
preters would in many instances not be possible either,
since the common ground for discussion of competing
interpretations would be lost. For some, that result
would lead to little anxiety; in fact, it would be a
welcome relief. For others, however, this might be
more distressing. It would make it difficult to evaluate
individual interpretations and even more difficult to
know whether there is any kind of development in
levels of understanding as a result (I will refrain from
using the idea of progress in interpretation, since many
would object to that characterization as well).

Much more could be said about the positives and
negatives of recent interpretation. However, a volume
such as this has a contribution to make to this discus-
sion in a number of ways. One is in providing a means
of introducing the various kinds of interpretations, both
to those who are simply curious and to those who have
not desired or been willing to invest more than super-
ficial interest in them. The articles contained herein are
not meant to be definitive in any absolute or encom-
passing sense, but to provide means of access. This
volume is designed also to overcome the kind of con-
temporary critical introspection that results in failure
to contextualize the contemporary within the broader
sweep of history. I do not think that some grand meta-
narrative can be found that accounts for the history of
interpretation, but I am not inherently indisposed to
finding some patterns of critical behavior illustrated by
past practitioners. With increased specialization, aided
if not encouraged by the growing demand for instant
interpretation, has come a neglect of some broad and
specialized areas of interpretation by some interpreters.
Some of these would be those who have been at the
task for some time and have failed to be able to keep
up with recent developments, and much less to be able
to assess where such critical methods fit within the



INTRODUCTION

larger stream of biblical interpretation. Others of these
would be those who have come to the task more
recently, but who have not been exposed to some of
the older and perhaps (perceived to be) antiquated
methods. This volume is designed to provide historical
and methodological introductions to such areas. The
inclusion of a number of individual interpreters — several
of whom are still alive and writing — is designed to
bring such critical method to life in terms of the work
of individuals who have made significant and what
appear to be lasting contributions to the discipline.

This volume ably and aptly captures the state of play
in biblical criticism and interpretation at the turn of the
twentieth to the twenty-first centuries. As a number of
the articles contained herein make clear, the twentieth
century was an important one for biblical interpreta-
tion. The historical-critical method came into its own
in terms of the major types of criticism (form, source,
and redaction), but it also had to fend oft and adapt to
the introduction of a number of new methods (literary/
narrative criticism, linguistic criticism, social-scientific
criticism). By the same token, a number of new methods
were explored and were able to establish a beachhead,
some of them even being able to make serious if not
permanent incursions into the critical continent.

As a result, one might well ask the question of where
the twenty-first century will take biblical criticism and
interpretation. Of course, such thought is speculative at
best. Nevertheless, a number of patterns emerge that
could develop into trends and end up shaping the dis-
cipline. Perhaps more relevant than speculating on what
will happen is forecasting a set of desiderata to aid
biblical interpretation in the future. Right now, it seems
to me, biblical interpretation is in a period of some
stagnation. A number of new methods have been devel-
oped — some of which have greatly aided and enhanced
traditional historical criticism and some of which have
established themselves as independent approaches — but
the results of these interpretive methods have not suf-
ficiently filtered through to actual textual interpreta-
tion. When one reads and considers exegeses of biblical
texts, there are numerous places where knowledge of,
or use of, one of the newer methods would have greatly
aided interpretation, to the point of helping to avoid
critical misjudgments. One desirable future development
would be better utilization and incorporation of a
number of these new methods into actual interpreta-
tion of specific passages. A further desired result, which
could come about as a result of this, would be the
ability to better evaluate the critical methods on the
basis of the productivity and clarity of their readings. I
do not take the view that the simple test of a method

is its practical payoff. Such a pragmatic and functional
view of interpretation would result in methodological
stagnation, if not retroversion, if left to its own reac-
tionary devices. However, there does come a valid point
where critical methods — whether old or new, recent
or traditional — are asked to speak to a text. The resulting
reading may not be new in any meaningful sense of
the word, and certainly not unique, but it should
provide some further critical insight into a passage, even
if it is merely to provide a better explanation of a trad-
itional interpretation first arrived at through other
means. To date, much of the development of new crit-
ical methods has been by biblical scholars who have
appropriated — often in simplified or reduced form —
methods first developed in other scholarly fields of
inquiry. A further desired goal would be for the
crossover between disciplines to be more genuine and
reciprocal. In such a world, biblical scholars would put
forth the energy needed truly to master the cognate
field, so that they could be actual practitioners of it.
Scholars in these other fields would then be welcome
to explore the biblical world, and their readings of the
biblical text would be welcome in the discussion — but
they too would then be called upon to acknowledge
many of the critical issues that biblical studies has raised.
A final — but by no means a last — desideratum would
be a reintegration of historical and theological disci-
plines. In recent years, there has been a tendency to
bifurcate and bracket out certain questions, as if they
are not part of biblical criticism. The history of the dis-
ciplines — and the continuing orientation of many of
its practitioners — indicates that theological questions
are still a valuable part of modern biblical studies. The
development of modern critical methods has not ren-
dered questions regarding the divine obsolete. At some
point in the not too distant future, it will be necessary
to ask the hard questions of how these two worlds of
(sometimes in its extreme forms naturalistic and hyper-
skeptical) criticism and (sometimes pietistic) theology
can and must talk to each other.

No single volume can hope to accomplish every ide-
alized task, or even all of the tasks that it might set
itself to do. No doubt this volume will fail in this regard
also. However, there is much within it that, I believe,
will be of significance in addressing many of the issues
of current biblical criticism and interpretation. The goal
is not a resolution of all of the problems — that would
bring discussion to a close — but to provide some his-
torical and contemporary perspective on the major issues
and approaches at hand as an aid to the ongoing task.

STANLEY E. PORTER






ABELARD, PETER (1079-1142)

The French theologian Peter Abelard was possibly the
most brilliant thinker of the twelfth century. He studied
under Roscelin (d. ¢. 1125), the nominalist, who be-
lieved all universalia is pure mental conception. Later he
studied under William of Champeaux (c. 1070-1121),
a realist, who believed that universalia is the essence of
all existence. Opposing his teachers to find a middle
position, Abelard saw wuniversalia as a mental concept
existing not independently from individuals but also not
as arbitrary mental concepts.

He taught at the University of Paris from 1108 to
1118, where large crowds gathered from around Europe
to hear him. In 1122, he wrote Sic et Non (Yes and
No) in which 158 theological questions are considered
by juxtaposing quotations from biblical passages, early
Church Fathers, and other authorities without offering
solution. His goal was not to discredit these authori-
ties; rather, he called upon reason to reconcile con-
flicting authorities. Abelard’s approach was to introduce
doubt as a method of finding the truth. Accordingly,
doubt was not seen as a sin, but rather the beginning
of knowledge. Additionally, in his introduction, he notes
the importance of recognizing and accounting for the
meaning of some words changing over time.

Incorporating the principles of logic in his study of
the Bible, he produced treatises of speculative theology
in addition to biblical commentaries. However, he did
not propose that the doctrines of the Christian faith
be proved logically by rational arguments. In contrast,
rational arguments could be used in counterattacks
directed toward Christian doctrine. Although his com-
prehension of Greek and Hebrew appears to be no
more than the consideration of individual biblical terms,
he encouraged others to study the original languages.

Abelard is known for his contribution to the doc-
trine of the atonement. Contrary to some interpreta-
tions, Abelard did not reduce the meaning of the cross
to merely a demonstration of God’s love. Abelard used
commentary on Romans 3:10-26 to discuss the doc-
trine of the atonement. Abelard is distinctive in that

he emphasized the subjective impact of the cross. He
followed the Augustinian notion that the incarnation
of Christ was a public demonstration of the vastness of
God’s love for the purpose of evoking a human
response. However, Abelard questioned the idea that
God paid a ransom to Satan through Christ, and he
went so far as to question the entire idea of ransom,
by looking for a clearer significance of the cross. Abelard
does not provide an adequate theological foundation
for why Christ’s death is understood as a demonstra-
tion of God’s love. Nevertheless, he highlighted the
subjective impact of the death of Christ, which was
ignored or underemphasized by his contemporary
writers such as Anselm of Canterbury.

Abelard was summoned to the Council of Sens in
1141 where he expected to debate Bernard of Clairvaux.
However, upon arrival the council had met and accused
him of heresy. Abelard did not defend himself but
appealed directly to the pope. The Venerable Peter
mediated for Abelard and he was allowed to spend the
rest of his days as a monk in Cluny before dying in
1142.
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1 Luke the historian
2 Luke the theologian
3 Luke the writer

4 Conclusion

‘A storm center’ (van Unnik 1966). ‘Shifting sands’
(Talbert 1976). ‘A fruittul field’” (Gasque 1988). These
are but a few of the epithets used to describe the schol-
arly interpretation of the Acts of the apostles in the
twentieth century. The spate of recent commentaries
in English and collected essays suggests continued and
sustained interest in Acts (commentaries: Johnson 1992;
Polhill 1992; Barrett 1994, 1998; Talbert 1997; Fitzmyer
1998; Witherington 1998; collected essays: Tyson 1988;
Keathley 1990; Richard 1990; Neyrey 1991; Parsons
and Tyson 1992; Marconi et al. 1993; Witherington
1996; Marshall and Peterson 1998; Thompson and
Phillips 1998; Moessner 1999; Verheyden 1999).

Since van Unnik, surveyors of the Lukan landscape
typically categorize the scholarship on Acts in terms of
interest in Luke the historian, Luke the theologian, and
more recently Luke the litterateur. The move from form
and source criticism (Dibelius ef al.), which focused on
Luke as a historian, to redaction criticism (Conzelmann
et al.), which focused on Luke as a theologian, to the
newer literary studies, which focus on Luke as a creative
writer (Tannehill ef al.), have been well documented
in the surveys of Acts research (see esp. Powell 1991).
The attention Acts has generated has not always been
positive. As a historian, though he had his defenders
(see Ramsay, Gasque, Marshall, Hemer), Luke was rou-
tinely criticized for his unreliable depictions of various
characters (e.g., P. Vielhauer on Paul) and events (e.g.,
J. Knox on the Jerusalem conference). As a theologian,
Luke was accused, among other things, of advocating
a triumphalistic ‘theology of glory’ that was inferior to
Paul’s ‘theology of the cross” and of replacing the pris-
tine eschatology of early Christianity with a three-stage
salvation history — an ‘early Catholicism’ shaped by the
delay of the Parousia that represented a degenerative
step away from the primitive Christian kerygma, pro-
claiming the imminent return of Jesus (so Kisemann).
Even Luke’s abilities as a writer have been called into
question from time to time (see Dawsey 1986).

This rubric of Luke as historian, theologian, and
writer remains useful for describing works that have
appeared particularly within the last decade or so of the
twentieth century, albeit with certain new nuances.
Given the sea of literature and the already very com-
petent surveys of scholarship, this article is focused
mainly (although not exclusively) on book-length
studies of Acts or Luke/Acts (but not Luke alone) that
have appeared (including some 1987 publications) since
Gasque’s 1988 summary or research was written. The
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article also overlaps to some limited extent with Mark
Powell’s fine summary of Acts scholarship (see Powell
1991).

1 Luke the historian

While the question of the identity of the author of the
Lukan writings no longer invigorates scholarly discus-
sion as it once did, there are still those who give ample
attention to defending or refuting the traditional attri-
bution to Luke the physician (see the discussion in
Fitzmyer 1989, 1998). Others have departed from the
traditional question of authorship to examine the social
location of the implied author of Luke/Acts (Robbins
in Neyrey 1991) or, accepting the common author-
ship of Luke and Acts, have probed its implications
for the study of the genre, literary patterns, and theo-
logical themes of the Lukan writings (Parsons and Pervo
1993).

Though strictly speaking not an issue pertaining
to Luke as a historian, the status of the text of Acts is
nonetheless a historical question. Most scholars, and
especially those responsible for the critical editions of
the Greek New Testament, are still persuaded of
the priority of the Alexandrian text over the so-called
‘Western’ text in establishing the ‘original’ text of
Acts. Still, a flurry of activity from a variety of some-
times-conflicting perspectives has served to challenge
the opinio communis (see Delobel in Verheyden 1999).
Among these, the most noteworthy contributions are
those by Boismard and Lamouille (of their many
contributions, see esp. Boismard and Lamouille 1990)
and W.A. Strange (Strange 1992). Though there are
many differences in terms of method and argumenta-
tion, both works conclude that the Western text
reflects a corrupted tradition of a version of Acts earlier
than that represented by the Alexandrian text, thus
reviving in part a proposal made over a century ago
by F. Blass that the Western text ultimately comes from
the hand of Luke himself. Though these and other
works that question the scholarly received tradition have
been (and no doubt will continue to be) subjected to
vigorous critique, they represent the vitality of the
debate over an issue that is far from settled.

Nor can the question of Luke’s historical reliability
be considered resolved. On the one hand, are those
many erudite scholars who continue, in the spirit of
William Ramsay, to defend Luke’s reliability. In addi-
tion to Hemer (Hemer 1990) and Witherington
(Witherington 1998), many of the contributors to the
multivolume series on The Book of Acts in Its First Century
Setting have as one of their goals the defense of Luke’s
historical accuracy (see Winter 1993-1998). On the
other hand, Gerd Liidemann, in his attempts to separate
tradition from redaction in Acts, has claimed that while
Luke preserves individual and isolated facts accurately,
much of his chronology and framework is secondary,
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and Liidemann rejects out of hand all reports of the
miraculous (Liidemann 1989). Such presuppositions on
the part of the interpreter inevitably and profoundly
shape the conclusions drawn about this historicity of a
narrative like Acts (see appendix in Talbert 1997).
Critical evaluation of the historicity of Acts continues
with the work of the Acts Seminar, a group of scholars
convened by the late Robert Funk and the Westar
Institute, to evaluate the reliability of early Christian
history as depicted by Luke, in ways analogous to what
the Jesus Seminar (sponsored by the same institute)
attempted with the historical Jesus.

More recently, some have turned away from ques-
tions of history in Acts to the place of Acts in history.
In a collection of essays edited by Jerome Neyrey
(Neyrey 1991), various contributors examine socio-
logical aspects of the Lukan writings, from the role of
ritual and ceremony in Acts to the significance of the
social relations in preindustrial cities or the country-
side to the importance of the social values of honor/
shame for reading the Lukan writings. Others have
employed sociological criticism to examine Luke/Acts
as a document of ‘political legitimation’ for the early
Christian movement (Esler 1987). Still others have
examined the cultural context of Acts for understanding
such topics as magic and miracle in Luke/Acts (Garrett
1989). These studies have profitably used the narrative
of (Luke and) Acts to open up the sometimes unspoken
cultural codes, mores, and values that nevertheless
pervade the text and shape our reception of it. Finally,
others have attempted to situate (Luke/)Acts in its larger
literary and intellectual environment (see e.g., Alexander
1993; Squires 1993). Attention to the reception of Acts
in subsequent history, especially in the ‘premodern’
period, also fits under this rubric of ‘Acts in history’
(one eagerly awaits, for example, the contribution on
Acts in the ‘Ancient Commentary on Scripture’ series).
The relationship between Acts and history is much more
broadly conceived these days than it once was.

2 Luke the theologian

Studies on various aspects of Lukan theology continue
to pour out, confirming C. Talbert’s observation a
quarter century ago that H. Conzelmann’s theological
synthesis no longer held a consensus among scholars
(Talbert 1976). Conzelmann’s failure has not totally dis-
couraged others from making similar attempts to syn-
thesize Luke’s theology (e.g., Fitzmyer 1989; Jervell
1996; Pokorny 1998), although far more prevalent are
studies that deal with specific aspects of Luke’s theology
(Marshall and Peterson 1998; see the bibliography in
Verheyden 1999: 22-45). One notes also that these
studies employ a plethora of methodologies to charac-
terize Luke’s theology.

The end of the twentieth century has also witnessed
a turn in some quarters of biblical scholarship from

theology understood in redaction-critical terms to ide-
ology shaped by advocacy criticism. This turn has had
its impact on Acts scholarship. Feminist scholars have
examined anew the Lukan writings for their perspec-
tive on gender. In The Women’s Bible Commentary,
Jane Schaberg reaches the radical conclusion that Luke
(and by extension Acts) is the ‘most dangerous book
in all the Bible” (Schaberg in Newsom and Ringe 1992).
This view is balanced by more judicious studies of
gender in Luke (in addition to various articles, see the
book-length studies by Seim 1994; Reimer 1996;
Arlandson 1997). The question of Luke’s ‘anti-Judaism’
has been taken up again by Joseph Tyson (Tyson 1999).
Though calling Tyson himself an ‘advocacy critic’ would
be a misnomer, he does chronicle the anti-Jewish (both
intentional and inadvertent) attitudes prevalent in much
of the history of Lukan scholarship, though given Luke’s
characterization of the Christian movement in Acts as
a Jewish sect one might rightly question Tyson’s asser-
tion that Luke himself was anti-Jewish in any modern
sense of the term. Again, interest in the theological
shape of Acts has not diminished, but there is little
agreement on the most appropriate methods for
describing that theology and for assessing its hermeneu-
tical value for contemporary communities.

3 Luke the writer

The explosion of new literary approaches in New
Testament studies that began in the 1980s has certainly
left its mark on the study of Acts. In the last decade
alone, too many narrative and literary-critical studies
have appeared to enumerate (but see especially Tannehill
1990; Gowler 1991; Darr 1992; Kurz 1993; Shepherd
1994; Brawley 1995; Matson 1996). Despite the widely
acknowledged achievements of these studies in refocus-
ing our attention on the narrative as a whole (and the
attendant issues of plot, characterization, and inter-
textuality, inter alia), the limitations are well known as
well. Drawing its methodology largely from the secular
field of literary criticism, narrative criticism uses ter-
minology to describe techniques and literary phenomena
that might be appropriate for nineteenth- and twentieth-
century novels, but not necessarily appropriate for first-
century narratives. This problem is often acknowledged
but seldom addressed.

Given this oft-cited criticism of applying modern
theory to ancient narrative, it is surprising, perhaps, to
note the lack of studies that attend to Acts from the
perspective of ancient rhetorical criticism. Such studies
are not altogether missing, especially on the speeches
in Acts (Soards 1994; Witherington 1998). These studies
(as well as numerous articles) have advanced convincing
arguments regarding Luke’s knowledge of rhetorical
conventions in the speeches. Thus, it would appear that
studies that read the narrative portions of Acts in light
of ancient rhetoric, and especially in light of ancient
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progymnasmata (elementary rhetorical exercises for
speaking and writing), would hold great promise in
further illuminating Luke’s rhetorical strategies em-
ployed not only in the composition of the Third Gospel
(see, e.g., Robbins in Moessner 1999; and O’Fearghail
1991), but Acts as well.

The study of the author of Acts as a writer con-
tinues to include consideration of its genre, although
no consensus has been reached. In addition to those
who maintain that Acts represents anything from a sui
generis to a genus mixtum, advocates for (Luke/)Acts as
ancient biography (see recently Talbert 1988), some
form of ancient historiography (Sterling 1992), or a kind
of ancient novel (Pervo 1987) can still be found. Finally,
while the search for oral and/or written sources in Acts
has subsided, the interest in Luke’s use of scripture as
a key to his hermeneutic and theology has increased
(in addition to Brawley 1995 and Moessner 1999
already cited, see Bock 1987; Evans and Sanders 1993).
How best to appreciate Luke’s literary prowess is no
less contested than are issues of history and theology in
relation to the Lukan writings.

4 Conclusion

Long ago W.C. van Unnik rightly warned against the
biblical scholar playing the role of prophet in trying to
predict the future shape of Lukan studies (van Unnik
1966). Given what transpired in the intervening decades
between van Unnik’s caveat and now, his words seem
even more prudent. Nevertheless, it is safe to say that
work on Luke as historian, theologian, and writer, with
all the mutations noted above, will continue. Studies
that explore the rhetorical shape of social conventions
(e.g., hospitality, friendship, and benefaction) in terms
of how they illuminate Lukan theological perspectives
will be especially welcome.
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MIKEAL C. PARSONS

ALLEGORICAL INTERPRETATION

Allegory is a Greek word that takes its roots from d\ika
and dyopebw (literally): to speak other things; in a tech-
nical sense GAANYyoQéw means: to speak or interpret
allegorically.

Greek philosophers have used allegorical interpreta-
tion to explain and justify troubling passages in Greek
poetry, particularly in the works of Homer and Hesiod.
In the classical period other terms, such as vsovowa (the
underlying meaning or deeper sense), were used to
express this method of interpretation, and only in the
Hellenistic period did the terms &AAnyopéw, dAnyopia,
and related words emerge. Another term is metaphor
(uetagood), which means literally: a transference (to a
new sense). The usual distinction between a metaphor
and an allegory is that the allegory represents a sequence
of metaphors or a continuation of metaphoric speech
(see Quintilian, Inst. Or. 8.6.44; Clement of Alexandria,
Strom. VI 126.1-4).

Early attempts to allegorize can be found in the works
of the Milesian geographer and history writer Hecataeus
and in the writings of Theagenes of Rhegium, both
dating to the end of the sixth century BC. The frag-
mentary remains of their works contain allegorical inter-
pretations of the battle of the gods (Beopayia) and the
struggle between the gods and the elements (see Diels
and Kranz 1951-1954). Theagenes interpreted the
names of the gods as the various elements of nature;
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thus Apollo, Helios, and Hephaistos stand for fire;
Poseidon stands for water; and Hera for air. Nature and
cosmology continued to be suitable subjects for alle-
gorical interpretation also in later times.

A second fruitful domain for allegorical exploration
was the area of ethics. Anaxagoras may have been one
of the first to mention that Homeric poetry was, in fact,
about ‘virtue and justice’ (see Diogenes Laertius 2.3.11).
Metrodorus of Lampsakos can be considered the
most important philosopher of this early stage of alle-
gorical interpretation. He compared the Homeric gods
with the foundation of the natural order and the orderly
arrangement of the elements. He also interpreted the
Trojan heroes allegorically, so that Agamemnon stands
for the upper regions of the air, Achilles for the sun,
Helen for the earth, Paris for the air, and Hector for
the moon (see Diels and Kranz 1951-1954). Metrodorus
continued to influence later philosophy, particularly the
Stoa.

Although Plato did not deny that mythology could
have a deeper meaning, he did not give allegorical inter-
pretation a strong endorsement in his search for the
truth. In the Phaedrus Socrates brings up the story of
Oreithyia, who was carried off by Boreas; he prefers
to understand the myth in a rational way, just as he
wants to give a rational explanation to the Centaurs,
the Chimera, the Gorgons, or other ‘extraordinary and
strange creatures.” He considers nonrational speculation
a ‘rustic sort of wisdom,” to which he does not want
to apply his mind (see Phaedrus 229e).

Allegorization takes on an increased significance in
the Stoa. There is once again a tendency to interpret
gods and other divine beings in terms of cosmological
powers, as seen, for example, in Zeno, who interprets
the Titans as elements of the cosmos. Not only Hesiod’s
cosmology but also stories of Greek heroes offered fertile
ground for allegorization; the popular figure of a god-
man like Heracles gave ample opportunity to allego-
rize, as the fragments of Cleanthes show (von Arnim
1964). Chrysippus himself offers an abundance of alle-
gorical material, and he often intertwines it with etymol-
ogies. He interprets, for example, Rhea as land (yf),
from which the waters stream (§éw). The combina-
tion of allegory, etymology, and number speculation is
characteristic of later forms of allegorical techniques,
particularly as they develop in the works of Jewish and
early Christian allegorists, such as Philo, Clement, and
Origen.

Two important sources for our knowledge of alle-
gory in antiquity are the works of Cornutus and a
certain Heraclitus or Heraclides, who was a grammarian.
Cornutus (first century AD) was bilingual, writing both
in Latin and Greek. In his Summary of the Traditions
concerning Greek Theology, he follows Chrysippus and
reflects the principles of Stoic criticism of myths, which
he explains allegorically.
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Following their founder, some of the later Platonists
continued to reject allegorical interpretation, but others
actively began to engage in it. Although Porphyrius
allegorized extensively in his works About the Cave
of the Nymphs in the Odyssey and Homeric Inquiries, he
nevertheless attacked the Christians vigorously for their
way of using allegories. Even in the fifth century, Neo-
platonic philosophers, such as Proclos, who had a great
influence on later medieval thought, continued to use
allegorical techniques.

Even before Philo, Jewish apologists had used the
allegorical method on a limited scale. The fragments of
Aristobulus and the Letter of Aristeas show influence
from Stoic allegories, whether in their commentaries
on the Pentateuch in general or in discussions of indi-
vidual food laws. The pseudepigraphical work Sapientia
Salomonis, which may have stemmed from Alexandria,
shows similar Stoic influence.

Philo forms an important turning point for the use
of allegory, since he represents both the end of one
tradition and the beginning of another. Like the Stoics,
he uses allegory both for interpretations of creation
and cosmogeny and for explorations of ethical issues.
While most of the works of his predecessors, most
notably Aristobulus, are known only in fragmentary
form, the majority of Philo’s treatises have survived.
Philo is also a pioneer in providing a theoretical frame-
work for the use of allegory. In his account of a Jewish
sect, the Therapeutae, he describes how they inter-
preted the underlying or deeper meaning (dmovora) of
sacred scriptures through allegories. They regarded the
whole law as resembling a living creature, with its literal
disposition as its body and with its invisible meaning
stored in its words as its soul. The rational soul starts
to contemplate the things that are akin to itself, and by
bringing them back to memory, it is able to view the
invisible through the visible (De Vita Contemplativa 78).
This passage shows how strongly this way of thinking
was influenced by Platonic thought.

Although in the above-mentioned passage Philo
describes this process of allegory as coming from the
Therapeutae, the system resembles closely his own way
of interpreting scripture. In other parts of his work he
explains this process with different words and different
images: the literal meanings of the sacred text resemble
shadows of bodies, whose meanings represent true real-
ities (De Confusione Linguarum 190). Philo’s interpreta-
tions exploited every detail of the biblical text, and in
addition they were linked to a Platonic way of thinking
with the rational soul at its center. The soul reports its
experiences to memory, and through memory it starts
to recognize and to view the invisible realities. Platonic
speculation may have been a new element in the inter-
pretation of scripture, one which distinguishes Philo
from his predecessors.

In addition to Platonic speculation, Philo also
used traditional allegorical techniques. One is number
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speculation, another is etymology, both of which he
fully exploits. He may have found some of his ety-
mologies elsewhere, since they turn up in independent
traditions, such as rabbinic sources. Philo may have
created others to solve a specific textual problem or to
explore a certain theme. Yet other etymologies have
to do with translations from Hebrew or Aramaic into
Greek. In his discourse every detail of the biblical text
counted, and Philo used whatever was convenient for
his argument. For this reason it is virtually impossible
to assess where all these materials came from.

Changes of names, such as from Abram to Abraham,
were for him indicators of more powerful meanings; a
small letter change could stand for greater things; visible
realities implied intellectual realities (De Mutatione
Nominum 65). Another favorite subject in Philo’s alle-
gorical treatment was the question of anthropomorphic
language in the Bible when referring to God. Philo
inherited this theme from his predecessors. He pointed
out that the divine nature which presents itself to us
as visible and comprehensible was in reality invisible
and incomprehensible (De Confusione Linguarum 138).
According to his view, anthropomorphic expressions of
God had no other meaning than to explain the supreme
being to the human condition, which needs images
because of the limitations of human understanding.

Philo’s influence did not last in Judaism but was trans-
mitted through the Christian Alexandrian authors,
Clement and Origen (see below). The allegorical tech-
nique was also used by Philo’s contemporary, Paul, as
the allegory of Hagar and Sarah in his letter to the
Galatians shows (Gal. 4:24-26), and it was equally
current among the rabbis. The most famous among
them was Rabbi Aqiba, who died about 100 years after
Philo (AD 135) and wrote about the mystical relation-
ship between God and Israel in his interpretation of
the Song of Songs. The latter remained a favorite subject
for allegorical interpretation, although not for Philo,
who never referred to it. The main focus for his alle-
gories was, after all, the Pentateuch.

A number of second-century Christian apologists,
such as Aristides, Tatian, and Athenagoras, opposed alle-
gorical treatment as it had been practiced by Stoic phil-
osophers and rejected the distinction between physical
and ethical allegories. Other authors of that period, such
as Pseudo-Barnabas and Justin Martyr, employed alle-
gory in a limited way. The argument of using allegories
also became a polemical tool, used both by pagan
authors against Christians (see Celsus or Porphyrius) or
by Christians against their opponents (Origen, Eusebius,
Gregory Nazianzus, and Augustine).

In Valentinian circles the application of allegory was
of prime importance, as is clear not only from their
opponents, such as Irenaeus and Tertullian, but also from
direct sources, such as Heracleon’s commentary on the
Gospel of John. This work was extensively quoted by
Origen and was influential on his own treatment of that

Gospel. As in Philo’s allegorical commentaries, minute
details of the biblical text, such as breathing marks,
commas, periods, and grammatical case inflections, were
all important springboards for Heracleon to plunge into
the deeper meaning of a text.

Philo’s legacy continued primarily through Christian
authors. Clement, who flourished 150 years after Philo’s
death, is the first known to have quoted him. The alle-
gories that he took over from Philo are connected with
stories of the LXX, such as Hagar and Sarah or the
Life of Moses. In addition, Clement’s treatment of the
themes of anthropomorphic expressions of God, know-
ledge and wisdom, ascent and contemplation and his
allegorizing of biblical scenes in terms of virtuous life
often run parallel with Philo’s allegories, although they
are edited and reworked for new purposes.

Both Clement and Origen are successors of Philo in
the sense that they combine allegorical interpretation
with Platonizing speculation. Origen, however, repre-
sents Philo’s legacy best and brings allegorical techniques
to new heights. Both Philo and Origen present an
almost unlimited range of allegorical speculation. Origen
includes by-now traditional elements, such as etymolo-
gies, number speculations, and anthropomorphisms.
In his commentaries and homilies, he touches on an
almost unprecedented number of biblical passages, and
allegorical treatment forms an intrinsic part of his explor-
ations. In addition, the New Testament stories and para-
bles represent new elements, which he used to support
and confirm the allegories on the LXX.

Like his Jewish predecessor, Origen gave his
hermeneutics a theoretical basis, which he formulated
in the fourth book of his De Principis. He also distin-
guished between the body and soul of the scriptures.
The distinction can even be tripartite; the body repre-
sents the grammatical, literal, and historical sense, the
soul the moral sense, and the spirit the allegorical and
mystical senses of the scriptures. Origen gave these con-
cepts a new meaning by putting them in the broad
context of the history of salvation. His theory is that,
just as Christ came concealed in a body, the whole
divine scripture has been ‘embodied’ (sicut Christus celatus
venit in corpore . . . sic est omnis scriptura divina incorporata).
Since Origen, this concept and this terminology have
had a wide diffusion and are inextricably linked to the
history of the interpretation of scripture. The stages of
scriptural interpretation are for Origen (as for Clement
before him) related to the various stages of the faithful;
the more advanced are more apt by their training,
interest, and way of life to grasp the deeper meaning
of the truth.

Origen had many followers in Alexandria itself and
in the East, although their interpretation of scripture
often balanced the literal with the spiritual sense more
than Origen himself had done; one can think of authors,
such as Methodius of Olympus and the Cappadocians;
Gregory of Nyssa in particular used the method in his
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Commentary on the Canticum. In Alexandria, Cyril
favored the allegorical method in his interpretation of
the LXX, and Didymus the Blind usually started his
biblical commentaries with a literal explanation but sub-
sequently went on to allegorical interpretation.

The most strongly opposed to the ‘Alexandrian’ alle-
gorical tradition was the school of exegesis in Antioch,
founded in the third century by Lucian of Samosata.
Antiochene tradition favored a more historical and
grammatical approach and sometimes targeted the
methods of Origen directly, as the works of Eustathius
of Antioch show (see De Engastrimutho). Others in the
Antiochene tradition were Ephrem, who founded his
own school in Edessa, and Diodore of Tarsus, the
teacher of John Chrysostom. Diodore offered a substi-
tute for allegorical interpretation by introducing a typo-
logical model, in which the historical sense of the
Hebrew Bible was brought in line with passages that
spoke about Christ and his kingdom. Unfortunately
Diodore’s treatise entitled What is the Difference between
Contemplation and Allegory has been lost. In another lost
work Theodore of Mopsuestia wrote extensively against
the ‘Allegorists,” and Chrysostom was also influenced
by this tradition.

In the West literal interpretation of scripture remained
strong, and Hilary of Poitiers may have been an excep-
tion in his use of allegory (see his Commentary on
Matthew). Ambrose, who was strongly influenced by
Philo, is another example of someone who applied the
allegorical method to exegetical works. Jerome switched
his preferences according to his changing sympathies
for Origen and his works. Augustine was not opposed
to the allegorical method and even maintained that alle-
gory was sometimes the only means by which the real
sense could be transmitted (De Doctrina Christiana 3.5.9).
In general he applied the historical sense to his biblical
commentaries, while the allegorical sense was more
present in his Homilies and the so-called Ennarationes.
Later authors, such as Eucherius of Lyon and Gregory
the Great, made extensive use of allegory. A work that
can be considered pure allegory is the Psychmachia of
Prudentius, which presents Christian asceticism as an
allegory of spiritual warfare.
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ANNEWIES VAN DEN HOEK

ANTHROPOLOGY AND INTERPRETATION

If the mid-eighteenth century roughly marked the
beginning of the modern critical study of the Old and
New Testaments, it also brought the attempt by biblical
scholars to use anthropology in a more rigorous and
methodological way than ever before. The German
Old Testament scholar J.D. Michaelis, who sponsored
numerous expeditions to the Middle East, epitomized
the new spirit. Although he had set out to bring a
comprehensive categorization of plants, animals, or types
of diseases mentioned in the Old Testament, his remit
ranged wider in that he sought to understand the signifi-
cance of sociocultural conditions behind the scriptures
in order to put biblical interpretation on a firm scien-
tific footing. If, he argued, the Old Testament provided
the major source for knowledge of ancient Hebrew law
and language, and the society of ancient Hebrew and
Jewish history in general, then, in turn, an understand-
ing of the scriptures could be enriched by a detailed
knowledge of its social and historical contexts (Michaelis
1762).

The quest of those such as Michaelis marked what
might be regarded as the first of two ‘revolutions’ in
the anthropological interpretation of the Bible. It was
a revolution identified by the increasing legitimacy of
anthropology. This proved evident in the employment
of expanding subdisciplines in the field: palacontology
(how populations have evolved), biological anthro-
pology, and psychological anthropology among them.
All contributed in their own way to a greater under-
standing of the Hebrew and Greek texts. However, it
was perhaps cultural and social anthropology which
advanced the greatest claim to legitimacy. The emphasis
was increasingly upon the study of historical, political,
and economic circumstances, of customs, folklore, and
beliefs, art and material culture, and on their symbolic
meaning. The value of the growing discipline was in
the way it could contribute to a greater appreciation
of core themes in the Old and New Testaments.
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It could show, for example, how throughout their
history the messianic hope of the Jewish people was
generated by particular historical contexts, which had
helped them to survive under the unique conditions of
the Middle-Eastern world and greatly enriched their
folklore with messianic legends and stories.

Another aspect of the sociocultural approach carved
out by those like Michaelis, which increasingly grew
in prevalence, was its comparative and cross-cultural
dimension. Michaelis had drawn comparisons between
the Arabian Bedouin of his time and the Hebrew patri-
archs and, likewise, between levirate marriage in ancient
society and the arrangements of tribes in North America,
Greenland, and Mongolia. This comparative endeavor
was to be taken up in earnest by others. The large
majority were nonbiblical scholars with no great theo-
logical interest. Rather, their remit was to throw light
on general principles of social organization and to show
how even the most apparently exotic customs across
the globe are simply ways of coping with common
human problems which provide distinct social func-
tions.

It was the Old Testament which initially proved most
compelling for comparative studies and a wealth of
anthropological work related to certain parts of the
Hebrew text. Typical was Hubert and Mauss’ discus-
sion of the universal function of sacrifice. They con-
cluded that there were clear parallels to be drawn
between Judaism and Hinduism in the practice of this
ritual. In short, both seemed to amount to an attempt
at communication with the divine and were a principal
basis through which social laws were given moral
authority (Hubert and Mauss 1899). The implication
was that religious practices, hitherto unquestionably
accepted as uniquely divinely inspired, were exposed as
having a universal purpose. These speculations led to
an inevitable backlash from conservative theological
quarters that feared, above all, that the parallels drawn
between Judaism and other religions profoundly
devalued the scriptures. Nonetheless, deference to a
developing discipline grew for the majority of scholars
involved in biblical interpretation. Its indispensability
and legitimacy was symbolized by Rogerson’s classic
work Anthropology and the Old Testament, which was
written not by an anthropologist but by a biblical scholar
who admitted to have ‘done a good deal of anthropo-
logical reading’ (1978: 2).

During the early 1970s, the application of anthro-
pology to biblical studies emerged with a new vigor
and authority. It was the beginning of a second revolu-
tion and one which confirmed the increasing appeal of
the social sciences for biblical scholars. Their apparent
preoccupation with the field since that time has largely
resulted from a general disillusionment with previous
historical studies, which were seen to be limited in
scope or theologically motivated. Hence, over the last
three decades, the attempts to enhance an understanding

of the social world of the Bible has moved increasingly
from the radical fringes of the discipline of biblical
studies closer to the mainstream. This second revolu-
tion has gone further than merely attempting to probe
the aspects of the social world which were not men-
tioned in the biblical text. Rather, the growing appeal
of anthropology, as well as sociology and archaeology
for that matter, has been in focusing upon some of the
deficiencies in the texts as sources for their own social
world. In short, it is increasingly argued that a theo-
logical interpretation of the scriptures must be closely
identified with understanding the social context in
which they are produced (Esler 1995).

The pioneering works of George Mendenhall (1962,
1973) and Norman Gottwald (1979) on the history of
Israel were crucial in the early stages of the new move-
ment. Typically, they concentrated upon the more
recent anthropological and sociological studies to query
numerous taken-for-granted views which had informed
the long-accepted account of early Israelite history,
above all, the nature of social and political organiza-
tion and the relationship with Palestine, and the con-
nection of nomadism to sedentary and state societies.
The enterprise, for these scholars, was to furnish the
tools for reconstructing the whole social system of
ancient Israel, which thus complemented purely histor-
ical studies. The challenge was to establish clear models
of social organization including the functions, roles,
institutions, customs, norms, judicial and religious
organization, military and political structures, and the
materialist aspects of culture which provided insight into
the scriptures. Similarly, New Testament scholars also
began to apply social-scientific approaches in innovating
ways to understand the biblical texts. Those such as
Holmberg (1990) administered a more challenging
anthropological model to the New Testament in order
to expose the meaning of the word in terms of the
first-century cultural conditions of Palestine and the
Mediterranean world in which they were originally
written.

The second revolution also stirred its critics and
controversies. The direction of much recent work
which concentrated on the social world behind the
scriptures tended to draw a sharp distinction between
historical reconstruction and theological understandings.
This brought considerable unease in many quarters,
with some pleading for a greater dialogue between what
appeared to be the two separating worlds of theology
and anthropology (Arbuckle 1986). Nonetheless, the
enterprise found a home particularly with more liberal-
minded scholars and provided a critique, as much as
an aid to an interpretation. This acceptance, however,
has been marred in recent years by a far-ranging set of
controversies. Perhaps above all, in keeping with the
spirit of the time, a number of profound epistemolog-
ical questions have come to plague the anthropological
quest, and they have threatened to undermine its whole
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foundation. The key question has been not only how
the scriptures should be interpreted, but also how the
anthropological evidence should be approached. As
biblical studies remain fundamentally historical they
have led to interpretations which have frequently
constituted ideological approaches, whether feminist,
Marxist, or essentially theological. Inspired by the
deconstructionist writings of Derrida (1978), the prin-
cipal question became not so much how could scholars
of the scriptures deal with a text that seemed to justify
patriarchy or other expressions of social and political
power, but whether interpretation could ever step out-
side the social environment in which it was itself
located. The enterprise of anthropology was likewise
brought into question — could the utilization of anthro-
pological evidence be free of value orientations and
cultural context? These have not, however, been insur-
mountable problems. Despite recent tendencies to be
preoccupied with matters of theory and method, the
anthropological endeavor continues to thrive and inspire
the current generation of biblical scholars.

References and further reading

Arbuckle, G.A. (1986) ‘Theology and Anthropology:
Time for Dialogue,” Theological Studies 47: 428—47.

Derrida, J. (1978) Writing and Difference, London:
Routledge.

Esler, P. (ed.) (1995) Modelling Early Christianity: Social-
scientific Studies of the New Testament in its Social
Context, London: Routledge.

Gottwald, N.K. (1979) The Tribes of Yahweh: A Sociology
of the Religion of Liberated Israel, 1250-1050 BC,
London: SCM Press.

Holmberg, B. (1990) Sociology and the New Testament:
An Appraisal, Minneapolis: Fortress.

Hubert, H. and M. Mauss (1899) ‘Essai sur la Nature
et la Fonction du Sacrifice,” Ann. Sociologique 11,
London: Cohen & West.

Mendenhall, G.E. (1962) ‘The Hebrew Conquest of
Palestine,” Biblical Archaeologist 25: 66—87.

(1973) The Tenth Generation: The Origins of the
Biblical Traditions, Baltimore: Baltimore Press.

Michaelis, J.D. (1762) Fragen an eine Gesellschaft Gelehrter
Minner die auf Befehl Ihrer Majestat des Koniges von
Dinnemark nach Arabien reisen, Frankfurt.

Rogerson, J.W. (1978) Anthropology and the Old
Testament, Oxford: Blackwell.

STEPHEN HUNT

THE ANTIOCHENE SCHOOL

The school of Antioch is often contrasted with the
school of Alexandria. The city of Antioch in ancient
Syria (present-day Turkey) was the third largest city in
the Roman Empire and flourished in the late fourth
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and fifth centuries. The New Testament states that when
early Hellenistic Jewish Christians were forced out of
Jerusalem they began their Gentile mission in Antioch
(Acts 11:19-30). The importance of Antioch in the
very early church is witnessed by the origination of
the title ‘Christian,” which began in Antioch. Further-
more, early on Antioch attracted many Christian
teachers as well as Gnostic teachers.

The school of Antiochene interpretation has often
been characterized as a response to Alexandrian
allegory. It is not a uniform interpretive approach but
rather expresses a tradition of scriptural exegesis and
Christology. Both schools maintained the divine inspira-
tion and authority of scripture but differed on
approaches to interpreting scripture. The Alexandrian
school, characterized by Origen (c. 185-254), opened
up a path for biblical science and criticism, as it
attempted to fuse Greek metaphysical thinking with
Christian thought. However, the breadth of interpreta-
tion was limited to an allegorical reading that appears
at times to be more imposition than exposition. By
contrast, the Antiochene approach recognized the
importance of salvation history in its interpretation,
seeing scripture as rich enough in its grammatical and
historical sense. With this stress on the literal and his-
torical scope of interpretation, it appears the Antiochene
school is the pioneer of modern historical exegesis,
however, that is to some extent misleading since it was
far from anticipating modern interpretive approaches.

It is difficult to discern the precise influences upon
the Antiochene approach to scriptural exegesis.
However, possible influences include Antiochene
Judaism, since Antioch was well known as a center of
rabbinical studies, and the textual interpretation of one
of the most preeminent Neoplatonists of the day,
Tamblichus, who expanded Neoplatonist thought to
include religious themes. Furthermore, there was an
interrelation between the Christology of the Antiochene
school, which emphasized both Christ’s humanity and
divinity, and the biblical exegesis of the school.

Some scholars have credited Paul of Samosata and
the martyr, Lucian of Antioch, as possible third-century
predecessors or founders of the Antiochene school.
Paul of Samosata (bishop of Antioch 260-72) gave
Antioch a distinct theological character on account of
his Logos Christology, emphasizing a Christology from
below, by rejecting the Son’s preexistence and descent
while stressing the ordinary manhood of Jesus. Paul was
condemned in a council in 268 for his Christology. As
a scholar, Lucian (c. 240-312) edited the Septuagint,
which became the standard Old Testament text in Syria,
Asia Minor, and Constantinople, and the New Testa-
ment text, which is known as the Textus Receptus.
However, both Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia pro-
fessed that Lucian was influential in their doctrine,
thus Lucian was implicated in the Arian controversy.
Not enough is known about either Paul of Samosata
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or Lucian to warrant the claim that they founded the
Antiochene school of interpretation.

Eustathius, bishop of Antioch, was one of the anti-
Arians at Nicaea and an early opponent of allegorical
exegesis. In his homily, On the Witch of Endor and Against
Allegory, based on 1 Samuel 28, he attacked Origen’s
interpretation because the allegorization was based on
too literal a reading of the story and it did not seriously
consider the context of the story.

By the fourth century, Antioch became active,
diverse, and controversial in ecclesiastical and theological
matters. Diodore of Tarsus (c. 330-94) was a bishop in
Antioch who founded a monastery and school that can
be more narrowly described as Antiochene. As one of
the first representatives of the school, and often regarded
as the pioneer of the school, he criticized allegory
because it made the Bible incomprehensible. Diodore
was known for shaping the thought of two
of his students, Theodore of Mopsuestia and John
Chrysostom. Departing from Alexandrian Christology,
Diodore insisted that exegesis focus on the narrative
meaning of scripture. For instance, he saw the relation
between the Old Testament and the New Testament
as more of a typological than a prophetic fulfilment.
Diodore also took note of historical events that occurred
outside of the biblical narrative such as the peaceful
intermingling of various people groups during the age
of Hellenism and the Augustan peace that was prepara-
tory for the success of the later Christian mission.
Fragments remain from Diodore’s commentaries on the
Epistles of Paul, while modern scholars have recon-
structed his commentary on Psalms.

The most notorious proponent of the Antiochene
method of literal interpretation was Theodore of
Mopsuestia (c. 350-428), who supported the Nicene
orthodoxy and opposed Arians and Apollinarians. As a
bishop and discerning biblical commentator and theo-
logian, he questioned traditional prophetic and sym-
bolic readings of the Old Testament while giving the
Old Testament autonomy. He refused to read the Song
of Songs as merely an allegory revealing the marriage
relationship between Christ and his bride the church.
Furthermore, he sought to find the relationship of the
Prophets and Psalms with Israel’s history. He believed
that David foresaw what was to come for Israel. Con-
sequently, he interpreted the prophecy in Psalms in
relation to the whole of Israel and opposed interpreting
them as enigmatic foreshadows of the Messiah with the
exception of Psalms 2; 8; 45; 110, which he believed
were predictions of Christ. He interpreted the Old
Testament with not only a narrative meaning but also
a spiritual meaning which was typological. These views
combined with his Christological views were received
as Nestorian, and Theodore was condemned at the
second Council of Constantinople in 553. Nevertheless,
Theodore’s exegetical work on Paul’s writings mediated
the apostle for the Greek East. Few of Theodore’s

exegetical writings are preserved; an early commentary
on Psalms is partially restored, some commentary on
the minor prophets remains in Greek, and some com-
mentary on Paul’s Epistles is recorded in Latin and a
Syriac translation of a commentary on John.

In Commentary on John, Theodore observes the dis-
tinct role of the commentator compared with the role
of the preacher. The duty of the commentator is to
explain the meaning of difficult words while the
preacher attends to what is clear in the text for the
sake of edification. In his commentaries he makes
explicative notes in the midst of short paraphrases. His
doctrinal ideas often contribute to his exegesis.

A contemporary of Theodore was the prolific leading
orator of Antioch, the beloved John Chrysostom
(c. 347-407). Hundreds of John’s homilies are extant
including sermons on Genesis, Psalms, Isaiah, Matthew,
John, Acts of the Apostles, and many of Paul’s writ-
ings. As a pastor he drew moral lessons using literal
exegesis as opposed to allegorization while making his
sermons applicable for the spiritual and ethical lives
of his congregation. His sermons point to his concern
for the grammatical and literary character of the text.
Chrysostom, who was trained under the Roman sophist
Libanius, allowed his rhetorical and literary education
to inform his exegesis and as a pastor he required the
Antiochene style of exegesis from his congregation.

Antiochene interpretation followed the schools of
grammar and rhetoric of the day in regard to the
hermeneutical principles of methodikon and historikon.
First, they used linguistic analysis to understand variant
readings, style, diction, etymology, and figures of speech.
Second, they searched for background information in
an effort to understand the text. They were not opposed
to spiritual readings of scripture as long as they did not
contradict the historicity of the passage. Antiochenes
believed that there was no other meaning of a text than
what was openly written. They objected to the prac-
tice in philosophic schools of claiming a hyponoia or
words with a ‘true sense’ that needed to be deciphered.
Consequently, they did not deduce morals or doctrine
by allegory unless that allegoria was legitimate when it
referred to comparing between past and present situ-
ations. The issue was that allegory neglected the logic
of the historia of the text.

Diodore and Theodore were among the first theor-
ists to develop a critical approach to the canon of
scripture; however, their work was not well received
or adopted. Rather, at the second Council of Con-
stantinople Theodore was charged with failing to recog-
nize the canonical authority of some biblical books.
Theodore followed the Syrian churches’ tradition of
omitting Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles from the
canon. John Chrysostom worked with the Peshitta
Syriac version of the New Testament, which omitted
2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude and Revelation.
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It is important to reiterate that the Antiochene school
of interpretation did not practice genuine historical criti-
cism and it is too simplistic to characterize the approach
as solely reactionary against the allegorical method.
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KURT A. RICHARDSON

APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE

Unlike the vernacular that refers to a catastrophic event,
‘apocalypse,” in biblical scholarship, represents a literary
genre. Many scholars have recently begun to stress
the distinction of ‘apocalypse’ from ‘apocalyptic,” that
is, an adjective used as a noun to denote ‘apocalyptic
features,” and from ‘apocalyptic eschatology,” which
represents ideas and motifs thematic of the general
movement that is not unique but is found in other
genres and social settings. It is also distinguished from
‘apocalypticism,’ that is, the sociological ideology behind
the movement.

The apocalypse genre is well established in Judaism
from at least the third century BC on. However, the
specific use of the Greek term apokalypsis (revelation)
as an identification of genre is not definite before the
Christian era. The label or title ‘apocalypse’ does not
seem to be explicitly identified with most of what is
traditionally held to be Jewish apocalyptic literature.
The first text introduced specifically as apokalypsis is
the New Testament book of Revelation (also called
‘The Apocalypse’), but this term may have been used
generally for revelation. It was not until the second
century AD that the term ‘apocalypse’ regularly appeared
for the genre.

Texts accepted in the corpus of apocalyptic litera-
ture, or the ‘apocalypse genre,” share a number of traits
that distinguish them from other texts and have given
rise to this special category of literature. However, few
apocalypses are entirely apocalyptic in character. Some
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have elements commonly found in nonapocalyptic
works and some lack typical features of the corpus.
Scholarship continues to be divided over how to dis-
tinguish the formal features of apocalypses. There are
many variations of style within the genre that make it
difficult to label entire texts under one pure generic
category or identify the genre by a single motif or
theme. The most prudent and comprehensive way to
identify the genre is by its distinguishing combination
of traits rather than its constitution of unique elements.

Typically revelatory with a narrative framework,
apocalypses contain esoteric messages of transcendent
reality aimed at a human recipient by God but medi-
ated by an otherworldly agent, usually an angelic figure
who interprets the message or acts as guide on an other-
worldly journey. Employing abundant imagery, signs,
and cryptic symbolism, apocalyptic messages are gener-
ally imparted through dreams and visions. As revela-
tions of heavenly mysteries, apocalyptic messages are
frequently directed to God’s loyal people for edifica-
tion in the midst of crisis. Counterpoised to the experi-
enced world of the present, apocalyptic literature
emphasizes both a transcendent or supernatural world
and a universal or a cosmological outlook that goes
beyond specific situations toward the end of history
and eschatological salvation. Apocalypses are often
pessimistic about God’s present working in history
and focus on his cataclysmic intervention in bringing
history to an end, the final judgment and the destruc-
tion of the wicked. While most apocalyptic messages
are eschatological, with an emphasis on futurity, some
also interpret past or present events.

The apocalypse genre reflects more of a literary than
an oral tradition. Authorship was often pseudonymous
and while it was not the sole basis for authority, the
false ascription of authorship to an ideal figure served
to foster confidence in the text. Within the apocalypse
genre there are two main types. One type is charac-
terized by visions and a concern for the development
of history, while the other is characterized by other-
worldly journeys. For example, Daniel and 4 Ezra are
distinctively ‘historical’ apocalypses that contain histor-
ical reviews and developments, while 2 Enoch is mostly
an account of areas traveled in the otherworldly journey.
The only apocalypse that combines both elements, his-
torical development and an otherworldly journey, is the
Apocalypse of Abraham.

The poetic and symbolic language of the genre does
not lend itself well to empirical scrutiny or logical inves-
tigation. The language can be difficult for contemporary
audiences to identify with, particularly in its affirma-
tion of a supernatural world of angels, demons, and an
eschatological judgment that are all equally or more real
than the perceived world. Even so, apocalyptic lan-
guage reflects more than just puzzling sets of symbolic
ideas or elaborate intellectual formulations. As the reader
comes to a closer understanding of the worldview that
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fostered the genre and a heightened appreciation of the
revaluatory interjection of an unseen world, one will
be better prepared to understand the language and
content of the texts. Apocalypses were generated in
social and historical circumstances that sought to influ-
ence our attitudes and beliefs, not to verify scientific
data or logical argument. Their value should be weighed
less in practical terms than in terms beneficial for faith
and belief.

Among the difficulties in understanding this fasci-
nating but cryptic genre, the reader should be particu-
larly watchful of imposing present cultural meanings on
symbols from the ancient world. The cultural and his-
torical gap should be respected in the reader’s eftorts
to uncover as much of the context of the ancient world
and the biblical realities as possible without presum-
ing symbols to be static or formalized in meaning.
For example, the image of ‘lion’ might refer to Judah,
Christ, or Satan in different contexts. Some texts inter-
pret their own symbols, such as in Zechariah 6, but
many do not.

Apocalypses are demanding to interpret not only
because of extensive symbolism but also because the
messages are usually only partly revealed. This created
further mystery and the need for supernatural aid in
interpretation, both for the original recipient and later
readers. To appreciate these elements an interpreter must
be prepared to maintain many irreducible and dynamic
aspects by often avoiding literalistic interpretations.
Recent scholarship has attempted to reverse its previous
overemphasis on ‘historical’ apocalypses with the redis-
covery and accentuation of the genre’s mystical ele-
ments.

Apocalyptic literature embodies a rich tradition cover-
ing many important biblical themes and ideas that have
had significant influence on Judaism and the early stages
of Christianity. Unfortunately, many of the primary
texts have been given only infrequent attention by
biblical scholars. The apocalypse genre is an area open
to pioneering scholarship that is willing to work with
the mysteries of its revelation and offer fresh insights
into a hidden world.
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APOCRYPHA

1 Individual writings
2 Conclusions

Any discussion of the Apocrypha and the Bible must
acknowledge two considerations. First, the collection
of books known as ‘Apocrypha’ is a historical accident,
a group of disparate writings that came together not
because of mutual similarities, common elements, or
intrinsic value but because of external factors. There is
no particular characteristic that distinguishes writings
of the Apocrypha from other early Jewish writings,
whether in the Hebrew canon or as a part of the
Pseudepigrapha. Second, the writings of the Apocrypha
are not necessarily ‘postbiblical’; that is, most of the
Apocrypha would have been written before the idea of
a canon of scripture as we know it had been formu-
lated. Also, most of the writings of the Apocrypha are
found in some biblical canons, in which case any dis-
cussion is not one of the use of the Bible in the
Apocrypha — since the apocryphal books are biblical —
but of inner-biblical exegesis.

1 Individual writings

For convenience — and to avoid a long discussion — I
include the writings conventionally found in those
English Bibles which contain a section called ‘The
Apocrypha.’

1.1 Esdras

There is currently a major debate on the character of
this work. Some decades ago, it was popular to explain
this book as a fragment of the ‘Chronicler’ whose work
encompassed 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah
combined. That approach has largely been abandoned,
and a number of scholars explain 1 Esdras as a creation
produced by taking Ezra and adding to it elements from
the end of 2 Chronicles and Nehemiah. Talshir (1999)
has recently expounded a variation of this thesis, arguing
that the core of the work is the story of Darius’
guardsmen (1 Esdras 3) to which was added relevant
material from the present canonical 2 Chronicles, Ezra,
and Nehemiah. In that case, 1 Esdras would be a type
of biblical interpretation, in which the interpretation is
effected mainly by recasting the existing text and com-
bining it with another story. Others, however, have
taken the view that 1 Esdras reflects a version of an
Ezra story which pre-dates and was used by the canon-
ical Ezra-Nehemiah (Grabbe 1998: 109-15; Bohler
1997). If this thesis is correct, 1 Esdras is not an example
of interpretation but a source for the canonical version
of Ezra-Nehemiah.
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1.2 Tobit

Exactly when Tobit is to be dated is a major question,
but it could easily be third century BC or even earlier.
There is very little in the book that could be connected
unambiguously to books of the Hebrew canon. There
are many parallels, but it is difficult to find anything
that looks like a quote, and the theological and reli-
gious concerns of the story are those that could be fully
explained as a part of the developing Jewish tradition
and practice. Some of the main themes are not those
that are obvious in the books of our present Hebrew
canon, e.g., the emphasis on burying the dead and
almsgiving as important indications of piety. This also
applies to other important themes, e.g., the duty that
one has to one’s kin, which is a concern that arises
from a minority (and perhaps beleaguered) community
in a foreign environment perceived as unwelcoming at
best. Themes such as tithing (1:6-8) and the Jerusalem
temple could have come from current belief and practice
and do not have to be derived from written scripture.
The angel Raphael, who is prominent in the book, is
not mentioned in the books of the Hebrew canon.

On the other hand, there is a specific reference to
the ‘book of Moses’ (7:13), the prophets are mentioned
by name (1:8; 2:6; 6:13; 7:11-13; 14:3), and a prophecy
of the destruction of Solomon’s temple and the
rebuilding of a new temple occurs (14:3—7). Tobit
2:10-14 reminds one of the exchange between Job and
his wife in Job 2:9-10. In 4:3—19 a set of admonitions
is listed, with parallels in the Old Testament, but it is
not clear that any come from the Bible as such. Tobit’s
taking of Sarah as a wife ‘according to the law and
decree written in the book of Moses’ is mentioned in
7:12—14. Another possible passage is 8:6, which appeals
to the story of Adam and Eve. Although this story is
told in Genesis 1-5, it is referred to nowhere else in
the canonical and Deuterocanonical books apart from
here (Adam’s name is mentioned in the genealogy of
1 Chron. 1:1; Eve’s not at all). The reference in the
Sinaiticus manuscript (14:3—4) to the prophecy of
Nahum (NRSV, NEB, REB, JB) is undoubtedly correct
(compared with the ‘Jonah’ of the Vaticanus [AV, RV,
RSV]) since it is the Old Testament book which
describes an actual fall of Nineveh.

Thus, Tobit seems to know the Pentateuch and some
of the Prophets. However, not much in the book could
be directly borrowed from the biblical text nor is there
much that could be labeled ‘biblical interpretation.’

1.3 Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus)

The book of Ben Sira is possibly our first evidence
of a developing body of scripture, though the term
‘canon’ is probably inappropriate since the concept
of a specific and defined set of sacred books seems to
have come along much later. In the long section known
as the ‘Praise of the Fathers’ (44—49), Ben Sira shows
his knowledge of a significant portion of the present
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Hebrew canon, including the Pentateuch, the Former
Prophets (Joshua—2 Kings), the Latter Prophets (Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve), and Chronicles.

Ben Sira himself does not normally give explicit
quotations, and he can in many ways be considered a
continuation of an old wisdom tradition, but there are
many passages with parallels to the current OId
Testament, not least in Sirach 44-49. He gives a close
paraphrase — almost a quote — from a number of pas-
sages (e.g., Gen. 5:24; 6:9; 15:18; 1 Sam. 7:10; 12:3—4;
Hag. 2:23; and Mal. 3:23-24). The description of the
high priestly garments follows closely the account in
Exodus 39:1-31. What is surprising is that Ben Sira
follows the biblical text in saying that the priesthood
had no inheritance among the tribes, even though it
is likely that by his own time the priests owned land,
collectively and possibly individually (ct. Grabbe 2000:
38-9). When he describes David, some aspects of his
description appear to be taken from 1 Chronicles. For
example, his emphasis on David’s establishment of the
cult and the various singers (Sir. 47:9-1//1 Chron.
15:16; 16:4-6; 23:5, 31-32).

1.4 Baruch

Written in the form of a letter by Jeremiah’s scribe
Baruch in exile to those remaining in Jerusalem, the
exact dating of the book is uncertain: sometime in the
second century BC is the most likely time of writing.
The book is made up of disparate sections, some of
which show interesting parallels with sections of the
Hebrew canon. The focus of 1 Baruch is on the return
from exile as a sort of second exodus (cf. Isa. 51:10-11).
The ‘letter’ of Baruch (1:1-14) should be compared
with Jeremiah 24 (which compares the exiles to good
figs and those remaining in the land to bad) and Jeremiah
29 (which contains a letter in the name of Jeremiah
encouraging the exiles to settle and make the best of
it). A good portion of the book is a prayer of confes-
sion over sins (1:15-3:8), apparently based on or having
much in common with Daniel 9:4-19. There is also a
poem on Zion (4:5-5:9). The image of wisdom is an
important section (3:9—4:4). Like Ben Sira 24, wisdom
is equated with the Torah (4:1), though much of the
poem seems to draw on (or be parallel to) Job 28:12-28
about the inaccessibility of wisdom.

In the end, there are many parallels with other biblical
passages (e.g., 4:37 and 5:5//Isa. 43:5 and 60:4;
4:15//Deut. 28:49-50; 5:7//Isa. 40:4). Although inter-
pretation of specific passages is difficult to demonstrate,
much still appears to be derived from passages in various
books of the Hebrew canon.

1.5 Judith

Many standard practices of Jewish religion are pictured
in the book of Judith. The dietary laws are an important
theme in the book, including the heroine’s argument
that violation of them would cause the city to fall
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(11:12-15; 12:1-4, 17-19). The book places a great
deal of emphasis on prayer (9; 12:6-8), which is one
of the chief means by which Judith expresses her piety.
Fasting and wearing sackcloth also occur (4:11-15).
This was a common reaction to times of crisis in ancient
Israel. Judith follows the old sense when Jerusalem is
threatened (cf. Isa. 56, which makes fasting a means of
expressing humility); however, a new attitude to fast-
ing is attested here, perhaps for the first time: habitual
fasting as an act of piety. Before this crisis arose
Judith fasted all the days except for the sabbaths and
holidays and the preparation day (‘eve’) before each
festival (8:6) as a normal part of her lifestyle. Another
possible ascetic act is her remaining unmarried, despite
many opportunities to remarry (16:22). This might be
simply out of loyalty to her first husband, but it could
also suggest another element in an ascetic lifestyle. The
book also accepts the temple, cult, and priesthood
(4:2-3, 12, 14-15; 8:21, 24; 9:8, 13; 11:13; 16:16-20).
The high priest acts as the leader of the nation (4:6-8),
though a reference is also made to the gerousia, ‘council
of elders,” in Jerusalem, which is able to make important
decisions (11:14).

Yet none of this necessarily shows acquaintance with
the biblical text: it could all come from current belief
and practice in the Jewish community. One example
that may show knowledge of the biblical text is the
main event of the book: Judith’s seduction and execu-
tion of Holophernes. This is strongly parallel to the
figure of Jael in Judges 4, as commentators have long
pointed out. Although one cannot be dogmatic that
Judges 4 served as a literary model for Judith’s actions,
this is still a strong possibility. In sum, there is little in
Judith that has to be scriptural interpretation, though a
number of points could depend on biblical passages.

1.6 First Maccabees

Determining possible dependence on or allusion to the
Hebrew canonical books is difficult for two reasons: first,
1 Maccabees was clearly originally written in Hebrew,
whereas we have only the Greek translation; second,
many of the phrases that parallel similar usage in the
Hebrew Bible were also probably a part of the common
stock of literary Hebrew and may not necessarily indi-
cate direct dependence on particular biblical verses. For
example, ‘his heart was lifted up’ (1:3) is also found in
Daniel 11:12, but the expression was evidently a com-
mon idiom (Hosea 13:6; 1QpHab 8:10). Compare also
‘many evils have found us’ (1:11//Deut. 31:21); ‘they
sold themselves to do evil’ (1:15//1 Kings 21:20); ‘after
two years of days’ (1:29//Gen. 41:1). However, ‘a heavy
crowd’ (1:17), meaning ‘a great army,” looks more like
a possible allusion to Numbers 20:20.

It is difficult to find exact biblical quotations in 1
Maccabees; 7:17 is very similar to Psalm 74:2-3, though
it is only a partial quote. One of the problems is
that several passages which look like poetic quotations

(1:25-28; 1:36—40; 2:7-13; 3:3-9) are not taken from
any Old Testament passage, even though some of the
language is reminiscent of such passages as Job (8:22;
30:31); Lamentations (1:4, 18, 19; 2:10, 20; 5:13), and
the Psalms (35:26; 109:24; 132:18). First Maccabees 2:26
is not a quotation but strongly suggests dependence on
Numbers 25:14, which describes the sin of Zimri and
the consequent actions of Phinehas. When the temple
was cleansed by Judas and his colleagues, they set up
an altar of unhewn stones, which matches the instruc-
tions of Exodus 20:25 and Deuteronomy 27:6. Some
phrases known from the Septuagint text also occur in
the Greek text of 1 Maccabees. One of the most striking
is the translation of the Hebrew phrase ‘abomination
of desolation’ (Sigqis hasSomem) by the same expression
as found in the Septuagint Daniel (bdelugma ton
eremoseon/tes eremoseds: Dan. 9:27; 11:31; 12:11; 1 Macc.
1:54; 6:7).

References to physical copies of the ‘book of the
law’ or ‘book of the covenant’ (1:56-57; 3:48) are
almost certainly references to the Pentateuch. The
general narrative style of the book reminds one of such
biblical books as Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, and 1 and
2 Kings, suggesting that the original Hebrew text of
1 Maccabees was influenced by the biblical narrative
style. Although this is a reasonable deduction, one could
argue that Hebrew narrative follows a particular style
that happens to be found not only in biblical narrative
books but also in other Hebrew narrative books such
as 1 Maccabees. Perhaps the most striking parallel is in
the last few verses of the book. It ends with a state-
ment about John Hyrcanus’ reign (16:23-24) that is
reminiscent of the Deuteronomistic formulae summar-
izing the reigns of kings (e.g., 1 Kings 20:20; 2 Kings
10:34-36). The writer also has a penchant for using
biblical names for certain surrounding peoples. He uses
‘Israel’ quite consistently for the Jewish people, even
though the documents always speak of ‘the Jews’ (e.g.,
11:30; 12:5). He speaks of the ‘Philistines’ (3:41; 4:22),
who had long since disappeared, and even of the
‘Canaanites’ (9:37). He employs the ‘sons of Esau’ for
the inhabitants of Idumea (5:3).

To sum up, the writer of 1 Maccabees is likely to
have known the Pentateuch and at least a number of
the books from the Prophets and the Writings, to which
he now and then alludes. He seldom quotes directly,
either because that is not his style or perhaps because
his quotations are from memory and not meant to be
exact. For the most part, he is trying to tell the story
of the Maccabees. The biblical books come into the
picture mainly as literary embellishment, via allusions
and the use of familiar phraseology that readers would
have recognized.

1.7 Second Maccabees
Second Maccabees has two main divisions: 1-2 are
alleged letters, prefaced to the book in its present
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form but likely to have a separate origin from the main
narrative, 3—-15. The second verse of the book (1:2)
refers to the covenants with the three patriarchs
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, information that could have
come from the stories in Genesis; however, since it
refers to calling these covenants to mind, it looks like
a loose quotation of Leviticus 26:42. A long section
(1:18-2:15) discusses Nehemiah and the rebuilding of
the temple, but this story is quite different from the
book of Nehemiah in the Hebrew canon. This does
not say anything about knowledge of other biblical
books, though, since the various sources difter as to
which particular Ezra-Nehemiah story they accept (see
above under ‘1 Esdras’). An alleged prayer of Nehemiah
has some resemblance to several biblical passages (e.g.,
Isa. 49:7, 25-26; Exod. 15:17) but is not clearly a quote
from any known text. References are made to Moses
and Solomon (2:8-12) that probably have certain biblical
passages in mind even if no exact quotation is made
(Lev. 9:22-24; 2 Chron. 7:1); on the other hand, the
biblical text makes no reference to an eight-day dedi-
cation (2:12), though this could be based on a mis-
understanding of 2 Kings 8:65 (cf. 2 Chron. 7:9). The
statement quoted in the name of Moses (2:11) does not
match any Old Testament passage, though it resembles
Leviticus 10:16—19.

In the narrative part of 2 Maccabees (3—15) there is
little that could be considered biblical reference or inter-
pretation, except that 8:19 refers to events from
Sennacherib’s invasion, information most likely taken
from 2 Kings 19:35.

We can conclude that 2 Maccabees knows some
biblical passages, especially from the Pentateuch and the
Prophets, but also from Chronicles. ‘Parabiblical’ trad-
itions are also known and preferred to those in our
present Hebrew canon (especially regarding Nehemiah).
Much of the book is an account of the exploits of the
Maccabees, though, and much reference to the biblical
text would not be expected anyway.

1.8 Wisdom of Solomon

The knowledge of and dependence on the books of
the Hebrew canon by the Book of Wisdom or Wisdom
of Solomon seems beyond dispute. This is especially
true in the long midrash in 10-19, which includes
references to various patriarchal figures and also con-
tains a long midrash on the Exodus from Egypt. There
are actually two midrashim in Wisdom 10-19, though
the one runs without a clear break into the second.
The first covers only chapter 10 and follows the fortunes
of biblical history to the time of Moses. The emphasis
is on the activity of Wisdom, and the individuals named
are not all ‘heroes’ (e.g., Cain). Nevertheless, there is
some aftinity with the lists of the ‘great men of Israel,’
the prime example of which is the list in Ben Sira
44-50.
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Although the midrash on the plagues of Exodus 7-12
(11:1-14; 16:1-19:22) follows seamlessly from the
survey of history in Wisdom 10, it has a different literary
form and can for this reason be considered a separate
midrash. It is in the form of a synkrisis, a set of antitheses
contrasting the sufferings of the Egyptians in the plagues
with the benefits to the Israelites. It was a form highly
developed in the Graeco-Roman literary context. There
are ten plagues in the book of Exodus, but the writer
draws on only part of them, apparently using three basic
principles: (a) the Israelites benefit by the very things
which serve to punish their enemies (11:5); (b) the lex
talionis or principle of punishment by the means of the
sin (11:16); and (c) Israel itself should suffer a mild form
of the punishments of her enemies, so that she might
understand the mercies of God (cf. 16:4).

Another passage hinted at in Wisdom of Solomon
11-19 seems to be Exodus 15. The key is the allusion
to Exodus 15 at Wisdom 10:20-21 and 19:9. Psalm 2
seems to underlie a number of passages in the section
known as the ‘Book of Eschatology’ (Wis 1-6). Another
possible midrash may be found in Wisdom 2:10-5:23,
based on the Fourth Servant Song in Isaiah 52:13-53:12.
There is also a convincing case for suggesting that Daniel
was used by the author of the Wisdom of Solomon in
a number of passages.

It is not surprising that a late book such as the Wisdom
of Solomon shows a good acquaintance with the biblical
text. What is more, it is probably the best example of
a writing in the Apocrypha that attempts in one way
or another to interpret preexisting biblical texts.

1.9 Ezra (2 Esdras)

The Apocalypse of Ezra or 4 Ezra or 2 Esdras draws
on the figure of Ezra known from the Hebrew book
of Ezra-Nehemiah and 1 Esdras, yet it is not clear that
it is based on either of these texts. It bears such little
resemblance to the biblical Ezra that it could be derived
from a completely independent tradition; this seems the
more likely case and might explain why its figure of
Ezra is dated to the time shortly after the Babylonian
captivity rather than well into the Persian period as is
the biblical Ezra. The story of Ezra’s restoring the
law that had been lost (14) goes against most of the
books of the Hebrew canon. On the other hand, since
little more than the name Ezra is used, it is certainly
possible that the writer has taken the name from the
biblical books and developed his own story without
much reference to the details of the Hebrew or Greek
book (on the tradition of Ezra in 4 Ezra, see Grabbe
1998: 90-1).

Within the book there are many echoes of biblical
passages: 3:4-27 surveys biblical history from Adam to
David; 5:4-5 looks like a biblical quote but is not
(though one phrase echoes Hab. 2:11); 6:56 reminds
one a bit of Isaiah 40:15, while 7:97, 125 have similar
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language to Daniel 12:3. Fourth Ezra 7:132—40 gives a
list of divine characteristics, some of which are also
listed in Exodus 34:6—7; 8:58 has the same idea as Psalms
14:1 and 53:1 but is not clearly a quotation. Since the
book was written at a time when the present Hebrew
canon may have been more or less established, at least
in some circles, it is easy to imagine that the passages
are deliberate allusions to biblical passages. This may be
true; however, it must also be acknowledged that much
in the book is not taken directly from the canonical
books but is part of the common apocalyptic store of
beliefs, motifs, and language. As already noted, the story
of how Ezra restored the law that had been lost is con-
trary to the Hebrew canon. Thus, although there are
lots of details that could be derived from the biblical
text, the book of 4 Ezra did not originate primarily
from interpretation of the Ezra account in the Hebrew
Bible.

2 Conclusions

What can we say about biblical interpretation in the
Apocrypha? No blanket statement can be made because
there are large differences between the various books
of the Apocrypha. Some major principles arise when
investigating the individual books, however, and can
be summarized as follows:

(1) The ‘Apocrypha’ are not separate from the
Bible; most of these books are included in someone’s
canon (e.g., Roman Catholic, Greek Orthodox).
Therefore, rather than speaking of the Apocrypha’s
‘biblical interpretation,” we really should consider its
interpretation in the same context as inner-biblical inter-
pretation. Some of the same resulting principles apply.

(2) Some of the books of the Apocrypha were
written before some of the books of the Hebrew canon,
and the Hebrew books may in some cases be drawing
on books now a part of the Apocrypha.

(3) A number of the books in the Apocrypha show
little interest in the Bible as such but are interested in
telling a particular story. Thus, even though some of
the biblical content may be presupposed, they are not
interested in biblical interpretation as such. Current
Jewish belief and practice may be more important than
a written text (e.g., Judith).

(4) At the time when most of these books
were written, canon as it came to be conceived was
unknown. That is, certain books were considered
authoritative in some way, but the idea of a closed
canon of books, with specific ones included and
excluded, did not develop until later (cf. Grabbe 2000:
152-7). Reference to other books and traditions was
done more loosely and freely than when a closed canon
had developed.

(5) Most of the Apocrypha show knowledge, in
some way or other, of the Pentateuch. The suggestion

is that it was probably authoritative for all who cite or
refer to it. Ben Sira and other sources indicate that it
probably had such a status by the end of the Persian
period (see Grabbe 2000: 156-7).

(6) The various books of the Former Prophets
(Joshua to 2 Kings) and the Latter Prophets (Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Minor Prophets) were also known
to many or all the writers, though their lack of cita-
tion in some books means that we cannot be sure of
their status in such instances.

(7) There was clearly a body of books (and trad-
itions), some of them variants of one another, that did
not have a universal status. For example, a number of
traditions relating to the ‘restoration’ after the exile were
extant, but which ones were accepted and which were
rejected (or simply unknown) varies from writer to
writer. Ben Sira clearly did not know — or did not
regard as authoritative — the Ezra tradition in any form.
Second Maccabees has a Nehemiah story that contra-
dicts both the Hebrew Ezra-Nehemiah and the Greek
1 Esdras. This situation appears to reflect the devel-
oping idea of canon in which the Pentateuch and then
the Prophets became authoritative first, with the con-
texts of the Writings having a developing status. Of
course, there were different versions of some books as
well, so that a book’s being canonical for a particular
writer would not automatically tell you which version
was in mind.

(8) The one book of the Apocrypha most clearly
exhibiting passages that are directly the result of inter-
preting earlier biblical passages is the Wisdom of
Solomon, though 1 Baruch may also have arisen as
mainly biblical interpretation.

References and further reading

Bohler, Dieter (1997) Die heilige Stadt in Esdras o und
Esra-Nehemia: Zwei Konzeptionen der Wiederherstellung
Lsraels, OBO 158, Freiburg (Schweiz): Universitits-
verlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Grabbe, Lester L. (1997) Wisdom of Solomon, Guides to
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Sheftield: Sheffield
Academic Press.

(1998) Ezra-Nehemiah, Readings, London and

New York: Routledge.

(2000) Judaic Religion in the Second Temple Period:
Belief and Practice from the Exile to Yavneh, London
and New York: Routledge.

Talshir, Zipora (1999) I Esdras: From Origin to
Translation, Society of Biblical Literature Septuagint
and Cognate Studies Series 47, Atlanta: Scholars Press.

Tov, Emanuel (1992) Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
Assen and Maastricht: Van Gorcum; Minneapolis:
Fortress.

LESTER L. GRABBE

21



APOCRYPHAL INTERPRETATION

APOCRYPHAL INTERPRETATION

1 Gospels
2 Acts
3 Apocalyptic

The early noncanonical Christian literature commonly
called New Testament apocrypha makes use of the char-
acters and events in the New Testament proper.
The motive for much of the writing is to fill perceived
gaps in the New Testament narratives, and to that
extent the writings may be read as interpretative of
Christianity’s foundational documents. The contents
of some of them may be summarized under three con-
ventional genres: Gospels, Acts, and Apocalyptic.

1 Gospels

The Protevangelium of James is principally concerned with
Mary’s upbringing; the story of her birth owes much
to an interpretation of Samuel’s birth in 1 Samuel. The
Arabic Infancy Gospel tells of the Holy Family’s sojourn
and miracles in Egypt. The Infancy Gospel of Thomas is
taken up with miracle stories set in Jesus’ boyhood.
Other apocryphal gospels fill in gaps at the end of Jesus’
career: the Gospel of Nicodemus rewrites the events of
the Passion, and in its second part interprets 1 Peter
3:19 by detailing Jesus’ descent to the underworld.
Fringe characters in the New Testament, such as the
good and bad thieves and the woman cured of a haem-
orrhage, are given more prominent roles in these apoc-
rypha. Christians’ curiosity about the fate of Pilate
resulted in several apocrypha detailing his death.

2 Acts

The apocryphal Acts, such as the Acts of Thomas or the
Acts of John, treat of the journeys, preaching, miracles,
and deaths of their eponymous heroes. The names of
New Testament apostles and occasionally perhaps his-
torical reminiscences about their lives are used in these
imaginative and often racy novels. The relevance of
these founding fathers of the faith as models for
Christians is such that their presence in the New
Testament was seen to be in need of elaboration and
thus interpretation in the apocrypha. These apostles are
depicted as imitators of Christ, successful evangelizers
and typically martyrs for their faith.

3 Apocalyptic

The tantalizingly oblique reference in 2 Corinthians
12 to Paul’s apparent journey to the heavens is the
inspiration behind Paul’s tours of heaven and hell in
the Apocalypse of Paul. Other apocalypses concern the
endtime or the fate of the dead — themes found in the
New Testament but deemed to be in need of expanding.
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Many of these Christian apocrypha date from the
second to the fourth centuries AD and so it is some-
what anachronistic to separate them from the canon of
Christian scriptures, which was not finalized until the
end of this period. Similarly, words like ‘orthodox’ or
‘heretical’ are not always appropriate when used of early
compositions. Occasionally, however, the interpretation
of the Christian story seems to be Gnostic. Parts of the
Acts of John, 87-105 in particular, interpret the Passion
story in a docetic way. Similarly, several of the 114
logia of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas are capable of
Gnostic interpretation. However, several sayings in the
Gospel of Thomas are close to, although seldom exactly
parallel to, a saying in the Synoptics. Differences in
wording may sometimes be seen as interpretative theo-
logical changes, comparable to differences observed
in a Gospel Synopsis or to deliberate scribal variants in
the New Testament manuscript tradition. All such
change may signify the way in which the early church
continually reinterpreted its store of dominical sayings,
because they were seen and used as living texts.

A consistent interpreting of the Bible is not to be
found in the Christian apocrypha mainly because these
are an amorphous collection of writing from many
periods and places and come from diverse groups. The
Bible stories are accepted uncritically and imitative.
That, however, does not prevent imaginative rewriting.
The Gospel of Peter for instance retells the canonical
accounts of Jesus’ Passion and adds some new features
(possibly of Gnostic origin).

The use of the Old Testament in these apocrypha,
principally the Psalter and Isaiah, is similar to its use in
the canonical New Testament. The Gospel of Pseudo-
Matthew for example includes Old Testament passages
(Isa. 1:3; Hab. 3:2) prophesying the appearance of
animals at Jesus’ birth: this interpretation of Old
Testament passages continues the tradition of reading
the Jewish scriptures as vaticinal of events in Christian
origins. Several apocrypha, often erroneously labeled
Old Testament apocrypha (i.e. pseudepigraphical) writ-
ings because they treat of an Old Testament worthy,
such as Moses or Elijah, are in fact Christian writings
or adaptations of Jewish stories. They too are inter-
pretative by purporting to be sequels to and expansions
of events in the Bible.
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AQIBA (d. c. 135 BC)

Rabbi Aqgiba ben Joseph was one of the greatest rabbis
of the Tannaitic period. He flourished from late first
century to early second century AD. Rabbinic legend
has it that he was burned at the stake (c. 135 AD or
later) for refusing to deny his faith and for having sup-
ported the Bar Kochba revolt (b. Berakot 61b).

Agiba’s most important contribution was the devel-
opment of the oral law that two or three generations
after his time was edited and written down as the
Mishnah (c. 220 AD). More legal statements (halakoth)
are attributed to Aqiba than to anyone else of his time.
Indeed, many rabbis of later periods assumed that it was
Agiba himself who produced a preliminary edition of
the Mishnah that would later serve as the principal
source for the final edition produced under the direc-
tion of Rabbi Judah the Prince (cf. t. Zabim 1.5; b.
Sanh. 86a; Abot R. Nat. {18).

Aqiba held to a high view of scripture, maintaining
that it derived from God, that it contained no redun-
dancies, and that every detail of the text, including
spelling, held meaning. His haggadic exegesis, especially
touching messianism, proved controversial and stood in
need of correction by later authorities.

According to Agqiba, the plural ‘thrones’ of Daniel
7:9 referred to a throne for God and a throne for David
(i.e., probably in reference to the Messiah, the son of
David). We are told that Rabbi Yose immediately
rebuked the great rabbi, ‘Aqgiba, how long will you
profane the Divine Presence? Rather, one (throne) is
for justice and one for mercy.” Agiba then accepts Yose’s
interpretation, with Eleazar ben Azariah adding, ‘Aqiba,
what do you have to do with Aggadah? Occupy your-
self with Nega’im and Obhaloth’ (b. Sanhedrin 38b).
Eleazar’s point is that Aqiba should give up his mes-
sianic speculations and concentrate on legal interpreta-
tion, for which he is so well known. Agiba’s interest
in messianism, however, is deeply attested in the trad-
ition (cf. Midr. Tanh. B on Lev. 19:1-2 [Qedoshin §1],
where Aqiba is again a participant in the discussion of
the meaning of the plural ‘thrones’).

Most controversial of all was Aqiba’s recognition of
Simon ben Kosiba as the Messiah, based on a word-
play between Simon’s name and the Aramaic of the
definite form of ‘star’: “‘Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai taught:
“Aqiba, my master, used to interpret ‘a star [kokhab]
goes forth from Jacob’ [Num. 24:17] — Kozeba’ goes
forth from Jacob.”” Rabbi Aqiba, when he saw Bar
Kozeba, said: ‘This is the King Messiah.” Rabbi Yohanan
ben Torta said to him: ‘Aqiba! Grass will grow on your
cheeks and still the son of David does not come!” (y.
Ta‘an. 4.5 [8] = Lam. Rab. 2.2 §4; b. Sanh. 93b; on
messianic interpretation, cf. y. Ned. 3.8). Two features
of this tradition are clearly secondary. First, the refer-
ence to Simon as Kozeba’ (lit. ‘liar’), instead of Kosiba
(Simon’s actual name), reflects the later, post-Aqiba neg-

ative assessment of the leader of the revolt. After all,
Aqiba would hardly hail the man he believed to be the
fulfilment of Numbers 24:17, which in the Targums
and earlier traditions (e.g., 1QM 11.4-7; 1QSb 5.27-29;
CD 7.18-21) is understood in explicit messianic terms,
as the ‘liar’ who ‘goes forth from Jacob.” Second, the
immediate rebuke by Yohanan ben Torta, like the
rebukes by Yose and Eleazar, is probably artificial and
represents a later ‘correction’ of the famous rabbi. It is
more probable that Aqiba’s recognition of Simon was
widely shared, at least initially, as indicated by the great
difficulty Rome had in putting down the rebellion and
in the enormous losses suffered by both sides.
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AQUINAS, THOMAS (1225-1274)

Known as the ‘Angelic Doctor’ and the ‘Prince of
Scholastics,” he was sent by his family at age five into
the monastic life of Montecassino and was soon dedi-
cated by his supervisors to a life of study. From
1245-1252 he received instruction from Albertus
Magnus in Cologne, and later took up a post in Paris
to teach at the Dominican studium generale. It was in
Paris that he became a priest and began to teach at the
University of Paris in 1252. Aquinas read very widely:
newly available Aristotle texts, the Jewish philosopher
Maimonides as well as Muslim scholars Averroés and
Avicenna. His chastened realist philosophy held to uni-
versals as strictly mental objects while rejecting radical
forms of nominalism.

Thomas” study of Aristotle and his admission to the
Order of Preachers or Dominicans would lead him
eventually to Rome. Toward the end of his life he had
to face charges of heterodoxy, which would be dropped
after his death. Given to mystical experiences, his
humility regarding his intellect and understanding are
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everywhere evident in his writings. Aquinas adopted
Aristotle’s account of sense perception and intellectual
knowledge. But his other influences include Augustine,
Boethius, Pseudo-Dionysius, and Proclus for Neo-
platonic elements, which are also evident in his
theology. As one of the most prolific theologians of
medieval Christianity his writings include a number
of exegetical works, particularly: Commentaries on Job,
Psalms, probably Isaiah; his Catena aurea, elaborating on
the four Gospels, probably a Commentary on Song of
Solomon, and on Jeremiah; and on John, Matthew, and
the Epistles of Paul, and perhaps the better part of the
Epistle to the Hebrews. Since the mid-nineteenth
century, numerous popes have extolled Aquinas and
commended his work as the singular standard for
Roman Catholic dogmatics and theology.

Aquinas carefully distinguished between philosophy
and theology where the latter draws its knowledge
entirely from the revelation of scripture. Nevertheless,
he also sought to bring philosophy under the authority
of scripture where metaphysical knowledge — ‘divine
things,” which is what revelation delivers — is required
for all other knowledge to progress and to achieve cer-
tainty. Aquinas regards the knowledge of divine causa-
tion as extremely fruitful in producing a metaphysics
which stands behind all knowledge, including that
which is derived from revelation itself, since such know-
ledge is also dependent upon revelation. Through such
integrative models of theological knowledge Aquinas
was able to create a kind of coherency among all his
works, particularly the scripture commentaries, which
reflected a unique type of theological exegesis.

In the Summa Theologica, Thomas deals quite con-
siderably with hermeneutical issues in his discussion of
the nature of ‘sacred doctrine.” He argues in favor of
a literal sense of scripture which contains multiple senses.
His reasoning is based upon several claims. First, scrip-
ture uses metaphors to represent divine truth. Certain
metaphors are used repeatedly in scripture and receive
rich determinations of meaning. Little concerned with
problems of anthropomorphism, Thomas effectively
claims that the more mundane the metaphor the truer
it is to its sources in the natural world and not at all
to be confused with the actual nature of God. Indeed,
the hiddenness of the divine nature behind the meta-
phors of scripture might even be necessary obscuration
of truth to unbelievers. Citing Augustine, Thomas goes
on to affirm historical or literal, allegorical, tropological,
or moral, and anagogical or eschatological senses of a
single passage of scripture. Whether through Christian
interpretations of Old Testament passages or spiritual
readings of the New Testament, using arguments from
the Fathers and Pseudo-Dionysius, Thomas agrees that
scripture passages convey transcendent as well as prox-
imate or literal meanings. This is because two levels of
signification inhabit a passage: words signifying things
and these things signifying other things, which he gen-
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erally describes as the spiritual sense of scripture. Within
the spiritual sense Thomas further identifies the three
senses beyond the literal: allegorical (e.g., typologies
from Old Testament to New Testament), moral (tropo-
logical), and eternal (anagogical). Thomas speaks of
authorial intent and since God is the author, he declares
unproblematic that several meanings should be con-
tained within the literal sense of scripture. Thomas resists
the charge of ambiguity, which he takes seriously, dis-
tinguishing between verbal signification — words mean
only one thing in a given passage, and metaphorical
significations — things or images in the text are what
can bear multiple senses or meaning. In this way Thomas
claims that all the other senses of scripture are con-
tained within its literal sense.
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ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE BIBLE

1 Introduction
2 The Bible interprets archaeology
3 Archaeology interprets the Bible

1 Introduction

Sophisticated archaeological methods have increased the
value and usefulness of studying the material remains
of the ancient world. These remains include the written
products of the ancient world (papyri, inscriptions, and
other written documents, such as clay tablets; see
Papyrology and Epigraphy), as well as other physical
objects, such as buildings, sculptures (freestanding and
bas-reliefs), pottery, glass, and other ceramic objects,
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and jewelry; all of which give insight into the life and
times of the ancients. What was once a casual exercise
for those with time and money has given way to a
much more intentional and scientific enterprise.
‘Whether one considers archaeology as a science in its
own right or as a subcategory of anthropology or history,
it avails itself of many of the latest advances in scien-
tific and related technology. Modern archaeological
excavations identify and scrutinize a potential site and
what is discovered at such a site, using radar, infrared,
magnetic, neutron, and electronic surveying techniques;
ground and aerial photography, including three-dimen-
sional photography; ground surveying, soil sampling,
and petrography; and other means. Once the site has
been identified and the surface surveyed, the dig itself
is regulated and recorded, and the findings documented.
In conjunction with this study, other areas of study are
regularly drawn upon.

The two major techniques that are used by archae-
ologists are the stratigraphic method of excavation and
the typological method of classification. The strati-
graphic method involves a systematic and controlled
means of uncovering a chosen site. The method includes
dividing up the site into diggable units, careful record
keeping of what is uncovered and where, and the
ability to develop the site as appropriate in the light of
what is discovered — while trying to control unneces-
sary disruption of other areas of the site. The typological
method is a means of classifying objects on the basis of
comparison with other similar objects, in order to deter-
mine, for example, the age of the items found, such as
pottery, so that the history and development of a culture
can be established (see Vos 1977: 9-29; McRay 1991:
20-34).

2 The Bible interprets archaeology

Much biblical archaeology has been done under the
ideological influence of the biblical theology movement
(see Biblical Theology and Lexicons [Theological]).
According to this movement, there was a link between
the historical basis of Christianity and archaeology, a
historical discipline. The biblical human expressed his
or her faith in relation to historical events and their
related narratives. The Bible was an account, not only
of religious notions (as important as these are), but also
of a particular people who lived in a particular time
and place, and who had seen God’s hand at work in
their history. Their faith, therefore, was transmitted by
means of historical narratives, and hence archaeology
was a necessary partner for interpreting the significance
of the Bible as a complex theological and historical
document (see Wright 1957: 17-19). In many ways,
the biblical theology movement has been shown to have
maintained a mistaken notion of the relationship
between conceptions of person, language, history, and
theology. As a result, there is now far less of an attempt

made to see a direct correlation between the Bible as
a theological book and archaeology as an historical dis-
cipline, as if the one speaks directly to the other.
Nevertheless, this does not mean that the Bible does
not play an important role in archaeology. Apart from
written remains — and these too require interpretation
— archaeological data are mute and require interpreta-
tion. The Bible, as one important source giving access
to the ancient world, has a role to play in helping to
understand the physical, material, and cultural elements
of the ancient world, besides the historical and written
ones.

3 Archaeology interprets the Bible

Vos (1977: 13-17) enumerates the functions of archae-
ology as providing insight into humanity’s past, aiding
appreciation of that past, and having an impact upon
interpreting the Bible. Various specific archaeological
discoveries have had clear value in opening up areas of
biblical interpretation that have been unknown,
including such things as the potential dates and nature
of the Exodus, and the kind of environment that was
to be found in first-century Corinth, to name but two.
However, there are also limitations to the knowledge
that one can gain from archaeology in terms of inter-
pretation of the Bible. As Meyers and Strange point
out (1981: 30), archaeology provides what amounts to
raw data, in terms of the uninterpreted physical remains
of human life and habitation. These elements are vitally
important for understanding ancient life, history, and
culture, but they are only one part of the data that
must be taken into account; they cannot of themselves
provide definitive proof of the accuracy of the biblical
account, and certainly cannot of themselves prove the
inspiration of scripture (see McRay 1991: 19). There
are even further occasions when the material remains
appear to be contradictory to the biblical account. The
famous conflict between Garstang and Kenyon over the
evidence regarding the fall of Jericho, or the dating of
the census of Quirinius, provide two examples. There
have been two unhealthy tendencies when such con-
flicts arise. One is to sacrifice the archaeological data
in the light of what appears to be the biblical account,
and the other is to sacrifice the biblical account to the
apparent archaeological data. Often the most useful solu-
tion is to hold the two in tension while further under-
standing is gained through ongoing textual, historical
and archaeological study. Work at the ancient city of
Sepphoris is a case in point, where a place not men-
tioned in the New Testament is increasingly seen to
have significance for understanding ancient Galilee, and
with it the world in which Jesus grew up (see Reed
2000).
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ARISTOTLE (384-322 BC)

Recent analyses of the New Testament have drawn
upon Aristotle in respect to moral lists (Haustafeln) and
rhetoric.

Aristotle’s influence on later Greek reflections
regarding moral philosophy is found in the Politics and
the Nicomachean Ethics. The Politics was probably written
about 338 BC when Aristotle was in Macedonia, and
the Nicomachean Ethics in the later Athenian period or
about 330 BC.

In these documents Aristotle discussed ‘household
management’ (peri oikonomias) and indicated how these
patterns also influenced the state. David Balch in ‘Let
the Wives be Submissive’ (n. 2), wrote:

Aristotle gave the philosophical discussion of ‘house-
hold management’ (peri oikonomias) a particular outline
that does not occur elsewhere, for example, not in
the Hebrew Bible, not in Plato, and not among the
Stoics. He observed that a ‘house’ includes three rela-
tionships, ‘master and slave, husband and witfe, father
and children’ (Pol I 1253b 1-14; see NE V 1134b
9-18).

While one cannot argue that the Haustafeln in Colossians
3:18—4:1 and Ephesians 5:21-6:4 are directly dependent
upon a reading of Aristotle, yet the structure apparently
ultimately has an Aristotelian source.

The Rhetoric of Aristotle was probably completed
about 335 BC, just before Aristotle returned to Athens
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to found the Lyceum. He had commenced lecturing
on rhetoric in Plato’s Academy about 355 BC. The five
classical divisions of rhetoric, especially in the Roman
period, were: (a) invention, so called by later writers,
i.e., heurésis; (b) arrangement; (c) style; (d) delivery; and
(e) memory. Of these, Aristotle in the Rhetoric discussed
three of the five, set forth here in the order of the
space to which he assigned them: invention, i.e., in
Aristotle’s terminology, ‘proofs’ (pisteis), then style
(lexis), and finally arrangement (faxis). In another
important observation, Aristotle declared that there are
three rhetorical genres (tria gené) corresponding to three
types of hearers: deliberative (sumbouleutikon), forensic
or juridical (dikanikon), and epideictic or demonstrative
(deiktikon).

The means of persuasion (pisteis) were divided into
nonartistic (atexnoi) and artistic (entexnoi). The former
consisted of what in the courtroom are called exhibits
such as objects, contracts, and witnesses. The speaker
or writer invents artistic proofs, that is, he selects the
means by which he hopes to persuade the specific
audience. There are three types of artistic proofs: the
speaker’s character (ethos), logical argument and
evidence (logos), and emotive appeal (pathos). In popular
speeches arguments take the form of enthymemes
(enthumemata). These have their power because they
commence from premises accepted by the auditors.

Biblical critics have employed various of Aristotle’s
categories and observations to analyze the documents
of both the Old and New Testaments. Aristotle,
however, did not write the Rhetoric for critics, but for
rhetorical practitioners, which means that rhetorical
critics are forced to extrapolate a method of criticism
from his work.

In recent years rhetorical analysis of the scriptures has
come to the forefront. Various kinds of rhetorical criti-
cism, both ancient and modern, have been employed,
and many of these are dependent upon Aristotle. The
question remains as to whether Aristotle and his rhetoric
may have influenced the writers of the New Testament.
It is extremely doubtful that any of the writers of the
New Testament were acquainted at first hand with the
Rhetoric. However, it is conceivable that certain authors
may have been influenced by rhetorical handbooks
which drew upon Aristotle. Many features of Aristo-
telian rhetoric may be found in the New Testament,
but then, since Aristotle was making universal obser-
vations about the discourse of the public arena, any
document should exhibit these characteristics.
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ART AND INTERPRETATION

The search for meaning in our temporal existence has
been nourished over centuries of human endeavor by
the creativity of the visual artist; for images, like words,
possess the power not simply to portray ideas and
thoughts, but also to inspire and shape them. In Judaeo-
Christian history, the pivotal tool in the search for self-
understanding has been the Bible. As such, the sacred
texts have underscored not just human thought but also,
as a direct consequence, much of Western art prior to
the late nineteenth century. In acknowledgment of its
central role, the Bible accordingly earned from William
Blake the consummate appellation: ‘The Great Code
of Art.’

Whilst not all religious art is text-based, an immense
body of visual art, both sacred and profane, has been
inspired by those events recounted in the Old and New
Testaments. Although the precise date of origin is dis-
puted, archaeological evidence attests that the practice
of producing biblical imagery had become well estab-
lished amongst Jewish communities in Israel and the
Diaspora, and amongst Christian communities across
the Roman Empire, at least by the early third century
of the Common Era. Drawing on the stories, moral
teachings, and theological doctrines contained in the
Bible, visual art was employed by these pioneering reli-
gious communities not simply for the adornment of
worship space, liturgical accouterments, sacred texts, and
private devotional objects. Nor was it merely used for
the narration of text. Art also served for the instruc-
tion of the faithful, who were often illiterate.
Nevertheless, the role of the artist in creating biblical
imagery was not, and has at no time since been, limited
to passive illustration.

From the outset, the artist played a crucial role in
directing the viewer toward a particular understanding
of a given textual episode. Regardless of the inherent
entertainment value of many biblical stories, their
meaning could be transformed by the interpretation
given them by the artist. The process of interpretation,
which began with the initial choice of a subject for
portrayal, could continue with the choice of narrative
elements to emphasize or omit the method of execu-
tion, and the final placement of the image within a
particular decorative scheme or sacred context. The
visual representation was further influenced by a mis-
cellany of external factors, including contemporary theo-
logical debates, the political and social climate, civil
unrest, war, and so on. As the fruit of the convergence
of these factors, the completed image may be seen to
be strongly influenced, but in no way limited by, biblical
text. This has continued to be true of that biblical art
created by, or increasingly commissioned from, con-
temporary artists for use in churches and synagogues
today.

It remains unclear as to when and where the first
illustrations of the Old and New Testaments were
created. Whilst we know that a tradition of Jewish nar-
rative art existed, questions persist regarding when it
began and whether it emerged in and was circulated
via now lost illustrated biblical texts (Weitzman and
Kessler 1990). The wider inquiry into its origins has
been persistently hampered by the long-held assump-
tion that the development of visual art in the first
centuries of the Common Era was severely retarded by
the strict adherence of Jews, and subsequently Christians,
to the Mosaic prohibition of images (Exod. 20:4).
Certainly, the evolution of Jewish biblical art has been
shaped by ongoing reservations about images, expressed
pointedly in negative rabbinical statements throughout
the Middle Ages and in the cautious attitude of
Orthodox Jews, with their continued abstinence from
figural art in the modern period. Nevertheless, the pop-
ularity of figural images for the decoration of Jewish
synagogues and prayer books in Christian Europe, and
the continued use of figural art in the homes and syn-
agogues of Reform and Conservative Jews, suggests that
multiple understandings of the biblical injunction have
emerged in the course of Jewish history, often as a
result of Jewish interaction with surrounding cultures
(Gutmann 1989). Similarly, whilst pockets of circum-
spection have existed within Christianity, flaring most
notoriously in the Iconoclastic controversy of the eighth
and ninth centuries, it can no longer be assumed that
Christian art grew from the shadows of a resolute and
uniform opposition to images in the early church
(Murray 1977).

From at least the third century, Jews and Christians
have pictorialized the Hebrew scriptures in divergent
ways. Initially, Jewish text-based art was primarily syn-
agogal, and it explicated in visual form the significance
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of specific biblical events for the Jewish people; in late
antiquity, Jewish representations of the Hebrew narra-
tives were therefore visually descriptive and often intri-
cately detailed. In addition, despite the comprehensive
selection of narrative biblical themes in the synagogue
at Dura Europos, Syria (c. 244-245) — including the
Crossing of the Red Sea, the Anointing of David, and
the Infancy of Moses — the scenes chosen for portrayal
were generally taken from a core selection: the Binding
of Isaac, Noah’s Ark, Daniel and the Lions, the Twelve
Tribes, or King David. By contrast, extant Christian art
of the same epoch is predominantly funereal, its chief
concern being to evoke a broad message of salvation
as opposed to outlining the constituent narrative ele-
ments of a given story. The text-based images popu-
larly chosen for depiction — including scenes from the
Life of Jonah, Noah’s Ark and the Three Hebrews in
the Fiery Furnace — were pared down to their essen-
tial visual elements and illustrated as abbreviated images
of multivalent meaning rather than highly detailed
narratives of singular import. Hence, the incident of
the three Hebrews, whilst testifying to the salvific effi-
cacy of belief in God, could simultaneously foretell of
the Christian Trinity.

Whilst the nascent Christian church drew heavily on
the Hebrew scriptures, which it appropriated and illus-
trated to articulate its belief in itself as the fulfilment
of Judaism, the New Testament also proved a vigorous
stimulant for imagery. As illustrated in the formative
pictorial cycles of the catacombs and on sarcohpagi of
the fourth and fifth centuries, Christians were inter-
ested in the Gospel records of Jesus’ life for their rev-
elation of divine truth and not simply for their historical
value. Yet the message of redemption through the
power and grace of God, eloquently expressed in a
variety of biblical imagery from the literal to the sym-
bolic, was successfully explored beyond funerary art. In
the wall paintings from the Christian baptistery at Dura
Europos (c. 240), the theme of original sin, captured in
the figures of Adam and Eve, is strikingly juxtaposed
with that of redemption, embodied in the symbolic
figure of the Good Shepherd (Grabar 1980).

Christian artistic expression developed in tandem with
the theological, intellectual, and material maturing of
the church. Hence, the careful practice in biblical exe-
gesis of drawing symbolic or typological parallels
between Old and New Testament events or characters
profoundly influenced the design and content of various
types of religious imagery: the schemes of thematically
related scenes on early Christian sarcophagi (notably
that of Junius Bassus, ¢. 359), the cycles of mosaics in
Byzantine basilicas, some twelfth-century biblical man-
uscripts, and the vivid stained-glass illustrations of the
late twelfth to mid-fifteenth centuries. In the series of
frescoes on either side of the Sistine Chapel, the direct
comparison between the Life of Christ and the Life of
Moses (1481-1482) illustrates the way in which the
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artistic presentation of Old Testament events aided the
Christian comprehension of their import. To behold
an image or series of images was as much an intellec-
tual experience as a sensory and spiritual one.

Invariably, religious controversies affected the visual
presentation of a biblical event, whether conflicts
between Catholic Christians or Protestants, esoteric dis-
putes arising from contradictory textual interpretations,
or interfactional arguments. Even religious reform
impacted on the contemporary visual interpretation of
scripture, as manifest in the woodcuts and engravings
of biblical subjects by Diirer at the time of the Protestant
Reformation. The political views or machinations of
ecclesiastical and secular groups have also affected the
artistic representation of sacred texts, and leaders asso-
ciated themselves, or have been associated with, biblical
figures in works of art in order to gain authority and
approval for their actions: hence the episode of Moses
crossing the Red Sea could act in the fourth century
as a reminder of Constantine’s celebrated defeat of the
enemy at the Battle of the Milvian Bridge in 312. In
this way, art has been manipulated to bestow religious
significance on secular actions. Biblical subjects have
also embraced national aspirations, as in the case of the
Binding of Isaac, which for Jews alluded to the covenant
between God and the people of Israel.

The meaning of a given biblical episode is therefore
subject to the vicissitudes of the era in which it is
visually portrayed. The physical context in which an
image appears also influences the manner in which it
should be viewed. So representations of the Binding of
Isaac, popular in the Jewish as well as Christian artistic
tradition, must be read according to the circumstances
of their production: whether as a floor mosaic in the
sixth-century Bet Alpha Synagogue, Israel, a thirteenth-
century sculpture in the north porch of Chartres
Cathedral, France, or a seventeenth-century oil paint-
ing by Caravaggio (c. 1603), the aspects of the story
that artists of various faiths, ages, nationalities, cultures,
and political climes have chosen to emphasize provide
the clues to understanding the visually rendered inter-
pretation of a biblical event. In some instances the artist,
as biblical interpreter, might disregard the rabbinical or
ecclesiastical interpretation of a text and so present a
bolder reading than officials of church or synagogue
might proffer.

Occasionally, biblical imagery has presented an inter-
mingling, often subconscious, of narrative details
with those derived from extratextual or oral sources,
including the midrashic or patristic literary traditions.
In the version of the Binding of Isaac in the Durene
Synagogue, the main elements of the Hebrew story
appear alongside details possibly derived from homiletic
rabbinical literature, such as the hand of God portrayed
instead of an angel. In the case of New Testament
events, visual interpretations sometimes present a picture
which draws elements from all four Gospels. Certain



AUGUSTINE

variations in the depiction of a biblical subject can simply
relate to differences or inaccuracies in textual transla-
tion. Claus Sluter’s portrayal of Moses in the Puits de
Moise, Champmol, Dijon (1395-1403), seems to follow
the twelfth-century mistranslation of Exodus 34:30 in
which Moses is described as descending from Mount
Sinai not with a shining face, according to the common
translation, but with horns growing from his head. The
method chosen to present such a story, and to show
the passage of time in dramatic action, also impacts on
artistic interpretation of biblical text. These methods
may vary according to the artistic conventions of the
time and factors relating to the story chosen for depic-
tion.

In approaching a textual episode for visual explica-
tion, the artist has recourse to the Bible for the narra-
tive substance of the image, while theologians, writers,
and preachers furnish templates for the interpretation
of the story. However, the final rendering of a specific
textual passage in art is ultimately dependent upon the
inner vision of the artist, and as such may present a
divergence from the sacred text. This is pointedly clear
when examining illustrations produced to accompany
scripture, but equally so in an image such as Griinewald’s
Crucifixion for the Isenheim Altar (1513-1515), where
narrative components of the scene are completely trans-
formed by the artist’s intensely personal conception of
Christ’s suffering. Likewise, the artist may render ges-
tures that have no textual basis but which transform
the original narrative, as achieved by Rodin in his por-
trayal of Mary Magdelene clinging to the crucified Jesus
(Christ and Mary Magdelene c. 1894). In effect, the artist’s
vision of a particular episode may be shaped by a variety
of influences to which he may be receptive, and by his
personal response to those influences.

Despite the waning of the role of religion in
postmedieval society, the place of the Bible in human
thought and conceptualizing has continued into the
present day, a testimony to the universality and accessi-
bility of its moral and anecdotal content. Old Testa-
ment episodes in particular have proven inherently
flexible for use as visual commentaries on contemporary
matters, with the recognizability of the human situa-
tions and emotional crises contained therein ensuring
the endurance of the Old Testament as a quarry for
artistic inspiration. Examples that spring to mind might
be Adam and Eve succumbing to temptation; Sarah’s
infertility; David’s adultery; or Job’s successive afflic-
tions. Tales of human experience that trigger a uni-
versal response of recognition, whilst more frequently
occurring in the Hebrew narrative, are also found in
the Christian Gospels: Judas’ treacherous kiss, or the
Doubting of Thomas. Thus has the Bible found con-
tinued interpretation at the hands of visual artists from
various religious persuasions, and from none.
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AUGUSTINE (354-430)

Aurelius Augustinus, doctor of the church and bishop
of Hippo Regius, was born in Tagaste (Souk Ahras,
Algeria) to a non-Christian father, Patricius, and a
Christian mother, Monica. He went to school in
Madaura and took lessons in rhetoric in Carthage. In
his early years he led a turbulent life, having a rela-
tionship with a woman whom he could not marry for
social reasons but by whom he had a son, Adeodatus
(372). His intellectual life went through various phases.
Reading Cicero’s lost dialogue Horfensius inspired him
to take up philosophy (373), and shortly thereafter he
joined the Manicheans and remained attached for nine
years. His rhetorical career brought him to Rome (383)
and subsequently to Milan (384). There he met Ambrose
and was attracted to his sermons, at first because of
their rhetorical qualities and later because of their sub-
stance. In the fall of 386 he converted to Christianity
in a dramatic episode, which, like other events of his
life, he described in his Confessions. After spending time
with friends in the countryside as preparation, he was
baptized by Ambrose during the night of Easter 387,
together with his son and Alypius, one of his close
friends. In 388 while returning to North Africa, his
mother died in Ostia. Back home he did not want to
become bishop immediately, and he avoided places with
empty sees, intending to start a kind of monastic life
with some friends. While visiting Hippo (Bone, Algeria),
Augustine was pressed by the people there to become
a priest (391), and the old bishop, Valerius, provided
the inducement of his garden as a place to realize his
monastic ideals. In 395 Augustine became co-bishop
with Valerius and a year later his successor, remaining
in that position until his own death in 430.
Augustine was a prolific writer and preacher. Many
of his Sermons have been preserved, and new sermons
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still turn up on occasion. In the period preceding his
baptism, he wrote some philosophical treatises, such as
De Beata Vita, De Ordine, Contra Academicos and the
Soliloquia. Among his apologetic works, De Civitate Dei
has been particularly influential. The work was written
to rebut those who maintained that the conquest of
Rome by Alaric in 410 was a result of the abandoning
of traditional religion. Augustine’s Confessions created a
new genre and have become one of the world’s most
celebrated literary works. Of his dogmatic writings the
fifteen books On the Trinity are the most significant; in
them Augustine approaches trinitarian questions from
analogies in creation, particularly human creation,
relating them to the human soul. He gave a small but
comprehensive survey of Christian doctrine in his
Enchiridion ad Laurentium. He wrote various exegetical
works, usually on the basis of the old Latin translation
current in North Africa, the Vetus Latina. An important
theoretical work in this respect is De Doctrina Christiana.
Other writings were directed against various rival reli-
gious groups, such as Manichaens, Donatists, and
Pelagianists; they include Contra Faustum Manichaeum,
De Baptismo contra Donatistas, De Spiritu et Littera. As a
celebrated teacher, practical religious questions were
pressed upon him. The deacon Deogratias, for example,
wished to know how to instruct catechumens, leading
to a small treatise, De Catechizandis Rudibus. As a founder
of an ascetic community, Augustine wrote the oldest
monastic rule in the West. His influence was long-
lasting, particularly on Christian mysticism, early
scholastic theology, intellectual scholarship, and thinking
about church and state. The development of medieval
and reformation theology would be unthinkable without
his influence. His feast day is August 28.
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AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE

The expression ‘the authority of scripture’ suggests two
sorts of questions. One set concerns the location of
authority in Christian faith — does it lie in scripture or
somewhere else? The other concerns the intrinsic nature
of scripture — how far does the notion of authority illu-
mine scripture’s nature and function?

Although the New Testament itself talks about
authority and also talks about scripture (i.e., what came
to be known as the Old Testament), it does not expli-
citly relate these two to each other. Such linkage came
about in the context of modernity and of the existence
of rival understandings of the nature of Christian faith.
In a premodern context, Christian theologians such as
the Church Fathers simply assumed that the scriptures
should determine the nature of Christian faith and life.
This was not a matter of controversy and thus not a
topic of reflection. In the context of modernity, thinkers
asked what was the authority for forms of belief and
behavior. They wanted to be sure that the theological
and ethical edifice was built on secure foundations. One
way of attempting to do that was to see the scriptures
as the foundation of all else. If the scriptures have
authority, then beliefs and behavior built on them are
secure.

This approach is vulnerable to two major difficul-
ties. The first is that we cannot establish why the scrip-
tures of the Old and New Testaments (with or without
the Apocrypha or Deuterocanonical writings) should
have this authority. If we treat them as a whole, we
may be able to establish that they claim authority and
tell us that God gives this authority to them, but we
cannot test such claims. We must simply either accept
or reject them, either on the basis of our own experi-
ence or act of faith, or on the basis of ascribing authority
to some other entity such as one or other of the branches
of the church whose own faith statement we commit
ourselves to accept. Thus we cannot tell if the foun-
dation of Christian faith and lifestyle is built on sand
or on rock.

The nearest we can get to evading this dilemma
involves appealing to the attitude of Christ as suggested
by the New Testament writings (which for these pur-
poses do not need to be treated as scripture, by way
of circular argument, but simply as a historical source
for Christ’s attitudes). Although he did not directly
speak of the ‘authority’ of scriptures, he did frequently
quote from the Jewish scriptures, and he used phrases
such as ‘it is written,” which imply that they had
authority for him and should have authority for other
people. It is difficult to treat this important strand in
his thinking as merely a harmless error, or a harmless
concession to the beliefs of his contemporaries, or an
interpolation from those beliefs (see Packer 1958/2001).

The second difficulty is that even people who agree
on the authority of scripture do not agree on the nature
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of Christian faith and life. They can be in quite radical
disagreement about important Christian doctrines such
as the nature of God’s sovereignty and human free will,
or about issues in spirituality such as the question
whether we may expect God to heal people today, or
about important aspects of behavior such as the ques-
tion whether Christians may fight in wars. It transpires
that even if the foundation is secure, several different
buildings can be erected on it. The authority of scrip-
ture does not work.

This links with the issues that are raised by the exist-
ence of rival understandings of Christian faith. The
Protestant R eformation brought Christian thinkers more
inescapably face-to-face with the existence of difterent
forms of faith, such as those of Catholics, Protestants,
and Anabaptists. One way of articulating the basis for
these differences was to suggest that they reflected differ-
ences in where people located authority in Christian
faith. Does authority lie in scripture? Or does it lie in
the traditions that most of the church officially believes,
such as those articulated in the creeds and in the doc-
trine of the Trinity? Or does it lie in the church’s right
to teach about the nature of Christian faith and the
right interpretation of scripture (the magisterium)? Or
does it lie in the gift of reason that God has given to
humanity? Or does it lie in the religious experiences
that God gives to people? Or does it lie in the insights
of feminism regarding the true nature of humanity? Or
does it lie in a commitment to sociopolitical liberation?

Although these are often articulated as alternatives,
in practice all forms of Christian faith combine a number
of them. All can be sources of truth. The question is,
what is the relative importance of each locus of
authority, and what do we do when they clash?
To emphasize the ‘supreme and final authority of scrip-
ture’ is to affirm two convictions about scripture in
relation to these other resources. One is that scripture
is of paramount importance for the proactive develop-
ment of Christian faith and life. It might seem to a
sixteenth-century Protestant, for instance, that the
worship and spirituality of the medieval church had
allowed itself to become distanced from scripture. The
reading and exposition of scripture was not central there
as it was (for instance) in the synagogue, and this was
an outward sign that scripture was not the key dynamic
force in the church’s life. Similarly, it might seem to
a twenty-first-century Roman Catholic that charismatic
worship often has similar characteristics to medieval
worship. Here, too, the reading and exposition of scrip-
ture is not central to worship as it is in the lectionary-
based worship of many churches, and in the synagogue.
Both examples raise the question whether in their
cases, the practice of Christians corresponds to their
theoretical commitment to the supreme authority of
scripture.

The other conviction is the one implied in the notion
of the ‘final authority of scripture.” When there is a

clash between the authorities, scripture is to be followed.
Scripture is the church’s ‘canon’ or measuring line for
testing what people say or do, and specifically for testing
what counts as Christian. Thus Martin Luther attacked
belief in purgatory on the basis that there was no refer-
ence to this in scripture. A twenty-first-century spiri-
tual theologian might attack the Protestant belief that
God does not have a change of mind on the basis of
the explicit declarations in scripture that God does
have a change of mind (which make a vital difference
to people’s understanding of prayer). Scripture exercises
authority by correcting what our own experience or
thinking inclines us to believe. And one of the great
advantages of a belief in the authority of scripture is
then realized. We are faced with something outside our-
selves that we treat with absolute seriousness, even when
we do not care for what it says. We are delivered from
assuming that we are the measure of everything.

Once more, the examples cited show how the ques-
tion of scriptural authority overlaps with two other sorts
of question. One concerns the extent of scripture. The
Hebrew scriptures do not refer to purgatory, but the
Greek Old Testament does so, and Luther’s opponent
Johann Eck had claimed scriptural authority for belief
in purgatory by appealing to 2 Maccabees 12:43-45,
while Luther denied the appeal because this book lies
outside the Hebrew scriptures. In which set of scrip-
tures does authority reside? The other question con-
cerns the interpretation of scripture. People who reject
the idea of God having a change of mind do not see
themselves as evading scriptural authority. They believe
that such statements are to be interpreted figuratively.

The second set of questions regarding scriptural
authority concerns the meaning and appropriateness of
the term ‘authority’ in connection with a collection
of documents such as the Old and New Testaments
(see Goldingay 1994).

The notion of authority suggests that these docu-
ments focus on telling people what to do, or at least
what to believe. Some parts of the scriptures indeed do
that, and this notion of the authority of scripture would
be meaningful, though it remains less simple than it
initially sounds. The scriptures tell people not to eat
meat with blood in it (Gen. 9:4), not to lend money
on interest to the needy (e.g., Exod. 22:25), not to
swear oaths (Matt. 5:34), and to turn the other cheek
when we are hit on one cheek (Matt. 5:39). These are
examples of authoritative scriptural commands that
Christians do not usually feel bound by. Once more,
establishing scripture’s authority only introduces us to
the question of its interpretation. The authoritative
nature of the scriptures’ teaching does not resolve the
question of authority.

Further, in general scripture does not focus on telling
us what to do, or even what to believe. Most often it
is telling us stories or relating history. It is slightly odd
to apply the notion of authority to stories. It can be
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done, though the notion of authority then has a different
meaning from the usual one. If the authority of scrip-
ture denotes its capacity to tell us what to believe, then
the narrative of scripture has authority insofar as it
declares authoritatively what is the nature of Christian
faith. It establishes that Christian faith is a gospel, a
statement about things that have happened in the story
of Israel and in the story of Jesus that constitute good
news for readers. It is not primarily a set of statements
about the being of God or about obligations that
Christians have, but a story about what God has done.
The authority of scripture is thus built into the nature
of Christian faith as a gospel. Although its statements
are not more true than many other statements, they
have a distinctive status that derives from the nature of
the gospel as a story. The scriptures are the documents
that tell this story. We might like to decide for our-
selves how well they do, but we are not able to do
so. We are the heirs to a process that was itself part of
this story, a process whereby Jews and Christians decided
what were the documents that best witness to this story
(see Barr 1980).

To submit one’s thinking and life to the authority
of scripture is then an act of faith analogous to faith in
Christ itself. It is not a leap of faith without evidence
but it involves an act of faith that goes beyond what
can be demonstrated to be true before the taking of
the actual step. One piece of evidence that the deci-
sion was correct is then its fruitfulness in a person’s life.

But it remains noteworthy that ‘authority’ is not a
word that scripture uses when making statements about
its own nature. The New Testament talks about
‘authority’ in various ways, but not about the ‘authority’
of the Old Testament. That reinforces the sense that
‘authority’ is not an obvious word to use in articulating
the status of scripture.
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This in turn links happily with a fact about the
context of Christian thinking in the twenty-first century.
‘Authority’ became a key concept to apply to scripture
because it became a key question in theology and phil-
osophy in the context of modernity and the Enlighten-
ment. We now live in a context in which questions of
truth (if they can arise at all) cannot be determined by
appeal to authority. The question whether authority lies
in scripture, or in reason, or in the church’s tradition,
or in our experience, or in our commitments, is a ques-
tion from the past. If scripture talked more in terms of
authority, this might raise a problem for us. As it does
not do so, the passing of modernity frees us to look at
the status and function of scripture in ways that cor-
respond more to its own nature and its own way of
articulating theological questions.
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BARR, JAMES (1924-)

Born March 20, 1924, in Glasgow, Scotland, he was
exposed to biblical scholarship by his father Allan
Barr, a minister and New Testament professor. Barr
received his education from Edinburgh University
(M.A., B.D.), Manchester University (M.A.), and
Oxford University (M.A., D.D.). He was ordained by
the Church of Scotland and served briefly as a pastor.
He taught biblical and language studies at several uni-
versities, including Manchester, Edinburgh, Princeton,
with his longest tenure occurring at Oxford University.
Recipient of numerous honorary doctorates, Barr trav-
eled the world giving lectures and reading papers, the
content forming the chapters in several of his books
geared toward specialists in biblical and linguistic studies.

In 1961, Barr published The Semantics of Biblical
Language, which established him as a critical analyst of
trends in biblical interpretation and language studies. He
wrote it to counter what he saw within the field of
‘biblical theology’ as a mishandling of linguistic evidence
concerning the Hebrew and Greek languages. Barr’s
criticism focused on three areas. First, he contended that
the emphasis placed on the differences between Hebrew
(Old Testament) and Greek (New Testament) thought
as a guide for interpreting scripture was oversimplified
and overstated. He demonstrated that while the New
Testament was written in Greek the mind-set behind
the words was Hebrew and consequently the entire Bible
must be understood from a Hebrew perspective. Second,
he stated that the etymology of a word is not a reliable
guide to its meaning. He criticizes the methodology of
G. Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament for
failing to discover what the word meant in context and
for its corresponding dependence upon associations of
words. In Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old
Testament, he expanded on this thought in refuting a
related trend — that of deriving meaning for Hebrew
words from the meaning of similar words in other ancient
Semitic languages. Third, Barr suggests that a better
method would be to discover the meaning from within
the sentence. Meaning is found in the sentence, not the
word, based on the unique arrangement of words in
different combinations. He held that from this perspec-
tive biblical theology is possible because it is here that
you gain insight into the biblical style.

Barr writes with a critical mind in various fields of
biblical thought including the origin of scripture, canon,
biblical authority, and biblical theology. However, Barr
frequently targets fundamentalism. He explains the key
to understanding fundamentalists is their insistence on
biblical inerrancy not literal interpretation. Funda-
mentalists appeal to inspiration, revelation, harmoniza-
tion, and metaphor to preserve historical and theological
accuracy. Barr argues that the fundamentalist’s her-
meneutic is grounded in an improper interpretation of
scripture. The Bible does not claim to be infallible or
inerrant and therefore should not be the starting point
for interpretation. Barr suggests rather than viewing the
Bible as perfect, the Bible should be viewed as a fallible
human book open to historical, critical, and literary
analysis and interpretation, and be accepted for its theo-
logical significance not for its historical accuracy.
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H.C. JORGENSEN

BARTH, KARL (1886-1968)

Karl Barth came to prominence with his commentary
on Romans (1919), which evolved out of his struggles
to articulate the content of scripture for his parishioners
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at Safenwil. Although the first edition of the commen-
tary received favorable reviews these in fact dismayed
Barth and he recognized, mainly thanks to Brunner’s
criticisms, hermeneutical weaknesses that he repudiated
in the second edition (1921). Here Barth shifted from
a salvation history which allowed for an understanding
of exegesis as an innate ability to hear God (‘pneumatic
exegesis’) to a dialectical theology which contraposed
our inability to hear God with God’s merciful giving
of himself to be known (Robinson 1968: 23-89). In
the second edition Barth disowned his teachers, such
as Herrmann, more vigorously, using dialectical (God
is only spoken of where in Christ his ‘yes’ steps into
our ‘no’) in preference to dogmatic (‘there it is, believe
it,” McCormack 1995: 309) and critical methods
(speaking of God by negating humanity).

Barth continually pitted statement against statement
in the hope that the truth of God himself speaking
would emerge in the clash of words. In Die kirchliche
Dogmatik (1932-1965, ET Church Dogmatics, 1956—1969)
Barth modified his hermeneutics and tended to subor-
dinate dialectical to dogmatic, the critical method falling
into disuse. He was primarily concerned to establish the
meaning of the author in order to guide his theological
programme but the two purposes were not always
clearly separated and each influenced the other. He
sharply criticized the historical-critical method of his day
and sought rather to write with not about Paul, turning
to scripture as a theological resource. He believed that
the aim of historical-critical research to get behind the
texts, as in the case of the quest for the historical Jesus,
was mistaken.

Theology begins where historical-critical methods
end. The canon was seen as the final form of the texts
and therefore the context in which theology must be
done; the structured whole with the self-revelation of
the triune God in Christ at the center (Barth 1956—1969:
1I1/1, 24). Jesus unites scripture as the one to whom
the Old Testament points and the New Testament wit-
nesses. Barth’s method of writing large sections of con-
tinuous exegesis in Church Dogmatics, where he piles up
text after text to support his line of argument, is both
impressive and creative but not always convincing, the
latter point being something he shares with other
exegetes. He refused to separate form and content (Barth
1956-1969: 1/2, 493) but regarded the texts as the ‘irre-
ducible witness to a divine-human history’ (Watson
1994: 230) given to be understood by, not innate to,
the interpreter’s humble ‘thinking after’ the narratives
as the Spirit enabled (nachdenken). His concept of the
three-fold form of the word of God (Barth 1956—1969:
171, 88f)) where proclamation and scripture only
become the word of God as they witness truthfully to
Jesus Christ represents Barth’s goal to let God himself
speak. ‘If I understand what I am trying to do in the
Church Dogmatics, it is to listen to what Scripture is
saying and tell you what I hear. What can be made of
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this simplistic, obviously heuristic ploy? I wish to suggest
that it be taken seriously’ (Barth, cited in Ford 1981:
11).
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SHIRLEY MARTIN

BAUR, FERDINAND CHRISTIAN
(1792-1860)

Ferdinand Christian Baur was the founder of what is
generally known as the Tiibingen School, a group of
young scholars who gathered around him and who
during the middle years of the nineteenth-century
(roughly 1835 to 1860) enunciated the fundamental
principles of the movement which became known as
‘higher criticism.” Baur himself was born in Schmiden
near Stuttgart in the province of Wiirttemberg in 1792.
He studied at Tiibingen University and after teaching
for ten years at the lower seminary at Blaubeuren, he
was appointed professor of New Testament at Tlibingen
in 1826. Here he remained until his death in 1860.
In 1835 the theological world was rocked by
Baur’s pupil David Friedrich Strauss (1808—1874), whose
two-volume Life of Jesus cut through the traditionally
conservative view of Jesus as the divine Son of God.
Up until this time objections to the traditional view of
the Christian faith had been generally confined to free-
thinkers and rationalists, who had attempted to inter-
pret this or that story according to more rationalistic
criteria of reason. Strauss, however, repudiated such
interpretations and argued that the Gospel stories were
myths, composed in accordance with Old Testament
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prophesies in order to show that Jesus was the Messiah.
He thought that there might have been some histor-
ical core, but that this was very difficult to determine
with any certainty.

Strauss” book raised a storm throughout Germany,
and Baur, as Strauss’ teacher, fell under suspicion of
heresy. For the next three decades the name Tiibingen
became notorious and synonymous with ‘unbelief.’
Baur himself at this time had not yet espoused such
radical views, but he had already begun to formulate
the principles which later became known as the
Tiibingen historical viewpoint. He detected a struggle
between two main factions in the early church, between
a party led by the apostle Peter and one led by the
apostle Paul. These two factions, he believed, stood in
bitter hostility to each other through the years, fighting
for supremacy, until finally they were submerged into
a third party led by adherents of the apostle John. Baur
alleged that only four of Paul’s letters were genuine —
Romans, Galatians, and the two Corinthian letters. On
this interpretation of history, he and his pupils (pre-
eminently Eduard Zeller and Albert Schwegler) set out
to reexamine the whole New Testament.

But behind this historical viewpoint lay an even more
important theological viewpoint in which the New
Testament was interpreted by purely ‘natural’ criteria,
which, in effect, excluded the supernatural. Wherever
a miracle occurred, declared Baur, the narrative was
inauthentic and fictional. On this foundation the higher-
critical principles which interpreted the Bible according
to these nonsupernatural and nonmiraculous categories
of criticism gradually developed. Whereas Baur’s histor-
ical viewpoint was later demonstrated to be untenable,
the theological, or more accurately a-theological, view-
point, which excluded the supernatural, continued on
in the works of Albrecht Ritschl, von Harnack, and
Lietzmann, and to an even greater degree in the history
of religions school.
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HORTON HARRIS

BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

In one sense, any sort of disciplined theological reflec-
tion on the Bible might usefully be labeled ‘biblical
theology.” But so far as our sources go, the expression
was first used in the title of a book by W .J. Christmann,

published in 1607 (Teutsche biblische Theologie). The work
is no longer extant, but was apparently a compilation
of prooftexts drawn from the Bible to support Protestant
systematic theology. This usage continued for at least
a century and a half, culminating in the learned five-
volume work of G.T. Zachariae (Biblische Theologie oder
Untersuchung des biblischen Grundes der vornehmten theo-
logischen Lehren, 1771-1786). More exegetically rigorous
than the little volume by Christmann, this work never-
theless belonged to the same approach, displaying very
little awareness of historical development within the
canon.

Overlapping with this usage of biblical theology
Philip Jacob Spener introduced a new overtone. In his
famous Pia Desideria (1675) Spener distinguished theo-
logia biblica, his own theology suffused with piety, from
theologia scholastica, the prevailing Lutheran orthodoxy
that had returned to the Aristotelianism Luther had
rejected. Thus biblical theology took on the flavor of
protest. Spener’s theology was claiming to be more
‘biblical’ than the prevailing dogmatics.

The same flavor of protest soon attached itself to a
rather different use of ‘biblical theology.” Influenced by
English Deism and the German Aufkldrung, this move-
ment, in the second half of the eighteenth century,
opposed the prevailing dogmatics in favor of rationalism
rather than pietism. In several works the aim was to
extract from the Bible timeless truths in accord with
autonomous reason, truths that were still largely accept-
able to the orthodoxy of the ecclesiastical establishment.
J.P. Gabler belonged to this group, and it was his 1787
inaugural lecture at the University of Altdorf that cap-
tured the mood and prepared the way for the next
developments. Contrary to what is often claimed, his
lecture, ‘An Oration on the Proper Distinction Between
Biblical and Dogmatic Theology and the Specific
Objectives of Each,” was not primarily an insistence that
the Bible must first be read historically, or that its doc-
uments need to be set out in historical sequence (though
some of this is implicit in his argument). Rather, con-
vinced that dogmatics as a discipline was too far removed
from scripture and that dogmaticians were endlessly dis-
puting matters that could not be resolved when their
discipline was so divorced from scripture, Gabler pro-
posed a mediating discipline: biblical theology. By this,
Gabler meant a largely inductive study of the biblical
texts. This sort of study, he argued, was much more
likely to generate widespread agreement amongst godly,
learned, cautious theologians. Such results could then
usefully serve as the foundation on which a more precise
and broadly acceptable dogmatic theology might be
built. Intrinsic to the proposal was the assumption that
biblical theologians would go about their study of scrip-
ture with a minimal sense of being bound by dogmatic
considerations. The unambiguous articulation of these
priorities has earned for Gabler the sobriquet ‘father of
biblical theology.’
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How much Gabler really wanted the fruits of biblical
theology to serve as the basis for a revitalized system-
atic theology, and how much this part of his appeal was
little more than a sop for the establishment, it is diffi-
cult to tell. Certainly that part of his proposal was not
seriously taken up, while the first and fundamental part,
inductive study of the biblical texts, assuming a ruptured
link between biblical study and confessional application
— was soon widely adopted. The effect was to tilt biblical
study toward a recognition of scripture’s diversities, with
diminishing interest in building a coherent ‘system.” By
1796, G.L. Bauer had written not a biblical theology
but an Old Testament theology, followed shortly by a
two-volume New Testament theology (1800-1802).
Biblical theologies of the entire Christian canon con-
tinued to be written during the nineteenth century and
even in the twentieth (see below). The most influen-
tial during the nineteenth century was doubtless that of
J.C.K. von Hofmann (1886), whose work contributed
significantly to the thinking of Adolf Schlatter. But the
tide was flowing in another direction.

Throughout the nineteenth century, a diminishing
number of scholars conceived of their work in biblical
theology as the foundation for a larger systematic or dog-
matic synthesis. That stance tended to be associated with
theological conservatives, who still confessed one Mind
behind scripture. But there were notable exceptions.
W.M.L. de Wette, for instance, tried to spell out the
bearing of his work on dogmatics (1813—1831), though
his vision was a synthesis of faith and aesthetics, of faith
and feeling — an attempt to isolate the timeless and the
general while the hard data of the New Testament could
be stripped out and jettisoned as the particular phe-
nomenon of one phase or other of the history of reli-
gions. In any case, attempts at synthesis were against the
grain: the tendency in biblical theology was toward the
atomistic, cut off from any obligation to confessional
dogmatics. This drift toward fragmentation soon meant
that even categories like ‘New Testament theology’ and
‘Old Testament theology’ were much too broad, except
as boundary definitions of sources. One had to focus on
the theology of the Pentateuch, or of the sources of the
Pentateuch; on the theology of Wisdom, or of the various
Wisdom books; on the theology of the Synoptics, or
of each Synoptic Gospel individually, or of its sources,
including the theology of Q (Quelle, an ostensible sayings
source used by Matthew and Luke); on the theology of
Paul, and of each document linked to his name. In short,
so far as substance is concerned, we must deal with Old
Testament theologies and New Testament theologies.
This approach to biblical theology still governs much of
the discipline, and across a very wide theological spec-
trum (e.g., compare Ladd 1974 and Strecker 1995).

The first half of the twentieth century witnessed the
flowering of these developments, and some reactions
against them. A ‘whole Bible’ biblical theology could
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still be produced (e.g., Vos 1948), but it was very much
out of vogue. One may usefully distinguish four over-
lapping movements.

The first may be labeled the historicist impulse.
Historical criticism, with roots reaching as far back as
Spinoza and Richard Simon, became part of establish-
ment academic scholarship during the nineteenth
century. In no small measure it was stimulated by the
work of F.C. Baur and the Tibingen school, whose
influence extended far beyond the rather simplistic
law/grace, Peter/Paul dichotomies that lay at the
heart of their historical reconstructions. In 1864, Baur’s
New Testament theology was published posthumously,
and it marks the beginning of a commitment by many
biblical theologians to a developmental view of critic-
ally reconstructed history. Invested with a fair degree of
naturalism (for which Darwin’s discoveries provided sub-
stantial reinforcement in later decades), the biblical doc-
uments tended less and less to be thought of as revelatory,
still less as theologically binding. They merely provided
information about the first century and earlier. They
were therefore to be studied as part of the development
of religious thought in general. The history-of-religions
school, which controlled much of the discussion at the
end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, aspired to a cool neutrality, to an approach
that was usually comparative, synchronically descriptive,
and interested as well in diachronic development.

The primacy of a developmental view of history in
the interpretation of biblical documents shaped not only
the best of the liberal biblical theologians (e.g.,
Holtzmann 1897, 1911) but the best of the conserva-
tive ones as well (e.g., Weiss 1868, 1903). Increasingly,
however, a narrow definition of history prevailed, i.e.,
one that excludes any possibility of accepting as true
any biblical affirmation that talks of God acting in
history. Its assumptions are naturalistic. Of course, it
does not deny the possibility of the existence of God,
but denies that history can find any evidence of him.
History is by definition a closed continuum. Under
such a regimen biblical theology can never be more
than the study of what various groups thought about
God and related matters at various times. Hence the
cheeky title of the influential work of W. Wrede (1897),
Uber Aufgabe und Methode der sogenannten neutestamentliche
Theologie (Concerning the Task and Method of So-Called
New Testament Theology).

Reacting to the sterility of the history-of-religions
school, Barth generated the second movement. His com-
mentary on Romans (1933) threw down a gauntlet: it
was a profoundly theological work, an approach pro-
gressively eroded by the history-of-religions school. For
many, Barth’s reduction of the importance of historical
and comparative research for the meaning of the Bible,
and his elevation of the theological, was an oasis in a
parched land; for others, it was a form of theological
escapism that could not long endure.
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Moreover, Barth convinced Bultmann that classic
theological liberalism had to be abandoned. But instead
of joining Barth’s crusade, Bultmann introduced and
led a third movement that dominated discussion (espe-
cially in the realm of New Testament theology) for
almost half a century. At one level, the naturalism and
historicism of Wrede persisted; but at another level,
instead of eschewing theological formulation or dog-
matic synthesis, Bultmann ‘demythologized’ what he
thought ‘modern man’ could no longer believe, in order
to isolate the real, unchanging gospel in terms that could
still be believed. In that sense Bultmann abandoned the
historicism of Wrede to produce a kerygma that is
remarkably similar to Heideggerian existentialism. Along
the way, revelation, God, faith, and much else were
redefined. The gain, however, from Bultmann’s per-
spective, was a theological grasp that was utterly inde-
pendent of historical criticism. His enormously
influential Theology of the New Testament (1948-1953;
ET 1952-1955) provided a faith whose object is not
tied to historical revelation, a Jesus about whom little
can be said except for a raw Dass, a resurrection whose
significance lies not in its ostensible historical reality but
in the psychological faith of the community, and so
forth.

Today his views are largely abandoned. This is
not only because it is increasingly difficult to accept as
normative Heideggerian existentialism, and still more
difficult to see it as somehow at the core of biblical
revelation (thus the demythologizing project is seen as
obsolete on the one hand and anachronistic on the
other), but also for a stronger reason. Once allowance
is made for the conceptual structures that prevailed
when the biblical documents were written, many pas-
sages in both Testaments (e.g., Luke 1:1-4; 1 Cor. 15:6)
approach what we mean by scientific history, i.e., tight
linking of the textual witness to what actually happened.
Christianity is not Buddhism; its claims are in part irre-
ducibly historical. Contemporary scholars may judge
that witness to be true, and advance their reasons, or
they may hold it to be false, and justify their skepti-
cism. But biblical theologians cannot disallow historical
reflection as part of their task of understanding the
biblical documents, or relegate such reflection to a com-
partment hermetically sealed oft from theology.

The fourth movement was the short-lived but widely
influential biblical theology movement which was strong
in the 1930s to 1950s in Britain and Europe, and in
the 1940s to 1950s in America. Perhaps its most influ-
ential figure was Oscar Cullmann. His emphasis on sal-
vation history (Heilsgeschichte) as the unifying theme of
scripture sought to bring together the themes that had
been flying apart since the turn of the century.
Moreover, his influence was magnified by his deter-
mination to write in an edifying way. Inevitably, those
who constructed the ‘history’ inherent in ‘salvation
history’ a little differently raised many objections.

This was not the only stream of the biblical theology
movement. Another stream focused on ‘the mighty acts
of God’ (esp. G. Ernest Wright) as the unifying theme
of scripture, though acts apart from an authoritative
interpretation of their significance can prove very plastic.
R. Morgan (ABD 6.479) includes Kittel’s Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (1933-1974; ET
1964-1974) within the biblical theology movement:
after all, it was dedicated to Schlatter.

But the biblical theology movement soon suftered
catastrophic criticism. The relation between the mighty
acts of God and the biblical texts was less than clear.
The attempt to erect entire theological structures on
word studies soon faced the withering attack of James
Barr (1961). The meaning of Heilsgeschichte proved slip-
pery, with quite different emphases from writer to
writer. Hesitation about the movement climaxed in the
criticism of Childs (1970).

The last fifty years have witnessed extrapolations of
most of the earlier stances regarding biblical theology,
plus some new developments. We may summarize as
follows:

(1) Some of the most straightforward extrapolations
have yielded works of great influence. For instance, in
the field of Old Testament theology, Eichrodt
(1959-1964), though he himself insisted that the disci-
pline should not be shaped by any ‘dogmatic scheme,’
nevertheless sought a theological center in the docu-
ments. On the one hand, he developed a triple divi-
sion: God and the people, God and the world, God
and the individual; on the other hand, the controlling
concept in his work was the covenant — an approach
which, if nothing else, generated prolonged discussion
regarding the ‘center’ of Old Testament theology. By
contrast, von Rad’s complex and influential work
(1957-1960) rejects any attempt to elaborate the struc-
ture of the Old Testament ‘world of faith.” Because the
Old Testament documents present Heilsgeschichte, a
history of salvation, Old Testament theology worthy of
the name must in the first instance retell this history.
But von Rad does not want to return to the sterile
‘narrow’ history against which Eichrodt and others
reacted. Rather than creating a history of Israelite reli-
gion, von Rad develops a sequential ordering of the
theological witnesses that build up an account of
Yahweh’s action in history — depending, as he goes,
on more-or-less standard historical-critical reconstruc-
tions of the sources and their dates.

Similarly in the domain of New Testament theology:
some lines of